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Wong, Phillip (ECN)

From: ajahjah@att.net
Sent: Sunday, February 14, 2016 1:19 AM
To: Iwata, Ryan (PUC); cac@sfwater.org; Hood, Donna (PUC); BRCAC (ECN); Martin, Michael 

(ECN); Lesk, Emily (ECN); Shaw, Jeremy (CPC); Exline, Susan (CPC); Rich, Ken (ECN)
Cc: SNA Brick; wpa.balboa.reservoir@westwoodpark.com; Shaw, Linda (MYR); R. 

Mandelman; Thea Selby; Susan Lamb; Cynthia Dewar; Steve Bruckman; Ronald Gerhard; 
mlam@ccsf.edu; Saveccsf Info

Subject: Balboa Reservoir & PUC Resolution 12-0149
Attachments: Balboa-Reservoir-Study_Existing-Conditions-Infrastructure-and-Environment.pdf; 

Balboa Transportation Analysis 20150317 (clean).pdf; highlighted CS 229 a-d.pdf

PUC Commissioners, PUC CAC, Balboa Reservoir CAC, OEWD, Planning Dept: 
 
The City has targeted the publicly-owned Balboa Reservoir for development.by private interests in the 
guise of "affordable housing." 
 
AECOM performed an Initial Study in two parts-- Task 1 (December 2014) and Task 2 (March 2015)-- as 
part of the process towards the development of the Reservoir site (both Tasks attached). 
 
The AECOM Initial Study was authorized by PUC Resolution 12-0149 (attached): 
 
Award Agreement Nos. CS-229A-D, As-Needed, Specialized and Technical Services to  
RMC Wate rand nvironment; AECOM/Water Resources Engineering JV; MWH/Lee Inc., JV; and KennedyJenks/AGS, Inc., JV to 
provide water supply, storage delivery and transport services, water quality services, water treatment services, and Enterprise 
operations and management services; Authorize the GM to negotiate and execute professional services agreements for 
amounts not to exceed $4,000,000 each, and a duration of five years per agreement. 

 
I wish to bring your attention to the fact that the description contained in the material for Resolution 12-
0149 substantially fails to match the actual Study performed by AECOM.  Except for "Enterprise 
operations and management services", the description of the deliverables for CS-229 does not match 
the AECOM Initial Study's actual contents.   I believe CS-229 materially misrepresents the scope of the 
AECOM contract.   
 
Was the CS-229 language a means to fast-track the Reservoir Project unbeknownst to the 
Commissioners? 
 
I believe that the discrepancy between the description of the contract CS 229 and the actual output by 
AECOM deserves inquiry. 
 
Thank you for your consideration. 
 
Sincerely,  
 
Alvin Ja 
Sunnyside resident 
 
 



\ 

 
AECOM 

2101 Webster Street 

Suite 1900 

Oakland, CA 94612 

www.aecom.com 

510 622 6600 tel 

510 834 5220 fax 

Memorandum 

 
 
This memorandum summarizes the results of the transportation analysis that AECOM has conducted for the San 

Francisco Public Utilities Commission (SFPUC) to assist in the conceptual planning and design of the proposed 

residential development on the SFPUC-owned portion of the Balboa Reservoir (Lot 190 of Assessor’s Block 3180), 

part of the Public Sites Program.  Specifically, this deliverable has been prepared in conjunction with Task 2 of the 

Scope of Work for CS-229C (SFPUC Specialized and Technical Services Water Contract) Task 18.  Of the identified 

deliverables for Task 2 under the Scope of Work (summarized below), this memorandum addresses the underlined  

work products: 

 Summary of existing transportation conditions and future baseline conditions, including major transportation 

projects and anticipated completion of construction dates; circulation opportunities and constraints, including 

analysis of existing traffic conditions and congestion levels (level of service, volume-to-capacity ratio, delay, 

etc.); and transit, bicycle, and pedestrian opportunities and constraints. 

 Recommendations for transportation demand management (TDM) priority policies for the site, and actions 

and designs to mitigate transportation impacts and encourage use of alternative modes of travel to single-

occupant vehicles. 

 Suggestions for priority transportation criteria and metrics for evaluating development proposals. 

To  

Jeremy Shaw, LEED AP 
Planner / Urban Designer, Planning Department, City and County of San Francisco 

Sue Exline 
Planner (Citywide Policy), Planning Department, City and County of San Francisco  Pages 39 

  

CC 

Craig Freeman 
Environmental Planner & Project Manager, San Francisco Public Utilities Commission 

Rosanna Russell 
Real Estate Director, San Francisco Public Utilities Commission 

Michael Martin 
Project Director, Office of Economic and Workforce Development, City and County of San Francisco 

Emily Lesk 
Project Manager, Office of Economic and Workforce Development, City and County of San Francisco 

  

Subject 

SFPUC Balboa Reservoir Site Plan Study – Transportation Analysis 
Task 2 of the CS-229C SFPUC Specialized and Technical Services Water Contract, 
Consulting Services for the Public Sites Program 

  

From 

Jeffrey Chan, PTP 
Project Manager (Transportation Planning), AECOM 

Anthony Mangonon 
Associate Planner (Transportation Planning), AECOM 

  

Date March 17, 2015  
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 Conceptual circulation analysis and map of preferred development concept. 

 Parking analysis for the Project (supply, demand, and Parking Code requirements). 

History and Existing Conditions 

The Balboa Reservoir is located in an area of San Francisco that historically grew in piecemeal fashion as 

undeveloped land was subdivided into large developable tracts, with today’s major streets serving as the boundaries 

between adjacent tracts.  As in many other areas of the City outside of Downtown San Francisco, private developers 

designed, built, and marketed these tracts independently as residential neighborhoods based on the “streetcar 

suburbs” model.  In this particular case, streetcar routes such as the one along Ocean Avenue, built and operated by 

the San Francisco Municipal Railway (Muni), connected these inner suburbs of the city—including areas such as 

Westwood Park (immediately adjacent to the Balboa Reservoir on the west), Ingleside (south of the Balboa Reservoir, 

encompassing the area south of Ocean Avenue), and Sunnyside (northeast of the Balboa Reservoir, north of Judson 

Avenue)—to downtown San Francisco.  Although much of the city’s former streetcar network was eventually 

dismantled or converted to bus routes, the streetcar route along Ocean Avenue still survives today as Muni Metro’s K 

Ingleside service. 

The independent development of these areas, however, has resulted in a somewhat haphazard and disjointed street 

network.  Side streets that intersect Ocean Avenue from the north and south, for example, frequently are not aligned 

to permit through traffic, which forces traffic onto Ocean Avenue and results in an unnecessarily high intersection 

density that complicates traffic safety for all roadway users, including non-motorists.  Other examples include the 

street layout of Westwood Park, a closed network of concentric ellipses that provides few options for easily 

connecting into the rectangular street grids of the adjacent Sunnyside and Ingleside neighborhoods.   

As these residential neighborhoods grew, the sites now occupied by City College of San Francisco’s Ocean Avenue 

Campus, the Balboa Reservoir, Archbishop Riordan High School, and what is now Balboa Park were the last 

remaining large pieces of land in this area.  Eventually, these sites were developed as major educational campuses 

with limited roadway connectivity (in the case of City College and Archbishop Riordan High School) or for non-active 

uses that did not require roadway improvements (in the case of the Balboa Reservoir).  These factors, combined with 

those cited above, have resulted in a network of high-volume arterials (streets that fulfill major city- or region-wide 

traffic circulation functions) and low-volume local streets through primarily residential areas. (1)  Vehicular traffic is 

funneled onto a handful of major corridors that double as neighborhood commercial streets such as Ocean Avenue, 

Geneva Avenue, Monterey Boulevard, and San Jose Avenue.  The former San Francisco and San Jose Railroad 

right-of-way, later used by the Southern Pacific Railroad and now converted to an interstate highway (Interstate 280), 

also complicates east–west access between the Balboa Reservoir and neighborhoods to the east. 

The establishment of the San Francisco Bay Area Rapid Transit District (BART) and construction of a modern 

regional rail system for the Bay Area created a new transit hub at Balboa Park Station, improving the area’s 

connections to downtown San Francisco, downtown Oakland, and other regional centers.  The construction of the bi-

level Market Street Subway for BART and Muni service was also a major milestone in the modernization of Muni’s 

aging streetcar system into what we know today as Muni Metro.  The K Ingleside was eventually converted to operate 

with modern light rail vehicles (LRVs) and was extended to the Curtis E. Green Light Rail Center, Muni’s then-new 

light rail maintenance facility adjacent to Balboa Park Station, together with the M Ocean View and J Church. 

                                                   
 
(1) Arterial streets are roadways that fulfill major city- or region-wide traffic circulation functions. 
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The following sections discuss specific components of the transportation network serving the Balboa Reservoir in 

more detail. 

Site Conditions and Present Use 

The Balboa Reservoir originally featured two semi-rectangular basins (the North Basin and the South Basin), each 

oriented lengthwise east–west and sharing a long edge.  The basins were never filled, however, and in recent years 

the site has been partially modified and developed for use by City College of San Francisco (“City College”).  In 

particular, the orientation of the basins was rotated by 90 degrees and the eastern half was filled, with a new multi-

use building completed by City College in 2010 occupying the southeast quadrant and a surface parking lot (“Upper 

Reservoir Lot”), primarily for City College employees and students, occupying the northeast quadrant.  City College 

has plans for developing the northeast quadrant, but will revisit them with a new master planning process beginning 

in 2015. 

The western half of the Balboa Reservoir remains under SFPUC ownership and is being contemplated for 

development under the Public Land for Housing Program, including the conceptual planning and design efforts for 

which this study has been conducted.  The site is currently being used as a surface parking lot (known as the “Lower 

Reservoir Lot”) for City College, supplementing the Upper Reservoir Lot.   

Roadway Context 

Figure 1 illustrates the roadway context for the site. 

The major roadways serving the Balboa Reservoir are Ocean Avenue, Geneva Avenue, and Phelan Avenue.  Ocean 

Avenue and Geneva Avenue connect the Balboa Reservoir directly with Interstate 280 (I-280), which features a 

diamond interchange at Geneva Avenue and a half-diamond interchange (off-ramp from southbound I-280 and on-

ramp to northbound I-280 only) at Ocean Avenue.  These roadways also serve as important east–west routes across 

I-280 to connect to the Excelsior District, the Outer Mission, and other neighborhoods in southern and southeastern 

San Francisco, as well as to the Ingleside, West Portal, and the Sunset District west of the Balboa Reservoir.  Phelan 

Avenue is the major north–south street in the vicinity of the Balboa Reservoir, although it terminates at the 

intersection with Ocean Avenue and Geneva Avenue and connects with the east–west Judson Avenue at the 

northwest corner of the City College campus.  These design features limit the usefulness of Phelan Avenue for direct 

north–south travel through the area.  Foerster Street and Gennessee Avenue serve to connect Phelan Avenue / 

Judson Avenue with Monterey Boulevard, while Judson Avenue continues east over I-280 to connect with San Jose 

Avenue. 

Direct vehicular access into and out of the Balboa Reservoir is currently provided at two locations: one location 

opposite the main pedestrian entrance up to Science Circle, approximately at the midpoint of the Balboa Reservoir 

along Phelan Avenue (the “Reservoir Lot Center Access”); and another location farther north, immediately south of 

Archbishop Riordan High School (the “Reservoir Lot North Access”).  The Reservoir Lot North Access and Central 

Access both connect at their western ends into a north–south accessway that was constructed by City College to 

accommodate circulation and access needs for City College’s new Mixed-Use Building and adjacent surface parking 

lots.  This north–south accessway was originally intended to serve as the primary segment of a proposed extension 

of Lee Avenue north from Ocean Avenue onto the Balboa Reservoir site (the “Lee Avenue Extension”).   
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Figure 1: Balboa Reservoir Roadway Context 
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The southern end of the Lee Avenue Extension has already been completed as part of construction of Avalon Ocean 

Avenue, a mixed-use commercial / residential complex at the former site of a Kragen Auto Parts store.  However, a 

connection between this completed portion and the north–south accessway constructed by City College has not yet 

been completed, and would need to be designed to safely negotiate the steep grade and alignment change between 

these two segments.  In addition, City College would likely need to acquire additional SFPUC property to 

accommodate the alignment and the connection.  Additional improvements may also be necessary to bring the north–

south accessway constructed by City College to the standards required in the easement agreement negotiated with 

the SFPUC.(2)  At its northern end, the north–south accessway also connects with an access road down to City 

College’s Lower Reservoir Lot, which can be accessed only via this ramp.   The easement agreement requires City 

College to complete the Lee Avenue Extension by 2017, but it is uncertain whether this goal can be met given the 

school’s financial situation. 

In a separate effort, the San Francisco Municipal Transportation Agency (SFMTA) is building a pedestrian connector 

from the current City College bookstore and multi-use building parking lot to the City College terminal and future Unity 

Plaza.  When the project is complete, a 15-foot-wide pedestrian path will connect City College facilities on the Upper 

Reservoir with the Ocean Avenue commercial corridor.  The path is expected to be complete in 2015 or 2016. (3) 

The  Balboa Reservoir has no other public roadway access, although partially improved asphalt service roads are 

provided atop the west and north berms.  These service roads connect into San Ramon Way, but do not directly 

access the bottom of the Lower Reservoir parking lot.  The service roads also partially connect into the north–south 

accessway constructed by City College, but this connection is only partially improved, and cannot accommodate 

vehicular access.  The connection is primarily used as a pedestrian path to access open space along the western 

berm of the Balboa Reservoir. 

The major convergence point for traffic circulation patterns in the immediate vicinity of the Balboa Reservoir is at the 

Ocean Avenue / Phelan Avenue / Geneva Avenue intersection.  Traffic patterns also converge farther east near the 

ramps connecting to I-280 at Ocean Avenue and Geneva Avenue.  

Relevant traffic data—including recent intersection turning movement counts collected as part of this analysis (two 

sets of weekday AM and PM peak period counts and one Saturday midday peak period count) and other count data 

compiled from previous studies—are enclosed in Appendix A to this memorandum. 

Transit Context 

Figure 2 illustrates the transit context for the site. 

The Balboa Reservoir and the surrounding neighborhoods are well-served by public transit, although the lack of 

convenient pedestrian access to transit stops limits the attractiveness of these services.  Muni provides local transit 

for destinations within San Francisco, with both Ocean Avenue and Geneva Avenue serving as major routes for 

transit service.  Specifically, the K Ingleside provides surface light rail service in the center travel lanes along Ocean 

Avenue, connecting at its eastern terminus to Balboa Park Station and traveling west through the Ingleside and West 

Portal neighborhoods into the Twin Peaks Tunnel and Market Street Subway to downtown San Francisco.   

                                                   
 
(2) The north–south accessway was constructed and encroaches nine to ten feet over the SFPUC property line.  As a result, the 

accessway may need to be relocated into its final position as part of the completion of the Lee Avenue Extension, or City 
College will need to reimburse the SFPUC for the encroachment. 

(3) A conceptual design plan for this pedestrian connector is included as Appendix F to this memorandum. 
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Figure 2: Balboa Reservoir Transit Context 
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Major bus routes serving the Balboa Reservoir include the 8X Bayshore Express / 8BX Bayshore “B” Express 

(connecting to the Excelsior District, Visitacion Valley, Portola, Downtown, Chinatown, North Beach, and Fisherman’s 

Wharf) and the 49 Van Ness–Mission (connecting to the Mission District and the Van Ness Avenue corridor).  

Additional crosstown bus routes serving the Balboa Reservoir include the 29 Sunset (east to the Excelsior District, 

Portola, and Candlestick neighborhoods and west to San Francisco State University, Stonestown, Lake Merced, and 

the Sunset and Richmond Districts) and the 43 Masonic (traveling south / east to the Excelsior District and Crocker–

Amazon and north to Sunnyside, Westwood Highlands, Laguna Honda, Forest Hill, the Inner Sunset, Parnassus 

Heights, Cole Valley, the Haight, Lone Mountain / Anza Vista, Presidio Heights, the Presidio, and the Marina District). 

A local transit hub is provided at the City College Terminal (formerly Phelan Loop), which was recently reconfigured 

as part of the transportation improvements identified in the Balboa Park Station Area Plan.  The loop originally served 

as a turnaround for Muni’s single-ended streetcars before the advent of Muni Metro, with ingress at Ocean Avenue / 

Lee Avenue and egress at Ocean Avenue / Harold Avenue just west of Fire Station No. 15.  With the extension of the 

K Ingleside to Balboa Park Station, the loop became a bus-only turnaround, with ingress at Ocean Avenue / Harold 

Avenue and egress at Ocean Avenue / Lee Avenue.  With the start of construction for the affordable housing 

development at 1100 Ocean Avenue, the loop was realigned in May 2013 with egress onto Phelan Avenue north of 

the fire station, improving connections to City College.  The Phelan Loop currently provides three boarding bays (two 

island bays and one curb bay) shared between the 8X / 8BX and 49 bus routes, and egress onto Phelan Avenue is 

facilitated by transit-only traffic signals activated by video detection. 

All routes connect to Balboa Park Station, with the 8X / 8BX, 29, and 43 traveling via Geneva Avenue and the K and 

49 traveling via Ocean Avenue.  At Balboa Park Station, passengers can then transfer to BART for fast service to the 

Mission District, downtown San Francisco, and the rest of the Bay Area; to other Muni routes (J Church, M Ocean 

View, 54 Felton, and 88 Mission–BART Shuttle); and to San Mateo County commuter shuttles that serve residential 

neighborhoods in the Bayshore area of northeast Daly City and employment centers at Crocker Industrial Park and 

Sierra Point in Brisbane. 

Field observations, together with ridership data collected by the SFMTA as part of the Transit Effectiveness Project 

(TEP), indicate that passenger crowding levels on local transit services in the immediate vicinity of the Balboa 

Reservoir are generally low because most routes have terminals at or near the site.  The exceptions to this rule are 

the 29 Sunset and 43 Masonic, which are heavily used crosstown routes that reach the Balboa Reservoir mid-route. 

Relevant transit data—including daily boardings and alightings by stop—are enclosed in Appendix A to this 

memorandum. 

Bicycle Context 

Figure 3 illustrates the bikeway context for the site. 
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Figure 3: Balboa Reservoir Bikeway Context 
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The primary bikeways serving the Balboa Reservoir are a mixture of Class 2 bikeways (bicycle lanes) and Class 3 

bikeways (bicycle routes with signage and sharrows) along the area’s major roadways.  Major east–west bikeways 

serving the area include the following: 

 Route 84 (Ocean Avenue): Class 2 facilities between Alemany Boulevard and Phelan Avenue and Class 3 

facilities between Phelan Avenue and 20th Avenue / 21st Avenue. 

 Route 90 (Geneva Avenue / Holloway Avenue): Class 2 facilities in the immediate vicinity of the Balboa 

Reservoir along Geneva Avenue, Ocean Avenue, Plymouth Avenue, and Holloway Avenue.  A mixture of 

Class 2 and Class 3 facilities extend the route further east to Bayshore Boulevard and west to San 

Francisco State University. 

 Route 770 (Phelan Avenue / Gennessee Street): A short connector between Route 70 (Monterey Boulevard) 

and Routes 84 and 90, consisting primarily of Class 2 facilities along Phelan Avenue and Judson Avenue 

and Class 3 facilities along Gennessee Street. 

Phelan Avenue and the segments of Ocean Avenue west of Phelan Avenue are relatively flat and generally carry 

lower traffic volumes, features that are generally conducive to bicycle use.  The area is also located close to major 

transit hubs such as Balboa Park Station and bicycle-friendly uses such as institutional campuses and neighborhood-

oriented retail.  Field observations, however, indicate that bicycle use is low, likely for a variety of reasons that include 

elevation changes, the volume and speed of vehicular traffic, and the lack of protected bikeways to provide a safe 

route for bicyclists.  In particular, Geneva Avenue is not a desirable bikeway given the steep and sustained grades, 

and Ocean Avenue has safety-related concerns caused by the merge zones with ramps to and from I-280 and the 

track grooves along light rail routes.  The relatively small amount of bicycle parking at Balboa Park Station (given the 

significance of the station and its proximity to City College) and the high frequency and convenience of transit 

services also may make it more practical to use transit for short journeys to and from the station. (4)   

Relevant bicycle data—including counts collected in previous studies—are enclosed in Appendix A to this 

memorandum. 

Pedestrian Context 

Figure 4 illustrates the pedestrian context for the site. 

Pedestrian activity in the area is generally moderate, concentrated on pedestrian routes connecting to Balboa Park 

Station, near City College and the Phelan Loop, and along the Ocean Avenue commercial corridor.  Pedestrian 

access to and from the Balboa Reservoir is provided by the roadway network described above, with all streets 

providing sidewalks along both sides.  However, there is a lack of pedestrian connections leading directly to the 

Balboa Reservoir (in particular, the north, south and west sides all lack a pedestrian connection onto the site). 

  

                                                   
 
(4) San Francisco Municipal Transportation Agency.  2009 (October). Balboa Park Station Pedestrian and Bicycle Connection 

Project (Final Report). San Francisco, CA. 
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Figure 4: Balboa Reservoir Pedestrian Context 
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Geneva Avenue offers the shortest pedestrian route between the Balboa Reservoir and Balboa Park Station, but this 

route is not desirable because of elevation changes and the safety hazards created by the diamond interchange with 

I-280.  Ocean Avenue generally features lower traffic volumes and a more gradual grade; however, pedestrian safety 

along the north side of the street is hampered by the ramps serving I-280, including a high-speed off-ramp (currently 

striped as a “free” right turn instead of a “yield” configuration) that merges into westbound Ocean Avenue.  The major 

intersection at Ocean Avenue / Geneva Avenue / Phelan Avenue is also problematic for pedestrians because of 

crossing distances (particularly across Ocean Avenue) and the lack of marked crosswalks across some intersection 

legs, which result in circuitous pedestrian routes.  High traffic volumes on right-turn movements, such as the 

westbound right-turn movement from Ocean Avenue onto northbound Phelan Avenue and the eastbound right-turn 

movement from Ocean Avenue onto eastbound Geneva Avenue, also put vehicles in direct conflict with pedestrians 

in the crosswalk. 

Relevant pedestrian data—including counts and collision rates collected in previous studies—are enclosed in 

Appendix A to this memorandum. 

Vehicle Parking Context 

Figure 5 illustrates the vehicle parking context for the site. 

On-street parking in the immediate vicinity of the Balboa Reservoir is provided along both sides of Phelan Avenue 

and Ocean Avenue.  However, parking is restricted on some segments and sides of Ocean Avenue by curb cuts 

(such as the curb cut serving Fire Station No. 15, Beep’s Burgers or the 76 service station), roadway width 

constraints, and other factors. 

The Balboa Reservoir currently provides off-street surface lots for use by City College employees and staff members 

through a license between the SFPUC and City College, but most vehicles currently park in the Upper Reservoir Lot; 

the Lower Reservoir Lot is under-used.  Parking in these facilities is permitted only between 5:00 AM and midnight; 

overnight parking is prohibited.  A modest fee of $3 a day is charged for the use of these spaces, but students can 

obtain semester permits for $40 (reduced to $20 for students receiving financial aid). 
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Figure 5: Balboa Reservoir Vehicle Parking Context 
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Future Land Use and Transportation Context 

Several land use development and transportation plans and projects are underway near the Balboa Reservoir.  

These projects are discussed in more detail below. 

Balboa Park Station Area Plan 

The Balboa Park Station Area Plan (Area Plan) grew out of the planning efforts of the Better Neighborhoods Program, 

which established a vision for the neighborhoods surrounding Balboa Park Station for land use, transportation, 

housing, and other topics.   

Land Use 

The Area Plan encompasses the immediate surroundings of Balboa Park Station, as well as Balboa Park, City 

College, the Balboa Reservoir, and parcels stretching to the west along the Ocean Avenue corridor.  The 

environmental review of the Area Plan analyzed future development at various infill sites in the Plan Area, such as 

the SFMTA Geneva Upper Yard (southwest corner of Geneva Avenue / San Jose Avenue), the Phelan Loop, the 

Kragen Auto Parts site, Fire Station No. 15, and the Balboa Reservoir.  The Balboa Reservoir represents the largest 

of these sites in terms of land area and residential development potential. 

Of projects in the Area Plan, the new Ingleside Branch Library opened at the former Sunset Garage site in 2009, and 

the former Kragen Auto Parts site has been developed as “Avalon Ocean Avenue”, a 173-unit apartment complex 

with a Whole Foods Market and other ground-floor retail uses that was completed in 2012.  Construction is also 

underway on an affordable housing development at the former Phelan Loop site at 1100 Ocean Avenue.  The historic 

Geneva Car Barn and Powerhouse requires a seismic upgrade and rehabilitation, but is currently envisioned as an 

arts and cultural center for the community.  Other projects that have received entitlements include the following: 

 270 Brighton Avenue (Planning Department Case No. 2013.0083): 25 dwelling units and 3,653 square feet 

of retail currently under construction at the southeast corner of Ocean Avenue / Brighton Avenue; 

 1490 Ocean Avenue (Planning Department Case No. 2008.0538): 15 dwelling units and 4,356 square feet of 

retail at the northeast corner of Ocean Avenue / Miramar Avenue.  Building permits have been filed, but 

construction has yet to commence. 

A third infill development at 1601–1635 Ocean Avenue (Planning Department Case Nos. 2006.0592 and 2009.1050), 

comprising 36 dwelling units and 11,250 square feet of retail, is currently undergoing the approvals process. 

For more details about specific land use assumptions at the various infill sites, see the project description for the Area 

Plan contained in the Area Plan EIR, which is included as Appendix B to this memorandum. 

Transportation 

The Area Plan also proposed various improvements to Balboa Park Station, station access, and to the surrounding 

street network.  The proposed street improvements include major redesigns of Geneva Avenue between San Jose 

Avenue and I-280, San Jose Avenue between Ocean Avenue and Geneva Avenue, Ocean Avenue between San 

Jose Avenue and Geneva Avenue, and Phelan Avenue between Judson Avenue and Ocean Avenue.  Some of the 

changes along Phelan Avenue—namely, the proposed road diet (from four travel lanes to two travel lanes), new bike 

lanes, and elimination of channelized right turns to and from Ocean Avenue—have been completed.  The landscaped 

median along Phelan Avenue has not been completed, however.  A new street design study for Ocean Avenue is 

near completion as of January 2015 (see below).  
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The Area Plan also proposed the extension of Brighton Avenue, Lee Avenue, and Harold Avenue north of Ocean 

Avenue to the southern edge of the Balboa Reservoir.  The Brighton Avenue and Lee Avenue extensions were 

completed with the Avalon Ocean Avenue development, serving primarily as public open space (Brighton Avenue) 

and access roads for Avalon Ocean Avenue and the affordable housing project under construction at 1100 Ocean 

Avenue (both Brighton Avenue and Lee Avenue).  The Harold Avenue extension was completed with the redesign of 

the City College Terminal / Phelan Loop and is designated for use exclusively by transit vehicles. 

Draft versions of the plan also had called for eliminating two of the four general-purpose travel lanes along Ocean 

Avenue to provide dedicated roadspace for LRVs and other transit vehicles between Phelan Avenue and Manor Drive, 

but this provision was removed from the Area Plan after publication of the Initial Study and Notice of Preparation 

(NOP) for the Area Plan EIR.   

The EIR for the Area Plan also evaluated an extension of Lee Avenue into the Balboa Reservoir (the “Lee Avenue 

Extension” discussed previously), with one travel lane in each direction and no on-street parking.  This roadway 

extension would serve City College campus uses along the west side of Phelan Avenue that are being developed as 

part of City College’s Ocean Avenue Campus Master Plan.  City College is required to complete the Lee Avenue 

Extension per an agreement with the SFPUC, and the Extension is not formally part of the Area Plan, although the 

Area Plan EIR included an analysis of the potential impacts of the Lee Avenue Extension 

In terms of transit facilities, the Area Plan also proposed changes to Balboa Park Station to improve transit 

connectivity, passenger convenience, and pedestrian access to transit.  Closer to the Balboa Reservoir, the Area 

Plan also called for a redesign of the Phelan Loop (ingress via Ocean Avenue, egress via Phelan Avenue), a project 

that is now complete.  Many of the Area Plan’s transportation goals and policies for the station itself have been 

evaluated in subsequent studies and projects, including the Balboa Park Station Pedestrian and Bicycle Connection 

Project, Balboa Park Station Capacity & Conceptual Engineering Study (October 2012), and the Balboa Park Station 
Area Circulation Study (April 2014). 

Transportation circulation on and around the Phelan Loop site, including the Phelan Loop redesign and street 

extensions north of Ocean Avenue, are illustrated in the Area Plan project description contained in the Area Plan EIR, 

which has been included as Appendix B to this memorandum.   

Other Changes 

Other changes proposed in the Area Plan include new open spaces in the neighborhood, including sites adjacent to 

the Ingleside Branch Library (the “Parcel 22” site, a courtyard (to be open during library hours) currently in the 

construction phase), along the Brighton Avenue extension north of Ocean Avenue (completed as part of Avalon 

Ocean Avenue), at the Phelan Loop (the “Unity Plaza” project, to be built in 2015), and at the Balboa Reservoir. 

Ocean Avenue Corridor Design Project 

The Ocean Avenue Corridor Design Project will implement streetscape improvements to Ocean Avenue between San 

Jose Avenue and Manor Avenue.  The near-term phase of the project includes pedestrian realm enhancements such 

as greening / landscaping and consolidation of newsracks, as well as new bulb-outs and other intersection 

improvements for pedestrians.   Design is nearly complete, with construction scheduled to take place in 2015.   

The segment east of Phelan Avenue is addressed under the project’s long-term phase, with concept design also near 

completion.  Funds for final design and construction have not been secured.  The conceptual plans call for a 

reconfiguration of the Ocean Avenue / Geneva Avenue / Phelan Avenue intersection, including small public spaces 

and gateway treatments.  They also include eastbound bike lanes on Ocean Avenue, wider sidewalks, bulbouts or 
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sidewalk extensions, trees, and lighting along Ocean Avenue.  A new contraflow bike lane along Howth Street is also 

called for.  Geneva Avenue from Ocean Avenue east to the southbound I-280 off-ramp would also receive similar 

improvements, including a new planted median; corner bulb-outs at Howth Street; a new west crosswalk at Louisburg 

Street; and various streetscape amenities including pedestrian-scale lighting, greening, and site furnishings.  

Prioritization of these options is currently being vetted to the public. 

For schematic illustrations of the proposed design for these improvements, see Appendix C of this memorandum. 

WalkFirst Improvements 

Near-term improvements under the WalkFirst program are planned for intersections along Ocean Avenue at Capitol 

Avenue, Miramar Avenue, Plymouth Avenue, and Phelan Avenue.  At Phelan Avenue, these improvements would 

include pedestrian refuge islands, raised crosswalks, advance stop bars, pedestrian warning signage, chokers, 

continental crosswalk striping, and a new marked (currently unmarked) crosswalk.  At Plymouth Avenue, the 

improvements would include protected left turns, advance stop bars, intersection daylighting, signal timing changes, 

and continental crosswalk striping.  For more details about these improvements, see Appendix D of this 

memorandum. 

Transit Effectiveness Project 

The Transit Effectiveness Project (TEP) proposes various improvements to transit routes serving the Balboa 

Reservoir.  Specifically, both Ocean Avenue (K Ingleside) and Geneva Avenue (8X Bayshore Express / 8BX 

Bayshore “B” Express) have been identified for travel time reduction proposals (TTRPs).  Along these streets, 

SFMTA would implement various elements from its Transit Preferential Streets (TPS) toolkit—transit stop changes, 

lane modifications, parking and turn restrictions, traffic signal and stop sign changes, and pedestrian improvements—

to reduce travel times for transit vehicles.  In addition to these service-related capital improvements, the TEP would 

implement general service improvements, including new routes, changed route alignments, reduced headways, and 

new vehicle types.  The changes proposed under the TEP have since been folded into SFMTA’s Muni Forward 

campaign, a branded program of improvements that also includes capital initiatives (such as fleet procurement) and 

other projects to modernize Muni service. 

Table 1 summarizes the proposed changes for Muni service near the Balboa Reservoir.  For reference, see the 

detailed summary sheets of the TEP’s proposed changes for these routes in Appendix E. 

As shown in Table  1, frequency would improve on several lines that already serve the Balboa Reservoir; the 8BX 

Bayshore “B” Express, the 29 Sunset, the 43 Masonic, and the K Ingleside.  Two additional lines (the 52 Excelsior 

and 54 Felton) would also be extended or rerouted, providing additional options for traveling between the Balboa 

Reservoir and Balboa Park Station.  Overall, combined bus and rail services between the Balboa Reservoir and 

Balboa Park Station would improve from approximately 40 scheduled runs to 43–48 scheduled runs in the peak hour.  

It should be noted, however, that the proposed changes to the 54 Felton are currently on hold pending additional 

community outreach by SFMTA. 
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Table 1: Transit Effectiveness Project – Proposed Service Changes 

Line 

Changes to Peak Period Headway (minutes) 

Other Changes(1) Weekday AM 
Peak Period 

Weekday PM 
Peak Period 

Existing Proposed Existing Proposed 
8X Bayshore Express 7.5 6.0 7.5 7.0 TTRP.8X 

8BX Bayshore “B” Express 8.0 6.0 7.5 7.0 TTRP.8X 

29 Sunset 9.0 8.0 10.0 No change 

Reroute from Mission Street and 
Geneva Avenue onto Ocean 

Avenue near Balboa Park Station 
(between Persia Avenue and 

Plymouth Avenue) 

43 Masonic 10.0 8.0 12.0 10.0  

49R Van Ness–Mission Rapid 7.5 No change 7.5 No change 
Conversion of existing 49 Van 
Ness–Mission to limited-stop 

service on Mission Street 

52 Excelsior 20 No change 20 No change 

Extension from the Excelsior 
District to Balboa Park Station and 
City College (new terminal on west 

side of Phelan Avenue between 
Cloud Circle and Ocean Avenue) 

54 Felton 20 15 20 15 

Reroute through the Excelsior 
District and at Balboa Park Station 
to a new alignment along Persia 

Avenue, Ocean Avenue, and 
Plymouth Avenue 

K Ingleside 9.0 8.0 9.0 8.0 TTRP.K 

Source: San Francisco Municipal Transportation Agency, Transit Effectiveness Project Implementation Workbook (Draft) (v.11.12) 
(March 24, 2014). 

Notes: 

TTRP = travel time reduction proposal 
(1) Other changes shown only if they affect route segments in the vicinity of the Balboa Reservoir.  

 

City College Ocean Avenue Campus Master Plan 

City College of San Francisco last updated its Ocean Avenue Campus Master Plan in 2004.  The plan identifies a 

need for several hundred thousand gross square feet of new facilities to meet projected enrollment demands.  Some 

facilities have been completed to meet this demand, including the Student Health Center (2006), Community 

Wellness Center (2008), and the Joint Use Facility (2010).  Table 2 summarizes these recently completed projects.  

City College plans to initiate a new master planning process in 2015. 

Table 2: City College Ocean Avenue Campus Master Plan – Recently Completed Projects 

Facility Size 
(gross square feet) Status 

Community Wellness Center 140,000 Completed 2008 

Student Health Center 10,000 Completed 2006 

Joint Use Facility 108,000 Completed 2010 

Childcare Center 8,000 Completed 2008 

Program Total 266,000  

Source: City College of San Francisco, City College of San Francisco, Master Plan (Approved June 10, 2004); City College of San 
Francisco,  
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San Francisco Bicycle Plan 

The San Francisco Bicycle Plan (“Bike Plan”) (June 26, 2009) identifies various improvements to the bikeway network 

near the Balboa Reservoir.  Many of these projects have already been completed, including the following projects: 

 Route 84 (Ocean Avenue): Class 2 facilities along Ocean Avenue between Alemany Boulevard and Lee 

Avenue. 

 Route 770 (Phelan Avenue Connector): Class 2 facilities along Phelan Avenue to Judson Avenue, with 

Class 3 facilities (signage and sharrows) along Judson Avenue and Gennessee Street between Phelan 

Avenue and Monterey Boulevard. 

 Class 3 facilities (signage and sharrows) along various streets including Plymouth Avenue between Ocean 

Avenue and Holloway Avenue; Howth Street between Ocean Avenue and Geneva Avenue; Hearst Avenue 

between Circular Avenue and Gennessee Street; and Monterey Boulevard west of Gennessee Street. 

Long-term improvement projects identified in the Bike Plan include Monterey Boulevard between Circular Avenue and 

Gennessee Street; Lee Avenue (and the Lee Avenue Extension) between Phelan Avenue and Holloway Avenue; 

Harold Avenue between Ocean Avenue and Holloway Avenue; and Holloway Avenue between Harold Avenue and 

Junipero Serra Boulevard.  Of these, only the improvements along Holloway Avenue west of Plymouth Avenue have 

been completed. 

Figure 6 illustrates the recommended improvements to the bicycle route network as proposed by the Bike Plan. 

Other Changes 

The Ocean Avenue Association, a local community association comprising residents and merchants along the Ocean 

Avenue corridor, has drafted a “Fifteen Year Plan for the Improvement of the Ocean Avenue Commercial Corridor”, 

which includes many policies similar to the improvements proposed by the plans and projects described above.  In 

addition, hypermarket chain Target has expressed interest in launching a Target Express at 1830–1850 Ocean 

Avenue in a space that originally housed a Rite Aid pharmacy. (5)  

Opportunities and Constraints 

This section discusses potential site opportunities and constraints for components of the transportation network 

described in the preceding sections.  Figure 7 illustrates some of the major access and transportation opportunities 

and constraints for the Balboa Reservoir site. 

 

 

                                                   
 
(5) Sciacca, Annie.  New Target Express store could land on Ocean Avenue in S.F.’s Ingleside (San Francisco Business Times) 

(July 28, 2014).  Online: http://www.bizjournals.com/sanfrancisco/blog/real-estate/2014/07/target-express-store-1830-ocean-
avenue.html. 
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Figure 6: San Francisco Bicycle Plan – Recommended Improvements 

 
Source: San Francisco Municipal Transportation Agency.  San Francisco Bicycle Plan (June 26, 2009).  Online: 
http://www.sfmta.com/sites/default/files/projects/San_Francisco_Bicycle_Plan_June_26_2009_002.pdf. 
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Figure 7: Balboa Reservoir Access and Transportation Opportunities and Constraints 
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Roadways 

Figure 8 illustrates the roadway context for the Balboa Reservoir (the existing roadway network, future roadway 

extensions, and potential roadway connections into the site). 

As discussed in the previous sections of this memorandum, existing roadway connectivity is minimal at the Balboa 

Reservoir and limited in the existing neighborhoods surrounding the site for a variety of reasons.  Therefore, 

connecting the Balboa Reservoir with the surrounding roadway network and neighborhoods is a key concern for a 

variety of site design parameters, such as walkability, multi-modal access (including access to transit), and public 

safety.  The following subsection discusses potential opportunities and constraints for roadway access at the Balboa 

Reservoir. 

Access from the East 
Phelan Avenue provides logical options for direct access to and from the Balboa Reservoir.  Access roads (the 

Reservoir Lot North Access and the Reservoir Lot Center Access) and signalized intersections already facilitate 

vehicle access into and out of City College’s surface parking lots.  Where feasible, SFPUC and City College could 

retain these alignments (and improve them, as necessary) to serve as access roads into the Balboa Reservoir.  Also, 

City College’s Ocean Avenue Campus Master Plan calls for enhancing pedestrian connectivity between the two parts 

of the campus on opposite sides of Phelan Avenue. Future development proposals, roadway alignment, and street 

design should carefully consider the pedestrian-oriented context of the west portion of the City College campus. 

Opportunities: Retention and improvement of access from the north into City College surface parking.  

New roadway connections to Phelan Avenue at Science Circle stairs and Cloud Circle. 

Constraints: Designs need to consider City College pedestrian activity and desire to connect west and 

east sides of campus across Phelan Avenue.  

Access from the South 
Along Ocean Avenue, Lee Avenue currently offers the most feasible option for direct access into the Balboa 

Reservoir, and City College has identified an extension of the roadway to accommodate vehicular access for its 

portion of the Balboa Reservoir.  At the toe of the existing south berm of the Balboa Reservoir, the Lee Avenue 

Extension would shift slightly to the east and rise at a steep grade, connecting into the north–south accessway that 

has already been partially constructed as part of the land swap between City College and SFPUC and the completion 

of City College’s new Mixed-Use Building.  This scenario assumes that City College would acquire the required 

property to complete the improved Lee Avenue Extension from the SFPUC.  The Lee Avenue Extension, once 

improved, could offer a potential ingress route into the Balboa Reservoir, but eastbound left-turn movements from 

Ocean Avenue would need to be studied further to fully assess any impacts. 
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Figure 8: Balboa Reservoir Roadway Context 
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Other potential right-of-way located north of Ocean Avenue could provide vehicular access into the Balboa Reservoir.  

These options include potential extensions of Brighton Avenue (via the main vehicular entrance into the Avalon 

Ocean Avenue site), Plymouth Avenue (via the SFPUC-owned pipeline right-of-way on Lot 192 of Assessor’s Block 

3180), or Harold Avenue into the Balboa Reservoir.  The Brighton Avenue, Plymouth Avenue, and Harold Avenue 

rights-of-way are narrow and meet Ocean Avenue at a skewed angle, potentially increasing pedestrian safety 

hazards.  Adding traffic controls at these intersections would also complicate traffic controls at nearby intersections 

and transit operations along Ocean Avenue.  The steep grade change from Ocean Avenue also presents a constraint. 

Opportunities: Connection into Lee Avenue Extension and other potential connections at Plymouth 

Avenue, Brighton Avenue, or Harold Avenue. 

Constraints: Steep grade change between Ocean Avenue and the Balboa Reservoir.  Conflicts between 

eastbound left-turn ingress and transit operations along Ocean Avenue.  Narrow rights-of-way, skewed 

intersection layouts, and disruptions to transit operations at the Phelan Loop. 

Access from the North and West 
Access along the north edge of the Balboa Reservoir would require major changes to the Archbishop Riordan High 

School site.  An access road currently provides egress from the high school’s on-site parking lot onto the Reservoir 

Lot North Access, but this access road would need to be negotiated with the high school and substantially redesigned 

to serve as anything more than a pedestrian or bicycle access.  This change could also negatively affect the high 

school’s campus environment of the high school by introducing vehicular traffic through the center of the campus.  

Extending Wildwood Way into the Balboa Reservoir is also not feasible without requiring a redesign of the high 

school’s sports field. 

Providing access on the west edge of the Balboa Reservoir, however, is possible by extending San Ramon Way into 

the site.  Extending San Ramon Way would increase pedestrian access, reduce local traffic at bottlenecks in the 

neighborhood, and improve emergency vehicle access at the site.  This extension would likely attract a portion of the 

Balboa Reservoir site traffic heading to or from the west and could likely be accommodated without resulting in 

substantial negative effects on the existing Westwood Park neighborhood.  Still, the need and potential effects 

(positive or negative) for this access must be weighed carefully.  Extending San Ramon Way into the Balboa 

Reservoir would also require an agreement with the Westwood Park Homeowners Association, which owns the right-

of-way needed to complete this roadway connection.  The grade differential would also be a constraint to creating 

access via San Ramon Way. 

Opportunities: New connections via Archbishop Riordan High School or San Ramon Way. 

Constraints: Grade change. Right-of-way access and ownership. 

Transit 

Figure 9 illustrates the transit context for the Balboa Reservoir, including the existing transit network and future 

changes to transit routes.  
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Figure 9: Balboa Reservoir Transit Context 
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The area surrounding the Balboa Reservoir is generally well-served by transit, but transit routes are concentrated 

primarily on major streets (Phelan Avenue, Ocean Avenue, and Geneva Avenue).  Although all of these routes 

connect with Balboa Park Station, local residents have expressed concerns about reliability, travel times, and other 

service parameters that affect the attractiveness of transit as a travel option.  Improved pedestrian access to transit, 

transit service enhancements, and new transit service could help improve transit service to the Balboa Reservoir.  

However, any transit service enhancements or new transit service would have to be considered in the context of 

existing Muni Forward plans for the area, capital budgets, and impacts on the overall transit system.  

Pedestrian Connections to Transit 
Pedestrian access to and from the site is limited for many of the same reasons that vehicle access is limited, and 

improving pedestrian access to existing transit should be a key consideration for site design.  In particular, the 

neighborhood transit hub at the City College Terminal is not easily accessed from either City College or the Balboa 

Reservoir, given the existing network of pedestrian routes.  Pedestrians must first travel east to reach Phelan Avenue 

before heading south to reach the Terminal, a circuitous route that increases travel distance and time.   

Connecting the Lee Avenue Extension could provide a needed pedestrian connection to the Terminal for the Balboa 

Reservoir.  Providing pedestrian access via the Lee Avenue Extension would also improve connections to the K 

Ingleside, which stops at the intersection of Ocean Avenue and Lee Avenue.  Many of these connections would 

require the SFPUC to negotiate agreements with surrounding property owners in order to design for grade changes, 

freight loading, and emergency vehicle access. 

Opportunities: Lee Avenue Extension and other connections to Ocean Avenue via Brighton Avenue.  

Improved connections to the Phelan Loop. 

Constraints: Negotiation of agreements with third parties and design coordination. 

Improving Transit Frequency and Reliability 
Improving transit frequency and reliability could substantially improve the attractiveness of transit.  The 43 Masonic, 

for example, could benefit from these improvements, because it serves a major function in carrying passengers 

between Balboa Park Station and City College as the only route that travels along the western and northern edges of 

the City College campus.  As a result, the 43 frequently experiences relatively high levels of crowding on the segment 

approaching and between Balboa Park Station and City College.  Similarly, the 29 Sunset is an important crosstown 

route that connects City College, San Francisco State University (SFSU), and multiple high schools (including Burton 

High School, Balboa High School, and Lowell High School).  As a result, it frequently experiences crowding and 

reliability issues.  Running additional buses on these route segments near the Balboa Reservoir would not only 

improve service for campus affiliates but also potentially attract new riders, including residents at the Balboa 

Reservoir. 

Other options for improving transit reliability could involve transit priority treatments such as transit-only lanes or 

transit signal priority.  In particular, transit vehicles at the Ocean Avenue / Geneva Avenue / Phelan Avenue 

intersection and along Ocean Avenue west of Phelan Avenue are frequently delayed by conflicts with general 

vehicular traffic and a lack of priority at traffic signals.  LRVs traveling along Ocean Avenue, for example, are 

frequently delayed because they must share the center travel lanes with mixed-flow traffic.  In particular, left turns 

from Ocean Avenue at Plymouth Avenue, Brighton Avenue, and Phelan Avenue frequently delay LRVs, which 

operate on a fixed track alignment and are unable to negotiate around obstructions as easily as buses.  General 

traffic congestion also delays buses, such as those on the 29 Sunset, along this stretch of Ocean Avenue.   
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Improvements such as implementing signal priority to extend green phases, as used in projects along Mission Street 

and other major transit corridors, would help reduce the signal delay incurred by transit vehicles.  The Area Plan EIR 

had identified signal improvements at Ocean Avenue / Brighton Avenue to provide a short protected left-turn phase 

for westbound traffic, but this change has not yet been implemented.  Prohibiting left turns at select locations and 

designating transit-only lanes would also generate tangible improvements to transit reliability.  Transit-only lanes 

along Ocean Avenue west of Phelan Avenue would also work synergistically with proposed transit-only lanes being 

considered for both Ocean Avenue and Geneva Avenue east of the Ocean Avenue / Geneva Avenue intersection.  

With a constrained roadway width along Ocean Avenue, however, providing transit-only lanes could substantially 

affect general traffic operations in the general-purpose travel lanes. 

Allowing trolley buses on the 49 Van Ness–Mission to share the center travel lanes east of Phelan Avenue with LRVs 

also would reduce transit delays caused by mixed-flow operations, but would require a redesign of the overhead lines 

(and potentially the pedestrian bridge at Ocean Avenue / Geneva Avenue) to permit operations of both pantographs 

(for LRVs) and trolley poles (for trolley buses).  Consolidating the light rail platforms at Ocean Avenue / Geneva 

Avenue from the current side-platform configuration to a center island-platform configuration could potentially free up 

roadway space along Ocean Avenue, but would be fundamentally incompatible with the existing bus fleet, which is 

designed for right-side boarding.  In addition, stakeholders have identified concerns about the current pedestrian 

bridge connecting the light rail platforms at Ocean Avenue / Geneva Avenue with the City College campus, 

particularly related to safety, crime, and the need for lighting. 

Opportunities: Proximity to BART station and SFMTA transit routes and hubs.  Increased frequency on 

existing routes.  Enhanced reliability and efficiency through transit priority treatments, including transit 

signal priority and transit-only lanes. 

Constraints: Limited roadway width along Ocean Avenue.  Incompatible overhead line requirements and 

transit vehicle designs.  Concerns about safety and crime with pedestrian bridge design. 

Extending or Rerouting Existing Transit into the Balboa Reservoir 
Other options for improving transit access at the Balboa Reservoir could include bringing transit services directly onto 

the site.  Extending or rerouting one or more bus lines into the Balboa Reservoir site could increase the convenience 

and attractiveness of transit for many site residents by reducing the time and distance penalties associated with 

walking to and from transit stops.  Some routes may not be ideal candidates for such an extension or reroute, 

because they generally serve ridership markets and travel patterns that may be substantially inconvenienced by a 

route change exclusively designed to serve the Balboa Reservoir.  However, community service routes designed to 

cater to neighborhood and local-access needs could be potential candidates for such an improvement.  SFMTA could 

also establish new routes could also be established to help supplement transit access for the Balboa Reservoir site or 

to serve other neighborhoods or transit hubs not readily accessible with the existing network of transit services (e.g., 

Glen Park Station). 

Another issue regarding transit serving the Balboa Reservoir is the dispersed distribution of transit stops.  Transit 

frequencies are generally good, but the route alignment and stop locations of existing transit services make it difficult 

for passengers to capitalize on the convenience and efficiency of combined frequencies, particularly between Balboa 

Park Station and the City College Terminal.  The City College Terminal itself serves only two transit routes in the area 

(8X / 8BX and 49), while the K and 29 stop along Ocean Avenue and the 43 stops along Phelan Avenue.  This often 

forces passengers to “pick and choose” lines even though they otherwise would have the option of taking other lines.  

Although passengers can proactively counteract these effects by using real-time arrival information published online, 
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minor reroutes and streetscape improvements leading directly into the Phelan Loop would help strengthen its function 

as a hub for transit services.  The Phelan Loop also could serve as the terminus of any enhanced “short-line” service 

or new routes as discussed above. 

Additional opportunities to improve transit service in the area include implementation of alternative transit services 

such as shuttles for the Balboa Reservoir residents or City College affiliates.  These services could provide an 

attractive alternative to existing public transit, but should be designed to minimize duplication of public transit routes 

or service. 

Opportunities: Muni reroutes or extensions to directly serve the Balboa Reservoir and / or the Phelan 

Loop.  Implementation of alternative transit services, such as shuttles for City College affiliates. 

Constraints: Conflicts with existing passenger markets or transit services.  Dispersed distribution of 

transit stops and routes.  Route or service duplication. 

Bicycle 

Figure 10 illustrates the bikeway context for the Balboa Reservoir, including the existing bikeway network and future 

bikeway improvements. 

Off-site Bikeway Connectivity 
Specific recommendations for bicycle improvements surrounding Balboa Park Station have already been analyzed in 

other studies, including the Balboa Park Pedestrian and Bicycle Connection Project.  Completing the improvements 

recommended in these studies would substantially improve bicycle access to the Balboa Reservoir.   
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Figure 10: Balboa Reservoir Bikeway Context 
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In particular, bike lanes connecting to Balboa Park Station (along Ocean Avenue, Geneva Avenue, or both) could 

substantially improve bicycle use between the station and the Balboa Reservoir (and surrounding neighborhoods).  In 

the case of bicycle lanes along Ocean Avenue, however, potential constraints such as roadway width (and the need 

to accommodate travel lanes for transit and general-purpose traffic) may limit SFMTA’s ability to implement 

comprehensive improvements without negotiating an easement from City College and completing a major redesign of 

the roadway cross-section.  Light rail track grooves in the center lanes along Ocean Avenue and the high-speed off-

ramp from southbound I-280 onto westbound Ocean Avenue also present safety hazards for bicyclists.  Grade 

differentials can also be expected to limit the attractiveness of bike lanes along Geneva Avenue.   

Opportunities: New bike lanes connecting to Balboa Park Station. 

Constraints: Limited roadway width along Ocean Avenue between Phelan Avenue and I-280 would 

require a City College easement for bike lanes.  Safety hazards (track grooves and high-speed off-ramp).  

Grade changes. 

On-site Bikeway Connectivity 
The terrain in the immediate vicinity of the Balboa Reservoir, including Phelan Avenue and the Ocean Avenue 

commercial corridor, is generally flat and ideal for short-distance biking.  The existing commercial corridor along 

Ocean Avenue would be expected to serve much of the demand for neighborhood retail and services generated by 

development at the Balboa Reservoir site.  Thus, connecting the site with Ocean Avenue should be of utmost 

importance to discourage the unnecessary use of private automobiles for short-distance trips to the supermarket, 

bank, local restaurants, or other neighborhood destinations.  Bicycles can fulfill some of these functions and 

contribute to more sustainable transportation choices among residents. 

The Lee Avenue Extension would provide a roadway connection for bicyclists to Ocean Avenue and bicycle routes to 

the south of Ocean Avenue along Lee Avenue and Holloway Avenue. 

Another potential option for improving bicycle access is the San Ramon Way connection discussed previously.  A 

roadway connection open to general traffic may require additional study, but a bicycle and pedestrian connection at 

this location could be relatively easy to implement and would substantially improve non-motorized access to and from 

the Balboa Reservoir.  Any community-wide resources provided at the Balboa Reservoir site, including public open 

space, would benefit from these connections.  City College campus users also would benefit from an alternative route 

for bike access from the west that avoids traffic congestion at and around the Ocean Avenue / Geneva Avenue / 

Phelan Avenue intersection.   

Opportunities: Enhanced bikeway connections to Ocean Avenue (e.g., Brighton Avenue).  Extension of 

San Ramon Way to provide bicycle access along the west edge of site. 

Bicycle Parking 
Section 155.2 of the San Francisco Planning Code specifies requirements for providing Class 1 and Class 2 bicycle 

parking for residential uses.  Because the Balboa Reservoir is well-served by transit and is located close to Balboa 

Park Station, the SFPUC could require the developer of the site to provide bike parking in excess of these 

requirements.  A small-scale public bikeshare program with hubs at the Balboa Reservoir, at various locations on the 

City College campus, and at Balboa Park Station and Glen Park Station could also prove successful by attracting a 
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wide variety of users.  Consideration should be given to a potential focused expansion of Bay Area Bike Share 

(BABS) in this area.   

Opportunities: On-site bicycle parking in excess of San Francisco Planning Code requirements.  

Potential expansion of Bay Area Bike Share at Balboa Park Station, Glen Park Station, City College, and 

the Balboa Reservoir. 

Constraints: Lack of safe, attractive bikeway connectivity with Balboa Park Station.  Limited supply of 

bike parking at Balboa Park Station. 

Pedestrian 

Figure 11 illustrates the pedestrian context for the Balboa Reservoir, including existing pedestrian routes and 

potential pedestrian connections to the site. 

Specific recommendations for pedestrian improvements surrounding Balboa Park Station have been analyzed in 

other studies, including the Balboa Park Pedestrian and Bicycle Connection Project.  The following sections discuss 

potential pedestrian access opportunities and constraints specific to the site, as well as off-site opportunities and 

constraints that have not yet been addressed. 

On-site Pedestrian Connectivity 
San Ramon Way could be extended directly into the Balboa Reservoir site, either as a standard roadway or as a 

pedestrian- and bike-only access.  Providing a new access along the northern edge of the site—such as a pedestrian 

connection to Wildwood Way or Hazelwood Avenue—also should be considered.  Although the existing lot line 

configuration currently prevents direct access, SFPUC could negotiate an easement at the southwest corner of the 

Archbishop Riordan High School campus to provide a pedestrian- and bike-only connection to the Balboa Reservoir 

from Wildwood Way.  Like the proposed access at San Ramon Way, an access point on Wildwood Way would 

improve neighborhood access to any open space or other community resources provided at the Balboa Reservoir, 

and would improve access for students, faculty, and staff members at both Archbishop Riordan High School and City 

College.   

Pedestrian connections to Brighton Avenue, as discussed in preceding sections, would offer similar benefits for both 

the existing community and residents of the Balboa Reservoir site.  New pedestrian access points on the south side 

could be designed to integrate with the streetscape and pedestrian improvements being implemented as part of the 

Ocean Avenue Corridor Design project.  As with bikeway connections, these connections will require negotiated 

agreements with third parties. 

Opportunities: New pedestrian connections north, south, and west of the Balboa Reservoir.  Integration 

with Ocean Avenue Corridor Design streetscape and pedestrian improvements. 

Constraints: Design coordination and negotiation of easements or other agreements with third parties. 
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Figure 11: Balboa Reservoir Pedestrian Context 
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Off-site Pedestrian Improvements 
The Balboa Park Pedestrian and Bicycle Connection Project considers bicycle and pedestrian access improvements 

in the immediate vicinity of Balboa Park Station.  In addition, the Ocean Avenue Corridor Design project will 

implement streetscape, open space, and other improvements along the Ocean Avenue commercial corridor, including 

a redesign of the Ocean Avenue / Geneva Avenue / Phelan Avenue intersection to increase pedestrian safety and 

convenience.  Further improvements could enhance pedestrian access even more.  

Observations of pedestrian activity indicate that a large volume of students, faculty, and staff cross Phelan Avenue 

over the course of the day as they walk between the main campus and City College surface parking lots (and the new 

Mixed-Use Building).  Crossings are provided at three locations: at the Reservoir Lot North Access in the north, at the 

Reservoir Lot Center Access, and at the south end of Science Circle and Cloud Circle just north of the Phelan Loop.  

Crosswalks at all three locations are controlled by pedestrian actuation in the form of pedestrian push buttons (PPBs).  

The first two locations also serve as vehicular access points into City College’s Upper Reservoir Lot and Lower 

Reservoir Lot.  Field observations indicated that many crosswalk users failed to properly activate the PPBs, resulting 

in unnecessary delay to pedestrians and sidewalk congestion at curb ramps.  Other pedestrians simply ignored the 

PPBs and crossed at will.  Re-programming the traffic signals at these locations for pedestrian recall, in which the 

crossing phase is provided during every signal cycle instead of requiring a PPB “call” or activation could eliminate 

these issues and improve crossing safety and convenience along Phelan Avenue. 

Because of the area’s piecemeal development patterns, the design of Phelan Avenue currently curves north to 

connect into Judson Avenue, resulting in an unsafe intersection design that is hazardous not only for motorists 

attempting to head northbound along Phelan Avenue but also for pedestrians crossing Phelan Avenue north of the 

curve.  In particular, motorists focus primarily on gaps in the opposing traffic flow, not on pedestrian activity in the 

crosswalk.  Field observations also indicated a high level of jaywalking activity at and near the Phelan Avenue / 

Judson Avenue intersection, primarily by City College campus affiliates crossing Phelan Avenue mid-block to and 

from neighborhoods north of the campus.   

These pedestrian safety issues are of particular concern because of the high number of youth and young adults at 

these locations, given the presence of City College and Archbishop Riordan High School.  Past improvements at the 

intersection, including a road diet and striping / signing measures, have mitigated some of these hazards.  

Nonetheless, more effective measures such as signalizing or redesigning the intersection (e.g., to prohibit specific 

turn movements) may be appropriate as build-out takes place on the City College and SFPUC portions of the Balboa 

Reservoir.  Completing the landscaped median originally proposed for Phelan Avenue under the Balboa Park Station 

Area Plan would also provide a pedestrian refuge, reducing unprotected crossing distances for pedestrians.  Some of 

these changes (such as signalization or turn prohibitions) may, however, increase traffic and transit delays and may 

be difficult to implement, given the need to accommodate local vehicle access to the surrounding neighborhoods. 

Opportunities: Crossing safety improvements along Phelan Avenue.  Enhanced pedestrian connectivity 

to Balboa Park Station. 

Constraints: Local access needs.  Increased delays to traffic and transit operations. 

Vehicle Parking 

This section discusses existing vehicle parking conditions at and surrounding the Balboa Reservoir, and includes 

both on- and off-site recommendations.  Figure 12 illustrates the vehicle parking context for the Balboa Reservoir, 

including existing on- and off-street parking facilities. 
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Figure 12: Balboa Reservoir Vehicle Parking Context 
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Parking Supply and Occupancy 
Field surveys were conducted to determine the existing parking supply and occupancy at and surrounding the Balboa 

Reservoir.  The scope of the field surveys encompassed the Upper Reservoir Lot and Lower Reservoir Lot, currently 

used by City College, as well as on-street parking along Judson Avenue west of Gennessee Street, Phelan Avenue 

south of Judson Avenue, Ocean Avenue between Phelan Avenue and Plymouth Avenue, and San Ramon Way east 

of Plymouth Avenue.  Occupancy of these on- and off-street parking facilities was surveyed during the weekday 

morning (9:30 AM to 11:30 AM), midday (1:30 PM to 3:30 PM), and evening (7:00 PM to 9:00 PM) periods on two 

days (Thursday, November 20, 2014 and Wednesday, February 4, 2015) to capture a range of occupancies based on 

City College class schedules (typically Monday / Wednesday / Friday and Tuesday / Thursday).  Table 3 summarizes 

the collected occupancy data. 

Table 3: City College Reservoir Lots – Parking Supply and Occupancy 

Lot Supply 
(spaces) 

Occupancy 
Thursday, November 20, 2014 Wednesday, February 4, 2015 

Weekday 
Morning 

(9:30 AM – 
11:30 AM) 

Weekday 
Midday 

(1:30 PM – 
3:30 PM) 

Weekday 
Evening 

(7:00 PM – 
9:00 PM) 

Weekday 
Morning 

(9:30 AM – 
11:30 AM) 

Weekday 
Midday 

(1:30 PM – 
3:30 PM) 

Weekday 
Evening 

(7:00 PM – 
9:00 PM) 

Spa-
ces 

Per-
cent 

Spa-
ces 

Per-
cent 

Spa-
ces 

Per-
cent 

Spa-
ces 

Per-
cent 

Spa-
ces 

Per-
cent 

Spa-
ces 

Per-
cent 

Upper Reservoir Lot              
 North Lot              

  Faculty / staff 56 45 80% 46 82% 29 52% 53 95% 44 79% 32 57% 

  Student 724 558 77% 507 70% 308 43% 719 99% 492 68% 479 66% 

  City College Police Department 1 0 0% 0 0% 0 0% 0 0% 0 0% 0 0% 

 South Lot (Mixed-Use Building)              

  Faculty / staff              

   General use + ADA 371 240 65% 180 49% 59 16% 277 75% 172 46% 86 23% 

   Fuel-efficient vehicle 18 9 50% 11 61% 1 6% 10 56% 10 56% 2 11% 

   Diamond (carpool) 9 9 100% 2 22% 2 22% 9 100% 6 67% 2 22% 

   Bookstore 1 0 0% 1 100% 1 100% 0 0% 1 100% 1 100% 

  City College Police Department 1 0 0% 0 0% 0 0% 0 0% 0 0% 0 0% 

  City CarShare 1 1 100% 1 100% 1 100% 0 0% 1 100% 1 100% 

 Subtotal 1,182 862 73% 748 63% 401 34% 1,068 90% 726 61% 603 51% 

Lower Reservoir Lot              
 ADA 20 0 0% 0 0% 0 0% 0 0% 0 0% 0 0% 

 General use 985 65 7% 37 4% 4 0% 262 27% 101 10% 8 1% 

 Subtotal 1,005 65 6% 37 4% 4 0% 262 26% 101 10% 8 1% 

Total 2,187 927 42% 785 36% 405 19% 1,330 61% 827 38% 611 28% 

Source: AECOM, 2014. 

 

As shown in Table  3, the Upper Reservoir Lot is comparatively well-used, but overall occupancy did not exceed 90 

percent during any of the survey periods.  In contrast, the Lower Reservoir Lot typically serves as overflow parking 

when the Upper Reservoir Lot is nearing capacity, and is less well-used.  Occupancy levels in the Lower Reservoir 

Lot peaked at around 26 percent during the Wednesday morning survey period.  On low-demand days, the Upper 

Reservoir Lot has sufficient unused capacity to accommodate all of the vehicles currently using the Lower Reservoir 

Lot. 

On-street parking along the street segments adjacent to the City College campus (Judson Avenue west of 

Gennessee Street and Phelan Avenue south of Judson Avenue) was approximately 90 percent occupied throughout 



SFPUC Balboa Reservoir Site Plan Study  
Transportation Analysis 

 
March 17, 2015 

 

 
Page 34 

the survey periods on both days, although several sections of curb were available to smaller vehicles and the 

utilization of designated motorcycle spaces peaked at less than 50 percent.  The surveyed spaces on these street 

segments are currently un-metered. 

On-street parking is fully metered along the surveyed street segments of Ocean Avenue, which compose the eastern 

end of the neighborhood commercial corridor.  Occupancy is generally low, with the surveys recording less than 40 

percent utilization during the morning and less than 50 percent during the midday.  Utilization increased to almost 90 

percent during the evening survey period,  potentially indicating that low utilization during the other survey periods is 

due to the wide availability of free (i.e., un-metered) parking on side streets. 

On-street parking along the surveyed segment of San Ramon Way is within a Residential Permit Parking (RPP) zone 

and is restricted to a two-hour time limit Mondays through Fridays between 8:00 AM and 6:00 PM, except for vehicles 

displaying a “V” RPP sticker.  Parking occupancy along this segment was low, peaking at two vehicles, although 

there is sufficient curb space to accommodate more than ten vehicles.   

Off-site Parking Strategies 
The survey data indicate that there is substantial leeway to implement more rational parking policies, particularly with 

regard to the pricing of on- and off-street parking.  In particular, SFMTA could expand metered parking to include 

segments of Phelan Avenue and Judson Avenue, as well as side streets intersecting either of these streets or Ocean 

Avenue.  In addition, City College’s campus parking policy does not take advantage of the campus’s transit 

accessibility and encourages students, faculty, and staff members to drive to the campus by providing abundant 

parking at heavily subsidized rates—only $3 per day or $40 per semester ($20 per semester for students receiving 

financial aid).  Moreover, City College does not pay rent to the SFPUC to park on SFPUC property.  These parking 

policies have tangible effects on the neighborhoods surrounding the campus, contributing to traffic congestion, delay, 

and transit unreliability (as well as secondary impacts such as noise and air quality).   

A subsidized transit pass program could encourage more sustainable commute choices among campus users.  Many 

campus users already take transit to and from the campus, even though City College does not provide subsidies to 

transit users like those provided to motorists through discounted parking.  SFMTA offers a subsidized transit pass 

program for colleges, which the University of San Francisco (USF) has elected to provide by incorporating the costs 

into students’ tuition fees.  Although USF has a substantially smaller enrollment than City College, its Lone Mountain 

Campus is also an urban campus in a primarily residential area, with substantially less convenient transit access than 

City College’s Ocean Avenue Campus.  Large urban campuses such as the University of California, Berkeley and 

Stanford University where commuters constitute a substantial share of the campus population also have aggressive 

TDM programs that include transit passes for students.  City College has arguably better local and regional transit 

connections than either of these campuses.  If City College were to adopt transit passes and more proactive TDM 

measures, it could be expected to induce a substantial shift by campus users toward more sustainable transportation 

modes of transportation and alleviate some of the externalities to the surrounding neighborhoods created by current 

City College parking policies.   

Implementing or expanding residential parking permit (RPP) programs to additional areas in the neighborhoods that 

surround City College could also discourage campus affiliates from parking in these areas. 

Opportunities: Expansion of metered parking and more rational parking pricing for on- and off-street 

parking.  Implementation of TDM programs at City College, including new transit subsidies for campus 

affiliates.  Implementation or expansion of RPP programs to additional areas surrounding City College. 
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Constraint: City College parking policy effectively subsidizes commutes by private automobiles, 

encouraging driving among campus affiliates. 

On-site Parking Strategies 
In addition to the off-site parking strategies discussed above, SFPUC should specifically consider the following on-

site parking strategies for development on the Balboa Reservoir. 

Traffic counts conducted on two separate weekdays (Wednesday, November 12, 2014 and Tuesday, February 3, 

2015) at the Ocean Avenue / Brighton Avenue and Ocean Avenue / Lee Avenue intersections may indicate that 

previous parking assumptions for the Avalon Ocean Avenue project (173 dwelling units and an approximately 30,000-

square-foot Whole Foods Market) are potentially higher than warranted given actual automobile use among site 

residents.  Table 4 summarizes these results. 

Table 4: Avalon Ocean Avenue – Vehicle-Trip Counts 

Survey Date / 
Access 

Weekday AM Weekday PM 
Peak Hour Peak Period Peak Hour Peak Period 

Inbound Outbound Inbound Outbound Inbound Outbound Inbound Outbound 
Wednesday, November 12, 2014 
 Brighton Avenue 29 21 58 34 103 5 221 13 

 Lee Avenue  26  61  103  216 

 Total 29 47 58 95 103 108 221 229 
Tuesday, February 3, 2015 
 Brighton Avenue 59 18 76 42 119 7 227 19 

 Lee Avenue  50  88  127  222 

 Total 59 68 76 130 119 134 227 241 

Source: AECOM, 2014. 

 

Brighton Avenue accommodates ingress and egress for Avalon Ocean Avenue’s residential off-street parking, as well 

as ingress for Whole Foods Market’s off-street parking.  Whole Foods Market visitors exit the parking garage via Lee 

Avenue.  As indicated in Table 4, the traffic counts show approximately 20 vehicles exiting the residential off-street 

parking facility for Avalon Ocean Avenue during the weekday AM peak hour, defined as the four consecutive 15-

minute intervals with the highest total traffic volume during the weekday AM peak period (7:00 AM to 9:00 AM).  Even 

after one expands to the full two-hour weekday AM peak period to account for commute time differences and other 

factors, the counts recorded a total of approximately 35 to 40 vehicles exiting the parking facility.  There is likely some 

additional residential traffic entering the site during the weekday AM peak period (e.g., parents returning home after 

dropping children off at school); however, the overall magnitude of this activity would be minor, because the inbound 

traffic entering via the Brighton Avenue access is approximately equivalent to the outbound traffic exiting the Lee 

Avenue access, which is to be expected for a retail use.  In other words, during a given survey period, one would 

generally expect to see the same number of vehicles entering and exiting vehicles a retail use. 

Subsequent doorway and driveway counts at Avalon Ocean Avenue were conducted on two separate weekdays 

(Tuesday, December 9, 2014 and Wednesday, February 4, 2015) to provide a more refined picture of mode share 

among residents of the development.  The counts indicated that, over the course of the entire two-hour weekday AM 

peak period, only approximately 40 percent of persons leaving the residential portion of the development departed in 

vehicles.  The remainder of those departing, comprising almost two-thirds of the total outbound person-trips surveyed 

for the residential portion of the development, was observed to leave the development on foot or on bike. 
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The weekday PM peak-hour and peak-period data indicate a similar trend of low vehicle-trip activity by residents, 

although the data are harder to parse because the residential and retail portions of the development share the access 

at Brighton Avenue. 

The standard environmental review process adopted by the Planning Department for analyzing the transportation 

impacts associated with a land use development project typically adopts the commute-trip mode shares estimated 

and published by the United States Census Bureau for the census tract containing the development project when 

calculating travel demand.  These data, however, are typically subject to some level of uncertainty due to sample size 

and do not consider other types of trips (school, recreational, etc.) that may take place during the weekday AM and 

PM peak periods.  Because the Census Bureau publishes the data some time after it has collected survey responses 

and computed the results, the data also may not reflect the trip behavior of new residents, such as residents that 

have moved into a recently-completed housing development (such as Avalon Ocean Avenue).  In light of these 

limitations, use of empirical data collected in the field—such as the doorway and driveway counts from described 

above—is generally recommended in lieu of Census Bureau data, when available and applicable.  As such, the mode 

share data summarized above could be used if and when the proposed development at the Balboa Reservoir site 

enters the environmental review phase. 

Opportunity: Consider alternative parking assumptions based on current and comparable developments. 

Shared Parking: Opportunities for shared parking also merit consideration because any proposed residential use for 

the Balboa Reservoir would be complementary to City College in terms of peaking characteristics of parking demand.  

In particular, residents generally use their vehicles during the daytime but desire overnight vehicle parking for storage 

while they are at home.  In contrast, most City College affiliates generally desire parking during the daytime while 

they are attending classes or conducting other activities on the campus.  A shared parking solution would require 

coordination and negotiation between City College and the developer of SFPUC’s portion of the Balboa Reservoir; 

however, this solution could help minimize the physical footprint of any proposed off-street parking, increasing the 

amount of building square footage devoted to active uses (such as housing).  A shared parking solution would also 

allow City College and the selected developer to reach a cost-sharing agreement, thus reducing the cost burden for 

constructing and operating any proposed parking.  Shared parking could also be achieved within structured parking 

on City College property.  Although mentioned in the 2004 master plan prepared by City College, structured parking 

plans on the Ocean Avenue Campus are not known at this time. 

Opportunity: Partner with City College and incorporate its parking plans into a shared parking program. 

On-Site Street Parking: SFPUC’s portion of the Balboa Reservoir site will likely have to provide at least some level of 

on-street parking to accommodate passenger loading, freight loading, and other curbside activities.  Any retail uses 

would also likely desire some on-street parking for customers.  On-street parking should be priced to discourage 

unnecessary automobile use and rationalize parking use.  In particular, spaces located near retail uses and intended 

for use by retail customers should fulfill this purpose, and site residents should not use these spaces to store private 

automobiles.  The proximity of City College and its proposed developments on the eastern half of the Balboa 

Reservoir may also encourage spillover if on-street parking on the SFPUC portion of the site is not metered, not 

priced appropriately, and / or provided in excess of actual demand.  SFMTA’s SFpark pilot program has already 

confirmed the effectiveness of parking pricing, including dynamic pricing schemes, in minimizing the negative 

secondary effects of on-street parking (e.g., traffic congestion, transit delays, noise, and air quality).  The 

development of the Balboa Reservoir should provide only the amount of on-street parking needed and should price it 
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appropriately relative to its intended function and actual demand.  In particular, the developer should coordinate with 

SFMTA on expanding parking meters to any on-street parking provided at the site, and should consider potential 

measures to adjust parking rates periodically, similar to the SFpark program.   

Opportunity: Variably-priced on-street parking at the Balboa Reservoir and expansion of parking meters 

to Phelan Avenue. 

Other Considerations 

Other considerations that may be relevant in the design, planning, or environmental clearance of a proposed 

development at the SFPUC portion of the Balboa Reservoir are discussed below. 

General Trends in Traffic Activity 
Intersection turning movement counts collected for this study indicate that overall traffic levels are down by as much 

as 10 to 20 percent compared to counts collected in 2005 for the Area Plan EIR.  Table 5 summarizes the change in 

turning movement volumes. 

Table 5: Intersection Turning Movement Counts – Traffic Levels at Select Intersections 

Intersection Approach 
Weekday PM Peak Hour 

Count Volume Change 
May 2005 November 2014 

Phelan Avenue / 
Science Hall Main Entrance 

Phelan Avenue  
Northbound 525 403 (23%) 

Southbound 435 380 (13%) 

City College Eastbound 81 139 72% 

Total  1,041 922 (11%) 

Ocean Avenue / Lee Avenue 

Ocean Avenue 
Eastbound 1,174 824 (29%) 

Westbound 1,186 1,032 (13%) 

Lee Avenue 
Northbound 162 91 (43%) 

Southbound 29 103 255% 

Total  2,551 2,050 (20%) 

Ocean Avenue / Brighton 
Avenue 

Ocean Avenue 
Eastbound 1,170 854 (27%) 

Westbound 1,237 1,090 (12%) 

Brighton Avenue 
Northbound 60 61 2% 

Southbound 0 5  

Total  2,467 2,010 (18%) 

Source: AECOM, 2014. 

 

Student and Faculty Housing 
As described above, surveys by City College and the San Francisco Planning Department indicated that a 

considerable share of City College students live in the 94112 zip code (Ingleside, Oceanview, Outer Mission, 

Crocker–Amazon, Excelsior District, Balboa Park, and Westwood Park).  Given the proximity to the campus, including 

some share of student and / or faculty housing at the Balboa Reservoir may be desirable.  City College could achieve 

this goal through several different means, including purchasing a portion of the site to be developed exclusively for 

student or faculty housing or leasing residential buildings.  City College affiliates living near the campus would be less 

likely to use private automobiles regularly and would be more likely to take advantage of sustainable modes of travel 

such as transit, biking, and walking. 
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The City and County of San Francisco (City), through the San Francisco Public Utilities Commission (SFPUC), owns the property 
and improvements commonly known as the Balboa Reservoir.  In accordance with the City Charter, SFPUC has exclusive charge 
over the use and control of all real property assets under SFPUC’s jurisdiction.1 

The intent of this document is to explore the existing conditions, regulatory tools, and policies regulating Balboa Reservoir to 
understand underlying conditions that could influence its future development potential. 

Mayor Ed Lee initiated the Public Sites Program (PSP) in his State of the City address in January 2014.  The PSP calls for 
City agencies to examine underutilized sites for their potential to address San Francisco’s pressing issues such as housing 
shortages and affordability.  The PSP identifies City-owned properties across San Francisco that could be converted to housing 
or other uses that would both benefit the public and provide financial returns to the City.  The criteria for site selection are 
based on the public benefits that developing the site will provide.  Key issues considered during site selection are housing, 
transportation, and neighborhood resilience and sustainability.2   

Community meetings for the PSP were held on October 7 and October 21, 2014.  Meeting attendees heard an overview of the 
program and then engaged in small-group discussions intended to solicit feedback regarding topics such as site selection, 
priorities for public benefits, and guiding principles.  The meeting attendees identified Balboa Reservoir as an underutilized 
property that would meet PSP criteria.  As a result, considering Balboa Reservoir for development may be appropriate.

This memorandum focuses on the “Balboa Reservoir Site,” the rectangular western portion of Balboa Reservoir, which is 
referred to in the remainder of this document as simply “Balboa Reservoir.”  Balboa Reservoir is located north of Ocean Avenue 
and west of Phelan Avenue in the Balboa Park neighborhood of San Francisco.  The approximately 17.4-acre property is located 
across Phelan Avenue from the City College of San Francisco (City College) campus and adjacent to a City College parking lot 
that fronts onto Phelan Avenue. 

This document summarizes existing conditions at Balboa Reservoir including planning context and site setting.  The “Plan 
Overview and Existing Conditions” section below includes a discussion of the current policies regulating Balboa Reservoir and 
the districts that immediately surround Balboa Reservoir.

1 San Francisco City Charter, Section 8B.121, “Public Utilities Commission.”	
2 San Francisco Planning Department. 2014. Public Sites Portfolio. Available: http://www.sf-planning.org/index.aspx?page=3913. Last updated December 11, 2014.	

PLANNING CONTEXT
Introduction

Looking south towards Ocean Avenue View of the berm dividing SFPUC and City College property
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Originally constructed in 1957 by the San Francisco Water 
Department (now SFPUC), Balboa Reservoir has never been 
used for its original purpose of water storage.  SFPUC has not 
declared Balboa Reservoir as a surplus property. 

Balboa Reservoir is located across from City College’s Ocean 
Avenue Campus, west of Phelan Avenue.  Balboa Reservoir 
and other properties were part of a series of land transfers 
completed in 2011 and 2012 to allow development of certain 
City property in accordance with the Balboa Park Station 
Area Plan (Balboa Park Plan), adopted in 2009. These 
transfers occurred among the now-defunct San Francisco 
Redevelopment Agency, the San Francisco Municipal 
Transportation Agency (Muni), SFPUC, the Mayor’s Office of 
Housing, and the Mayor’s Office of Economic and Workforce 
Development. 

In this context, SFPUC and the San Francisco Community 
College District exchanged property at Balboa Reservoir 
on May 17, 2012.  The original Balboa Reservoir was 
reconfigured into western and eastern portions.  City College 
now owns the eastern portion of Balboa Reservoir and SFPUC FIGURE 1: BALBOA RESERVOIR CONTEXT MAP

Balboa Reservoir from the western berm looking south

BALBOA RESERVOIR SETTING
Plan Overview and Existing Conditions
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owns the western portion.  City College uses the western 
portion of Balboa Reservoir for student parking under the 
terms of a fully revocable no-fee license with SFPUC.

Figure 1 locates the Balboa Reservoir in the context of the 
City of San Francisco. 

Balboa Reservoir is a large, distinctive basin.  This basin 
was graded to serve as a water reservoir.  The configuration 
of Balboa Reservoir has changed over time, however, and 
it is no longer bounded by berms on all four sides.  The 
reservoir’s base has long been paved.  Sloping berms on 
three sides surround the bottom of Balboa Reservoir, which 
City College students currently use for parking.  There is 
existing development on all four sides of Balboa Reservoir. 

To the north is Archbishop Riordan High School.  Directly 
west of Balboa Reservoir on the other side of a large berm 
is the Westwood Park neighborhood.  Westwood Park is a 
historic neighborhood of around 600 homes that was built 
in the 1920s and 1930s. The neighborhood is characterized 
by its oval shape and curving streets.3  Most of the houses 
in this neighborhood and others bordering Balboa Reservoir 
are single-family homes.  The southern boundary of 

3 Westwood Park.com. 2014. A Short History of Westwood Park. Available: http://
www.westwoodpark.com/history.htm.	

Balboa Reservoir borders the Ocean Avenue Neighborhood 
Commercial Transit District.  Mixed-use residential-retail 
developments have been added recently on the land between 
the southern boundary of Balboa Reservoir and Ocean 
Avenue.  These mixed-use residential developments include 
the Avalon Bay and Mercy Housing developments. Mercy 
Housing is an affordable housing project that is currently 
under construction. 

Figure 2 shows the location of Balboa Reservoir in the context 
of the Balboa Park Station Area Plan. This plan is further 
discussed on page 22.

PUC PORTION
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FIGURE 2: BALBOA STATION AREA PLAN - PLAN AREAS

Source: Balboa Park Station Area Plan
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FIGURE 3: EXISTING CONDITIONS
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SURROUNDING DEVELOPMENT

As shown in Figure 3, Balboa Reservoir is surrounded by a 
unique combination of public, residential, and institutional 
uses.  The entire region near Balboa Reservoir is intensely 
developed.  Ocean Avenue, the main east-west artery, serves 
an important role in organizing the area’s land use patterns.  
The Ocean Avenue Neighborhood Commercial Transit District 
is dominated by small-scale commercial development.  
Many businesses along this commercial corridor offer 
neighborhood-serving uses, such as convenience stores, 
auto repair shops, and pharmacies.  The Muni light rail 
K line runs down Ocean Avenue, providing a convenient 
way to access the entire Balboa Park area and other parts 
of San Francisco.  North and south of Ocean Avenue are 
neighborhoods composed mostly of single-family homes.  
San Francisco Fire Department Station Number 15, which 
serves the area, is located on the corner of Ocean Avenue 
and Phelan Avenue.  The fire station’s parking lot is on 
SFPUC property. 

Balboa Reservoir is adjacent to City College, one of the more 
prominent uses that define the area.  City College is visually 
dominant from within Balboa Reservoir because the campus 
sits atop a small knoll.  

In addition to City College, many other educational 
institutions are located near Balboa Reservoir.  Directly north 
of Balboa Reservoir is Archbishop Riordan High School; 
Lick Wilmerding High School and Balboa High School are 
located to the southeast across Ocean Avenue.  Sunnyside 
Elementary School and Aptos Middle School are also located 
in the neighborhoods that surround Balboa Reservoir. 

The Ingleside Branch Library opened in 2009 on the corner 
of Ocean Avenue and Plymouth Avenue, southwest of Balboa 
Reservoir.  The courtyard on the east side of the library is 
adjacent to Avalon Bay, the new mixed-use development 
recently constructed along the north side of Ocean Avenue.  
A future playground is planned for construction within this 
courtyard space.  

The 25-acre recreational park located across Interstate 
280 east of Balboa Reservoir is called Balboa Park.  The 
park has an indoor pool and several sports fields.  Balboa 
Park occupies the tract that extends southward from 

San Francisco City College to the east

Pedestrian crossing near City College

View of Archbishop Riordan High School to the north of  
Balboa Reservoir
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Havelock Street to Ocean Avenue and serves as a significant 
recreational amenity for nearby residents and the greater San 
Francisco population.

Across Ocean Avenue from Balboa Park is the multimodal 
transit facility officially called the Curtis E. Green Light Rail 
Center (Green Yard).  Portions of the Green Yard are owned 
by Muni, the Bay Area Rapid Transit District (BART), and the 
California Department of Transportation. Muni stores and 
repairs light rail vehicles at this location.  The Balboa Park 
BART station is located on the west side of the Green Yard. 
This BART station is heavily used by riders accessing City 
College and riders from surrounding neighborhoods who 
are traveling into downtown San Francisco.  Because of the 
concentration of transit resources, the area at Ocean Avenue 
and Interstate 280 is primarily an urbanized transit corridor.  
The area known as the Muni Upper Yard, a triangular piece 
of land located between Geneva Avenue, Interstate 280, and 
San Jose Avenue, is set to be developed.  Muni will transfer 
ownership of the current vehicle storage facility to the 
Mayor’s Office of Housing, and the site will house a mixed-
use project.  The project will include 80–90 affordable units 
and ground-floor retail development.4 

Interstate 280 curves through the Balboa Park neighborhood, 
creating a barrier between the lands located on either side 
of the freeway.  The freeway is lower in elevation than the 
surrounding areas, so it is generally hidden from view from 
most vantage points.  Ocean Avenue crosses over Interstate 
280 and links Balboa Reservoir and City College to the 
Balboa Park BART station.

4 San Francisco Planning Department. 2014. Interagency Plan Implementation 
Committee Annual Report, 2014. San Francisco, CA.	

Whole Foods grocery tenant on the ground floor of the Avalon 
Bay development 

City College completed the Multiuse Building in 2010

Public space and roadway between Avalon Bay buildings looking 
towards Balboa Reservoir
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SLOPE AND ELEVATION

Balboa Reservoir is bounded on three sides by sloping earth 
berms (Figure 4).  These berms are particularly evident 
because they are about 28 feet high with steep banks, are 
visually distinctive, and display prominently when mapped.  
The reservoir bottom is relatively level, with a slope of 0–5%.  
The surrounding neighborhoods also are relatively level, 
with a 0–5% slope. The elevation at the bottom of Balboa 
Reservoir is 282 feet.  On each side of Balboa Reservoir, 
the elevation increases by 18 feet (from 282 feet to 300 
feet) between the reservoir bottom and the top of the berms 
(Figure 5).  The slope and elevation also change as one 
moves north toward Archbishop Riordan High School and 
east toward City College.  The slope mapping presented in 
Figure 4 clearly shows City College’s higher elevation and 
the relatively sharp incline as one crosses Phelan Avenue 
and ascends to the City College campus.  This incline is 
prominently seen from Balboa Reservoir because City College 
is the highest point in the area.

View from the southeast corner of Balboa Reservoir looking 
south towards Ocean Avenue.  The change in elevation is 
evident in this image.

The earth berms surrounding Balboa Reservoir are steep.  The 
back side of the Avalon Bay development is in the background 
of this image.
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FIGURE 4: SLOPE
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FIGURE 5: ELEVATION
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FIGURE 6: CURRENT OWNERSHIP
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BALBOA RESERVOIR OWNERSHIP AND PROPERTY EASEMENTS

In recent years, transfers of land and easements have 
reconfigured the parcels at Balboa Reservoir and in the 
vicinity.  This section describes the most significant land 
transfers and Figure 6 shows information about current 
property ownership.  See Appendix A for detailed information 
regarding easements on Balboa Reservoir. 

Before May 17, 2012, a berm running east to west divided 
Balboa Reservoir into two basins, with SFPUC owning the 
land in the northern basin and City College owning the land 
in the southern basin.  Balboa Reservoir was subsequently 
reconfigured so that the eastern portion of Balboa Reservoir 
was capped over and the remaining basin was reoriented 
north to south.  

SFPUC transferred ownership of a 6.21-acre parcel in the 
northeastern corner of Balboa Reservoir to City College 
on May 17, 2012.  In exchange, City College transferred 
ownership of a 6.60-acre parcel at the southwestern corner 
of Balboa Reservoir to SFPUC.  The new configuration allowed 
City College to expand its campus, while the western portion 
of Balboa Reservoir remained suitable for future water 
storage.  

As part of the associated transfer agreement, City College 
granted the City a 60-foot access easement running east-
west on the northern boundary of the City College parcel.  
This easement allows SFPUC to construct a 60-foot-wide 
right-of-way to Phelan Avenue (Figure 6).  Also in accordance 
with the agreement, SFPUC granted City College a 50-foot 
access easement running north-south, to be built along the 
eastern edge of the SFPUC property.  The accessway, also 
known as the Lee Avenue Extension, allows for pedestrian 
and vehicular access.  The transfer agreement ultimately 
calls for City College to connect the accessway to Lee 
Avenue.  

As described in Appendix A, City College and SFPUC 
have reached several other agreements. Easements and 
encroachments related to the agreements may require 
resolution before future development of Balboa Reservoir can 
proceed.  

Also at Balboa Reservoir are two high-pressure underground 
pipelines maintained by SFPUC that deliver water across San 
Francisco.  The pipelines run east-west through the southern 
portion of Balboa Reservoir in SFPUC-owned land.  

In the southwest corner of Balboa Reservoir between 
the Avalon Bay development and the Ingleside Branch 
Library, SFPUC owns a narrow parcel that also serves as 
a rear driveway providing access to Avalon Bay.  Should 
development occur on Balboa Reservoir in the future, this 
parcel could provide access for pedestrians or others.  This 
parcel is referred to as “Parcel 22 Alley” in the remainder of 
this report.  

Lee Avenue Extension constructed by City College

View of Parcel 22 Alley from Ocean Avenue 
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MUNI stop

Various modes of transit near the CCSF campus

Transportation  
See the Task 2 Transportation Analysis memorandum for 
existing transit conditions in the vicinity of Balboa Reservoir.

Phelan Loop

Pedestrian Bridge over Ocean Avenue

City College upper parking lot
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UTILITIES AND INFRASTRUCTURE
History of Balboa Reservoir Infrastructure

Balboa Reservoir is a water storage facility that has 
never been used to store water in SFPUC’s potable-water 
distribution system.  Completed in the 1950s, the reservoir 
consisted of two basins capable of storing 150 million 
gallons, but the basins were never filled.  The existing, 
partially enclosed basin could store approximately 95 million 
gallons5  if it were completed as a water storage facility.  For 
this memorandum, the project team conducted a desktop 
review of existing infrastructure technical studies and the 
2004 City College of San Francisco Master Plan (City College 
Master Plan) to determine the condition of the adjacent 
utilities and infrastructure and to determine whether any 
significant capacity or connection issues were evident.  The 
results of this review reveal that adjacent infrastructure 
is well developed and most likely has the capacity to 
accommodate future development at Balboa Reservoir.  

To determine a development threshold, the team would need 
to develop a maximum development program to generate 
demands for the water, power, gas and sewer.  The team 
would meet with SFPUC’s and Pacific Gas and Electric 
Company’s (PG&E’s) engineering divisions to submit the 
demands and determine whether adjacent infrastructure has 
the capacity to accommodate the maximum development 
program.  If any of the existing connections are inadequate, 
SFPUC or PG&E, or both, can provide the maximum demand 
threshold available without significant upgrades to the 
existing system or network.    

Figure 7 shows existing infrastructure near Balboa Reservoir.  
Not shown in the figure is the existing private infrastructure 
on the City College property to the north.     

5 Kubick, Karen. [Wastewater Enterprise Capital Program Director], San Francisco 
Public Utilities Commission, San Francisco, CA. May 26, 2000—internal SFPUC 
memorandum to John Mullane, [General Manager], titled “Balboa Reservoir 
Activation.”	

Location of pipeline easement behind Avalon Bay development

Access to utility lines may be available via the Ocean Avenue 
right-of-way.
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POTABLE WATER

The area around Balboa Reservoir is currently served by a 
well-developed water distribution network operated by the 
City Distribution Division that has the capacity to provide 
potable and fire-protection water to Balboa Reservoir.  
Balboa Reservoir is located within the Sutro Reservoir 
pressure zone and supplied with SFPUC water from the 
Hetch Hetchy Regional Water System via the Sutro Reservoir.  
According to the 2004 City College Master Plan, the area’s 
distribution mains are adequately sized to accommodate the 
future demands of City College’s campus expansion.  Given 
the size of the mains and the configuration of the network, 
it is assumed that the system would also have hydraulic 
capacity to serve additional development at SFPUC’s Balboa 
Reservoir.  Once potential development scenarios are 
presented, the project team will meet with representatives 
from the City Distribution Division to confirm the system’s 
hydraulic capacity to serve the various proposed 
development programs. 

Access to water service for Balboa Reservoir is available 
from the 8-inch and/or 12-inch water mains within the Ocean 
Avenue and Phelan Avenue rights-of-way (public rights-of-
way) to the south and east, respectively.  To connect Balboa 
Reservoir to the water mains in Phelan Avenue, SFPUC would 
most likely have to use an existing 60-foot-wide pipeline 
easement southeast of Balboa Reservoir or the 60-foot-wide 
public-access easement to the northeast.  SFPUC would 
have to connect Balboa Reservoir to the Ocean Avenue water 
mains either via the Parcel 22 Alley to the southwest or 

via Lee Avenue.  The closest water distribution lines to the 
north and west are both bifurcated from Balboa Reservoir 
by existing residential development.  A 36-inch crosstown 
transmission line also runs along the southern boundary of 
Balboa Reservoir. The primary purpose of this transmission 
line, however, is to provide a redundant water supply to 
Sunset Reservoir for emergencies. For this reason, this line 
most likely will not be considered as a potable-water service 
connection to Balboa Reservoir.  

There is also a 44-inch water line stub in the southwest 
corner of Balboa Reservoir that connects to the 36-inch 
crosstown transmission main.  The project team assumes 
that this line was originally designed to be an intake line 
if the reservoir had ever been activated, but that the line 
could potentially be considered a connection for emergency 
fire-protection water supply.  Additionally, a 20-inch auxiliary 
water-supply system line exists in the public right-of-way of 
Ocean Avenue (i.e., within the horizontal extent of the road’s 
public right-of-way).  This line could also be considered a 
source of emergency fire-protection water supply if approved 
by SFPUC.  

Balboa Reservoir has never been utilized for water storage
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FIGURE 7: EXISTING INFRASTRUCTURE
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SANITARY AND STORM SEWER

Balboa Reservoir is currently served by SFPUC’s combined 
sewer system, which collects both sanitary and storm 
drainage.  Balboa Reservoir is within the Lake Merced 
urban watershed and the Ocean subwatershed.  All runoff 
and sanitary flow from Balboa Reservoir is collected and 
diverted to the Westside Pump Station for treatment by the 
Oceanside Treatment Plant or discharged as combined-
sewer discharges during large storm events.  The Oceanside 
Treatment Plant has capacity to treat up to 17 million gallons 
per day (mgd) of dry-weather flow and up to 175 mgd of wet-
weather flow.  The plant currently treats approximately 15 
mgd of dry-weather flow and is assumed to have adequate 
capacity to accommodate additional sanitary flows from the 
redevelopment of Balboa Reservoir. 

There are no known sewer connections at Balboa Reservoir. 
The most likely point of connection of Balboa Reservoir 
to the sewer system is at the 2-foot by 3-foot concrete 
box sewer main in the Ocean Avenue public right-of-way.  
However, this sewer main is designated as high risk and is 
slated for replacement through SFPUC’s Collections System 
Asset Management Program (CSAMP).  CSAMP assets 
with a ranking of “very high” are considered a priority for 
replacement based on multiple criteria such as age, type of 
construction, and consequences of failure. A CSAMP ranking 
of “high” still indicates a potential need for replacement.  
Therefore, the development feasibility analysis should 
consider the CSAMP ranking of the sewer main and include 
coordination with SFPUC’s Collection System Division.  
Alternatively, there is a 30-inch-diameter sewer main in 
Phelan Avenue; however, all combined sanitary and storm 
flows would require pumping to connect to this system at this 
location, and the elevation differential from Balboa Reservoir 
to Phelan Avenue, this option is unlikely to be feasible in the 
long term.  The closest sewer collection lines to the north 
and west are both bifurcated from Balboa Reservoir by 
existing residential development and most likely do not have 
adequate capacity to accommodate the potential combined-
sewer flows from Balboa Reservoir.  

To connect Balboa Reservoir to the Ocean Avenue sewer 
main, the connection would have to be made via the 
Parcel 22 Alley or Lee Avenue.  Because buildings could 
be developed on a podium or above parking, the sanitary 
flow and stormwater could be collected separately on 

Balboa Reservoir before being combined and discharged 
to the sewer mains to accommodate a less complicated 
on–Balboa Reservoir sewer configuration.  Additionally, any 
new development on Balboa Reservoir must comply with 
the San Francisco Stormwater Ordinance by complying with 
the San Francisco Stormwater Design Guidelines, which 
call for retaining a portion of stormwater runoff on Balboa 
Reservoir for reuse or infiltration.  The ordinance requires 
that a new development or redeveloped site served by the 
combined sewer system achieve a 25% reduction of both 
peak-flow and runoff volumes between the existing and 
proposed conditions.  To achieve this volume reduction, 
the development would have four options for potential 
compliance strategies: 

1.	 Using cisterns to harvest rainwater for reuse

2.	 Installing a vegetated roof and/or other permeable 
surfaces to reduce the area covered by impervious 
surfaces enough to achieve the 25% reduction

3.	 Using engineered flow-through planters for deten-
tion and evapotranspiration

4.	 Installing an infiltration-based stormwater manage-
ment system, such as bioretention cells or infiltra-
tion trenches6 

Maintaining separate sanitary and storm sewer systems 
within Balboa Reservoir would make a site-wide compliance 
strategy more attainable.   

The project team would meet with representatives from 
SFPUC and the San Francisco Department of Public Works’s 
Engineering Hydraulics Division to confirm that adjacent 
sewer infrastructure has adequate capacity and integrity to 
serve the potential development program.  

6 Pending a geotechnical investigation.
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POWER

Because SFPUC owns Balboa Reservoir, it is likely that 
SFPUC’s Hetch Hetchy Power System would provide power for 
Balboa Reservoir.  PG&E has both overhead and underground 
lines along Phelan Avenue and only underground lines along 
Ocean Avenue.  Once potential development scenarios are 
presented, the project team would meet with SFPUC’s Power 
Enterprise Division to evaluate the power issues in a more 
comprehensive fashion.   

NATURAL GAS

It is assumed that PG&E would provide natural gas to 
Balboa Reservoir. The natural gas infrastructure in the area 
is well established and is likely to have capacity to serve 
Balboa Reservoir.  There is currently a 4-inch high-pressure 
gas main in the Phelan Avenue public right-of-way and a 
12-inch gas main in the Ocean Avenue public right-of-way.  
To connect Balboa Reservoir to the gas main on Phelan 
Avenue, SFPUC may utilize its existing 60-foot-wide pipeline 
easement southeast of Balboa Reservoir or the 60-foot-wide 
public-access easement to the northeast.  To connect Balboa 
Reservoir to the Ocean Avenue gas main, the connection 
would have to be made via the Parcel 22 Alley or Lee Avenue.  
The project team would meet with PG&E representatives to 
determine service requirements and locate the best points of 
connection to the PG&E gas distribution system, if necessary.

Should development occur on Balboa Reservoir, utilities may be 
connected via the Parcel 22 Alley
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San Francisco General Plan
The City adopted the San Francisco General Plan (General 
Plan) by resolution on June 27, 1996.  Elements of the 
General Plan that may apply to the development of Balboa 
Reservoir are described in more detail below.

HOUSING ELEMENT

The Housing Element of the General Plan was written to help 
implement state and regional housing objectives.  Based on 
population growth estimates from the California Department 
of Housing and Community Development and the Association 
of Bay Area Governments, San Francisco must plan to 
accommodate roughly 31,000 new housing units.  Of these 
new housing units, 60% should be suitable for housing 
moderate-, low-, and very-low-income households.7   Mayor 
Lee has set forth the goal of creating 30,000 new housing 
units in San Francisco by 2020.8   

As part of the effort to increase the affordability and supply of 
housing in San Francisco, the City has developed area plans 
that focus on particular parts of the city.  One of these is the 
Balboa Park Plan, described in further detail on the following 
page.  If implemented, each area plan could provide capacity 
for more than the 31,000 units called for by the California 
Department of Housing and Community Development and 
the Association of Bay Area Governments.  The Balboa Park 
Station Area Plan estimates that the potential exists to 
construct 1,800 new housing units.9   The development of 
Balboa Reservoir could make a contribution to this estimate. 

7 City and County of San Francisco. 1996 (June 27). San Francisco General Plan, 
Housing Element, “Introduction.” San Francisco, CA.	
8 Lee, Ed. “2014 State of the City Address.” City and County of San Francis-
co. 2014 (January 17). Transcript available: http://sfmayor.org/index.aspx-
?page=983	
9 City and County of San Francisco. 1996. San Francisco General Plan, Housing 
Element, Policy 1.2. San Francisco, CA.	

SUMMARY OF EXISTING POLICY
URBAN DESIGN ELEMENT

The Urban Design Element of the General Plan is concerned 
primarily with development and preservation.  It emphasizes 
the critical relationships between open spaces, buildings, 
hills, and streets in San Francisco.  A guiding principle of this 
element is to emphasize the “characteristic pattern which 
gives to the City and its neighborhoods an image, a sense of 
purpose, and a means of orientation.”10   

In the Urban Design Element, the section “Major New 
Development” is particularly relevant when considering an 
area like Balboa Reservoir.  This section emphasizes that 
new development in San Francisco must carefully consider 
the size, height, texture, and character of its surroundings. 
In particular, achieving a good scale for new development 
depends on establishing a height, bulk, and appearance that 
are complementary and not overwhelming.11  

RECREATION AND OPEN SPACE ELEMENT

Policy 4.6 in the General Plan’s Recreation and Open Space 
Element was written to ensure that adequate public open 
space in San Francisco is dedicated to new residential 
development.12   Specifically, in areas where infill housing 
may occur, sub-neighborhood-level parks may be needed 
because existing parks will experience more intensive use 
and increased demand.  Although no determination of future 
development has been made for Balboa Reservoir, open 
space may need to be provided.

10 City and County of San Francisco. 1996. San Francisco General Plan, Urban 
Design Element, “Introduction.” San Francisco, CA.	
11 City and County of San Francisco. 1996. San Francisco General Plan, Urban 
Design Element, Policy 2.10. San Francisco, CA.	
12 City and County of San Francisco. 1996. San Francisco General Plan, Recre-
ation and Open Space Element, Policy 4.6. San Francisco, CA.	
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Balboa Park Station Area Plan
The Balboa Park Station Area Plan (Balboa Park Plan) was adopted in 2009 as part of the Better Neighborhoods Program.  
Originally launched in 2000, the Balboa Park Plan comprises approximately 210 acres in total.  As stated in the introduction 
to the Balboa Park Plan, the plan area is characterized by distinct areas: City College, Balboa Reservoir, the Ocean Avenue 
Neighborhood Commercial Transit District, and the Transit Station Neighborhood. 

The Balboa Park Plan presents policies and objectives related to land use, transportation, parking, housing, streets and open 
space, urban form, historic preservation, and public art. Three overarching principles inform the Balboa Park Plan:13 

•	 Improve the area’s public realm.

•	 Make the transit experience safer and more enjoyable.

•	 Improve the economic vitality of the Ocean Avenue Neighborhood Commercial Transit District. 
13 City and County of San Francisco. 2009. Balboa Park Station, an Area Plan of the General Plan of the City and County of San Francisco. Draft for adoption October 
2008; adopted by the Board of Supervisors April 7, 2009. San Francisco, CA. Page 2.	

A key objective of the Balboa Park Plan is to consider housing 
as a primary component of any new development that may 
occur in the reservoir.  Specifically, Policy 4.4.1 reads: 
“Develop housing on the West basin if it is not needed for 
water storage.”14  The Balboa Park Plan also suggests that 
mixed-use housing be considered for Balboa Reservoir to 
address housing demand. 

Objective 5.2 of the Balboa Park Plan requires major new 
developments to provide good-quality public open space 
that also contributes to the open space system.15   Because 
major new developments put greater pressure on existing 
open spaces, new development should provide publicly 
accessible open space that is proportionate to the size of new 
development. A project built on Balboa Reservoir would likely 
be considered a major new development, and therefore must 
have a public open space component. When considering 
potential development opportunities at Balboa Reservoir, 
project proponents must ensure that open space is an 
integral part of the design.  

Section 6, “Built Form,” in the Balboa Park Plan is also highly 
applicable to new development opportunities on Balboa 
Reservoir. For example, Objective 6.2 reads: “Knit together 
isolated sections of the Plan Area with new mixed-use infill   

14 City and County of San Francisco. 2009. Balboa Park Station, an Area Plan 
of the General Plan of the City and County of San Francisco. Draft for adoption 
October 2008; adopted by the Board of Supervisors April 7, 2009. San Francisco, 
CA. Page iv.	
15 City and County of San Francisco. 2009. Balboa Park Station, an Area Plan 
of the General Plan of the City and County of San Francisco. Draft for adoption 
October 2008; adopted by the Board of Supervisors April 7, 2009. San Francisco, 
CA. Page 34.	

buildings.”16   Adding infill buildings on and near Ocean 
Avenue would help make the Balboa Park transit station 
and the Ocean Avenue Neighborhood Commercial Transit 
District feel more physically connected. Although Balboa 
Reservoir does not directly front Ocean Avenue, adding 
new development in this area would certainly facilitate the 
creation of connections between City College, the Ocean 
Avenue corridor, and surrounding neighborhoods. 

16 City and County of San Francisco. 2009. Balboa Park Station, an Area Plan 
of the General Plan of the City and County of San Francisco. Draft for adoption 
October 2008; adopted by the Board of Supervisors April 7, 2009. San Francisco, 
CA. Page 37.
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City College of San Francisco Master Plan
Given the close proximity of City College to Balboa Reservoir, the project team reviewed the City College Master Plan for relevant 
policies that have the potential to affect the future development of Balboa Reservoir.  

The City College Board of Trustees approved and adopted the City College Master Plan in June 2004.  The plan outlines the 
following relevant fundamental concepts that are intended to guide future decision making on campus: 

“Improve the image and identity of the College”  

•	 City College lacks a coherent campus image.  As 
City College receives investment in the coming 
years, these investments should be leveraged to 
improve the image of the campus as a whole.  This 
includes open space design and building design. 

•	 Wayfinding signage and campus identity signs will 
enhance campus image and improve public and 
student accessibility. 

“Sustainable planning and design” 

•	 New facilities, major renovations, and any other 
projects should be a model of sustainable planning 
and design.  Examples listed in the City College 
Master Plan include increasing transit and bicycle 
use and minimizing energy use and waste. 

City College has plans to eventually expand its campus 
facility.  New buildings included in the Potential Additional 
2015 Building Program include an advanced-technology 
learning center, a student center, and a facility for City 
College’s administration. The City College Master Plan was 
developed before Balboa Reservoir basins were reconfigured. 
However, the 2015 Illustrative Plan in the document shows 
proposed building footprints just east of Balboa Reservoir.  In 
2010, City College completed the Multiuse Building located 
on this land.  The four-level structure contains classrooms, 
offices, computer labs, and other uses. City College is 
planning to embark on a new master plan in 2015. 

“Improve the pedestrian environment and ease of 
access to and within campus”17

•	 Restricting automobiles to the periphery of campus 
is a key first step in promoting a pedestrian-friendly 
environment. 

•	 Locating future development and facilities along the 
central pedestrian walkway will enhance the sense 
of community.

•	 Siting of future development and buildings can help 
achieve topographic transitions between different 
elevations that will make pedestrian movement 
easier.

“Provide flexibility to accommodate long-term program 
needs” 

•	 Because future programs and facility needs are 
dependent on budgetary, demographic, and other 
trends, it is difficult to predict exactly what the 10- 
to 15-year program for campus may be.  Therefore, 
City College intends to retain flexibility for future 
plans.

“Support neighborhood revitalization and vitality”

•	 The City College Master Plan identifies measures to 
increase connections between the campus and the 
surrounding community. Improvements of partic-
ular value to the community will be implemented 
on campus so that they are also accessible to the 
public.  These include the Wellness Center, athletic 
venues, cultural events, and other linkages between 
the campus and community.  

17 City College of San Francisco. 2004 (June 10). City College of San Francisco, 
Master Plan. As approved by the City College Board of Trustees. San Francisco, 
CA. Prepared by Skidmore, Owings & Merrill LLP), BMS Design Group, Levy Design 
Partners, Arup, Davis Langdon Adamson, Fehr & Peers Associates, Kennedy/
Jenks, Simon & Associates, and SWA Group. Pages 61–63.
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CURRENT PLANNING AND DEVELOPMENT PROJECTS NEAR 
BALBOA RESERVOIR
Phelan Loop Project
One objective of the Balboa Park Plan was to reconfigure the 
Phelan Loop, an existing bus turnaround.  The new design 
of Phelan Loop is intended to serve as a gateway feature to 
the commercial district and a “new front door” on Ocean 
Avenue.18   The bus loop is now completed and the mixed-
use and affordable housing project on the old Phelan Loop 
is under construction.  Eventually, a public plaza will be 
located between the new mixed-use building and the Phelan 
Loop.  This public plaza will be called Unity Plaza.  The plaza 
will include trees, benches, a domed play structure, and 
historical photos of the area.19  

The existing fire station at the corner of Ocean Avenue and 
Phelan Avenue will receive some upgrades as part of the 
Phelan Loop Project. 

Ocean Avenue Corridor Design 
The San Francisco Planning Department and the San 
Francisco Department of Public Works have partnered to 
implement streetscape improvements along Ocean Avenue.  
Workshops were held throughout spring and summer 2014 
to gather community feedback regarding two projects on 
Ocean Avenue.  Short-term improvements are set to take 
place on Ocean Avenue from Howth Street to Manor Drive.  
These short-term efforts are funded by Proposition B, the 
Road Repaving and Street Safety Bond.  Longer term efforts 
are planned for Ocean Avenue from Phelan Avenue to the 
Balboa Park BART Station.  Community outreach efforts have 
resulted in a conceptual design for the intersection of Ocean 
Avenue and Phelan Avenue.  The intersection will eventually 
be realigned and safety measures such as bike lanes, bulb-
outs, and pedestrian amenities will increase the safety of 
the corridor.  Workshop attendees also viewed three potential 

18 City and County of San Francisco. 2009. Balboa Park Station, an Area Plan 
of the General Plan of the City and County of San Francisco. Draft for adoption 
October 2008; adopted by the Board of Supervisors April 7, 2009. San Francisco, 
CA. Page 13.	
19 San Francisco Municipal Transportation Agency. 2014 (July 7). SFMTA and 
Community Name Ocean Avenue Plaza, “Unity Plaza.” Press release. Available: 
http://www.sfmta.com/sites/default/files/pressreleases/Press%20Release--SFM-
TA%20and%20Community%20Name%20Ocean%20Avenue%20Plaza%20
Unity%20Plaza.pdf. 	

options for streetscape changes along Geneva Avenue.  The 
analysis and planning and design phase is ongoing and will 
continue through August 2015. 

San Francisco Bicycle Plan
The goals of the San Francisco Bicycle Plan are to increase 
the safe use of bicycles throughout San Francisco and to 
adopt more bicycle-friendly policies in the city.  Increasing 
bicycle use in San Francisco is an important component of 
the City’s climate action plan and Transit-First Policy. 

Multiple streets around Balboa Reservoir are identified in the 
San Francisco Bicycle Plan for near-term improvements to 
bicycle route networks.  These routes include Ocean Avenue 
(Alemany Boulevard to Lee Avenue) and Phelan Avenue 
(Judson Avenue to Ocean Avenue).  Long-term improvements 
are planned for Holloway Avenue (Harold Avenue to Junipero 
Serra Boulevard).

Completed Phelan Loop
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Balboa Park Area Plan & Historic Resource 
Survey
The Balboa Park Area Plan & Historic Resource Survey was 
completed in August 2008.  The primary purpose was to 
identify historic and cultural resources along and off the 
spine of Ocean Avenue.  The historic resource survey was a 
complementary effort to the Balboa Park Plan and the same 
geographic boundaries were used for this study.  Balboa 
Reservoir is included in the study boundaries, but no historic 
resources are identified on Balboa Reservoir.23   However, 
many historical buildings and architectural styles can 
be found along Ocean Avenue and in the Westwood Park 
neighborhood adjacent to Balboa Reservoir. 

23 San Francisco Planning Department. 2008 (August 3). Balboa Park Area Plan 
& Historic Resource Survey, San Francisco, California, Historic Context Statement. 
San Francisco, CA. Prepared by TBA West, Inc., Daly City, CA. Available: http://
www.sf-planning.org/Modules/ShowDocument.aspx?documentid=557.	

Balboa Park Station Capacity and 
Conceptual Engineering Study
The Balboa Park Station Capacity and Conceptual Engineering 
Study (conducted by Jacobs Engineering Group) included 
a more detailed engineering feasibility analysis and other 
supporting studies that would help to refine the long-range 
vision presented in the Balboa Park Plan.  Some of the 
projects included in the scope of the study have already been 
implemented.  These projects include widening sidewalks 
along Geneva Avenue, installing pedestrian-scale lighting, 
and completing other accessibility improvements.20   Station 
access and safety improvements are ongoing. 

Balboa Park Station Area Circulation Study 
The final report of the Balboa Park Station Area Circulation 
Study was adopted by the Transportation Authority Board on 
June 24, 2014. 

The purpose of the study is to establish implementable 
station and freeway access improvements based on the 
policies listed in the Balboa Park Plan.21   Because the Balboa 
Park Station is one of the busiest intermodal transit facilities 
in San Francisco, the goals of this study include increasing 
bicycle and pedestrian safety, making transit operations more 
efficient, and reducing the negative effects of automobile 
traffic.22  

20 San Francisco Planning Department. 2014. Interagency Plan Implementation 
Committee Annual Report, 2014. San Francisco, CA.	
21 San Francisco County Transportation Authority. 2014 (April). Balboa Park 
Station Area Circulation Study. Final Report. San Francisco, CA. Prepared by 
Fehr & Peers, Arup, and Nelson Nygaard. Available: http://www.sfcta.org/trans-
portation-planning-and-studies/current-research-and-other-projectsstudies/
balboa-park-station-area-circulation-study.	
22 San Francisco Planning Department. 2014. Interagency Plan Implementation 
Committee Annual IPIC Report, 2014. San Francisco, CA.	



T A S K  1 :  P l a n n i n g  C o n t e x t

2 8  |

RECENT PROJECTS AND PLANNED DEVELOPMENT
Ocean Avenue and the Ocean Avenue Neighborhood Commercial Transit District have had many significant development 
projects in recent years.  Multiple new mixed-use developments have been built or are under construction along Ocean Avenue 
south of Balboa Reservoir.  See the table below and Figure 8 for the locations and brief descriptions of significant developments 
near Balboa Reservoir.  

PROJECT 
LOCATION

ADDRESS PROJECT DESCRIPTION PROJECT STATUS

1 1490 OCEAN AVENUE

•	 Four-story mixed-use building
•	 15 residential units
•	 4,356 square feet of commercial
•	 15 off-street parking spaces

APPROVED

2
1150 OCEAN AVENUE

(AVALON BAY) 

•	 One four-story and one five-story  
mixed-use building

•	 173 residential units
•	 29,500 square feet of commercial 
•	 Whole Foods grocery tenant

COMPLETED

3 270 BRIGHTON AVENUE
•	 Two, four-story mixed-use buildings
•	 27 total residential units
•	 3,653 square feet of commercial
•	 13 off-street parking spaces

UNDER CONSTRUCTION

4 1100 OCEAN AVENUE
(MERCY HOUSING) 

•	 Five-story mixed-use building
•	 71 below market rate residential units
•	 7,300 square feet of commercial
•	 Five off-street parking spaces

UNDER CONSTRUCTION

FIGURE 8: SURROUNDING DEVELOPMENTS
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To anticipate market conditions for any potential future 
development on Balboa Reservoir, the project team undertook 
an analysis of prevailing market conditions in the Balboa 
Park neighborhood.  This involved analyzing rents and 
vacancy conditions for retail space, multifamily housing, 
townhomes, and parking in the neighborhood and comparable 
developments over all of San Francisco.  

The project team compared surrounding real estate 
market rents to citywide rents to estimate any associated 
discount that should be applied to new development at 
Balboa Reservoir compared to the city overall.  The team 
also evaluated rents for townhomes in new developments 
citywide to inform future rents of new development at Balboa 
Reservoir.  

The project team can establish a general rent multiplier using 
the average discount of prevailing rents in the immediate 
market area compared to the city overall, then applying 
the multiplier to prevailing rents of recently constructed 
development citywide. The result is a general order of 
magnitude rent expectations for the subject property.  Note 
that all rent estimates evaluated in this early phase are 
subject to change as product mix, on-site amenities, and 
shifting real estate market conditions inform the overall 
economic value of Balboa Reservoir. Note that this Task 1 
does not project rents for the subject property because of the 
preliminary condition of the analysis. 

ECONOMIC CONDITIONS

City College parking lot

New development along Ocean Avenue including the Ingleside 
Branch Library

Muni line along Ocean Avenue in front of the Avalon Bay 
development

Mercy Housing development under construction in Fall of 2014
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OCEAN AVENUE RETAIL SAN FRANCISCO CITY RETAIL 

AVAILABILITY SURVEY 5-YEAR SURVEY 5-YEAR

NNN* RENT PER 
SQUARE FOOT $30.00 $27.52 $39.79 $33.56

VACANCY RATE 6.30% 7.80% 2.00% 2.80%

AVAILABILITY 
RATE 2.00% 8.40% 2.70% 3.70%

MONTHS ON 
MARKET 11.1 8.6 8.7 8.8

*NNN= Triple Net Rates

Existing Retail Market
Source: Data provided by CoStar Group in 2014

The project team reviewed rents and vacancy rates of nearby retail space. This includes considering retail leasing conditions on 
Ocean Avenue, West Portal, Excelsior, and The Triangle.  

Balboa Reservoir is adjacent to the Ocean Avenue retail corridor and serves as the closest comparable retail space.  Although 
vacancy levels remain slightly higher there than for the city, rental rates are healthy and equivalent to citywide retail rents.  

According to CoStar Group analytics, there is an 80% probability that all retail space along the Ocean Avenue corridor will be 
100% leased within 12 months.  Overall, the retail market appears healthy with availability rate (i.e. the percentage of space 
currently available for lease) of 2% and lease rates rising to $30 per square foot per year.  However, the average amount of 
time on available for lease (i.e. “months on market) is higher than the City overall estimated at approximately 11 months 
compared to approximately 9 months citywide (Figure 9).  

FIGURE 9: EXISTING RETAIL MARKET

FIGURE 10: RETAIL MARKET TRENDS
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Retail
Source: Data provided by CoStar Group in 2014

To compare the adjacent Ocean Avenue retail corridor to surrounding competition, the project team review CoStar retail real 
estate reports for four nearby commercial corridors.  Specifically, the project team reviewed retail real estate market conditions 
for The Triangle, West Portal, Excelsior District, and Visitacion Valley. CoStar reported average lease rates from approximately 
$24 per square foot per year in Visitacion Valley to $48 per square foot per year in West Portal.  The Triangle indicated the 
highest vacancy rate of 18% compared to 1% in West Portal. Rental rates for the Excelsior District and The Triangle were the 
closest to rents at Balboa Reservoir at approximately $31 per square foot per and $36 per square foot per year, respectively.  

FIGURE 11: RETAIL COMPARABLES
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FIGURE 12: LEAKAGE ANALYSIS

Leakage Analysis
Source: Data compiled by AECOM in 2014 based on Esri 
Business Analyst Online

AECOM performed a leakage analysis using Esri Business 
Analyst Online, which compared neighborhood-area spending 
power versus estimated retail sales within Balboa Reservoir 
(see Figure 12).  The leakage analysis indicates which retail 
goods and services are potentially unmet for surrounding 
residents in the Ocean Avenue corridor.  This limited retail-
leakage analysis identified several additional retail items that 
could be captured locally if available high-quality offerings 
were located within Balboa Reservoir.  These include 
limited service eating places, florists, health and personal 
care stores, and food services and drinking places.  The 
preliminary analysis could be used to indicate the potential 
goods and services that could be located in this neighborhood 
to attract the existing resident base. Moreover, it indicates 
additional demand for retail space beyond the available retail 
space supply. 

Intersection of Plymouth and Ocean Avenue
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Multifamily
Source: Information compiled by AECOM in 2014 based on 
Realfacts data

The project team reviewed multifamily rental housing trends 
for the City of San Francisco and for select submarkets.  
Of particular interest was a review of prevailing rents and 
occupancy trends of rental housing offered near Balboa 
Reservoir.  Specifically, the project team focused on 
multifamily project leasing in Zip Codes 94131 and 94112.  
The project team accessed RealFacts Apartment market data 
which surveys quarterly apartment developments of over 50 
units.  In addition, prevailing rents for recently developed 
housing was evaluated to understand the market premium 
commanded by more modern rental housing developments in 
San Francisco.  

Neighborhood Rental Housing Conditions
Rent and occupancy rankings show that these two zip codes include products with lower rents than found in other zip codes in 
San Francisco, but at the same time display higher occupancy. Figure 13 shows the estimated average rents per square foot 
and occupancy rates by zip code.  The zip codes’ lower rents yet higher occupancy rates indicate potential for rent growth as 
the housing market remains relatively tight, creating upward pressure on rents.  Overall, average monthly rents for Zip Codes 
94131 and 94112 range between approximately $3,100 and $2,900 per month, respectively.  On average, multifamily rents are 
approximately 10 percent lower than the citywide average.  

FIGURE 13: RENT AND OCCUPANCY RANKING

FIGURE 14: SAN FRANCISCO ZIP CODES
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FIGURE 15: MULTIFAMILY RENT TRENDS

New Multifamily Rental Trends
The project team reviewed rents for multifamily projects that 
opened within the last year in San Francisco.  On average, 
rents for these developments are approximately 16% 
higher than citywide multifamily rents.  In other words, new 
housing commands higher rents than the overall supply.  
Rents for new multifamily housing average approximately 
$4.90 per square foot compared to $4.20 per square foot 
for multifamily housing citywide (i.e. the citywide average 
for housing regardless of the year constructed).  As shown 
in Figure 15, the citywide supply of studios and 1-bedroom 
units rent at higher rates per square foot compared to larger 
two and three bedroom units.  However, this variance in 
rents per square foot is more muted among new housing 
with the exception of two bedroom – two bathroom units.  
Avalon Ocean Avenue is the closest comparable multifamily 
housing project as it is directly south of Balboa Reservoir.  
Current asking rents at Avalon Bay Ocean Avenue range 
from approximately $3.10 to $5.40 per square foot with the 
smaller units commanding the highest rents per square 
foot.  At the time of the background assessment (November, 
2014), there were no available apartments rents.  As such, 
apartment rents may be actually higher than those most 
recently documented by RealFacts or on Avalon Bay Ocean 
Avenue’s website as they have not had to update their rents 
to reflect prevailing market conditions.24

24 Avalon Communities. Avalon Ocean Avenue.  Available: http://www.
avaloncommunities.com/california/san-francisco-apartments/ava-
lon-ocean-avenue/floor-plans.	

Housing near Balboa Reservoir

Westwood Park neighborhood to the west of Balboa Reservoir
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Parking
Source: Data compiled by AECOM in 2014 based on DataSF and SFpark

The project team reviewed parking rates for on-street and off-street parking near the Balboa Station as future parking revenue 
will contribute to inform the development program and the underlying land value of Balboa Reservoir.  Figure 16 shows the 
location of parking prices researched in this background analysis.

FIGURE 16: PARKING COMPARABLES
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Public Parking
Overall, public parking rates in the surrounding market 
area average approximately $2 per hour.  The City College 
Reservoir lot charges $3 per hour.  Rates decrease for daily 
and monthly parking.  

Private Parking
Private parking lots charge higher rates at approximately $3 
per hour.  As with public parking rates, pricing decreases 
for daily and monthly parking.  Avalon Bay charges 
approximately $200 per month for reserved parking and $120 
per month for motorcycle parking.  

Tier Parking Pricing Calculator
The City uses a tiered approached to pricing parking. Hourly 
rates are priced the highest with pricing decreased by tiers 
of time.  Figure 17 shows a typical pricing calculator for San 
Francisco parking facilities.   

FIGURE 17: PARKING PRICING STRATEGY

Cars parked in the Balboa Reservoir. City College campus is 
visible in the background
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ANALYSIS OF EXISTING CONDITIONS
Zoning / Height Limits
Balboa Reservoir is zoned as P, “Public,” in the San Francisco 
Zoning Code.  The adjacent land to the east that houses 
additional City College parking and the relatively new City 
College Multiuse Building is also zoned as Public.  According 
to the San Francisco Planning Department, designation as 
a P District applies to land that is owned by a governmental 
agency and is in some form of public use.  

The portion of Ocean Avenue between Phelan Avenue and 
Manor Avenue is part of the Ocean Avenue Neighborhood 
Commercial Transit District.  The district is intended to 
provide resident-serving commercial uses on ground floors 
and housing on upper floors.  Standards for residential 
uses include height and bulk, setbacks, and lot coverage.  
Access to off-street parking and loading is prohibited on 
Ocean Avenue to promote the pedestrian-oriented quality 
and character of the street.  The commercial element of the 
Ocean Avenue Neighborhood Commercial Transit District is 
intended to provide convenience goods to neighborhoods 
surrounding Ocean Avenue.  Commercial uses such as retail 
stores, restaurants, and neighborhood-service offices are 
permitted in this district.25   

The Westwood Park neighborhood is zoned as RH-1(D), 
“Residential–House, One Family–Detached.” Structures in 
this district are characterized by wider lots and typically have 
side yards.  The Westwood Park neighborhood falls within 
the Westwood Park Residential Character District, which is a 
special-use district identified in the San Francisco Planning 
Code.  New and existing residential buildings in this district 
are subject to residential design guidelines that dictate 
siting, scale, texture, detailing, openings, and landscaping.26   
Neighborhoods south of Ocean Avenue are zoned as RH-2, 
“Residential–House, Two Family.”  Homes in this district are 
typically one- and two-family homes.27   

See Figure 18 for the zoning districts on and around Balboa 
Reservoir.

25 San Francisco Zoning Code, Section 737.1.	
26 San Francisco Zoning Code, Section 244.1.	
27 San Francisco Zoning Code, Section 206.1.	

Homes in the Westwood Park neighborhood within the ‘Westwood 
Park Residential Character District’

Five-story Avalon Bay development along Ocean Avenue
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FIGURE 18: ZONING DISTRICTS
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Height and Bulk
Like much of the Balboa Park Station Area, Balboa Reservoir 
is in a 40-foot height district, meaning that project 
proponents can currently build structures to 40 feet. Along 
the Ocean Avenue Neighborhood Commercial Transit District, 
buildings are allowed up to 45 feet for the most part, except 
in the 55-foot zone along Ocean Avenue between Phelan 
and Plymouth Avenues.  The parcels in this zone contain 
the recent Avalon Bay and Mercy Housing developments, 
both with ground-floor retail and four floors of residential 
above.  The Westwood Park neighborhood directly west of 
Balboa Reservoir is in a 28-X zone.  The City College parcels 
adjacent to Balboa Reservoir and adjacent to surrounding 
neighborhoods are limited to 65 feet in height.  Most of the 
main campus east of Phelan Avenue has a height limit of 105 
feet.  These areas also have bulk controls that limit building 
dimensions at various height thresholds.  

See Figure 19 for the height and bulk districts around Balboa 
Reservoir.  

Buildings within the Ocean Avenue Neighborhood Commerical Transit District have a maximum height of 45 feet

City College is within the 106-E Height and Bulk district
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FIGURE 19: HEIGHT AND BULK DISTRICTS
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proximity appealing and support housing at Balboa Reservoir.  
Furthermore, the introduction of a variety of more units into 
the neighborhood would provide housing for a diversity of 
new residents.  

The existing landforms on Balboa Reservoir provide an 
opportunity because of the volume of good soil fill material 
in the existing berms.  This soil can be re-graded into a 
landform (such as stepped terraces) that could be well 
suited for new homes, streets, and parks.  This is noteworthy 
because although the base of Balboa Reservoir is relatively 
flat, the boundaries or edges of the property range from flat 
to relatively steep.  The soil available from the berms could 
be used to establish a smooth transition between the two via 
the creation of stepped terraces.  

Utilities are well established in the Balboa Park 
neighborhood.  Because the areas surrounding Balboa 
Reservoir are currently served by a water distribution 
network, a combined sewer system, power, and natural gas, 
one can assume that existing utility providers can also serve 
Balboa Reservoir.  

Depending on the type of development that will occur on 
Balboa Reservoir, density bonuses may be available.  In the 
Housing Element of the General Plan, a 25% density bonus 
is allowed on projects that provide 20% of units for lower 
income households or 50% of units for senior citizens.28   
Should either of these uses be considered for Balboa 
Reservoir, density bonuses may allow for more development 
options.  

The Balboa Park Station Area Plan Final Environmental 
Impact Report (Balboa Park Plan FEIR) finds that the 
speculative development of 500 residential units on Balboa 
28 City and County of San Francisco. 1996. San Francisco General Plan, Housing 
Element, Policy 4.4. San Francisco, CA.	

Opportunities
From a development perspective, it is advantageous that 
the western portion of Balboa Reservoir is entirely owned by 
SFPUC.  Balboa Reservoir itself is fairly large, thus allowing 
for increased flexibility when considering development 
opportunities.  Given the size and shape of Balboa Reservoir, 
it could likely accommodate a neighborhood park or plaza 
in addition to housing and other uses.  The park or plaza 
could be designed with a complementary open-space link to 
provide a physical connection to the Unity Plaza on Ocean 
Avenue, which is currently under construction.  

The location of Balboa Reservoir is ideal from a 
transportation perspective.  Given the proximity of BART, 
the K Ingleside, the 8X Bayshore Express, the 49 Van 
Ness–Mission, the 29 Sunset, and other transit lines, any 
future development occurring on Balboa Reservoir would 
be highly accessible by many transportation modes. Future 
residents of Balboa Reservoir could easily travel to any 
part of San Francisco and many parts of the Bay Area via 
BART, Muni, or other modes of transportation.  See the 
Transportation Analysis memorandum for further discussion 
of transportation opportunities at Balboa Reservoir.   

Ocean Avenue is becoming more attractive; appealing 
amenities such as the newly constructed Whole Foods Market 
have been added, and infill development has increased in 
the adjacent community.  The growth surrounding Balboa 
Reservoir creates a favorable environment for housing and 
open space for a variety of families and household types.  
Background economic analysis indicate housing to be the 
highest and best use given low vacancy rates and increasing 
rents in the neighborhood; especially for new housing units.  

Balboa Reservoir is located close to academic institutions 
of all levels: high schools, elementary schools, and City 
College.  Families with children or students may find this 

CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS
Balboa Reservoir presents an exciting potential opportunity site for development that could fulfill the objectives of the City’s 
Public Sites Program by addressing housing shortages, and could provide financial returns to the City.  After completing a 
preliminary review of existing conditions at Balboa Reservoir, the project team determined that the site presents the initial 
opportunities and constraints listed below.  Note that opportunities and constraints related to transportation are summarized in 
the Transportation Analysis memorandum (Task 2), which is submitted concurrently with this study under separate cover. Figure 
20 provides a visual interpretation of opportunities and constraints.  The table on page 42 lists a summary of the opportunities 
and constraints provided in this section. 
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Reservoir would not result in significant land use impacts.29   
The Balboa Park Plan FEIR states that land use effects on 
Balboa Reservoir would minimally disrupt the established 
community because land use controls would be implemented 
to encourage transit-oriented development “for a more 
cohesive, livable neighborhood environment.”30   Although 
any future proposed projects would require individual 
environmental review, development on Balboa Reservoir has 
received programmatic environmental clearance through the 
Balboa Park Plan FEIR.  

Constraints
In addition to the opportunities provided for potential 
development of Balboa Reservoir, there are some challenges 
to overcome.  One challenge is the current zoning of Balboa 
Reservoir.  Buildings under the current Public zoning 
restrictions are restricted to a maximum height of 40 feet.  
This limitation would not allow for a building of more than 
three stories; therefore, a zoning change would need to be 
requested for Balboa Reservoir. 

Given the diversity of development surrounding Balboa 
Reservoir (City College, Archbishop Riordan High School, 
Westwood Park neighborhood), any new, large scale 
development may not initially be compatible with existing 
uses (perceived or otherwise).  The design and layout of 
any new development should take extra care to ensure 
compatibility with the existing uses on all sides.  

Completing the Lee Avenue Extension to improve access 
to Balboa Reservoir would involve placing the right-of-
way for this road across a triangular parcel owned by 
SFPUC.  Completing this road could be costly because of 
the engineering needed to accommodate the steep grade 
at the end of the Lee Avenue Extension.  The result of this 
roadway not being available could result in the reduction in 
the number of housing units that could be accommodated on 
site due to limited roadway access.  SFPUC may also need 
to move pipelines to accommodate the road extension.  Any 
development proposed for the Balboa Reservoir must be 
aware of appropriate setback requirements for utilities owned 

29 City and County of San Francisco. 2008 (December 4). Balboa Park Station 
Area Plan Final Environmental Impact Report. San Francisco Planning Department 
Case No. 2004.1059E, State Clearinghouse No. 2006072114. San Francisco, CA. 
Page 137.	
30 City and County of San Francisco. 2008 (December 4). Balboa Park Station 
Area Plan Final Environmental Impact Report. San Francisco Planning Department 
Case No. 2004.1059E, State Clearinghouse No. 2006072114. San Francisco, CA. 
Page 137.	

or maintained by the SFPUC or other utility providers.    

The existing landforms on-site do not exclude development 
opportunities but do limit them.  In its current condition, 
Balboa Reservoir is bounded on three sides by earth berms, 
each with a slope exceeding 15%.  These berms both limit 
access and, because of their land area, reduce the size of a 
cohesive development area.  

Because Balboa Reservoir has never been developed, 
infrastructure connections would need to be updated or 
created.  Easements running along the southern edge 
of Balboa Reservoir limit the area available for new 
development, given that SFPUC prohibits structures on its 
infrastructure to protect it.  The project team should meet 
with representatives from SFPUC and the San Francisco 
Department of Public Works’s Engineering Hydraulics Division 
to confirm whether the adjacent sewer infrastructure has 
adequate capacity and integrity to serve the potential 
development.  

Lastly, retail real estate market conditions indicate only 
moderate demand for new retail space.

There are steep berms on three sides of the Balboa Reservoir. The 
berms may limit the accessibility of Balboa Reservoir. However, the 
berms may also facilitate development because they provide soil 
fill material that may be re-graded.
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FIGURE 20: OPPORTUNITIES AND CONSTRAINTS
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TOPIC POTENTIAL OPPORTUNITIES POTENTIAL CONSTRAINTS

Urban 
Design

•	 The large size and rectangular shape of the Balboa 
Reservoir provides flexibility for site design

•	 New development on Balboa Reservoir would facilitate the 
creation of connections between City College, the Ocean 
Avenue Neighborhood Commercial Transit District, and 
surrounding neighborhoods. 

•	 Given the diversity of development surrounding Balboa 
Reservoir (City College, Archbishop Riordan High School, 
Westwood Park neighborhood), any new, large scale 
development may not initially be compatible with existing 
uses.  The design and layout of any new development 
should take extra care to ensure compatibility with the 
existing uses on all sides. 

Land Use

•	 Given the size and shape of Balboa Reservoir, it could likely 
accommodate a neighborhood park or plaza in addition to 
housing and other uses.  

•	 Recent development near the Balboa Reservoir on Ocean 
Avenue (resident serving uses like grocery stores and 
shops) would be complementary to proposed housing or 
mixed use development.

•	 The location of Balboa Reservoir is ideal from a 
transportation perspective (see Transportation Analysis 
Memo for more detail).  

•	 Completing the Lee Avenue Extension to improve access 
to Balboa Reservoir would involve placing the right-of-way 
for this road across a triangular parcel owned by SFPUC.  
Completing this road could be costly because of the 
engineering needed to accommodate the steep grade at 
the end of the Lee Avenue Extension.  If this connection is 
not gained it could result in the reduction in the number of 
housing units that could be accommodated on site due to 
limited roadway access.

Socio-
Economics

•	 Balboa Reservoir is located close to academic institutions 
of all levels: high schools, elementary schools, and City 
College.  Families with children or students may find 
this proximity appealing and support housing at Balboa 
Reservoir.  

•	 The introduction of a variety of additional units into the 
neighborhood would provide housing for a cross-section of 
new residents.

•	 Any new, large scale development may not initially be 
perceived by neighbors as compatible with existing uses. 

Physical

•	 The existing landforms on Balboa Reservoir provide an 
opportunity because of the volume of good soil fill material 
in the existing berms.  This soil can be re-graded into 
a landform (such as stepped terraces) that could be 
well suited for new homes, streets, and parks.  This is 
noteworthy because although the base of Balboa Reservoir 
is relatively flat, the boundaries or edges of the property 
range from flat to relatively steep.  The soil available from 
the berms could be used to establish a smooth transition 
between the two via the creation of stepped terraces.  

•	 Berms are steep (15% slope); because of their size the 
berms limit the buildable land area and create potential 
site access issues. 

Real Estate

•	 Balboa Reservoir is one large parcel under SFPUC 
ownership; a single owner facilitates the development 
process.

•	 Background economic analysis indicate housing to be 
the highest and best use with low vacancy rates and 
increasing rents in the neighborhood; especially for new 
housing units. 

•	 Retail real estate market conditions indicate moderate 
demand for new retail space.

OPPORTUNITIES AND CONSTRAINTS TABLE 
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TOPIC POTENTIAL OPPORTUNITIES POTENTIAL CONSTRAINTS

Urban 
Design

•	 The large size and rectangular shape of the Balboa 
Reservoir provides flexibility for site design

•	 New development on Balboa Reservoir would facilitate the 
creation of connections between City College, the Ocean 
Avenue Neighborhood Commercial Transit District, and 
surrounding neighborhoods. 

•	 Given the diversity of development surrounding Balboa 
Reservoir (City College, Archbishop Riordan High School, 
Westwood Park neighborhood), any new, large scale 
development may not initially be compatible with existing 
uses.  The design and layout of any new development 
should take extra care to ensure compatibility with the 
existing uses on all sides. 

Land Use

•	 Given the size and shape of Balboa Reservoir, it could likely 
accommodate a neighborhood park or plaza in addition to 
housing and other uses.  

•	 Recent development near the Balboa Reservoir on Ocean 
Avenue (resident serving uses like grocery stores and 
shops) would be complementary to proposed housing or 
mixed use development.

•	 The location of Balboa Reservoir is ideal from a 
transportation perspective (see Transportation Analysis 
Memo for more detail).  

•	 Completing the Lee Avenue Extension to improve access 
to Balboa Reservoir would involve placing the right-of-way 
for this road across a triangular parcel owned by SFPUC.  
Completing this road could be costly because of the 
engineering needed to accommodate the steep grade at 
the end of the Lee Avenue Extension.  If this connection is 
not gained it could result in the reduction in the number of 
housing units that could be accommodated on site due to 
limited roadway access.

Socio-
Economics

•	 Balboa Reservoir is located close to academic institutions 
of all levels: high schools, elementary schools, and City 
College.  Families with children or students may find 
this proximity appealing and support housing at Balboa 
Reservoir.  

•	 The introduction of a variety of additional units into the 
neighborhood would provide housing for a cross-section of 
new residents.

•	 Any new, large scale development may not initially be 
perceived by neighbors as compatible with existing uses. 

Physical

•	 The existing landforms on Balboa Reservoir provide an 
opportunity because of the volume of good soil fill material 
in the existing berms.  This soil can be re-graded into 
a landform (such as stepped terraces) that could be 
well suited for new homes, streets, and parks.  This is 
noteworthy because although the base of Balboa Reservoir 
is relatively flat, the boundaries or edges of the property 
range from flat to relatively steep.  The soil available from 
the berms could be used to establish a smooth transition 
between the two via the creation of stepped terraces.  

•	 Berms are steep (15% slope); because of their size the 
berms limit the buildable land area and create potential 
site access issues. 

Real Estate

•	 Balboa Reservoir is one large parcel under SFPUC 
ownership; a single owner facilitates the development 
process.

•	 Background economic analysis indicate housing to be 
the highest and best use with low vacancy rates and 
increasing rents in the neighborhood; especially for new 
housing units. 

•	 Retail real estate market conditions indicate moderate 
demand for new retail space.

NEXT STEPS
This memorandum represents the deliverable for Task 1, 
“Review Planning Context,” of AECOM’s scope of work.  

The memorandum for Task 2, “Transportation Analysis,” 
is being submitted concurrently under separate cover. 
Assumptions are being made to inform next steps in 
developing land use and urban design concept alternatives 
for Balboa Reservoir and holding public workshops.  

TOPIC POTENTIAL OPPORTUNITIES POTENTIAL CONSTRAINTS

Utilities
•	 Public utilities already serve the areas surrounding the 

Balboa Reservoir; therefore it can be assumed that new 
development could also be served.

•	 Because Balboa Reservoir has never been developed, 
infrastructure connections would need to be updated or 
created.  

•	 Development cannot occur on existing infrastructure 
easements.

•	 SFPUC may need to move pipelines to accommodate the 
Lee Avenue Extension.  Any development proposed for the 
Balboa Reservoir must be aware of appropriate setback 
requirements for utilities owned or maintained by the 
SFPUC or other utility providers.  

Policy / 
Zoning

•	 The Balboa Park Plan FEIR finds that the speculative 
development of 500 residential units on Balboa 
Reservoir would not result in significant land use 
impacts.   Development on Balboa Reservoir has received 
programmatic environmental clearance through the Balboa 
Park Plan FEIR. 

•	 Depending on the type of development that will occur on 
Balboa Reservoir, density bonuses may be available.  In 
the Housing Element of the General Plan, a 25% density 
bonus is allowed on projects that provide 20% of units 
for lower income households or 50% of units for senior 
citizens.  

•	 ‘Public’ zoning restricts the height of development to 
40 feet; therefore a zoning change would be needed to 
facilitate development of more than 3 stories.

•	 Future proposed projects would require individual 
environmental review.
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Appendix A: Balboa Reservoir Easements 

Appendix 
Number 

Document Date Document Title Description San Francisco Assessor-
Recorder Document Number 

Board of Supervisors’ Resolution 
Number 

Notes 

A1 

May 17, 2012 Termination of 
Easements 

City College and the City and 
County of San Francisco (CCSF) 
terminated:  

(1) CCSF Grant of Easement to 
City College recorded on 
October 15, 1992 

(2) City College Grant of Pipeline 
Easement to CCSF recorded 
on October 15, 1992 

2012-J414054 
F223284 
F223285 

File No. 110771, Resolution No. 304-11  

A2 

May 17, 2012 Quitclaim Deed 
(Portion of Block 
3180, Lot 1) 

CCSF quitclaimed 6.21 acres of 
Block 3180, Lot 1 to City College 
(eastern portion of the north basin 
retained in 1992) 

2012-J414055 File No. 110771, Resolution No. 304-11  As part of this transfer, City College agreed to reimburse the SFPUC for 50% of the total 
costs to install any reinforcement improvements in the event that the SFPUC decided to 
use its adjacent property as a water storage reservoir. 

A3 
May 17, 2012 Quitclaim Deed 

(Portion of Block 
3180, Lot 1) 

CCSF quitclaimed the Bookstore 
Property (5,835 sq. ft.) to City 
College 

2012-J414056 File No. 110771, Resolution No. 304-11  

A4 

May 17, 2012 Quitclaim Deed 
(Portion of Block 
3180, Lot 1) 

City College quitclaimed 6.60 acres 
of Block 3180, Lot 001 to CCSF 

2012-J414057 
 
 
 

File No. 110771, Resolution No. 304-11  

A5 

May 17, 2012 Access Easement 
Agreement 
(Portion of Block 
3180, Lot 001) 

City College granted CCSF a 60' 
access easement over the City 
College property (running 
east/west on the northern edge); 
CCSF granted City College a 50' 
access easement over the CCSF 
property (running north/south on 
the eastern edge) 

2012-J414058 File No. 110771, Resolution No. 304-11  As part of this agreement, SFPUC and City College recorded an Access Easement 
Agreement where the parties granted reciprocal access over their respective property for 
the "construction, use, operation, maintenance, and repair of an accessway with two (2) 
sidewalks" (Access Agreement 2012-J414058) 

 This agreement calls for City College to connect the accessway to Lee Avenue.  Completion 
of the Lee Avenue Extension will require substantial funding in light of the steep grade and 
possible need to relocate underlying water distribution pipelines (Refer to Utilities and 
Infrastructure text). 

A6 

May 17, 2012 Pipeline Easement 
Agreement 
(Portion of Block 
3180, Lot 001) 

City College granted CCSF a 
pipeline easement across the 
southwest corner of the Bookstore 
Property 

2012-J414494 File No. 110771, Resolution No. 304-11 
 

 The pipelines also continue to the south of the City College property through pipeline 
easements. One pipeline easement runs through the Mercy Housing property to the north 
of Ocean Avenue, which Mercy Housing acquired in a series of transactions that first 
began in 2010 with the City’s transfer of the Mercy Housing property to the former 
Redevelopment Agency. Another SFPUC pipeline easement occurs through a portion of 
the City College bookstore property. This occurred concurrently with the bookstore 
property transfer, when City College granted SFPUC a water pipeline easement over the 
southwestern portion of the bookstore property transferred to City College. The SFPUC 
pipelines also run through the subsurface of the Phelan Loop parallel to Ocean Avenue on 
property which the SFMTA owns.  In an agreement between the Municipal Transit 
Authority (MTA) and the SFPUC, MTA agreed to allow the 60-foot wide pipeline easement 
running parallel to Ocean Avenue. 

Source: SFPUC 
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AGENDA ITEM 
Public Utilities Commission 

City and County of San Francisco 
 

Professional Services Award: Consent Calendar  
Project Manager:  Michelle Sargent 
 
 
Agreement Nos. CS-229A-D, Award, Specialized and Technical Services, Water 
Enterprise 
 
Summary of 
Proposed 
Commission Action:  

Approve the selection of and award Water Enterprise-funded Agreement 
Nos. CS-229A-D, As-Needed, Specialized and Technical Services for the 
Water Enterprise to RMC Water and Environment (CS-229A); 
AECOM/Water Resources Engineering Joint Venture (CS-229B); MWH/Lee 
Inc. Joint Venture (CS-229C); and Kennedy Jenks/AGS, Inc. Joint Venture 
(CS-229D) to provide Water Supply, Storage Delivery & Transport Services, 
Water Quality Services, Water Treatment Services, and Enterprise Operations 
& Management Services; and authorize the General Manager to negotiate 
and execute the four  professional services agreements for amounts not-to-
exceed $4,000,000 each, for a cumulative total amount of $16,000,000 and 
with a duration of five years per agreement. 

  
Background & 
Description of Scope 
of Services: 

Background: 
SFPUC staff requires the continued assistance of consultants with specialized 
engineering, scientific or other technical expertise on an as-needed basis to 
supplement City staff.  Without such assistance, work in critical areas such as 
water supply, storage, and transport services; water quality services; water 
treatment services; and enterprise operations and management services could 
be delayed.  Moreover, these services are often needed to meet Federal and 
State environmental and regulatory agency reporting requirements, conduct 
ongoing studies and implementation planning to meet the requirements of the 
Water System Improvement Program (WSIP), and additional short term, 
technical, highly specialized tasks. 
 
As such, the comprehensive technical services under these agreements (CS-
229A-D) will be used to perform short term, highly specialized work for the 
Water Enterprise when SFPUC cannot provide the short term staffing 
necessary or SFPUC requires specialized and technical expertise that staff 
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does not possess.  
 
Description of Scope of Services: 
The work under this agreement will consist of projects under the four 
following general service categories: 

i. Water supply, storage, delivery and transport services; 
ii. Water quality services; 

iii. Water treatment services; and 
iv. Operations and management services, such as management 

improvement, asset management, specialized technical 
operation/maintenance services, land management, security and 
emergency response services, environmental and regulatory 
compliance services, health and safety services, or customer services. 

  
Result of Inaction: A delay in awarding these agreements will limit the Water Enterprise’s ability 

to complete short term, specialized and technical work in a broad range of 
activities across its operations. 

  
Budget & Costs: Not-To-Exceed Amount: $4,000,000 (per agreement) 

Funding: will be available at the time of individual task order awards from 
Water Enterprise operating and capital budgets. 

  

Schedule: Advertised: April 11, 2012 

Estimated Start Date: September 2012 

Estimated Completion Date: September 2017 

Total Duration: Five (5) years (per agreement) 
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Evaluation and 
Selection Criteria: 
 

Minimum Qualifications 
Prime/ Lead JV Partner:  
 Minimum of 15 years performing water utility services planning or 

engineering of water utility facilities OR 10 years of experience in 
planning or engineering of water utility facilities with a principal or 
partner with at least 15 years of experience at other consulting firm(s) in 
the water utility field; 

 Minimum of  three qualification projects from each of the four general 
service categories listed in the RFP, greater than or equal to $50,000, 
where proposer was project lead; 

 Strong capabilities and demonstrated experience in project management 
and management of multiple subconsultant teams; and 

 Fully functioning office located within 1-hour drive from the SFPUC. 
 
Non-Lead JV Partners:  
 Minimum of 10 years performing water utility services; OR minimum of 

(i) five years performing water utility services; AND (ii) have a principal 
or partner with minimum of 15 years professional design experience in 
those fields;  

 Minimum  of two qualification projects from three of the four general 
service categories listed in RFP, greater than or equal to $50,000, where 
proposer was project lead; 

 Strong capabilities and demonstrated experience in project management 
and management of multiple subconsultant teams; and 

 Fully functioning office located within 1-hour drive from the SFPUC. 
 

Evaluation and Selection 
The evaluation and selection process consisted of three (3) phases: (i) Written 
Proposal, (ii) Oral Interview and (iii) Overhead and Profit Schedule (OPS). The 
consultant teams could be awarded up to a maximum of one hundred (100) 
points: fifty five (55) points for the written proposal phase, thirty (30) points for 
the oral interview phase and fifteen (15) points for the OPS. 
 
The evaluation panel consisted of individuals knowledgeable on the subject 
matter and included staff from the SFPUC and other regional water agencies. 
The panel reviewed and ranked the consultant teams during the written proposal 
and oral interview phases. 
 
The top four ranked consultant teams are being recommended for contract 
award. 
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Final Score 
Summary: 

Written, Oral, Overhead & Profit Schedule (OPS) and Local Business 
Enterprise (LBE) Bonus: 
 

Firms 

Written 
Proposal 

Score 
(55) 

Oral 
Score 
(35) 

OPS  
Score 
(15) 

Points 
Subtotal 

(100) 

LBE 
Bonus 
or N/A 

Total 
Score 

 
Kennedy 

Jenks/AGS, JV 
 
 

47.89 25.07 15.00 87.96 6.59 94.55 

RMC 49.28 27.36 15.00 91.64 N/A 91.64 

AECOM/WRE, 
JV 47.34 23.59 14.00 84.93 6.36 91.29 

MWH/LEE, JV 46.13 23.85 14.00 83.98 6.29 90.27 

CDM Smith 48.12 26.13 15.00 89.25 N/A 89.25 

Brown and 
Caldwell/SRT, 

JV 
44.65 22.88 15.00 82.53 6.18 88.71 
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Compliance With 
Chapter 14B: Local 
Business Enterprise 
(LBE) And Non-
Discrimination In 
Contracting 
Ordinance:    

The Contract Monitoring Division (CMD) established a 15% Local Business 
Enterprise (LBE) subconsultant participation goal on this project.   
 
CMD has determined that each of the firms has complied with the pre-award 
14B requirements and is eligible for award of an agreement.  RMC Water and 
Environment (CS-229A) has committed to LBE subconsultant participation of 
15.0%; AECOM/Water Resources Engineering JV (CS-229B) has committed to 
LBE subconsultant participation of 20.3%; MWH/Lee JV (CS-229C) has 
committed to LBE subconsultant participation of 15.8%; and Kennedy 
Jenks/AGS JV (CS-229D) has committed to LBE subconsultant participation of 
22.8%. 

  
Recommendation: SFPUC staff recommends that the Commission adopt the attached resolution. 

  
Attachments: 1. SFPUC Resolution 

2. CMD Memo 
 
 
 
 



 

 

PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION 
City and County of San Francisco 

 
RESOLUTION NO.  

 
 

WHEREAS, The SFPUC needs the assistance of firms to perform specialized and 
technical as-needed services for the Water Enterprise; and 

WHEREAS, It is necessary to procure the services of qualified professional services 
firms to provide specialized and technical as-needed services to supplement SFPUC staff; and 

WHEREAS, The estimated cost of services is $16,000,000; and 

WHEREAS, The proposal was advertised on April 11, 2012; and 

WHEREAS, Services are anticipated to begin in September 2012 and end in September 
2017 and the duration of this agreement is five years; and 

WHEREAS, SFPUC staff and Contract Monitoring Division (CMD) review of the 
selection panel evaluations and the proposals resulted in the establishment of RMC Water and 
Environment(CS-229A); AECOM/Water Resources Engineering  Joint Venture (CS-229B); 
MWH/Lee Inc. Joint Venture(CS-229C); and Kennedy Jenks/AGS, Inc. Joint Venture (CS-
229D); as the four highest ranked consulting firms; and 

WHEREAS, CMD established a 15% Local Business Enterprise (LBE) subconsultant 
participation goal on this project; and 

WHEREAS, Failure to reach successful agreement on contract terms and conditions 
within 30 days of the date of the Commission award may result in award of the contract to the 
next highest ranked proposer, or re-advertising and re-selecting consultants at the discretion of 
the City; and 

 WHEREAS, The firms being awarded a contract by the SFPUC must be in compliance 
with the Equal Benefits Provisions of Chapter 12B of the City’s Administrative Code either at 
the time of the award, or within 2 weeks of the date of the Commission award; failure of the 
bidder to obtain compliance certification from HRC may, in the General Manager’s sole 
discretion, result in award of the agreement to the next highest ranked proposer, or re-advertising 
and re-selecting consultants at the discretion of the City; and 

WHEREAS, Funds will be available at the time of individual task order awards from 
Water Enterprise operating and capital budgets, now, therefore, be it 



 
 

 

RESOLVED, That this Commission hereby approves the selection of and awards Water 
Enterprise-funded Agreement Nos. CS-229A-D, As Needed, Specialized and Technical Services 
to RMC Water and Environment (CS-229A); AECOM/Water Resources Engineering Joint 
Venture (CS-229B); MWH/Lee Inc. Joint Venture (CS-229C); and Kennedy Jenks/AGS, Inc. 
Joint Venture (CS-229D) to provide: water supply, storage delivery & transport services; water 
quality services; water treatment services; and enterprise operations & management services; and 
authorizes the General Manager to negotiate and execute the four professional services 
agreements for amounts not-to-exceed $4,000,000 each, for a cumulative total amount of 
$16,000,000 and with a duration of five years per agreement, or, in the event negotiations are not 
successful or City requirements are not satisfied, to negotiate and execute a professional services 
agreement with the next highest ranked proposer. 
 
I hereby certify that the foregoing resolution was adopted by the Public Utilities 
Commission at its meeting of                        August 28, 2012 
  

 Secretary, Public Utilities Commission 



 

    
 

Edwin M. Lee, Mayor 
Naomi M. Kelly, City Administrator 

 

 
 

  Alaric Degrafinried, Acting Manager 
  Veronica Ng, Acting Manager  

  
  

 

25 Van Ness Avenue, Suite 800, San Francisco, CA  94102 
Telephone (415) 252-2504; Fax (415) 431-5764 

 
GENERAL SERVICES AGENCY 

CONTRACT MONITORING DIVISION 
 

MEMORANDUM 
 
 
 
Date:  August 16, 2012 
 
To:  Michelle Sargent, Project Manager, PUC 
   
From:  Gary C. Wong, Contract Compliance Officer, CMD 
 
Subject: CS-229 Specialized and Technical Services, Water Enterprise 
                        CMD’s Review of the Proposer’s Scorings and Rankings  
 
 
 
The Contract Monitoring Division (“CMD”) of the General Service Agency has reviewed and confirmed the 
scores sheets and rankings of proposers for the above referenced Request for Proposal.  CMD is now 
responsible for administering and implementing the Chapter 14B ordinance and its Rules and 
Regulations.  The LBE subconsulting goal is 15%.  Under Chapter 14B, the rating bonus is applicable to 
the proposal.     
 
Rating Bonus  
 
Five (5) proposers are Joint Venture partners and eligible for the 7.5% rating bonus and are as follows:  
Kennedy Jenks/AGS, MWH Americas/Lee, Acardis/Avila, AECOM/WRE, and Brown and Caldwell/SRT.  

Score Sheets and Tabulation Scores   
 
CMD has reviewed the score sheets submitted by Mr. Pauson Yun of PUC Contract Administration 
Bureau and sent via email on August 6, 2012.   Based on this information and review, CMD confirms the 
application of the ratings bonuses for qualified firms to determine the final scores and rankings and are as 
follows:    

   
 

FIRM RANK 
Kennedy Jenks/AGS, Joint Venture 1 
RMC 2 
AECOM/WRE, Joint Venture 3 
MWH/LEE, Joint Venture 4 
CDM Smith 5 
Brown and Caldwell/SRT, Joint Venture 6 
Acardis/Avila, Joint Venture 7 

 
The Request for Proposal states that contracts will be awarded to the top four highest scorers.   PUC 
has confirmed that it will select Kennedy Jenks/AGS JV, RMC, AECOM/WRE JV, and MWH/LEE JV. 
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Kennedy Jenks/AGS JV achieved the highest score and met the 15% LBE subconsulting goal by listing 
the following LBE firms: 
 

FIRM SERVICE LBE Status LBE 
Ansari Structural Engineers, Inc. Structural Engineering SF LBE-MBE 0.2% 
Cadnet CADD Services SF LBE-WBE 3.4% 
Davis & Associates Customer Service SF LBE-MBE 1.4% 
Geotechnical Consultants Pipeline Inspections SF LBE-MBE 1.0% 
Hydroconsult Engineers, Inc. Utility Hydrologic and Hydraulic Modeling SF LBE-WBE 1.0% 
Jungle Communications Graphics, Publications SF LBE-MBE 1.7% 
Lucien G. Canton, CEM, LLC Security and Emergency Response Services SF LBE-MBE 2.6% 
Marina Dee Design (MDD) Utility Database and Information Systems SF LBE-WBE 2.6% 
Meridian Surveying Engineering, Inc. Surveying SF LBE-OBE 2.7% 

Orion Environmental Associates 
NPDES Discharge Permit Environmental 
Compliance 

SF LBE-MBE 1.0% 

Patricia McGovern Engineers Land Management SF LBE-WBE 2.3% 
PSC Associates Seismic, Materials Testing SF LBE-MBE 1.0% 
SCA Environmental  Waste and Chemical Handling SF LBE-MBE 0.9% 
The Thier Group Tunnel Inspection SF LBE-WBE 1.0% 

Total 22.8% 
 
RMC achieved the second highest score and met the 15% LBE subconsulting goal by listing the following 
LBE firms: 
 

FIRM SERVICE LBE Status LBE 

AEW Engineering, Inc. 
Water Quality Monitoring & Planning; Hazardous 
Materials and Waste 

SF LBE-MBE 1.5% 

Chaves & Associates 
Electronic Document Control System 
Management; Records Management 

SF LBE-WBE 2.0% 

Cindy Potter Graphic Design Graphic Design SF LBE-WBE 4.5% 
EnviroSurvey, Inc. Health and Safety Services SF LBE-MBE 1.0% 

HRA Consulting Engineers 
Electrical and Mechanical Engineering; 
Instrumentation Control and Design; Security; 
Asset Control  

SF LBE-MBE 1.0% 

Meridian Surveying Engineering, Inc. Surveying Services SF LBE-OBE 1.0% 
Merrill Morris Partners Landscape Water Audits SF LBE-WBE 1.0% 
Michael Tauber Architecture Architectural Services SF LBE-OBE 0.5% 
STRUCTUS, Inc. Structural Engineering SF LBE-MBE 0.5% 

Sustainable Watershed Designs, Inc. 
Water Resources Engineering; Onsite Non-
Potable Reuse 

SF LBE-OBE 1.5% 

Terra Engineers, Inc. Geotechnical Engineering SF LBE-WBE 0.5% 
Total 15% 

 
AECOM/WRE JV achieved the third highest score and met the 15% LBE subconsulting goal by listing the 
following LBE firms: 
 

FIRM SERVICE LBE Status LBE 

AEW Engineering, Inc. 

Hazmat. Category: NPDES Discharge Permit 
Environmental Compliance; Security, Asset Control 
and Emergency Response; Environmental and 
Regulatory Compliance, Hazardous Materials and 
Waste 

SF LBE-MBE 0.1% 
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FIRM SERVICE LBE Status LBE 
Davis & Associates Public Outreach. Category: Management and 

Improvement; Customer Service 
SF LBE-MBE 0.1% 

Joe Hill Consulting Engineers Civil Engineering. Category: Water Source and Supply 
Analyses; Alternative Water Supply Program 
Development; Water Delivery Pipeline and tunnel 
Inspections, Planning, and Specifications; Water 
System Maintenance Planning 

SF LBE-OBE 4.25% 

M Lee Corporation Cost Estimating. Category: Asset Management SF LBE-MBE 0.1% 
Marina Dee Design CADD, GIS, Graphics. Category: Specialized 

Technical Operation and Maintenance 
SF LBE-WBE 7.5% 

Patricia McGovern Engineers Permitting/Regulatory. Category: NPDES Discharge 
Permit Environmental Compliance 

SF LBE-WBE 2.5% 

Sustainable Watershed 
Designs 

Water Resource Management. Category: Water Use 
and Conservation Analyses 

SF LBE-OBE 5.4% 

STRUCTUS, Inc. Structural Engineering. Category: Specialized 
Technical Operation and Maintenance 

SF LBE-MBE  0.1% 

Terra Engineers, Inc. Geotechnical Engineering. Category: Specialized 
Technical  

SF LBE-WBE 0.1% 

The Their Group Public Outreach. Category: Customer Services SF LBE-WBE 0.1% 
Total 20.25% 

 
MWH/LEE JV achieved the fourth highest score and met the 15% LBE subconsulting goal by listing the 
following LBE firms: 
 

FIRM SERVICE LBE Status LBE 
Bahman Sheikh Water Resources Scope Items 1, 2, 3 SF LBE-MBE 2.0% 
Hydroconsult Engineers Water Resources Scope Items 1, 2 SF LBE-WBE 1.0% 
Joe Hill Consulting Civ, WR Scope Items 1, 2 SF LBE-OBE 1.0% 
Merrill Morris Partner Landscape Architect Scope Item 4 SF LBE-WBE 0.3% 
Michael S Thomas Civ, WR Scope Items 1, 2 SF LBE-OBE 5.0% 
Patricia McGovern Civ, WR Scope Items 1, 2, 3 SF LBE-WBE 1.0% 
Stevens and Associates Architecture Scope Item 4 SF LBE-MBE 0.3% 
Structus  Structural Eng Scope Item 4 SF LBE-MBE 1.0% 
Tree Management Expert Tree Management Scope Item 4 SF LBE-OBE 1.0% 
Tuan and Robinson Structural Eng Scope Item 4 SF LBE-MBE 1.0% 
Vibro-Acoustic Consult Acoustical Eng Scope Item 4 SF LBE-MBE 0.2% 
Leahy Engineering Civil Engineering Scope Items 1, 2, 3, 4 SF LBE-OBE 2.0% 

Total 15.8% 
 
Based on the foregoing review, CMD has confirmed that Kennedy Jenks/AGS JV, RMC, AECOM/WRE 
JV, and MWH/LEE JV have complied with the pre-award Chapter 14B requirements. 
 
For further assistance of this review, please contact me at (415) 554-3106. 
 
gcw:  cs-229review 
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Wong, Phillip (ECN)

From: ajahjah@att.net
Sent: Monday, February 15, 2016 11:08 PM
To: Hood, Donna (PUC); Board of Supervisors,  (BOS)
Cc: Cityattorney,  (CAT); Iwata, Ryan (PUC); CAC@sfwater.org; BRCAC (ECN); Wong, Phillip 

(ECN); Shaw, Jeremy (CPC); Lesk, Emily (ECN); Martin, Michael (ECN); Exline, Susan 
(CPC); Rich, Ken (ECN); Shaw, Linda (MYR); R. Mandelman; Thea Selby; Brigitte Davila; 
Susan Lamb; Steve Bruckman; Ronald Gerhard; mlam@ccsf.edu; Saveccsf Info; CFT; 
SNA Brick; wpa.balboa.reservoir@westwoodpark.com

Subject: Balboa Reservoir

PUC Commissioners, Board of Supervisors: 
 
You have been entrusted by the public, and more specifically by PUC ratepayers,  the responsibility to 
tend to the public's water needs and the public's assets. 
 
You have been asked by the Mayor to declare the Balboa Reservoir surplus.  You have been asked to 
sell Balboa Reservoir to private developers.   
 
I urge you to disallow the sale of public assets to private interests.   
 
Land is  "real."  Once taken away, it is hard to recover:  Look at what happened to Native Americans' 
lands. 
 
A cautionary tale:   
The old Hall of Justice once stood across from Portsmouth Square on Kearny Street.  In the late 1960's 
the Hall of Justice public property was sold to private interests despite opposition from the community. 
 
Despite opposition, the City sold off this public asset in exchange for short-term cash.  The developers 
tossed the community some "public benefit" crumbs by giving one floor (which has been recently 
reduced to half-a-floor) of the Holiday Inn (now a Hilton) to the Chinese Culture Foundation. 
 
In hindsight, it should be clear that in exchange for some short-term cash gained by the City, that private 
interests came out far, far ahead in the Hall of Justice-Holiday Inn transaction. 
 
Although the Balboa Reservoir Project is marketed as "affordable housing," the essence of the project 
will be the transfer of public assets to private developers with no assurance of even current, not to 
mention future (50+ years), affordability. 
 
************************************* 
Regarding PUC Contract CS 229 (8/28/2012): 
 
AECOM prepared an Initial Study to facilitate the Balboa Reservoir Public Lands for Housing Project.   
 
The AECOM Initial Study was prepared under PUC Contract CS 229 (. 
 
Contract CS 229 is a Water Enterprise contract passed by the Commission on 8/28/2012.   
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Water Enterprise's responsibility is to promote the interests of ratepayers.  Contract CS 229's scope is 
supposed to be related to operations and management of Water Enterprise.   
 
I allege that the AECOM Study to support the Balboa Reservoir Project does not fall within the "general 
scope" of Contract CS 229 except for possibly the minuscule mention of "parcel management" within 
the CS 229 Professional Service Agreement. 
 
Contract CS 229's RFP and Professional Services Agreement states: 

"The SFPUC Water Enterprise is responsible for managing the transmission, treatment, 
storage and distribution of potable water to San Francisco’s wholesale and retail 
customers." 
 
"The SFPUC Water Enterprise has developed the enclosed scope of services for this RFP. 
The primary role of the selected Proposer will be to provide specialized and technical 
services related to operations and management of the SFPUC Water Enterprise including 
the general service categories summarized in Section III.3 below." 
 
"3. General Description of Services 
Contractors shall provide qualified personnel for professional services to support operation 
and management of the SFPUC Water Enterprise in the following general service 
categories" 
 

The use of CS 229 (c)  for the AECOM Balboa Reservoir Initial Study is an inappropriate use of PUC 
Water Enterprise ratepayer funds. 
 
Instead, the AECOM Initial Study should have been funded by Mayor's Office or Planning Dept. 
 
I ask the Commission, the Board of Supervisors and City Attorney to look into this allegation of the 
inappropriate use of CS 229 (c). 
 
Submitted by: 
 
Alvin Ja 
Sunnyside resident, Water Enterprise ratepayer 
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Wong, Phillip (ECN)

From: ajahjah@att.net
Sent: Monday, February 15, 2016 11:24 PM
To: Hood, Donna (PUC); Board of Supervisors,  (BOS)
Cc: Cityattorney,  (CAT); Iwata, Ryan (PUC); CAC@sfwater.org; BRCAC (ECN); Wong, Phillip 

(ECN); Shaw, Jeremy (CPC); Lesk, Emily (ECN); Martin, Michael (ECN); Exline, Susan 
(CPC); Rich, Ken (ECN); Shaw, Linda (MYR); R. Mandelman; Thea Selby; Brigitte Davila; 
Susan Lamb; Steve Bruckman; Ronald Gerhard; mlam@ccsf.edu; Saveccsf Info; CFT; 
SNA Brick; wpa.balboa.reservoir@westwoodpark.com; Chris Hanson

Subject: CS 229 attached  Re: Balboa Reservoir
Attachments: tasks-professional svcs agreement for CS 229.DOC

See Appendix A of attachment for CS 229's scope of deliverables. 
 

From: "ajahjah@att.net" <ajahjah@att.net> 
To: Donna Hood <dhood@sfwater.org>; Board of Supervisors <board.of.supervisors@sfgov.org>  
Cc: Dennis Herrera <cityattorney@sfgov.org>; Ryan Iwata <riwata@sfwater.org>; "CAC@sfwater.org" 
<CAC@sfwater.org>; BRCAC (ECN) <brcac@sfgov.org>; Phillip Wong(ECN) <phillip.c.wong@sfgov.org>; Shaw Jeremy 
(CPC) <jeremy.shaw@sfgov.org>; Emily Lesk <emily.lesk@sfgov.org>; Michael Martin <michael.martin@sfgov.org>; 
Exline Susan (CPC) <susan.exline@sfgov.org>; Rich Ken (ECN) <ken.rich@sfgov.org>; Linda Shaw <lshaw@ccsf.edu>; 
R. Mandelman <rafaelmandelman@yahoo.com>; Thea Selby <thea@nextstepsmarketing.com>; Brigitte Davila 
<bd@brigittedavila.com>; Susan Lamb <slamb@ccsf.edu>; Steve Bruckman <sbruckman@ccsf.edu>; Ronald Gerhard 
<rgerhard@ccsf.edu>; "mlam@ccsf.edu" <mlam@ccsf.edu>; Saveccsf Info <info@saveccsf.org>; CFT 
<aft@aft2121.org>; SNA Brick <brc.sna@gmail.com>; "wpa.balboa.reservoir@westwoodpark.com" 
<wpa.balboa.reservoir@westwoodpark.com> 
Sent: Monday, February 15, 2016 11:07 PM 
Subject: Balboa Reservoir 
 
PUC Commissioners, Board of Supervisors: 
 
You have been entrusted by the public, and more specifically by PUC ratepayers,  the responsibility to 
tend to the public's water needs and the public's assets. 
 
You have been asked by the Mayor to declare the Balboa Reservoir surplus.  You have been asked to 
sell Balboa Reservoir to private developers.   
 
I urge you to disallow the sale of public assets to private interests.   
 
Land is  "real."  Once taken away, it is hard to recover:  Look at what happened to Native Americans' 
lands. 
 
A cautionary tale:   
The old Hall of Justice once stood across from Portsmouth Square on Kearny Street.  In the late 1960's 
the Hall of Justice public property was sold to private interests despite opposition from the community. 
 
Despite opposition, the City sold off this public asset in exchange for short-term cash.  The developers 
tossed the community some "public benefit" crumbs by giving one floor (which has been recently 
reduced to half-a-floor) of the Holiday Inn (now a Hilton) to the Chinese Culture Foundation. 
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In hindsight, it should be clear that in exchange for some short-term cash gained by the City, that private 
interests came out far, far ahead in the Hall of Justice-Holiday Inn transaction. 
 
Although the Balboa Reservoir Project is marketed as "affordable housing," the essence of the project 
will be the transfer of public assets to private developers with no assurance of even current, not to 
mention future (50+ years), affordability. 
 
************************************* 
Regarding PUC Contract CS 229 (8/28/2012): 
 
AECOM prepared an Initial Study to facilitate the Balboa Reservoir Public Lands for Housing Project.   
 
The AECOM Initial Study was prepared under PUC Contract CS 229 (. 
 
Contract CS 229 is a Water Enterprise contract passed by the Commission on 8/28/2012.   
 
Water Enterprise's responsibility is to promote the interests of ratepayers.  Contract CS 229's scope is 
supposed to be related to operations and management of Water Enterprise.   
 
I allege that the AECOM Study to support the Balboa Reservoir Project does not fall within the "general 
scope" of Contract CS 229 except for possibly the minuscule mention of "parcel management" within 
the CS 229 Professional Service Agreement. 
 
Contract CS 229's RFP and Professional Services Agreement states: 

"The SFPUC Water Enterprise is responsible for managing the transmission, treatment, 
storage and distribution of potable water to San Francisco’s wholesale and retail 
customers." 
 
"The SFPUC Water Enterprise has developed the enclosed scope of services for this RFP. 
The primary role of the selected Proposer will be to provide specialized and technical 
services related to operations and management of the SFPUC Water Enterprise including 
the general service categories summarized in Section III.3 below." 
 
"3. General Description of Services 
Contractors shall provide qualified personnel for professional services to support operation 
and management of the SFPUC Water Enterprise in the following general service 
categories" 
 

The use of CS 229 (c)  for the AECOM Balboa Reservoir Initial Study is an inappropriate use of PUC 
Water Enterprise ratepayer funds. 
 
Instead, the AECOM Initial Study should have been funded by Mayor's Office or Planning Dept. 
 
I ask the Commission, the Board of Supervisors and City Attorney to look into this allegation of the 
inappropriate use of CS 229 (c). 
 
Submitted by: 
 



3

Alvin Ja 
Sunnyside resident, Water Enterprise ratepayer 
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City and County of San Francisco 
Office of Contract Administration 

Purchasing Division 
City Hall, Room 430 

1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place 
San Francisco, California  94102-4685 

 
 

Agreement between the City and County of San Francisco and 
 

[insert name of contractor] 
 
 
This Agreement is made this [insert day of Commission award or day after the protest period has 
expired] day of [insert month], 20 [insert year], in the City and County of San Francisco, State of 
California, by and between:  [insert name and address of contractor], hereinafter referred to as 
“Contractor,” and the City and County of San Francisco, a municipal corporation, hereinafter referred to 
as “City,” acting by and through its Director of the Office of Contract Administration or the Director’s 
designated agent, hereinafter referred to as “Purchasing.” 
 

Recitals 
 
WHEREAS, the San Francisco Public Utilities Commission (“Department”) wishes to retain the services 
of a consultant to assist the SFPUC with specialized and technical services related to operations and 
management of the SFPUC Water Enterprise; and 
 
WHEREAS, a Request for Proposal (“RFP”) was issued on April 11, 2012 and City selected Contractor 
as the highest qualified scorer pursuant to the RFP; and 
 
WHEREAS, Contractor represents and warrants that it is qualified to perform the services required by 
City as set forth under this Contract; and 
 
WHEREAS, approval for this Agreement was obtained when the Civil Service Commission approved 
Contract number 4162-08/09 on January 9, 2012; and 
 
WHEREAS, approval for this Agreement was obtained from the San Francisco Public Utilities 
Commission Resolution Number [insert resolution number] on [insert date of SFPUC Commission 
action]; and  
 
 
Now, THEREFORE, the parties agree as follows: 
 
1. Certification of Funds; Budget and Fiscal Provisions; Termination in the Event of Non-
Appropriation.   This Agreement is subject to the budget and fiscal provisions of the City’s Charter.  
Charges will accrue only after prior written authorization certified by the Controller, and the amount of 
City’s obligation hereunder shall not at any time exceed the amount certified for the purpose and period 
stated in such advance authorization.  This Agreement will terminate without penalty, liability or expense 
of any kind to City at the end of any fiscal year if funds are not appropriated for the next succeeding fiscal 
year.  If funds are appropriated for a portion of the fiscal year, this Agreement will terminate, without 
penalty, liability or expense of any kind at the end of the term for which funds are appropriated.  City has 
no obligation to make appropriations for this Agreement in lieu of appropriations for new or other 
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agreements.  City budget decisions are subject to the discretion of the Mayor and the Board of 
Supervisors.  Contractor’s assumption of risk of possible non-appropriation is part of the consideration for 
this Agreement. 
 
 THIS SECTION CONTROLS AGAINST ANY AND ALL OTHER PROVISIONS OF THIS 
AGREEMENT. 
 
2. Term of the Agreement.  Subject to Section 1, the term of this Agreement shall be from [insert 
beginning date] to [insert termination date]. 
 
3. Effective Date of Agreement.  This Agreement shall become effective when the Controller has 
certified to the availability of funds and Contractor has been notified in writing. 
 
4. Services Contractor Agrees to Perform.  The Contractor agrees to perform the services provided 
for in Appendix A, “Description of Services,” attached hereto and incorporated by reference as though 
fully set forth herein. 
 
5. Compensation.  Compensation shall be made in monthly payments on or before the thirtieth day of 
each month for work, as set forth in Section 4 of this Agreement, that the General Manager of the Public 
Utilities Commission, in his or her sole discretion, concludes has been performed as of the last day of the 
immediately preceding month.  In no event shall the amount of this Agreement exceed [insert whole 
dollar amount in numbers and words -- no pennies and no “.00” i.e. Nine Million Five Hundred 
Thousand Dollars ($9,500,000)].  The breakdown of costs associated with this Agreement appears in 
Appendix B, “Calculation of Charges,” attached hereto and incorporated by reference as though fully set 
forth herein.  No charges shall be incurred under this Agreement nor shall any payments become due to 
Contractor until reports, services, or both, required under this Agreement are received from Contractor 
and approved by the San Francisco Public Utilities Commission as being in accordance with this 
Agreement.  City may withhold payment to Contractor in any instance in which Contractor has failed or 
refused to satisfy any material obligation provided for under this Agreement. 
 
 In no event shall City be liable for interest or late charges for any late payments. 
 
 The Controller is not authorized to pay invoices submitted by Contractor prior to Contractor’s 
submission of HRC Progress Payment Form.  If Progress Payment Form is not submitted with 
Contractor’s invoice, the Controller will notify the department, the Director of HRC and Contractor of the 
omission.  If Contractor’s failure to provide HRC Progress Payment Form is not explained to the 
Controller’s satisfaction, the Controller will withhold 20% of the payment due pursuant to that invoice 
until HRC Progress Payment Form is provided.  Following City’s payment of an invoice, Contractor has 
ten days to file an affidavit using HRC Payment Affidavit verifying that all subcontractors have been paid 
and specifying the amount. 
 
6. Guaranteed Maximum Costs.  The City’s obligation hereunder shall not at any time exceed the 
amount certified by the Controller for the purpose and period stated in such certification.  Except as may 
be provided by laws governing emergency procedures, officers and employees of the City are not 
authorized to request, and the City is not required to reimburse the Contractor for, Commodities or 
Services beyond the agreed upon contract scope unless the changed scope is authorized by amendment 
and approved as required by law.  Officers and employees of the City are not authorized to offer or 
promise, nor is the City required to honor, any offered or promised additional funding in excess of the 
maximum amount of funding for which the contract is certified without certification of the additional 
amount by the Controller.  The Controller is not authorized to make payments on any contract for which 
funds have not been certified as available in the budget or by supplemental appropriation.  
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7. Payment; Invoice Format.  Invoices furnished by Contractor under this Agreement must be in a 
form acceptable to the Controller, and must include a unique invoice number.  All amounts paid by City 
to Contractor shall be subject to audit by City.  Payment shall be made by City to Contractor at the 
address specified in the section entitled “Notices to the Parties.” 
 
8. Submitting False Claims; Monetary Penalties.  Pursuant to San Francisco Administrative Code 
§21.35, any contractor, subcontractor or consultant who submits a false claim shall be liable to the City 
for the statutory penalties set forth in that section.  The text of Section 21.35, along with the entire San 
Francisco Administrative Code is available on the web at 
http://www.municode.com/Library/clientCodePage.aspx?clientID=4201.  A contractor, subcontractor or 
consultant will be deemed to have submitted a false claim to the City if the contractor, subcontractor or 
consultant:  (a)  knowingly presents or causes to be presented to an officer or employee of the City a false 
claim or request for payment or approval;  (b) knowingly makes, uses, or causes to be made or used a 
false record or statement to get a false claim paid or approved by the City;  (c) conspires to defraud the 
City by getting a false claim allowed or paid by the City;  (d)  knowingly makes, uses, or causes to be 
made or used a false record or statement to conceal, avoid, or decrease an obligation to pay or transmit 
money or property to the City; or  (e)  is a beneficiary of an inadvertent submission of a false claim to the 
City, subsequently discovers the falsity of the claim, and fails to disclose the false claim to the City within 
a reasonable time after discovery of the false claim. 
 
 
9. Left blank by agreement of the parties.  (Disallowance) 
 
10. Taxes.  Payment of any taxes, including possessory interest taxes and California sales and use 
taxes, levied upon or as a result of this Agreement, or the services delivered pursuant hereto, shall be the 
obligation of Contractor.  Contractor recognizes and understands that this Agreement may create a 
“possessory interest” for property tax purposes.  Generally, such a possessory interest is not created 
unless the Agreement entitles the Contractor to possession, occupancy, or use of City property for private 
gain.  If such a possessory interest is created, then the following shall apply: 
 
 (1) Contractor, on behalf of itself and any permitted successors and assigns, recognizes and 
understands that Contractor, and any permitted successors and assigns, may be subject to real property tax 
assessments on the possessory interest; 
 
 (2) Contractor, on behalf of itself and any permitted successors and assigns, recognizes and 
understands that the creation, extension, renewal, or assignment of this Agreement may result in a 
“change in ownership” for purposes of real property taxes, and therefore may result in a revaluation of 
any possessory interest created by this Agreement.  Contractor accordingly agrees on behalf of itself and 
its permitted successors and assigns to report on behalf of the City to the County Assessor the information 
required by Revenue and Taxation Code section 480.5, as amended from time to time, and any successor 
provision. 
 
 (3) Contractor, on behalf of itself and any permitted successors and assigns, recognizes and 
understands that other events also may cause a change of ownership of the possessory interest and result 
in the revaluation of the possessory interest. (see, e.g., Rev. & Tax. Code section 64, as amended from 
time to time).  Contractor accordingly agrees on behalf of itself and its permitted successors and assigns 
to report any change in ownership to the County Assessor, the State Board of Equalization or other public 
agency as required by law. 
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 (4) Contractor further agrees to provide such other information as may be requested by the City 
to enable the City to comply with any reporting requirements for possessory interests that are imposed by 
applicable law.  
 
11. Payment Does Not Imply Acceptance of Work.  The granting of any payment by City, or the 
receipt thereof by Contractor, shall in no way lessen the liability of Contractor to replace unsatisfactory 
work, equipment, or materials, although the unsatisfactory character of such work, equipment or materials 
may not have been apparent or detected at the time such payment was made.  Materials, equipment, 
components, or workmanship that do not conform to the requirements of this Agreement may be rejected 
by City and in such case must be replaced by Contractor without delay. 
 
12. Qualified Personnel.  Work under this Agreement shall be performed only by competent personnel 
under the supervision of and in the employment of Contractor.  Contractor will comply with City’s 
reasonable requests regarding assignment of personnel, but all personnel, including those assigned at 
City’s request, must be supervised by Contractor.  Contractor shall commit adequate resources to 
complete the project within the project schedule specified in this Agreement. 
 
13. Responsibility for Equipment.  City shall not be responsible for any damage to persons or 
property as a result of the use, misuse or failure of any equipment used by Contractor, or by any of its 
employees, even though such equipment be furnished, rented or loaned to Contractor by City. 
 
14. Independent Contractor; Payment of Taxes and Other Expenses. 
 
 a. Independent Contractor.  Contractor or any agent or employee of Contractor shall be 
deemed at all times to be an independent contractor and is wholly responsible for the manner in which it 
performs the services and work requested by City under this Agreement. Contractor or any agent or 
employee of Contractor shall not have employee status with City, nor be entitled to participate in any 
plans, arrangements, or distributions by City pertaining to or in connection with any retirement, health or 
other benefits that City may offer its employees.  Contractor or any agent or employee of Contractor is 
liable for the acts and omissions of itself, its employees and its agents.  Contractor shall be responsible for 
all obligations and payments, whether imposed by federal, state or local law, including, but not limited to, 
FICA, income tax withholdings, unemployment compensation, insurance, and other similar 
responsibilities related to Contractor’s performing services and work, or any agent or employee of 
Contractor providing same.  Nothing in this Agreement shall be construed as creating an employment or 
agency relationship between City and Contractor or any agent or employee of Contractor.  Any terms in 
this Agreement referring to direction from City shall be construed as providing for direction as to policy 
and the result of Contractor’s work only, and not as to the means by which such a result is obtained.  City 
does not retain the right to control the means or the method by which Contractor performs work under this 
Agreement. 
 
 b. Payment of Taxes and Other Expenses.   Should City, in its discretion, or a relevant taxing 
authority such as the Internal Revenue Service or the State Employment Development Division, or both, 
determine that Contractor is an employee for purposes of collection of any employment taxes, the 
amounts payable under this Agreement shall be reduced by amounts equal to both the employee and 
employer portions of the tax due (and offsetting any credits for amounts already paid by Contractor which 
can be applied against this liability).  City shall then forward those amounts to the relevant taxing 
authority.  Should a relevant taxing authority determine a liability for past services performed by 
Contractor for City, upon notification of such fact by City, Contractor shall promptly remit such amount 
due or arrange with City to have the amount due withheld from future payments to Contractor under this 
Agreement (again, offsetting any amounts already paid by Contractor which can be applied as a credit 
against such liability).  A determination of employment status pursuant to the preceding two paragraphs 
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shall be solely for the purposes of the particular tax in question, and for all other purposes of this 
Agreement, Contractor shall not be considered an employee of City.  Notwithstanding the foregoing, 
should any court, arbitrator, or administrative authority determine that Contractor is an employee for any 
other purpose, then Contractor agrees to a reduction in City’s financial liability so that City’s total 
expenses under this Agreement are not greater than they would have been had the court, arbitrator, or 
administrative authority determined that Contractor was not an employee.  
 
15. Insurance.   
 
 a. Without in any way limiting Contractor’s liability pursuant to the “Indemnification” section 
of this Agreement, Contractor must maintain in force, during the full term of the Agreement, insurance in 
the following amounts and coverages: 
 
  (1) Workers’ Compensation, in statutory amounts, with Employers’ Liability Limits not 
less than $1,000,000 each accident, injury, or illness; and 
 
  (2)  Commercial General Liability Insurance with limits not less than $1,000,000 each 
occurrence, $2,000,000 aggregate for bodily injury, property damage, contractual liability, personal 
injury, products and completed operations; and 
 
  (3) Commercial Automobile Liability Insurance with limits not less than $1,000,000 each 
occurrence Combined Single Limit for Bodily Injury and Property Damage, including Owned, Non-
Owned and Hired auto coverage, as applicable. 
 
  (4) Professional liability insurance, applicable to Contractor’s profession, with limits not 
less than $2,000,000 each claim with respect to negligent acts, errors or omissions in connection with 
professional services to be provided under this Agreement. 
 
 b. Commercial General Liability and Commercial Automobile Liability Insurance policies must 
be endorsed to provide: 
 
  (1) Name as Additional Insured the City and County of San Francisco, the San Francisco 
Public Utilities Commission, and their respective Officers, Agents, and Employees. 
 
  (2) That such policies are primary insurance to any other insurance available to the 
Additional Insureds, with respect to any claims arising out of this Agreement, and that insurance applies 
separately to each insured against whom claim is made or suit is brought. 

 c. Regarding Workers’ Compensation, Contractor hereby agrees to waive subrogation which 
any insurer of Contractor may acquire from Contractor by virtue of the payment of any loss.  Contractor 
agrees to obtain any endorsement that may be necessary to effect this waiver of subrogation.  The 
Workers’ Compensation policy shall be endorsed with a waiver of subrogation in favor of the City for all 
work performed by the Contractor, its employees, agents and subcontractors.  

 d. All policies shall provide thirty days’ advance written notice to the City of reduction or 
nonrenewal of coverages or cancellation of coverages for any reason.  Notices shall be sent to the City 
address in the “Notices to the Parties” section. 
 
 e. Should any of the required insurance be provided under a claims-made form, Contractor shall 
maintain such coverage continuously throughout the term of this Agreement and, without lapse, for a 
period of three years beyond the expiration of this Agreement, to the effect that, should occurrences 
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during the contract term give rise to claims made after expiration of the Agreement, such claims shall be 
covered by such claims-made policies. 
 
 f. Should any of the required insurance be provided under a form of coverage that includes a 
general annual aggregate limit or provides that claims investigation or legal defense costs be included in 
such general annual aggregate limit, such general annual aggregate limit shall be double the occurrence or 
claims limits specified above. 
 
 g. Should any required insurance lapse during the term of this Agreement, requests for 
payments originating after such lapse shall not be processed until the City receives satisfactory evidence 
of reinstated coverage as required by this Agreement, effective as of the lapse date.  If insurance is not 
reinstated, the City may, at its sole option, terminate this Agreement effective on the date of such lapse of 
insurance. 
 
 h. Before commencing any operations under this Agreement, Contractor shall furnish to City 
certificates of insurance and additional insured policy endorsements with insurers with ratings comparable 
to A-, VIII or higher, that are authorized to do business in the State of California, and that are satisfactory 
to City, in form evidencing all coverages set forth above.  Failure to maintain insurance shall constitute a 
material breach of this Agreement. 
 
 i. Approval of the insurance by City shall not relieve or decrease the liability of Contractor 
hereunder. 
 
 j If a subcontractor will be used to complete any portion of this agreement, the Contractor shall 
ensure that the subcontractor shall provide all necessary insurance and shall name the City and County of 
San Francisco, the San Francisco Public Utilities Commission, and their respective officers, agents and 
employees and the Contractor listed as additional insureds. 
 
 
16. Indemnification.   
 
Contractor shall indemnify and save harmless City and its officers, agents and employees from, and, if 
requested, shall defend them against any and all loss, cost, damage, injury, liability, and claims thereof for 
injury to or death of a person, including employees of Contractor or loss of or damage to property, arising 
directly or indirectly from Contractor’s performance of this Agreement, including, but not limited to, 
Contractor’s use of facilities or equipment provided by City or others, regardless of the negligence of, and 
regardless of whether liability without fault is imposed or sought to be imposed on City, except to the 
extent that such indemnity is void or otherwise unenforceable under applicable law in effect on or validly 
retroactive to the date of this Agreement, and except where such loss, damage, injury, liability or claim is 
the result of the active negligence or willful misconduct of City and is not contributed to by any act of, or 
by any omission to perform some duty imposed by law or agreement on Contractor, its subcontractors or 
either’s agent or employee.  The foregoing indemnity shall include, without limitation, reasonable fees of 
attorneys, consultants and experts and related costs and City’s costs of investigating any claims against 
the City.  In addition to Contractor’s obligation to indemnify City, Contractor specifically acknowledges 
and agrees that it has an immediate and independent obligation to defend City from any claim which 
actually or potentially falls within this indemnification provision, even if the allegations are or may be 
groundless, false or fraudulent, which obligation arises at the time such claim is tendered to Contractor by 
City and continues at all times thereafter.  Contractor shall indemnify and hold City harmless from all loss 
and liability, including attorneys’ fees, court costs and all other litigation expenses for any infringement 
of the patent rights, copyright, trade secret or any other proprietary right or trademark, and all other 
intellectual property claims of any person or persons in consequence of the use by City, or any of its 
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officers or agents, of articles or services to be supplied in the performance of this Agreement. 
 
17. Incidental and Consequential Damages.  Contractor shall be responsible for incidental and 
consequential damages resulting in whole or in part from Contractor’s acts or omissions.  Nothing in this 
Agreement shall constitute a waiver or limitation of any rights that City may have under applicable law. 
 
18. Liability of City.  CITY’S PAYMENT OBLIGATIONS UNDER THIS AGREEMENT SHALL 
BE LIMITED TO THE PAYMENT OF THE COMPENSATION PROVIDED FOR IN SECTION 5 OF 
THIS AGREEMENT.  NOTWITHSTANDING ANY OTHER PROVISION OF THIS AGREEMENT, 
IN NO EVENT SHALL CITY BE LIABLE, REGARDLESS OF WHETHER ANY CLAIM IS BASED 
ON CONTRACT OR TORT, FOR ANY SPECIAL, CONSEQUENTIAL, INDIRECT OR 
INCIDENTAL DAMAGES, INCLUDING, BUT NOT LIMITED TO, LOST PROFITS, ARISING OUT 
OF OR IN CONNECTION WITH THIS AGREEMENT OR THE SERVICES PERFORMED IN 
CONNECTION WITH THIS AGREEMENT. 
 
19. Left blank by agreement of the parties.  (Liquidated damages) 
 
20. Default; Remedies.   Each of the following shall constitute an event of default (“Event of Default”) 
under this Agreement: 
 
 (1) Contractor fails or refuses to perform or observe any term, covenant or condition contained in 
any of the following Sections of this Agreement: 
 
8. Submitting false claims 
10. Taxes 
15. Insurance 
24. Proprietary or confidential information of 

City 
30. Assignment 

37. Drug-free workplace policy 
53. Compliance with laws 
55. Supervision of minors 
57. Protection of private information 
58. Graffiti removal 

 
 (2) Contractor fails or refuses to perform or observe any other term, covenant or condition 
contained in this Agreement, and such default continues for a period of ten days after written notice 
thereof from City to Contractor. 
 
 (3) Contractor (a) is generally not paying its debts as they become due, (b) files, or consents by 
answer or otherwise to the filing against it of, a petition for relief or reorganization or arrangement or any 
other petition in bankruptcy or for liquidation or to take advantage of any bankruptcy, insolvency or other 
debtors’ relief law of any jurisdiction, (c) makes an assignment for the benefit of its creditors, (d) 
consents to the appointment of a custodian, receiver, trustee or other officer with similar powers of 
Contractor or of any substantial part of Contractor’s property or (e) takes action for the purpose of any of 
the foregoing. 
 
 (4) A court or government authority enters an order (a) appointing a custodian, receiver, trustee 
or other officer with similar powers with respect to Contractor or with respect to any substantial part of 
Contractor’s property, (b) constituting an order for relief or approving a petition for relief or 
reorganization or arrangement or any other petition in bankruptcy or for liquidation or to take advantage 
of any bankruptcy, insolvency or other debtors’ relief law of any jurisdiction or (c) ordering the 
dissolution, winding-up or liquidation of Contractor. 
 
 On and after any Event of Default, City shall have the right to exercise its legal and equitable 
remedies, including, without limitation, the right to terminate this Agreement or to seek specific 
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performance of all or any part of this Agreement.  In addition, City shall have the right (but no obligation) 
to cure (or cause to be cured) on behalf of Contractor any Event of Default; Contractor shall pay to City 
on demand all costs and expenses incurred by City in effecting such cure, with interest thereon from the 
date of incurrence at the maximum rate then permitted by law.  City shall have the right to offset from any 
amounts due to Contractor under this Agreement or any other agreement between City and Contractor all 
damages, losses, costs or expenses incurred by City as a result of such Event of Default and any 
liquidated damages due from Contractor pursuant to the terms of this Agreement or any other agreement.  
All remedies provided for in this Agreement may be exercised individually or in combination with any 
other remedy available hereunder or under applicable laws, rules and regulations.  The exercise of any 
remedy shall not preclude or in any way be deemed to waive any other remedy. 
 
21. Termination for Convenience. 
 
 a. City shall have the option, in its sole discretion, to terminate this Agreement, at any time 
during the term hereof, for convenience and without cause.  City shall exercise this option by giving 
Contractor written notice of termination.  The notice shall specify the date on which termination shall 
become effective. 
 
 b. Upon receipt of the notice, Contractor shall commence and perform, with diligence, all 
actions necessary on the part of Contractor to effect the termination of this Agreement on the date 
specified by City and to minimize the liability of Contractor and City to third parties as a result of 
termination.  All such actions shall be subject to the prior approval of City.  Such actions shall include, 
without limitation: 
 
  (1) Halting the performance of all services and other work under this Agreement on the 
date(s) and in the manner specified by City. 
 
  (2) Not placing any further orders or subcontracts for materials, services, equipment or 
other items. 
 
  (3) Terminating all existing orders and subcontracts. 
 
  (4) At City’s direction, assigning to City any or all of Contractor’s right, title, and interest 
under the orders and subcontracts terminated.  Upon such assignment, City shall have the right, in its sole 
discretion, to settle or pay any or all claims arising out of the termination of such orders and subcontracts. 
 
  (5) Subject to City’s approval, settling all outstanding liabilities and all claims arising out 
of the termination of orders and subcontracts. 
 
  (6) Completing performance of any services or work that City designates to be completed 
prior to the date of termination specified by City. 
 
  (7) Taking such action as may be necessary, or as the City may direct, for the protection 
and preservation of any property related to this Agreement which is in the possession of Contractor and in 
which City has or may acquire an interest. 
 
 c. Within 30 days after the specified termination date, Contractor shall submit to City an 
invoice, which shall set forth each of the following as a separate line item: 
 
  (1) The reasonable cost to Contractor, without profit, for all services and other work City 
directed Contractor to perform prior to the specified termination date, for which services or work City has 
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not already tendered payment.  Reasonable costs may include a reasonable allowance for actual overhead, 
not to exceed a total of 10% of Contractor’s direct costs for services or other work.  Any overhead 
allowance shall be separately itemized.  Contractor may also recover the reasonable cost of preparing the 
invoice. 
 
  (2) A reasonable allowance for profit on the cost of the services and other work described 
in the immediately preceding subsection (1), provided that Contractor can establish, to the satisfaction of 
City, that Contractor would have made a profit had all services and other work under this Agreement been 
completed, and provided further, that the profit allowed shall in no event exceed 5% of such cost. 
 
  (3) The reasonable cost to Contractor of handling material or equipment returned to the 
vendor, delivered to the City or otherwise disposed of as directed by the City. 
 
  (4) A deduction for the cost of materials to be retained by Contractor, amounts realized 
from the sale of materials and not otherwise recovered by or credited to City, and any other appropriate 
credits to City against the cost of the services or other work. 
 
 d. In no event shall City be liable for costs incurred by Contractor or any of its subcontractors 
after the termination date specified by City, except for those costs specifically enumerated and described 
in the immediately preceding subsection (c).  Such non-recoverable costs include, but are not limited to, 
anticipated profits on this Agreement, post-termination employee salaries, post-termination administrative 
expenses, post-termination overhead or unabsorbed overhead, attorneys’ fees or other costs relating to the 
prosecution of a claim or lawsuit, prejudgment interest, or any other expense which is not reasonable or 
authorized under such subsection (c). 
 
 e. In arriving at the amount due to Contractor under this Section, City may deduct:  (1) all 
payments previously made by City for work or other services covered by Contractor’s final invoice;  
(2) any claim which City may have against Contractor in connection with this Agreement; (3) any 
invoiced costs or expenses excluded pursuant to the immediately preceding subsection (d); and (4) in 
instances in which, in the opinion of the City, the cost of any service or other work performed under this 
Agreement is excessively high due to costs incurred to remedy or replace defective or rejected services or 
other work, the difference between the invoiced amount and City’s estimate of the reasonable cost of 
performing the invoiced services or other work in compliance with the requirements of this Agreement. 
 
 f. City’s payment obligation under this Section shall survive termination of this Agreement. 
 
22. Rights and Duties upon Termination or Expiration.  This Section and the following Sections of 
this Agreement shall survive termination or expiration of this Agreement: 
 
8. Submitting false claims 
9. Disallowance 
10. Taxes 
11. Payment does not imply acceptance of 

work 
13. Responsibility for equipment 
14. Independent Contractor; Payment of 

Taxes and Other Expenses 
15. Insurance 
16. Indemnification 
17. Incidental and Consequential Damages 
18. Liability of City 

24. Proprietary or confidential information of 
City 

26. Ownership of Results 
27. Works for Hire 
28. Audit and Inspection of Records 
48. Modification of Agreement.   
49. Administrative Remedy for Agreement 

Interpretation.   
50. Agreement Made in California; Venue 
51. Construction 
52. Entire Agreement 
56. Severability 
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57.   Protection of private information 
 
Subject to the immediately preceding sentence, upon termination of this Agreement prior to expiration of 
the term specified in Section 2, this Agreement shall terminate and be of no further force or effect.  
Contractor shall transfer title to City, and deliver in the manner, at the times, and to the extent, if any, 
directed by City, any work in progress, completed work, supplies, equipment, and other materials 
produced as a part of, or acquired in connection with the performance of this Agreement, and any 
completed or partially completed work which, if this Agreement had been completed, would have been 
required to be furnished to City.  This subsection shall survive termination of this Agreement. 
 
23. Conflict of Interest.  Through its execution of this Agreement, Contractor acknowledges that it is 
familiar with the provision of Section 15.103 of the City’s Charter, Article III, Chapter 2 of City’s 
Campaign and Governmental Conduct Code, and Section 87100 et seq. and Section 1090 et seq. of the 
Government Code of the State of California, and certifies that it does not know of any facts which 
constitutes a violation of said provisions and agrees that it will immediately notify the City if it becomes 
aware of any such fact during the term of this Agreement. 
 
24. Proprietary or Confidential Information of City.  Contractor understands and agrees that, in the 
performance of the work or services under this Agreement or in contemplation thereof, Contractor may 
have access to private or confidential information which may be owned or controlled by City and that 
such information may contain proprietary or confidential details, the disclosure of which to third parties 
may be damaging to City.  Contractor agrees that all information disclosed by City to Contractor shall be 
held in confidence and used only in performance of the Agreement.  Contractor shall exercise the same 
standard of care to protect such information as a reasonably prudent contractor would use to protect its 
own proprietary data. 
 
25. Notices to the Parties.  Unless otherwise indicated elsewhere in this Agreement, all written 
communications sent by the parties may be by U.S. mail, or by e-mail, and shall be addressed as follows: 
 
To City:   Name of PM 

San Francisco Public Utilities Commission 
Address 
San Francisco, CA 941## 
(tel.) ###-###-#### 
(fax) ###-###-#### 
email: name@sfwater.org 
 

To Contractor:  Name of Representative 
Name of Consultant 
Address 
City, CA Zip 
(tel.) ###-###-#### 
(fax) ###-###-#### 
email: email address 

 
 Any notice of default must be sent by registered mail. 
 
26. Ownership of Results.  Any interest of Contractor or its Subcontractors, in drawings, plans, 
specifications, blueprints, studies, reports, memoranda, computation sheets, computer files and media or 
other documents prepared by Contractor or its subcontractors in connection with services to be performed 
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under this Agreement, shall become the property of and will be transmitted to City.  However, Contractor 
may retain and use copies for reference and as documentation of its experience and capabilities. 
 
27. Works for Hire.  If, in connection with services performed under this Agreement, Contractor or its 
subcontractors create artwork, copy, posters, billboards, photographs, videotapes, audiotapes, systems 
designs, software, reports, diagrams, surveys, blueprints, source codes or any other original works of 
authorship, such works of authorship shall be works for hire as defined under Title 17 of the United States 
Code, and all copyrights in such works are the property of the City.  If it is ever determined that any 
works created by Contractor or its subcontractors under this Agreement are not works for hire under U.S. 
law, Contractor hereby assigns all copyrights to such works to the City, and agrees to provide any 
material and execute any documents necessary to effectuate such assignment.  With the approval of the 
City, Contractor may retain and use copies of such works for reference and as documentation of its 
experience and capabilities. 
 
28. Audit and Inspection of Records.  Contractor agrees to maintain and make available to the City, 
during regular business hours, accurate books and accounting records relating to its work under this 
Agreement.  Contractor will permit City to audit, examine and make excerpts and transcripts from such 
books and records, and to make audits of all invoices, materials, payrolls, records or personnel and other 
data related to all other matters covered by this Agreement, whether funded in whole or in part under this 
Agreement.  Contractor shall maintain such data and records in an accessible location and condition for a 
period of not less than five years after final payment under this Agreement or until after final audit has 
been resolved, whichever is later.  The State of California or any federal agency having an interest in the 
subject matter of this Agreement shall have the same rights conferred upon City by this Section. 
 
29. Subcontracting.  Contractor is prohibited from subcontracting this Agreement or any part of it 
unless such subcontracting is first approved by City in writing.  Neither party shall, on the basis of this 
Agreement, contract on behalf of or in the name of the other party.  An agreement made in violation of 
this provision shall confer no rights on any party and shall be null and void. 
 
30. Assignment.  The services to be performed by Contractor are personal in character and neither this 
Agreement nor any duties or obligations hereunder may be assigned or delegated by the Contractor unless 
first approved by City by written instrument executed and approved in the same manner as this 
Agreement. 
 
31. Non-Waiver of Rights.  The omission by either party at any time to enforce any default or right 
reserved to it, or to require performance of any of the terms, covenants, or provisions hereof by the other 
party at the time designated, shall not be a waiver of any such default or right to which the party is 
entitled, nor shall it in any way affect the right of the party to enforce such provisions thereafter. 
 
32. Earned Income Credit (EIC) Forms.  Administrative Code section 12O requires that employers 
provide their employees with IRS Form W-5 (The Earned Income Credit Advance Payment Certificate) 
and the IRS EIC Schedule, as set forth below.  Employers can locate these forms at the IRS Office, on the 
Internet, or anywhere that Federal Tax Forms can be found.  Contractor shall provide EIC Forms to each 
Eligible Employee at each of the following times:  (i) within thirty days following the date on which this 
Agreement becomes effective (unless Contractor has already provided such EIC Forms at least once 
during the calendar year in which such effective date falls); (ii) promptly after any Eligible Employee is 
hired by Contractor; and (iii) annually between January 1 and January 31 of each calendar year during the 
term of this Agreement.  Failure to comply with any requirement contained in subparagraph (a) of this 
Section shall constitute a material breach by Contractor of the terms of this Agreement.  If, within thirty 
days after Contractor receives written notice of such a breach, Contractor fails to cure such breach or, if 
such breach cannot reasonably be cured within such period of thirty days, Contractor fails to commence 
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efforts to cure within such period or thereafter fails to diligently pursue such cure to completion, the City 
may pursue any rights or remedies available under this Agreement or under applicable law.  Any 
Subcontract entered into by Contractor shall require the subcontractor to comply, as to the subcontractor’s 
Eligible Employees, with each of the terms of this section.  Capitalized terms used in this Section and not 
defined in this Agreement shall have the meanings assigned to such terms in Section 12O of the San 
Francisco Administrative Code. 
 
33. Local Business Enterprise Utilization; Liquidated Damages. 
 
 a. The LBE Ordinance.  Contractor, shall comply with all the requirements of the Local 
Business Enterprise and Non-Discrimination in Contracting Ordinance set forth in Chapter 14B of the 
San Francisco Administrative Code as it now exists or as it may be amended in the future (collectively the 
“LBE Ordinance”), provided such amendments do not materially increase Contractor’s obligations or 
liabilities, or materially diminish Contractor’s rights, under this Agreement.  Such provisions of the LBE 
Ordinance are incorporated by reference and made a part of this Agreement as though fully set forth in 
this section.  Contractor’s willful failure to comply with any applicable provisions of the LBE Ordinance 
is a material breach of Contractor’s obligations under this Agreement and shall entitle City, subject to any 
applicable notice and cure provisions set forth in this Agreement, to exercise any of the remedies 
provided for under this Agreement, under the LBE Ordinance or otherwise available at law or in equity, 
which remedies shall be cumulative unless this Agreement expressly provides that any remedy is 
exclusive.  In addition, Contractor shall comply fully with all other applicable local, state and federal laws 
prohibiting discrimination and requiring equal opportunity in contracting, including subcontracting. 
 
 b. Compliance and Enforcement. 
 
  (1) Enforcement.  If Contractor willfully fails to comply with any of the provisions of the 
LBE Ordinance, the rules and regulations implementing the LBE Ordinance, or the provisions of this 
Agreement pertaining to LBE participation, Contractor shall be liable for liquidated damages in an 
amount equal to Contractor’s net profit on this Agreement, or 10% of the total amount of this Agreement, 
or $1,000, whichever is greatest.  The Director of the City’s Human Rights Commission or any other 
public official authorized to enforce the LBE Ordinance (separately and collectively, the “Director of 
HRC”) may also impose other sanctions against Contractor authorized in the LBE Ordinance, including 
declaring the Contractor to be irresponsible and ineligible to contract with the City for a period of up to 
five years or revocation of the Contractor’s LBE certification.  The Director of HRC will determine the 
sanctions to be imposed, including the amount of liquidated damages, after investigation pursuant to 
Administrative Code §14B.17. 
 
   By entering into this Agreement, Contractor acknowledges and agrees that any 
liquidated damages assessed by the Director of the HRC shall be payable to City upon demand.  
Contractor further acknowledges and agrees that any liquidated damages assessed may be withheld from 
any monies due to Contractor on any contract with City. 
 
   Contractor agrees to maintain records necessary for monitoring its compliance with the 
LBE Ordinance for a period of three years following termination or expiration of this Agreement, and 
shall make such records available for audit and inspection by the Director of HRC or the Controller upon 
request. 
 
  (2) Subcontracting Goals.  The LBE subcontracting participation goal for this contract is 
[insert the LBE subconsulting % from the prevailing consultant’s HRC Form 2A “HRC Contract 
Participation Form”] %. Contractor shall fulfill the subcontracting commitment made in its bid or 
proposal.  Each invoice submitted to City for payment shall include the information required in the HRC 
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Progress Payment Form and the HRC Payment Affidavit.  Failure to provide the HRC Progress Payment 
Form and the HRC Payment Affidavit with each invoice submitted by Contractor shall entitle City to 
withhold 20% of the amount of that invoice until the HRC Payment Form and the HRC Subcontractor 
Payment Affidavit are provided by Contractor.  Contractor shall not participate in any back contracting to 
the Contractor or lower-tier subcontractors, as defined in the LBE Ordinance, for any purpose inconsistent 
with the provisions of the LBE Ordinance, its implementing rules and regulations, or this Section. 
 
  (3) Subcontract Language Requirements.  Contractor shall incorporate the LBE 
Ordinance into each subcontract made in the fulfillment of Contractor’s obligations under this Agreement 
and require each subcontractor to agree and comply with provisions of the ordinance applicable to 
subcontractors.  Contractor shall include in all subcontracts with LBEs made in fulfillment of 
Contractor’s obligations under this Agreement, a provision requiring Contractor to compensate any LBE 
subcontractor for damages for breach of contract or liquidated damages equal to 5% of the subcontract 
amount, whichever is greater, if Contractor does not fulfill its commitment to use the LBE subcontractor 
as specified in the bid or proposal, unless Contractor received advance approval from the Director of 
HRC and contract awarding authority to substitute subcontractors or to otherwise modify the 
commitments in the bid or proposal.  Such provisions shall also state that it is enforceable in a court of 
competent jurisdiction.  Subcontracts shall require the subcontractor to maintain records necessary for 
monitoring its compliance with the LBE Ordinance for a period of three years following termination of 
this contract and to make such records available for audit and inspection by the Director of HRC or the 
Controller upon request. 
 
  (4) Payment of Subcontractors.   Contractor shall pay its subcontractors within three 
working days after receiving payment from the City unless Contractor notifies the Director of HRC in 
writing within ten working days prior to receiving payment from the City that there is a bona fide dispute 
between Contractor and its subcontractor and the Director waives the three-day payment requirement, in 
which case Contractor may withhold the disputed amount but shall pay the undisputed amount.  
Contractor further agrees, within ten working days following receipt of payment from the City, to file the 
HRC Payment Affidavit with the Controller, under penalty of perjury, that the Contractor has paid all 
subcontractors.  The affidavit shall provide the names and addresses of all subcontractors and the amount 
paid to each.  Failure to provide such affidavit may subject Contractor to enforcement procedure under 
Administrative Code §14B.17. 
 
34. Nondiscrimination; Penalties. 
 
 a. Contractor Shall Not Discriminate.  In the performance of this Agreement, Contractor 
agrees not to discriminate against any employee, City and County employee working with such contractor 
or subcontractor, applicant for employment with such contractor or subcontractor, or against any person 
seeking accommodations, advantages, facilities, privileges, services, or membership in all business, 
social, or other establishments or organizations, on the basis of the fact or perception of a person’s race, 
color, creed, religion, national origin, ancestry, age, height, weight, sex, sexual orientation, gender 
identity, domestic partner status, marital status, disability or Acquired Immune Deficiency Syndrome or 
HIV status (AIDS/HIV status), or association with members of such protected classes, or in retaliation for 
opposition to discrimination against such classes. 
 
 b. Subcontracts.  Contractor shall incorporate by reference in all subcontracts the provisions of 
§§12B.2(a), 12B.2(c)-(k), and 12C.3 of the San Francisco Administrative Code (copies of which are 
available from Purchasing) and shall require all subcontractors to comply with such provisions.  
Contractor’s failure to comply with the obligations in this subsection shall constitute a material breach of 
this Agreement. 
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 c. Nondiscrimination in Benefits.  Contractor does not as of the date of this Agreement and 
will not during the term of this Agreement, in any of its operations in San Francisco, on real property 
owned by San Francisco, or where work is being performed for the City elsewhere in the United States, 
discriminate in the provision of bereavement leave, family medical leave, health benefits, membership or 
membership discounts, moving expenses, pension and retirement benefits or travel benefits, as well as 
any benefits other than the benefits specified above, between employees with domestic partners and 
employees with spouses, and/or between the domestic partners and spouses of such employees, where the 
domestic partnership has been registered with a governmental entity pursuant to state or local law 
authorizing such registration, subject to the conditions set forth in §12B.2(b) of the San Francisco 
Administrative Code. 
 
 d. Condition to Contract.  As a condition to this Agreement, Contractor shall execute the 
“Chapter 12B Declaration: Nondiscrimination in Contracts and Benefits” form (form HRC-12B-101) with 
supporting documentation and secure the approval of the form by the San Francisco Human Rights 
Commission. 
 
 e. Incorporation of Administrative Code Provisions by Reference.  The provisions of 
Chapters 12B and 12C of the San Francisco Administrative Code are incorporated in this Section by 
reference and made a part of this Agreement as though fully set forth herein.  Contractor shall comply 
fully with and be bound by all of the provisions that apply to this Agreement under such Chapters, 
including but not limited to the remedies provided in such Chapters.  Without limiting the foregoing, 
Contractor understands that pursuant to §§12B.2(h) and 12C.3(g) of the San Francisco Administrative 
Code, a penalty of $50 for each person for each calendar day during which such person was discriminated 
against in violation of the provisions of this Agreement may be assessed against Contractor and/or 
deducted from any payments due Contractor. 
 
35. MacBride Principles—Northern Ireland.  Pursuant to San Francisco Administrative Code 
§12F.5, the City and County of San Francisco urges companies doing business in Northern Ireland to 
move towards resolving employment inequities, and encourages such companies to abide by the 
MacBride Principles.  The City and County of San Francisco urges San Francisco companies to do 
business with corporations that abide by the MacBride Principles.  By signing below, the person 
executing this agreement on behalf of Contractor acknowledges and agrees that he or she has read and 
understood this section. 
 
36. Tropical Hardwood and Virgin Redwood Ban.  Pursuant to §804(b) of the San Francisco 
Environment Code, the City and County of San Francisco urges contractors not to import, purchase, 
obtain, or use for any purpose, any tropical hardwood, tropical hardwood wood product, virgin redwood 
or virgin redwood wood product. 
 
37. Drug-Free Workplace Policy.  Contractor acknowledges that pursuant to the Federal Drug-Free 
Workplace Act of 1989, the unlawful manufacture, distribution, dispensation, possession, or use of a 
controlled substance is prohibited on City premises.  Contractor agrees that any violation of this 
prohibition by Contractor, its employees, agents or assigns will be deemed a material breach of this 
Agreement. 
 
38. Resource Conservation.  Chapter 5 of the San Francisco Environment Code (“Resource 
Conservation”) is incorporated herein by reference.  Failure by Contractor to comply with any of the 
applicable requirements of Chapter 5 will be deemed a material breach of contract. 
 
39. Compliance with Americans with Disabilities Act.  Contractor acknowledges that, pursuant to 
the Americans with Disabilities Act (ADA), programs, services and other activities provided by a public 
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entity to the public, whether directly or through a contractor, must be accessible to the disabled public.  
Contractor shall provide the services specified in this Agreement in a manner that complies with the ADA 
and any and all other applicable federal, state and local disability rights legislation.  Contractor agrees not 
to discriminate against disabled persons in the provision of services, benefits or activities provided under 
this Agreement and further agrees that any violation of this prohibition on the part of Contractor, its 
employees, agents or assigns will constitute a material breach of this Agreement. 
 
40. Sunshine Ordinance.  In accordance with San Francisco Administrative Code §67.24(e), contracts, 
contractors’ bids, responses to solicitations and all other records of communications between City and 
persons or firms seeking contracts, shall be open to inspection immediately after a contract has been 
awarded.  Nothing in this provision requires the disclosure of a private person or organization’s net worth 
or other proprietary financial data submitted for qualification for a contract or other benefit until and 
unless that person or organization is awarded the contract or benefit.  Information provided which is 
covered by this paragraph will be made available to the public upon request. 
 
41. Public Access to Meetings and Records.  If the Contractor receives a cumulative total per year of 
at least $250,000 in City funds or City-administered funds and is a non-profit organization as defined in 
Chapter 12L of the San Francisco Administrative Code, Contractor shall comply with and be bound by all 
the applicable provisions of that Chapter.  By executing this Agreement, the Contractor agrees to open its 
meetings and records to the public in the manner set forth in §§12L.4 and 12L.5 of the Administrative 
Code.  Contractor further agrees to make-good faith efforts to promote community membership on its 
Board of Directors in the manner set forth in §12L.6 of the Administrative Code.  The Contractor 
acknowledges that its material failure to comply with any of the provisions of this paragraph shall 
constitute a material breach of this Agreement.  The Contractor further acknowledges that such material 
breach of the Agreement shall be grounds for the City to terminate and/or not renew the Agreement, 
partially or in its entirety. 
 
42. Limitations on Contributions.  Through execution of this Agreement, Contractor acknowledges 
that it is familiar with section 1.126 of the City’s Campaign and Governmental Conduct Code, which 
prohibits any person who contracts with the City for the rendition of personal services, for the furnishing 
of any material, supplies or equipment, for the sale or lease of any land or building, or for a grant, loan or 
loan guarantee, from making any campaign contribution to (1) an individual holding a City elective office 
if the contract must be approved by the individual, a board on which that individual serves, or the board 
of a state agency on which an appointee of that individual serves, (2) a candidate for the office held by 
such individual, or (3) a committee controlled by such individual, at any time from the commencement of 
negotiations for the contract until the later of either the termination of negotiations for such contract or six 
months after the date the contract is approved.  Contractor acknowledges that the foregoing restriction 
applies only if the contract or a combination or series of contracts approved by the same individual or 
board in a fiscal year have a total anticipated or actual value of $50,000 or more.  Contractor further 
acknowledges that the prohibition on contributions applies to each prospective party to the contract; each 
member of Contractor’s board of directors; Contractor’s chairperson, chief executive officer, chief 
financial officer and chief operating officer; any person with an ownership interest of more than 20 
percent in Contractor; any subcontractor listed in the bid or contract; and any committee that is sponsored 
or controlled by Contractor.  Additionally, Contractor acknowledges that Contractor must inform each of 
the persons described in the preceding sentence of the prohibitions contained in Section 1.126. Contractor 
further agrees to provide to City the names of each person, entity or committee described above. 
 
 
43. Requiring Minimum Compensation for Covered Employees. 
 
 a. Contractor agrees to comply fully with and be bound by all of 
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the provisions of the Minimum Compensation Ordinance (MCO), as set forth in San Francisco 
Administrative Code Chapter 12P (Chapter 12P), including the remedies provided, and implementing 
guidelines and rules.  The provisions of Sections 12P.5 and 12P.5.1 of Chapter 12P are incorporated 
herein by reference and made a part of this Agreement as though fully set forth.  The text of the MCO is 
available on the web at www.sfgov.org/olse/mco.  A partial listing of some of Contractor's obligations 
under the MCO is set forth in this Section.  Contractor is required to comply with all the provisions of the 
MCO, irrespective of the listing of obligations in this Section. 
 b. The MCO requires Contractor to pay Contractor's employees a minimum hourly gross 
compensation wage rate and to provide minimum compensated and uncompensated time off.  The 
minimum wage rate may change from year to year and Contractor is obligated to keep informed of the 
then-current requirements.  Any subcontract entered into by Contractor shall require the subcontractor to 
comply with the requirements of the MCO and shall contain contractual obligations substantially the 
same as those set forth in this Section.  It is Contractor’s obligation to ensure that any subcontractors of 
any tier under this Agreement comply with the requirements of the MCO.  If any subcontractor under this 
Agreement fails to comply, City may pursue any of the remedies set forth in this Section against 
Contractor. 
 
 c. Contractor shall not take adverse action or otherwise discriminate against an employee or 
other person for the exercise or attempted exercise of rights under the MCO.  Such actions, if taken within 
90 days of the exercise or attempted exercise of such rights, will be rebuttably presumed to be retaliation 
prohibited by the MCO. 
 

d. Contractor shall maintain employee and payroll records as required by the MCO.  If  
Contractor fails to do so, it shall be presumed that the Contractor paid no more than the minimum wage 
required under State law. 
 

e. The City is authorized to inspect Contractor’s job sites and conduct interviews with 
employees and conduct audits of Contractor 
 

f. Contractor's commitment to provide the Minimum Compensation is a material element of the 
City's consideration for this Agreement.  The City in its sole discretion shall determine whether such a 
breach has occurred.  The City and the public will suffer actual damage that will be impractical or 
extremely difficult to determine if the Contractor fails to comply with these requirements.  Contractor 
agrees that the sums set forth in Section 12P.6.1 of the MCO as liquidated damages are not a penalty, but 
are reasonable estimates of the loss that the City and the public will incur for Contractor's noncompliance.  
The procedures governing the assessment of liquidated damages shall be those set forth in Section 
12P.6.2 of Chapter 12P. 
 
 g. Contractor understands and agrees that if it fails to comply with the requirements of the 
MCO, the City shall have the right to pursue any rights or remedies available under Chapter 12P 
(including liquidated damages), under the terms of the contract, and under applicable law.  If, within 30 
days after receiving written notice of a breach of this Agreement for violating the MCO, Contractor fails 
to cure such breach or, if such breach cannot reasonably be cured within such period of 30 days, 
Contractor fails to commence efforts to cure within such period, or thereafter fails diligently to pursue 
such cure to completion, the City shall have the right to pursue any rights or remedies available under 
applicable law, including those set forth in Section 12P.6(c) of Chapter 12P.  Each of these remedies shall 
be exercisable individually or in combination with any other rights or remedies available to the City. 

 
 h. Contractor represents and warrants that it is not an entity that was set up, or is being used, for 
the purpose of evading the intent of the MCO. 
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 i. If Contractor is exempt from the MCO when this Agreement is executed because the 
cumulative amount of agreements with this department for the fiscal year is less than $25,000, but 
Contractor later enters into an agreement or agreements that cause contractor to exceed that amount in a 
fiscal year, Contractor shall thereafter be required to comply with the MCO under this Agreement.  This 
obligation arises on the effective date of the agreement that causes the cumulative amount of agreements 
between the Contractor and this department to exceed $25,000 in the fiscal year. 
 
44. Requiring Health Benefits for Covered Employees.  Contractor agrees to comply fully with and 
be bound by all of the provisions of the Health Care Accountability Ordinance (HCAO), as set forth in 
San Francisco Administrative Code Chapter 12Q, including the remedies provided, and implementing 
regulations, as the same may be amended from time to time.  The provisions of section 12Q.5.1 of 
Chapter 12Q are incorporated by reference and made a part of this Agreement as though fully set forth 
herein.  The text of the HCAO is available on the web at www.sfgov.org/olse.  Capitalized terms used in 
this Section and not defined in this Agreement shall have the meanings assigned to such terms in Chapter 
12Q. 
 
 a. For each Covered Employee, Contractor shall provide the appropriate health benefit set forth 
in Section 12Q.3 of the HCAO.  If Contractor chooses to offer the health plan option, such health plan 
shall meet the minimum standards set forth by the San Francisco Health Commission.. 
 
 b. Notwithstanding the above, if the Contractor is a small business as defined in 
Section 12Q.3(e) of the HCAO, it shall have no obligation to comply with part (a) above. 
 
 c.  Contractor’s failure to comply with the HCAO shall constitute a material breach of this 
agreement. City shall notify Contractor if such a breach has occurred.  If, within 30 days after receiving 
City’s written notice of a breach of this Agreement for violating the HCAO, Contractor fails to cure such 
breach or, if such breach cannot reasonably be cured within such period of 30 days, Contractor fails to 
commence efforts to cure within such period, or thereafter fails diligently to pursue such cure to 
completion, City shall have the right to pursue the remedies set forth in 12Q.5.1 and 12Q.5(f)(1-6).  Each 
of these remedies shall be exercisable individually or in combination with any other rights or remedies 
available to City. 
 
 d. Any Subcontract entered into by Contractor shall require the Subcontractor to comply with 
the requirements of the HCAO and shall contain contractual obligations substantially the same as those 
set forth in this Section. Contractor shall notify City’s Office of Contract Administration when it enters 
into such a Subcontract and shall certify to the Office of Contract Administration that it has notified the 
Subcontractor of the obligations under the HCAO and has imposed the requirements of the HCAO on 
Subcontractor through the Subcontract.  Each Contractor shall be responsible for its Subcontractors’ 
compliance with this Chapter. If a Subcontractor fails to comply, the City may pursue the remedies set 
forth in this Section against Contractor based on the Subcontractor’s failure to comply, provided that City 
has first provided Contractor with notice and an opportunity to obtain a cure of the violation. 
 
 e. Contractor shall not discharge, reduce in compensation, or otherwise discriminate against any 
employee for notifying City with regard to Contractor’s noncompliance or anticipated noncompliance 
with the requirements of the HCAO, for opposing any practice proscribed by the HCAO, for participating 
in proceedings related to the HCAO, or for seeking to assert or enforce any rights under the HCAO by 
any lawful means. 
 
 f. Contractor represents and warrants that it is not an entity that was set up, or is being used, for 
the purpose of evading the intent of the HCAO. 
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 g. Contractor shall maintain employee and payroll records in compliance with the California 
Labor Code and Industrial Welfare Commission orders, including the number of hours each employee has 
worked on the City Contract.  
 
 h. Contractor shall keep itself informed of the current requirements of the HCAO. 
 
 i. Contractor shall provide reports to the City in accordance with any reporting standards 
promulgated by the City under the HCAO, including reports on Subcontractors and Subtenants, as 
applicable. 
 
 j. Contractor shall provide City with access to records pertaining to compliance with HCAO 
after receiving a written request from City to do so and being provided at least ten business days to 
respond. 
 
 k. Contractor shall allow City to inspect Contractor’s job sites and have access to Contractor’s 
employees in order to monitor and determine compliance with HCAO. 
 
 l. City may conduct random audits of Contractor to ascertain its compliance with HCAO.  
Contractor agrees to cooperate with City when it conducts such audits. 
 
 m. If Contractor is exempt from the HCAO when this Agreement is executed because its amount 
is less than $25,000 ($50,000 for nonprofits), but Contractor later enters into an agreement or agreements 
that cause Contractor’s aggregate amount of all agreements with City to reach $75,000, all the agreements 
shall be thereafter subject to the HCAO.  This obligation arises on the effective date of the agreement that 
causes the cumulative amount of agreements between Contractor and the City to be equal to or greater 
than $75,000 in the fiscal year. 
 
45. First Source Hiring Program. 
 
 a. Incorporation of Administrative Code Provisions by Reference.  The provisions of 
Chapter 83 of the San Francisco Administrative Code are incorporated in this Section by reference and 
made a part of this Agreement as though fully set forth herein.  Contractor shall comply fully with, and be 
bound by, all of the provisions that apply to this Agreement under such Chapter, including but not limited 
to the remedies provided therein.  Capitalized terms used in this Section and not defined in this 
Agreement shall have the meanings assigned to such terms in Chapter 83. 
 
 b. First Source Hiring Agreement.  As an essential term of, and consideration for, any 
contract or property contract with the City, not exempted by the FSHA, the Contractor shall enter into a 
first source hiring agreement ("agreement") with the City, on or before the effective date of the contract or 
property contract. Contractors shall also enter into an agreement with the City for any other work that it 
performs in the City. Such agreement shall: 
 
  (1) Set appropriate hiring and retention goals for entry level positions. The employer shall 
agree to achieve these hiring and retention goals, or, if unable to achieve these goals, to establish good 
faith efforts as to its attempts to do so, as set forth in the agreement. The agreement shall take into 
consideration the employer's participation in existing job training, referral and/or brokerage programs. 
Within the discretion of the FSHA, subject to appropriate modifications, participation in such programs 
maybe certified as meeting the requirements of this Chapter. Failure either to achieve the specified goal, 
or to establish good faith efforts will constitute noncompliance and will subject the employer to the 
provisions of Section 83.10 of this Chapter. 
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  (2) Set first source interviewing, recruitment and hiring requirements, which will provide 
the San Francisco Workforce Development System with the first opportunity to provide qualified 
economically disadvantaged individuals for consideration for employment for entry level positions. 
Employers shall consider all applications of qualified economically disadvantaged individuals referred by 
the System for employment; provided however, if the employer utilizes nondiscriminatory screening 
criteria, the employer shall have the sole discretion to interview and/or hire individuals referred or 
certified by the San Francisco Workforce Development System as being qualified economically 
disadvantaged individuals. The duration of the first source interviewing requirement shall be determined 
by the FSHA and shall be set forth in each agreement, but shall not exceed 10 days. During that period, 
the employer may publicize the entry level positions in accordance with the agreement. A need for urgent 
or temporary hires must be evaluated, and appropriate provisions for such a situation must be made in the 
agreement. 
 
  (3) Set appropriate requirements for providing notification of available entry level 
positions to the San Francisco Workforce Development System so that the System may train and refer an 
adequate pool of qualified economically disadvantaged individuals to participating employers. 
Notification should include such information as employment needs by occupational title, skills, and/or 
experience required, the hours required, wage scale and duration of employment, identification of entry 
level and training positions, identification of English language proficiency requirements, or absence 
thereof, and the projected schedule and procedures for hiring for each occupation. Employers should 
provide both long-term job need projections and notice before initiating the interviewing and hiring 
process. These notification requirements will take into consideration any need to protect the employer's 
proprietary information. 
 
  (4) Set appropriate record keeping and monitoring requirements. The First Source Hiring 
Administration shall develop easy-to-use forms and record keeping requirements for documenting 
compliance with the agreement. To the greatest extent possible, these requirements shall utilize the 
employer's existing record keeping systems, be nonduplicative, and facilitate a coordinated flow of 
information and referrals. 
 
  (5) Establish guidelines for employer good faith efforts to comply with the first source 
hiring requirements of this Chapter. The FSHA will work with City departments to develop employer 
good faith effort requirements appropriate to the types of contracts and property contracts handled by 
each department. Employers shall appoint a liaison for dealing with the development and implementation 
of the employer's agreement. In the event that the FSHA finds that the employer under a City contract or 
property contract has taken actions primarily for the purpose of circumventing the requirements of this 
Chapter, that employer shall be subject to the sanctions set forth in Section 83.10 of this Chapter. 
 
  (6) Set the term of the requirements. 
 
  (7) Set appropriate enforcement and sanctioning standards consistent with this Chapter. 
 
  (8) Set forth the City's obligations to develop training programs, job applicant referrals, 
technical assistance, and information systems that assist the employer in complying with this Chapter. 
 
  (9) Require the developer to include notice of the requirements of this Chapter in leases, 
subleases, and other occupancy contracts. 
 
 c. Hiring Decisions.  Contractor shall make the final determination of whether an 
Economically Disadvantaged Individual referred by the System is "qualified" for the position. 
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 d. Exceptions.  Upon application by Employer, the First Source Hiring Administration may 
grant an exception to any or all of the requirements of Chapter 83 in any situation where it concludes that 
compliance with this Chapter would cause economic hardship. 
 
 e. Liquidated Damages.   Contractor agrees:  
 
  (1) To be liable to the City for liquidated damages as provided in this section;  
 
  (2) To be subject to the procedures governing enforcement of breaches of contracts based 
on violations of contract provisions required by this Chapter as set forth in this section;  
 
  (3) That the contractor's commitment to comply with this Chapter is a material element of 
the City's consideration for this contract; that the failure of the contractor to comply with the contract 
provisions required by this Chapter will cause harm to the City and the public which is significant and 
substantial but extremely difficult to quantity; that the harm to the City includes not only the financial 
cost of funding public assistance programs but also the insidious but impossible to quantify harm that this 
community and its families suffer as a result of unemployment; and that the assessment of liquidated 
damages of up to $5,000 for every notice of a new hire for an entry level position improperly withheld by 
the contractor from the first source hiring process, as determined by the FSHA during its first 
investigation of a contractor, does not exceed a fair estimate of the financial and other damages that the 
City suffers as a result of the contractor's failure to comply with its first source referral contractual 
obligations.  
 
  (4) That the continued failure by a contractor to comply with its first source referral 
contractual obligations will cause further significant and substantial harm to the City and the public, and 
that a second assessment of liquidated damages of up to $10,000 for each entry level position improperly 
withheld from the FSHA, from the time of the conclusion of the first investigation forward, does not 
exceed the financial and other damages that the City suffers as a result of the contractor's continued 
failure to comply with its first source referral contractual obligations;  
 
  (5) That in addition to the cost of investigating alleged violations under this Section, the 
computation of liquidated damages for purposes of this section is based on the following data:  
 
   A. The average length of stay on public assistance in San Francisco's County Adult 
Assistance Program is approximately 41 months at an average monthly grant of $348 per month, totaling 
approximately $14,379; and  
 
   B. In 2004, the retention rate of adults placed in employment programs funded 
under the Workforce Investment Act for at least the first six months of employment was 84.4%. Since 
qualified individuals under the First Source program face far fewer barriers to employment than their 
counterparts in programs funded by the Workforce Investment Act, it is reasonable to conclude that the 
average length of employment for an individual whom the First Source Program refers to an employer 
and who is hired in an entry level position is at least one year;  
 
therefore, liquidated damages that total $5,000 for first violations and $10,000 for subsequent violations 
as determined by FSHA constitute a fair, reasonable, and conservative attempt to quantify the harm 
caused to the City by the failure of a contractor to comply with its first source referral contractual 
obligations.  
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  (6) That the failure of contractors to comply with this Chapter, except property contractors, 
may be subject to the debarment and monetary penalties set forth in Sections 6.80 et seq. of the San 
Francisco Administrative Code, as well as any other remedies available under the contract or at law; and  
 
  Violation of the requirements of Chapter 83 is subject to an assessment of liquidated damages 
in the amount of $5,000 for every new hire for an Entry Level Position improperly withheld from the first 
source hiring process.  The assessment of liquidated damages and the evaluation of any defenses or 
mitigating factors shall be made by the FSHA. 
 
 f. Subcontracts.  Any subcontract entered into by Contractor shall require the subcontractor to 
comply with the requirements of Chapter 83 and shall contain contractual obligations substantially the 
same as those set forth in this Section. 
 
46. Prohibition on Political Activity with City Funds.  In accordance with San Francisco 
Administrative Code Chapter 12.G, Contractor may not participate in, support, or attempt to influence any 
political campaign for a candidate or for a ballot measure (collectively, “Political Activity”) in the 
performance of the services provided under this Agreement.  Contractor agrees to comply with San 
Francisco Administrative Code Chapter 12.G and any implementing rules and regulations promulgated by 
the City’s Controller.  The terms and provisions of Chapter 12.G are incorporated herein by this 
reference.  In the event Contractor violates the provisions of this section, the City may, in addition to any 
other rights or remedies available hereunder, (i) terminate this Agreement, and (ii) prohibit Contractor 
from bidding on or receiving any new City contract for a period of two (2) years.  The Controller will not 
consider Contractor’s use of profit as a violation of this section.   
 
47. Preservative-treated Wood Containing Arsenic.  Contractor may not purchase preservative-
treated wood products containing arsenic in the performance of this Agreement unless an exemption from 
the requirements of Chapter 13 of the San Francisco Environment Code is obtained from the Department 
of the Environment under Section 1304 of the Code.  The term “preservative-treated wood containing 
arsenic” shall mean wood treated with a preservative that contains arsenic, elemental arsenic, or an 
arsenic copper combination, including, but not limited to, chromated copper arsenate preservative, 
ammoniacal copper zinc arsenate preservative, or ammoniacal copper arsenate preservative.  Contractor 
may purchase preservative-treated wood products on the list of environmentally preferable alternatives 
prepared and adopted by the Department of the Environment.  This provision does not preclude 
Contractor from purchasing preservative-treated wood containing arsenic for saltwater immersion.  The 
term “saltwater immersion” shall mean a pressure-treated wood that is used for construction purposes or 
facilities that are partially or totally immersed in saltwater. 
 
48. Modification of Agreement.  This Agreement may not be modified, nor may compliance with any 
of its terms be waived, except by written instrument executed and approved in the same manner as this 
Agreement.   Contractor shall cooperate with Department to submit to the Director of HRC any 
amendment, modification, supplement or change order that would result in a cumulative increase of the 
original amount of this Agreement by more than 20% (HRC Contract Modification Form). 
 
49. Administrative Remedy for Agreement Interpretation.  Should any question arise as to the 
meaning and intent of this Agreement, the question shall, prior to any other action or resort to any other 
legal remedy, be referred to Purchasing who shall decide the true meaning and intent of the Agreement. 
 
50. Agreement Made in California; Venue.  The formation, interpretation and performance of this 
Agreement shall be governed by the laws of the State of California.  Venue for all litigation relative to the 
formation, interpretation and performance of this Agreement shall be in San Francisco. 
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51. Construction.  All paragraph captions are for reference only and shall not be considered in 
construing this Agreement. 
 
52. Entire Agreement.  This contract sets forth the entire Agreement between the parties, and 
supersedes all other oral or written provisions.  This contract may be modified only as provided in Section 
48, “Modification of Agreement.” 
 
53. Compliance with Laws.  Contractor shall keep itself fully informed of the City’s Charter, codes, 
ordinances and regulations of the City and of all state, and federal laws in any manner affecting the 
performance of this Agreement, and must at all times comply with such local codes, ordinances, and 
regulations and all applicable laws as they may be amended from time to time. 
 
54. Services Provided by Attorneys.  Any services to be provided by a law firm or attorney must be 
reviewed and approved in writing in advance by the City Attorney.  No invoices for services provided by 
law firms or attorneys, including, without limitation, as subcontractors of Contractor, will be paid unless 
the provider received advance written approval from the City Attorney. 
 
55. Left blank by agreement of the parties. (Supervision of minors) 
 
56. Severability.  Should the application of any provision of this Agreement to any particular facts or 
circumstances be found by a court of competent jurisdiction to be invalid or unenforceable, then (a) the 
validity of other provisions of this Agreement shall not be affected or impaired thereby, and (b) such 
provision shall be enforced to the maximum extent possible so as to effect the intent of the parties and 
shall be reformed without further action by the parties to the extent necessary to make such provision 
valid and enforceable. 
 
57. Protection of Private Information.  Contractor has read and agrees to the terms set forth in San 
Francisco Administrative Code Sections 12M.2, “Nondisclosure of Private Information,” and 12M.3, 
“Enforcement” of Administrative Code Chapter 12M, “Protection of Private Information,” which are 
incorporated herein as if fully set forth.  Contractor agrees that any failure of Contactor to comply with 
the requirements of Section 12M.2 of this Chapter shall be a material breach of the Contract.  In such an 
event, in addition to any other remedies available to it under equity or law, the City may terminate the 
Contract, bring a false claim action against the Contractor pursuant to Chapter 6 or Chapter 21 of the 
Administrative Code, or debar the Contractor. 
 
58. Graffiti Removal.  Graffiti is detrimental to the health, safety and welfare of the community in that 
it promotes a perception in the community that the laws protecting public and private property can be 
disregarded with impunity. This perception fosters a sense of disrespect of the law that results in an 
increase in crime; degrades the community and leads to urban blight; is detrimental to property values, 
business opportunities and the enjoyment of life; is inconsistent with the City’s property maintenance 
goals and aesthetic standards; and results in additional graffiti and in other properties becoming the target 
of graffiti unless it is quickly removed from public and private property.  Graffiti results in visual 
pollution and is a public nuisance. Graffiti must be abated as quickly as possible to avoid detrimental 
impacts on the City and County and its residents, and to prevent the further spread of graffiti.  Contractor 
shall remove all graffiti from any real property owned or leased by Contractor in the City and County of 
San Francisco within forty eight (48) hours of the earlier of Contractor’s (a) discovery or notification of 
the graffiti or (b) receipt of notification of the graffiti from the Department of Public Works.  This section 
is not intended to require a Contractor to breach any lease or other agreement that it may have concerning 
its use of the real property.  The term “graffiti” means any inscription, word, figure, marking or design 
that is affixed, marked, etched, scratched, drawn or painted on any building, structure, fixture or other 
improvement, whether permanent or temporary, including by way of example only and without limitation, 
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signs, banners, billboards and fencing surrounding construction sites, whether public or private, without 
the consent of the owner of the property or the owner’s authorized agent, and which is visible from the 
public right-of-way.  “Graffiti” shall not include: (1) any sign or banner that is authorized by, and in 
compliance with, the applicable requirements of the San Francisco Public Works Code, the San Francisco 
Planning Code or the San Francisco Building Code; or (2) any mural or other painting or marking on the 
property that is protected as a work of fine art under the California Art Preservation Act (California Civil 
Code Sections 987 et seq.) or as a work of visual art under the Federal Visual Artists Rights Act of 1990 
(17 U.S.C. §§ 101 et seq.).  
 
 Any failure of Contractor to comply with this section of this Agreement shall constitute an Event of 
Default of this Agreement. 
 
59. Food Service Waste Reduction Requirements.  Contractor agrees to comply fully with and be 
bound by all of the provisions of the Food Service Waste Reduction Ordinance, as set forth in San 
Francisco Environment Code Chapter 16, including the remedies provided, and implementing guidelines 
and rules.  The provisions of Chapter 16 are incorporated herein by reference and made a part of this 
Agreement as though fully set forth.  This provision is a material term of this Agreement.  By entering 
into this Agreement, Contractor agrees that if it breaches this provision, City will suffer actual damages 
that will be impractical or extremely difficult to determine; further, Contractor agrees that the sum of one 
hundred dollars ($100) liquidated damages for the first breach, two hundred dollars ($200) liquidated 
damages for the second breach in the same year, and five hundred dollars ($500) liquidated damages for 
subsequent breaches in the same year is reasonable estimate of the damage that City will incur based on 
the violation, established in light of the circumstances existing at the time this Agreement was made.  
Such amount shall not be considered a penalty, but rather agreed monetary damages sustained by City 
because of Contractor’s failure to comply with this provision. 
 
60. Left blank by agreement of the parties. (Slavery era disclosure) 
 
61.  Cooperative Drafting.  This Agreement has been drafted through a cooperative effort of both 
parties, and both parties have had an opportunity to have the Agreement reviewed and revised by legal 
counsel.  No party shall be considered the drafter of this Agreement, and no presumption or rule that an 
ambiguity shall be construed against the party drafting the clause shall apply to the interpretation or 
enforcement of this Agreement. 
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IN WITNESS WHEREOF, the parties hereto have executed this Agreement on the day first mentioned 
above. 
 
 
CITY 
 
Recommended by: 
 
 
  
Ed Harrington 
General Manager 
San Francisco Public Utilities Commission 
 
 
Approved as to Form: 
 
 
Dennis J. Herrera 
City Attorney 
 
 
By   
  
     Deputy City Attorney 
 
Approved: 
 
 
  
Jaci Fong 
Acting Director,  Office of Contract Administration 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
CONTRACTOR 
 
By signing this Agreement, I certify that I comply 
with the requirements of the Minimum 
Compensation Ordinance, which entitle Covered 
Employees to certain minimum hourly wages and 
compensated and uncompensated time off. 
 
I have read and understood paragraph 35, the City’s 
statement urging companies doing business in 
Northern Ireland to move towards resolving 
employment inequities, encouraging compliance 
with the MacBride Principles, and urging San 
Francisco companies to do business with 
corporations that abide by the MacBride Principles. 
 
  
Authorized Signature  
 
  
Printed Name  
 
  
Title  
 
  
Company Name  
 
 
 
  
City Vendor Number 
 
  
Address 
 
 
  
Federal Employer ID Number 
 
 

 
Appendices 
 
A: Services to be provided by Contractor 
B: Calculation of Charges 
 



 
 
P-500  (5-10) A-1 [agreement date] 
SFPUC/P-500 (5/10)  CS-229 
 

Appendix A 
Services to be provided by Contractor 

 
 
Contractor agrees to perform said services all in accordance with the terms of this Agreement. 
 
1. Description of Services 
 
Contractor will be required to provide specialized and technical services related to operations 
and management of the SFPUC Water Enterprise,  Contractor may be called upon to provide 
other related services including:  

1. Presentations to the SFPUC Staff and/or Commission, the San Francisco Board of 
Supervisors, SFPUC retail and/or wholesale customers, SFPUC stakeholders, and 
neighborhood or community meetings; 

2. Professional consultations, expert testimonies, and peer review; 

3. Field inspections and field or crisis management at project sites. Confined space entry 
may be required; and 

4. Ability and willingness to obtain unusual or specific expertise on short notice, possibly 
outside of their existing contract team through an SFPUC approval process. 

5. Other specialized services at the discretion of the SFPUC within the general scope of this 
RFP.   

 
2. Task Orders  
 
Performance of the service under this Agreement  will be executed according to a task order process, and 
Contractor is required to provide adequate quality control processes and deliverables in conformance with 
the technical requirements of the task order. The SFPUC Contract Manager will initially identify tasks 
and request the contractor to propose a project scope, sub tasks, staffing plan, LBE utilization, schedule, 
deliverables, budget and costs to complete the task in accordance with Appendix B.  All costs associated 
with the development of the scope of work shall be borne by Contractor.  A final task order will be 
negotiated between the SFPUC Contract Manager Manager and the Contractor and then submitted to the 
Bureau Manager for approval. However, as provided in the RFP, the budget, if applicable, identified for 
tasks is an estimate, and the City reserves the right to modify the applicable budget allocated to any task 
as more specific information concerning the task order scope becomes available.  
 
The task order request will be processed for Controller certification of funding, after which a Notice to 
Proceed will be issued. The Contractor is hereby notified that work cannot commence until the Contractor 
receives a written Notice to Proceed in accordance with the San Francisco Administrative Code. Any 
work performed without a Notice to Proceed will be at the Contractor’s own commercial risk. The 
calculations of costs and methods of compensation for all task orders under this Agreement shall be in 
accordance with Appendix B.   
 
These following tasks provide general guidance to the Contractor as to the anticipated scope of work 
which the SFPUC reserves the right to modify or delete:    

 



 
 
P-500  (5-10) A-2 [agreement date] 
SFPUC/P-500 (5/10)  CS-229 
 

Contractors shall provide qualified personnel for professional services to support operation and 
management of the SFPUC Water Enterprise in the following general service categories:  

 
1. Water Supply, Storage, Delivery, and Transport Services, such as: hydrologic and hydraulic 

modeling; demand and conservation forecasting; climatologic analyses; water source and supply 
alternative analyses; alternative water supply program development; alternative water supplies, 
such as rainwater, graywater, blackwater and seepage water; groundwater analyses and modeling; 
irrigation system assessments and retrofits for water use efficiency and recycled water; landscape 
assessments; water recycling and desalination analyses; water industry statistical analyses; 
drought forecasting and planning; water conservation and water rationing analyses, surveys, 
planning and implementation programs; perform site-specific water use and conservation 
potential analysis; hydrogeology; climate change analyses; water delivery, pipeline and tunnel 
inspections, planning, and specifications; corrosion control services; supply and flow metering; 
supply loss analyses; water system maintenance planning; and operations and performance 
analyses.  

 
2. Water Quality Services, such as: GENERAL (water quality planning; water quality data 

management; process engineering and sanitary surveys; contaminant warning system 
implementation; drinking water regulatory requirements and compliance; Standard Operating 
Procedure development and other unspecified water quality support,) SOURCE WATER 
PROTECTION (watershed management; limnology and reservoir management including 
algaecide application); DISTRIBUTION (cross-connection studies; premise plumbing and 
consumer complaint investigation;  bacteriological re-growth control; and disinfection by-
products control,) MONITORING (water sampling strategies and plan review; sample collection; 
laboratory support and trouble-shooting; water quality methods development;  waterborne disease 
monitoring; and quality assurance and control); RECEIVING WATERS (NPDES discharge 
permit environmental compliance; toxicity testing; and pretreatment strategies). 

 
3. Water Treatment Services, such as: including water treatment plant operations improvements; 

optimization analyses and training; treatment strategy options analyses; collection systems 
evaluations; improvement, maintenance and process optimization studies; automation and 
efficiency surveys; instrumentation control and design analyses; pH adjustment processes; 
coagulation and filtration processes; operation, optimization and management of disinfection 
processes including ozone, chlorine, chloramines, chlorine dioxide and UV; analyses related to 
disinfection by-products; filtering alternative analyses; fluoridation usage and optimization 
analyses; biological filtration analyses; biosolids and sludge disposal and handling oversight; 
chemical delivery, feed, and transportation methods analyses; chemical supply availability 
analyses; distribution system flow circulation and blending analyses; chemical mixing and fluid 
mechanics; decontamination methods and options analyses; hydraulic modeling; manganese 
treatment; quality assurance and quality control strategies; and regulatory requirements and 
compliance.  
 

4. Operations & Management Services, such as:   
 

a. Management Improvement Services including knowledge management; succession 
planning; staff development and training, documentation and analyses of procedures, 
interactions, and efficiencies; performance measures development; productivity 
improvement analysis; increased use of technology to improve reliability and efficiency; 
developing operations and maintenance costs of facilities; benchmarking; strategic 
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business planning; operations planning; sustainability planning and analyses; risk 
management and assessment; financial condition assessment; records, data, and 
document management; database development; presentation organization and delivery; 
and improving communications and working relationships with regulators, community 
members, customers, and other stakeholders; addressing public access to data and 
databases, summary reports, technical memorandum and publications; customer and 
stakeholder education and outreach; development and support for workforce and 
candidate development and outreach programs to ensure availability of qualified 
candidates; development and support for programs to improve the corporate culture in 
ways that will support long-term performance and productivity. 

 
b. Asset Management Services including business planning; technical services and 

strategies related to operations; technical services, planning, and strategies related to 
maintenance, repair, replacement, construction, and improvement of major assets of 
water and hydroelectric systems (i.e., buildings, equipment, facilities, and operational 
systems such as space planning, optimization, electrical, mechanical, elevators, code 
compliance, treatment plants, corporation yards, dams, reservoirs, other storage facilities, 
pipelines, tunnels, pump stations appurtenances, meters, roads, pavements, and fences); 
fleet and equipment management; cost estimating; condition assessment; value 
assessment and analyses; useful life and life cycle analyses and assessment; inventory 
analyses; vulnerability analyses; groundwater wells and well stations; facility 
optimization and documentation; preventive and routine operations and maintenance 
planning; automation and efficiency systems and analyses; SCADA and communications 
equipment design, planning, implementation and optimization; and GIS design and 
support. 

 
c. Specialized Technical Operation/Maintenance Services including structural, seismic, 

geological, geotechnical, modeling, surveying, tunneling, dams and water storage 
facilities (concrete, earth and rock-filled); metallurgical and welding technology and 
inspection; architectural professional services (planning, structural, restoration, 
preservation, rehabilitation of structures, buildings and sites, computer aided drafting, 
model building, lighting design consultation, relocation and architectural cost 
estimating); instrumentation and process control; process analysis; material testing; 
acoustical and vibration analysis; pipeline inspection  & monitoring services; 
electromagnetic testing of prestress concrete pipelines (PCCP); and pipeline structural 
analysis.  

 
d. Land Management Services including ROW management and maintenance planning; 

encroachments removal analyses; surveying; quarry and mining management and 
expertise; vegetation and tree management strategies; mowing and clearing strategies; 
land acquisition analysis; ROW access strategies; parcel management; improved record-
keeping on encroachments and correspondence relative to ROW use; debris removal 
management; weed abatement management; and management of fence, road, and paving 
maintenance, repair and replacement. 

 
e. Security, Asset Control, and Emergency Response Services including development 

and update of security and emergency operations plans; strategies and analyses of 
securement/hardening of facilities and sites (e.g., fencing, cover, concealment); intrusion 
detection and access control of facilities; monitoring locations via SCADA; crisis 
management; training, drills, and exercises development and implementation; and 
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identification of materials, equipment, and facility upgrades needed to improve 
emergency response capabilities. 

 
f. Environmental and Regulatory Compliance Services, Hazardous Materials and 

Waste Services including compliance analyses and audits; hazardous materials and waste 
management and planning; soils and groundwater sampling and testing; site assessments; 
contamination surveys; abatement strategies; risk assessments; regulatory requirements 
and strategy; regulatory agency liaison; remediation and monitoring; permitting and 
permit compliance; industrial hygiene oversight; anticipated regulatory controls; 
underground and above-ground tank requirements; hazardous materials planning, storage, 
transportation, use, removal, manifests, and disposal analyses and strategies; spill 
response management; spill prevention and countermeasures planning; risk management 
plans; remediation analyses; facility and emergency response and evacuation plans, and 
training. 

 
g. Health and Safety Services including OSHA policies and procedures interpretation and 

compliance; code of safe practices development; worker and equipment safety 
evaluations; site inspections; alternative equipment use analysis; and inspection, 
documentation, and emergency response consulting. 

 
h. Customer Services including developing and implementing customer community, and 

stakeholder outreach strategies and activities, customer-satisfaction, participation and 
awareness surveys and market research, workshops, and administrative improvements; 
public education outreach and school education on water supplies. 

  
3. Performance Evaluation 
 
Performance evaluations support the SFPUC’s objective of continuously improving the quality of 
Contractor services.  The SFPUC will conduct evaluation/s of Contractor's performance.  Ratings are 
ultimately the decision of the SFPUC and are not subject to negotiation with the Contractor.  However, 
the Contractor may provide comments on a performance evaluation form if an evaluation is performed.  
When the SFPUC conducts performance evaluation(s) of the Contractor, such performance evaluation(s) 
shall not confer any express or implied rights upon Contractor, nor shall they shift any liability to the 
SFPUC for the Contractor's performance of the contract.  
 
4. Reports 
 
Contractor shall submit written reports as requested by the SFPUC.  Format for the content of such 
reports shall be determined by the [Project/Contract] Manager.  The timely submission of all reports is a 
necessary and material term and condition of this Agreement.  The reports, including any copies, shall be 
submitted on recycled paper and printed on double-sided pages to the maximum extent possible. 
 
5. Department Liaison 
 
In performing the services provided for in this Agreement, Contractor’s liaison with the SFPUC will be: 
[insert name of Contract Manager.] 
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Appendix B 
Calculation of Charges 

 
 
As part of Contractor’s proposal [insert date of prevailing Contractor’s proposal], Contractor 
submitted proposed billing rates, attached hereto as Appendix B-1 Fee Schedule Form, for the requested 
tasks in the Overhead and Profit Schedule, incorporated herein by reference.  
 
As provided in the Overhead and Profit Schedule, the budget identified for tasks is an estimate, and the 
City reserves the right to modify the budget allocated, if applicable, to any task as more specific 
information concerning the task order scope becomes available.  
 

1. Billing Rates 

Contractor’s billing rates and each and every staff classification as stated in Appendix B-1 will be 
the billing rates for the listed individuals. The billing rate may not exceed the lowest rate charged to 
any other governmental entity except the City and County of San Francisco.  Billing rates may be 
adjusted annually on the anniversary of the effective start date as indicated in the original Notice of 
Contract Award letter.  The first adjustment may be made no earlier than the first anniversary of the 
effective start date.  The amount of the adjustment is limited to a maximum of the CPI annual 
percentage change increase (San Francisco Bay Area for Urban Wage Earners and Clerical 
Workers) for the previous calendar year.  No increase, including the annual CPI adjustment, is 
allowed to billing rates exceeding $220 per hour, unless Contract Manager and Bureau Manager 
authorize an increase to the rate in writing.   

 
2. Personnel Changes: 

Any proposed changes to project personnel or staff classification as listed in Appendix B-1 must be 
approved in advance of any work commencing on the project and in writing by the SFPUC 
[Project/Contract] Manager.  These personnel changes may include but are not limited to: 

 Proposed addition of new project personnel to perform requested services that are 
within the scope of the Agreement; 

 Proposed change of  staff classification for existing personnel; and/or 

 Proposed replacement or substitution of any employee listed in Appendix B-1 due to 
termination, promotion or reclassification. 

All proposed personnel must meet all qualification requirements established by the Agreement. 

3. Effective Overhead and Profit Rate 

The Effective Overhead and Profit Rate (EOPR) for CS-299 is 0.0.  The EOPR OR Individual Firm 
Overhead and Profit Rate will apply to the billing rate of all individuals not listed in Appendix B-1.  
The EOPR will also apply to all amendments to the Agreement.  If a new subconsultant is added 
during the duration of the Agreement, the new individual firm multiplier can be no more than the 
EOPR. 

 
4. Other Direct Costs (ODC) 
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Direct reimbursable expenses (ODCs – Other Direct Costs) shall include actual direct costs (with 
no mark up) of expenses directly incurred in performing the work.  All ODCs are subject to pre-
approval in writing by the SFPUC [Project/Contract] Manager.   

 
The following items will be eligible for reimbursement as ODCs: 

 
 Out-of-town travel (“out-of-town” shall mean outside the nine Bay Area counties: 

San Francisco, Alameda, Marin, Santa Clara, Sonoma, Contra Costa, Napa, San 
Mateo, Solano);   

 Out- of town meal, travel and lodging expenses for project-related business trips, 
including, but not limited to:  

o Rental vehicle: traveler must select the most economical contractor and 
type of vehicle available and acquire any commercial rate or government 
discount available when the vehicle is rented; 

o Personal vehicle use: Contractor will be paid per mile as established by the 
United State Internal Revenue Service and only for that portion of travel 
that is outside the nine Bay Area counties and non-routine.  Should the 
travel begin or end on a normal workday, the Contractor shall subtract 
commuting mileage from total mileage to calculate reimbursable mileage.  
The Contractor shall submit to the City an approved mileage log with its 
monthly invoices; 

o Meal and lodging expenses shall be reasonable and actual but limited to 
Federal government per diem rates; 

 Specialty printing (“specialty” as used herein shall mean large volume printing and 
color printing and requires prior written approval by SFPUC project staff and 
documentation of the written approval by the SFPUC must be included with the 
invoice); 

 Specialty computer hardware and software (only with prior written approval by 
SFPUC project staff and documentation of the written approval by the SFPUC 
must be included with the invoice – all hardware and software will be the property 
of the City);  

 Courier services that are project related and originated from the project site offices; 
 Permit fees;  
 Expedited courier services when requested by SFPUC staff; and 
 Safety equipment. 

 
Anything not listed above is not eligible for reimbursement.  They include, but are not limited to: 

 
 All other travel expenses such as parking, bridge tolls, public transit, vehicle 

mileage within the nine Bay Area Counties, travel from Contractor’s home office 
to SFPUC facilities; 

 Contractor personnel relocation costs; 
 Any home or regional office labor charges or pass-throughs, including but not 

limited to, administrative and clerical personnel time; 
 Personnel relocation and temporary assignment expenses; 
 Entertainment expenses; 
 Cell phones; 
 Home office expenses; 
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 Telephone calls and faxes originating in the firm’s home office, standard computer 
use charges, computer hardware or software computer hardware or software (other 
than the specialty hardware or software mentioned above), communication devices, 
and electronic equipment; 

 Meal expenses which are not related to project-related business trips, including 
refreshments and working lunches with SFPUC staff; 

 Equipment to be used by SFPUC staff; and 
 Postage and courier services which are not requested by SFPUC staff. 

 

5. Subcontractor make-up and documentation 

Subcontractor fees are: a) Subject to above restrictions; b) Subject to written pre-approval by the 
SFPUC Regional Project Manager; c) Subcontractor administration markup is limited to five 
percent (5%) of Subconsultants’ actual labor costs. 
 
Second-tier and pass-through subcontracting is prohibited.  Additional subcontractors may be added 
to the contractor team after obtaining pre-authorization by the SFPUC [Project/Contract] Manager,  
Bureau/Division Manager and the Human Rights Commission.   

6. Retention 

Five percent (5%) of each invoice payment will be withheld for each task order. When the work for 
the task order or defined critical milestones has been completed to the satisfaction of the SFPUC 
Regional [Project/Contract] Manager and all work products have been received and approved by 
the SFPUC Regional [Project/Contract] Manager, the Contractor may request that the retention be 
released. In lieu of money retention, an irrevocable letter of credit acceptable to the City will be 
accepted. 

7.  Invoice Requirements 

 The SFPUC is automating its contracting and invoice payment processes with online software 
systems (SOLIS). The following processes are being automated:  Contract Certification, Insurance 
Compliance, Task Order Certification, Timekeeping, Invoice Approval, and Invoice Payment. As 
part of its contracting obligations, the Contractor is required to 1) become an authorized user of 
these systems, 2) attend user training for these systems; and 3) utilize these systems for the 
purposes for which they are intended.  Contractor shall not bill the SFPUC to use these systems.  
Contractor shall not charge SFPUC to send appropriate personnel to user training. 

Contractor shall follow the invoicing and supporting documentation instructions as detailed in the 
SOLIS training or otherwise prescribed by the SFPUC.   
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Wong, Phillip (ECN)

From: ajahjah@att.net
Sent: Wednesday, February 17, 2016 3:17 PM
To: Jones, Sarah (CPC); Gibson, Lisa (CPC); Poling, Jeanie (CPC); Cooper, Rick (CPC)
Cc: BRCAC (ECN); SNA Brick; wpa.balboa.reservoir@westwoodpark.com; Saveccsf Info; 

Shaw, Linda (MYR); Cynthia Dewar; Steve Bruckman; Susan Lamb; Ronald Gerhard; 
mlam@ccsf.edu; Jeff Hamilton; Iwata, Ryan (PUC); Shaw, Jeremy (CPC)

Subject: Re: Environmental Review Process for Balboa Reservoir

Director Jones-- 
 
Thank you very much for the clarification that the PUC-funded AECOM initial study does not satisfy 
CEQA and SF Planning Environmental Planning Division's requirements for an Initial Study in the EIR 
context. 
 
Your responsiveness is greatly appreciated! 
 
Sincerely,  
Alvin Ja 
 

From: "Jones, Sarah (CPC)" <sarah.b.jones@sfgov.org> 
To: "ajahjah@att.net" <ajahjah@att.net>; "Gibson, Lisa (CPC)" <lisa.gibson@sfgov.org>; "Poling, Jeanie (CPC)" 
<jeanie.poling@sfgov.org>; "Cooper, Rick (CPC)" <rick.cooper@sfgov.org>  
Cc: BRCAC (ECN) <brcac@sfgov.org>; SNA Brick <brc.sna@gmail.com>; "wpa.balboa.reservoir@westwoodpark.com" 
<wpa.balboa.reservoir@westwoodpark.com>; Saveccsf Info <info@saveccsf.org>; "Shaw, Linda (MYR)" 
<lshaw@ccsf.edu>; Cynthia Dewar <cdewar@ccsf.edu>; Steve Bruckman <sbruckman@ccsf.edu>; Susan Lamb 
<slamb@ccsf.edu>; Ronald Gerhard <rgerhard@ccsf.edu>; "mlam@ccsf.edu" <mlam@ccsf.edu>; Jeff Hamilton 
<jhamilton@ccsf.edu>; "Iwata, Ryan (PUC)" <riwata@sfwater.org>; "Shaw, Jeremy (CPC)" <jeremy.shaw@sfgov.org> 
Sent: Wednesday, February 17, 2016 1:14 PM 
Subject: RE: Environmental Review Process for Balboa Reservoir 
 
Dear Mr. Ja- 
  
The initial study performed by the PUC wasn’t done for CEQA reasons.  In the context of CEQA that term refers to 
a certain type of document.  An initial study of conditions might be performed outside of the CEQA process, but 
that doesn’t satisfy CEQA’s requirement for a specific type of document.  If you look on our website you can see 
Initial Studies that have been completed, in association with Negative Declarations and EIRs, and you will see that 
they are not the same as the PUC’s publication.  (Note that none of these documents are called “Initial Study”, 
because the study is a companion to a Negative Declaration or a Notice of Preparation of an EIR). 
  
http://sf-planning.org/index.aspx?page=1828 
  
We have not received a PPA or environmental review application for the project.  As I understand it, we are not 
expecting to have a project proposal or initiate environmental review for another year or so. 
  
____________________________ 
Sarah Bernstein Jones 
Environmental Review Officer 
Director of Environmental Planning 
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Planning Department│City and County of San Francisco 
1650 Mission Street, Suite 400, San Francisco, CA 94103 
Direct: 415-575-9034│Fax: 415-558-6409 
Email: sarah.b.jones@sfgov.org 
Web: www.sfplanning.org 
  
  
  
From: ajahjah@att.net [mailto:ajahjah@att.net]  
Sent: Tuesday, February 16, 2016 9:15 PM 
To: Jones, Sarah (CPC); Gibson, Lisa (CPC); Poling, Jeanie (CPC); Cooper, Rick (CPC) 
Cc: BRCAC (ECN); SNA Brick; wpa.balboa.reservoir@westwoodpark.com; Saveccsf Info; Shaw, Linda (MYR); Cynthia 
Dewar; Steve Bruckman; Susan Lamb; Ronald Gerhard; mlam@ccsf.edu; Jeff Hamilton; Iwata, Ryan (PUC); Cooper, Rick 
(CPC); Poling, Jeanie (CPC) 
Subject: Re: Environmental Review Process for Balboa Reservoir 
  
Director Jones, 
  
Thank you very much for the courtesy of your reply, and for your offer to me to contact you and the BPS 
Area Plan staff to answer questions.  
  
I would like to start with two questions regarding the Balboa Reservoir Project: 
  
1.  Has a Preliminary Project Assessment application been filed, and/or discussed? 
  
2.  Has an Environmental Evaluation application been filed, and/or discussed? 
  
The AECOM Balboa Reservoir Initial Study was commissioned and completed by March 2015 via PUC 
Contract CS 229-c.  I believe that this Initial Study--funded by a Water Enterprise contract ostensibly to 
improve the water delivery system--is supposed to be based on the Environmental Evaluation. That the 
Initial Study has been completed leads me to believe that the PPA and EE steps have already been 
done.  Please correct me if I'm wrong. 
  
Thank you in advance for your responsiveness to these two questions! 
  
I have attached a 2/3/2016 submission to the Balboa Reservoir CAC, "The Road to the Balboa Reservoir 
Project:  Fatal Flaws in the Environmental Review Process" for the Environmental Planning Division to 
review and critique. 
  
Sincerely, 
Alvin Ja 
  

From: "Jones, Sarah (CPC)" <sarah.b.jones@sfgov.org> 
To: "ajahjah@att.net" <ajahjah@att.net>; "Gibson, Lisa (CPC)" <lisa.gibson@sfgov.org>  
Cc: BRCAC (ECN) <brcac@sfgov.org>; SNA Brick <brc.sna@gmail.com>; "wpa.balboa.reservoir@westwoodpark.com" 
<wpa.balboa.reservoir@westwoodpark.com>; Saveccsf Info <info@saveccsf.org>; "Shaw, Linda (MYR)" <lshaw@ccsf.edu>; 
Cynthia Dewar <cdewar@ccsf.edu>; Steve Bruckman <sbruckman@ccsf.edu>; Susan Lamb <slamb@ccsf.edu>; Ronald 
Gerhard <rgerhard@ccsf.edu>; "mlam@ccsf.edu" <mlam@ccsf.edu>; Jeff Hamilton <jhamilton@ccsf.edu>; "Iwata, Ryan 
(PUC)" <riwata@sfwater.org>; "Cooper, Rick (CPC)" <rick.cooper@sfgov.org>; "Poling, Jeanie (CPC)" 
<jeanie.poling@sfgov.org> 
Sent: Tuesday, February 16, 2016 12:02 PM 
Subject: RE: Environmental Review Process for Balboa Reservoir 
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Dear Mr. Ja- 
  
Thank you for contacting me regarding the environmental review for the Balboa Reservoir site project.  As I 
understand it, development of this site is in the planning stages.  While the Balboa Park Area plan considered a 
general type and amount of development on the site, at this point no project has been put forward for full project-
level environmental review.  When a project has been defined we will conduct environmental review in accordance 
with all of the procedures and laws under which we work.  All public outreach opportunities required in the 
environmental review process will be provided; in other words, you will hear from the Environmental Planning 
division of the Planning Department early and often once the environmental review begins.   
  
If you have any specific questions, you may contact me or you can be in touch with the planners who worked on 
the Plan Area EIR – Rick Cooper and Jeanie Poling.  Thank you- 
  
____________________________ 
Sarah Bernstein Jones 
Environmental Review Officer 
Director of Environmental Planning 
  
Planning Department│City and County of San Francisco 
1650 Mission Street, Suite 400, San Francisco, CA 94103 
Direct: 415-575-9034│Fax: 415-558-6409 
Email: sarah.b.jones@sfgov.org 
Web: www.sfplanning.org 
  
  
*** Please note that the Environmental Planning (EP) Division office space will be under renovation Friday, Feb 12, 
through Tuesday, Feb 16. During this time, EP files will not be available for public review and EP staff availability 
will be limited. We apologize for any inconvenience. *** 
  
From: ajahjah@att.net [mailto:ajahjah@att.net]  
Sent: Saturday, February 13, 2016 1:08 PM 
To: Jones, Sarah (CPC); Gibson, Lisa (CPC) 
Cc: BRCAC (ECN); SNA Brick; wpa.balboa.reservoir@westwoodpark.com; Saveccsf Info; Shaw, Linda (MYR); Cynthia 
Dewar; Steve Bruckman; Susan Lamb; Ronald Gerhard; mlam@ccsf.edu; Jeff Hamilton; Iwata, Ryan (PUC) 
Subject: Environmental Review Process for Balboa Reservoir 
  
Environmental Planning Staff: 
  
People in the community would like to get some information regarding the environmental review process 
as it relates to Balboa Reservoir.   
  
We would greatly appreciate your assistance in getting to understand the environmental processes that 
have taken place up til now. 
  
According to SF Planning's Environmental Evaluation (EE) Application document, the following items 
were/are  to be dealt with by the Environmental Planning Division.  Please answer for each item:  (1) 
Have these steps been done for the Balboa Reservoir Project;  (2) What was the content of those items; 
(3)  What was the outcome/determination/finding for those items. 
  
1.  Preliminary Project Assessment (PPA)  
  
2.  Environmental Evaluation (EE)  
  
3.  Community Plan Exemption (CPE) 
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According to SF Planning's Environmental Review Process Summary: 
  
An Initial Study is prepared based on information supplied in the EE Application.  Under the direction of 
the Environmental Planning staff, the Initial Study is supposed to be informed by contact with "affected 
public agencies, citizen groups, and concerned individuals."   
  
1.  Was this contact done?  By AECOM?  By OEWD/Planning?  How, and with whom? 
  
As I understand it, contact with the community did not happen until after the AECOM Initial Study 
(12/19/2014) had already been prepared.  The first public meeting took place on 1/21/2015.  Does this 
comport with Environmental Review Process Summary? 
  
[sub-text:  Many, if not most people in the community feel that the Balboa Reservoir Project has been 
presented to us as a done-deal.  The input that has been sought by OEWD/Planning Dept regarding 
"Principles & Parameters" via the Reservoir CAC has essentially been limited to the specifics for an RFP 
for the Reservoir developer.  Input regarding big picture critiques of the BR Project has been essentially 
ignored and bypassed.]  
  
I have attached my submission, "The Road to the Balboa Reservoir Project:  Fatal Flaws in the 
Environmental Review Process," for Environmental Planning Division's consideration. 
  
I request that the Environmental Planning staff respond to each of the items enumerated above.  Your 
cooperation will be greatly appreciated by people in the community--CCSF stakeholders and 
surrounding neighborhoods. 
  
Thanks, 
  
Alvin Ja 
Sunnyside resident 
  

 



THE ROAD TO THE BALBOA RESERVOIR PROJECT: 

FATAL FLAWS IN THE ENVIRONMENTAL REVIEW  PROCESS 

(2/3/2016) 

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

program-level Final EIR.   

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

determination contained in the BPS Final EIR. 

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

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

than-significant: 

“An Initial Study, published in July 2006, determined that implementation of the proposed Area 
Plan and its associated public improvements and development projects may result in potentially 
significant environmental impacts; therefore, preparation of an EIR was required. The Initial 
Study determined that the following effects of the Area Plan would either be insignificant or 
would be reduced to a less-than-significant level by mitigation measures included in the Area 
Plan and, thus, required no further analysis: land use; visual quality; climate (wind);  
utilities/public services (except hydrology and water quality); biology; geology/topography; 
water; energy/natural resources; and hazards (see Appendix A for a copy of the Initial Study). 

“With the exception of land use, which is included in the EIR for informational purposes and to 
orient the reader to the Project Area, the EIR does not discuss the environmental topics listed 
above.” 

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

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

scale of the Balboa Reservoir Public Lands for Housing Project: 



 



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

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

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

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

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

and other schools is based on the BPS FEIR. 

The AECOM Study states: 

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

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

require individual environmental review, development on Balboa Reservoir has received 

programmatic environmental clearance through the Balboa Park Plan FEIR.”   

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

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

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

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

the “less-than-significant” determination for the program-level FEIR to BR. 

CALL FOR RESET 

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

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

BPS FEIR. 

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

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

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

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

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

“Public Services.”  

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

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

Submitted by: 

Alvin Ja 

Sunnyside resident 
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Wong, Phillip (ECN)

From: ajahjah@att.net
Sent: Wednesday, February 24, 2016 11:11 PM
To: BRCAC (ECN); Hood, Donna (PUC); Board of Supervisors,  (BOS); Somera, Alisa (BOS)
Cc: Yee, Norman (BOS); Low, Jen (BOS)
Subject: Big-picture perspective on Reservoir Project

 

BR CAC, PUC, BOS, Land Use Committee: 
 
The Mayor's Office of Economic & Workforce Development and the Planning Department 
 have presented the Balboa Reservoir Project essentially as a done-deed/fait accompli to the 
community. 
 
Other than minor revisions to Principles & Parameters, OEWD/Planning has consistently and repeatedly 
failed to address community concerns regarding big-picture impacts on the existing conditions and 
setting that surround the PUC Reservoir site. 
 
Here is a big-picture perspective on Balboa Reservoir that I urge you to consider: 
 
1.  The Public Land for Housing Program's goal is affordable housing 
 
2.  PUC requires fair market return for sale of its properties 
 
3.  The above two concepts are in contradiction, such that 100% affordable housing is not feasible. 
 
4.  The result is that the Reservoir Project predominantly promotes unaffordable housing:  67% 
unaffordable, in order to allow for 33% affordable. 
 
5.  Even the affordable housing will not be permanently affordable.  The affordability will last only as long 
as the housing's "useful life."  After the end of the "useful life" of  affordable housing, such property will 
be owned free and clear of affordability restrictions.  (This is per 2015 Proposition K language.) 
 
6.  The sale of Balboa Reservoir will result in a short-term cash gain for PUC;  it will result in a long-term 
permanent loss of a large public property;  it will result in a tremendous long-term bonanza for private 
interests. 
 
7.  OEWD/Planning has presented the Reservoir Project to the community pretty much as a done-deal. 
 
8.  CEQA requires assessment of a project's impact on existing conditions and "Public Services "  The 
AECOM Study and the OEWD/Planning Principles & Parameters have failed to properly assess, or to 
propose realistic mitigation measures for the BR Project's significant impact on City College. 
 
9.  Before Mayor's Office can make it a done-deal, the Project will have to be facilitated by the PUC 
Commissioners (5 members) who would have to vote to declare the Reservoir to be surplus property. 
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10. PUC has a Land Use Framework to which it should adhere. 
 
11.  PUC should be asked to disallow sale of Reservoir as surplus in accordance with its own land use 
policy.  See below: 
 
 
 

Balboa Reservoir in context of PUC’s Land Use Framework 
 

The sale of PUC property is governed by the PUC document, “FRAMEWORK FOR LAND 
MANAGEMENT AND USE.” 
 
The document lays down conditions for sale of PUC land to include economic, environmental, and 
community criteria. 
 
The Balboa Reservoir Project has been promoted as part of the Public Land for Housing Program whose 
purpose is to build affordable housing. PUC’s Land Use Framework’s economic criterion requires that 
the sale of Balboa Reservoir “must achieve fair market value compensation for the benefit of 
ratepayers.”  Because of this condition, 100% affordable housing will be unfeasible. 
 
Public Land for Housing, in the context of Balboa Reservoir, will fail its overarching goal of 
affordability.  Instead, Balboa Reservoir will achieve 67% unaffordable housing, in exchange for 33% 
affordable housing  [OEWD/Planning's Principles & Parameters state a goal of 50/50%, but this target is 
unlikely to be reached.  If this 50/50 target is reached, the outcome would be about 250 affordable units, 
and 250 unaffordable units.  Would even this 50/50 ratio justify ceding public property in perpetuity to 
private interests?]. 
 
OTHER LAND USE FRAMEWORK CRITERIA 
 
The PUC Land Use document states: 

ECONOMIC CRITERIA: Land may be sold or transferred when:   
1.  The  sale  or  transfer  does  not  jeopardize  the  future  use  or  
potential sale  of  functionally  related  and/or  adjoining  SFPUC  
land.     
2.  The  sale  or  transfer  will  result  in  savings  of  operational  costs  
expended to manage the property.   
3.  The  sale  or  transfer does  not  result  in a  change  of  use of  the  
property that would increase SFPUC exposure to liability related  
to conditions in the soil or structures that are not warranted by  
the return to SFPUC from the sale or transfer. 
 

Sale of Balboa Reservoir fails to fulfill Condition 2 of “Economic Criteria.”   Selling off Balboa Reservoir 
will not result in saving operational/management costs for Water Enterprise.   
 
Instead of selling off the Reservoir to private developers, retaining this large tract of land constitutes 
“money [public assets] in the bank” for PUC and citizenry. 
 
The Land Use document also states: 

COMMUNITY CRITERIA: Land may be sold or transferred when:  
1.  The  sale  or  transfer  is  evaluated  under  SFPUC  Community  
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Benefit and Environmental Justice policies and objectives.   
2.  The sale or transfer would not significantly adversely affect the  
implementation  of  an  adopted  resource  agency  plan  for  the  
area.  
 3.  The sale would not increase the risk of loss, injury or death to  
SFPUC employees or others on or near the parcel.    
4.  Use  of  the  land  sold  will  not  to  result  in  activities  creating  a  
nuisance. 
 
 

The Balboa Reservoir Project as envisioned by OEWD/Planning fails Condition 4 of “Community Criteria.” 
 
The current plan removes existing parking for City College students.  It deliberately limits parking within 
the Reservoir to 0.5 parking spaces per residential unit in the unrealistic expectation that this will 
discourage car ownership by new Reservoir residents. 
 
Given the limited street parking in the surrounding neighborhoods, and the fact that the main (practically 
and probably the only) ingress/egress to the Reservoir Housing project will be Phelan Avenue, the 500 
unit Balboa Reservoir Project will result in creating a substantial traffic and parking nuisance [The word 
“nuisance” understates the problem]. 
 
The Balboa Reservoir Project as set forth in the OEWD/Planning Principles & Parameters fail to comply 
with PUC’s “Framework for Land Management and Use.” 
 
The sale of Balboa Reservoir to private developers would provide a short–term cash infusion to PUC 
Water Enterprise.  However the short-term gain of quick cash doesn’t justify losing this valuable piece of 
public land in perpetuity to private developers in the guise of “affordable housing.” 
 
 
 
Submitted by: 
Alvin Ja 
District 7 resident 
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Wong, Phillip (ECN)

From: T R <biggihan@hotmail.com>
Sent: Sunday, March 06, 2016 10:52 PM
To: BRCAC (ECN)
Subject: Urban Design Development Parameter suggestion

Strict height limits have proven to be effective at decreasing economic opportunities and increasing housing 
costs, both financial and environmental. We do not want the developers to harm the quality of the 
neighborhoods, but we do want the developers to have the freedom to propose solutions with meaningful 
impact on this housing crisis. 
 
Therefore, I propose that in Principle #2, parameter c, the word “shall” be replaced with “should.” 
 
Theodore from Excelsior 
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Wong, Phillip (ECN)

From: ajahjah@att.net
Sent: Tuesday, March 08, 2016 2:54 PM
To: BRCAC (ECN); Lesk, Emily (ECN); Shaw, Jeremy (CPC); Exline, Susan (CPC); Martin, 

Michael (ECN); Rich, Ken (ECN)
Cc: SNA Brick; wpa.balboa.reservoir@westwoodpark.com; R. Mandelman; Thea Selby; 

Brigitte Davila; John Rizzo; Amy Bacharach; Alex Randolph; Steve Ngo; Bouchra 
Simmons; Susan Lamb; Steve Bruckman; Ronald Gerhard; mlam@ccsf.edu; Jeff 
Hamilton; Saveccsf Info

Subject: Comment on Version 3 of Urban Design & Neighborhood Character P & P

BR CAC, OEWD, Planning Dept: 
 
Here's comment on Principle 4A of Urban Design & Neighborhood Character (for 3/14/2016 CAC 
meeting). 
 
 
Principle 4A states: 
 
Draft Parameters: 
a. Design amenities and the public realm to align with neighborhood activities, desires or needs, 
including current uses of the Site for families, dog walking and exercise 
 
As has been repeatedly stated--but dismissed by OEWD/Planning--the predominant current use is 
student parking.  
 
In response to the suggestion that the current use of parking be included in Parameter 4a, 
OEWD/Planning has side-stepped and dismissed this reality by stating: 

In this regard, “parking” has not been identified as an  
element of local character or cultural history. However, 
as a use, parking and the competing needs of CCSF are  
addressed in the transportation and CCSF principles. In  
addition, more precise identification of challenges and  
solutions to current parking and traffic needs will be  
addressed comprehensively in a neighborhood  
Transportation Demand Management (TDM) study.  

 
This statement ignores the overwhelming community sentiment that parking is one of the most important 
issues/"desires/needs" that will be created by the BR Project. 
 
If OEWD/Planning considers the current use as student parking to be irrelevant for Principle #4 in the 
purported context of "cultural history", it surely can still be considered an element of consideration for the 
overall concept of "Urban Design." 
 
Also, relegating the parking issue to TDM is disingenuous because the fundamental concept of TDM is 
decidedly NOT "comprehensive."  The stated purpose of the SFCTA-funded TDM is "to reduce single-
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occupant vehicle trips by college staff, faculty, students, and neighborhood residents." 
 
What this translate to in real-life is the Marie Antoinette solution of:   "Student parking? Neighborhood 
concerns?  Let them eat cake!" 
 
submitted by: 
Alvin Ja, Sunnyside resident, CCSF lifelong learning student 
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Wong, Phillip (ECN)

From: ajahjah@att.net
Sent: Saturday, March 12, 2016 4:31 PM
To: BRCAC (ECN); Lisa Spinali; Westwood Park Association; Brigitte Davila; Robert 

Muehlbauer; Howard Chung; Rebecca Lee; Christine Godinez; Jonathan Winston; 
Martin, Michael (ECN); Exline, Susan (CPC); Lesk, Emily (ECN); Shaw, Jeremy (CPC); Rich, 
Ken (ECN)

Cc: SNA Brick; wpa.balboa.reservoir@westwoodpark.com; Saveccsf Info; R. Mandelman; 
Thea Selby; John Rizzo; Alex Randolph; Amy Bacharach; Steve Ngo; Bouchra Simmons; 
Brigitte Davila; Susan Lamb; Cynthia Dewar; Steve Bruckman; Ronald Gerhard; 
mlam@ccsf.edu

Subject: Steamrolling Resevoir Project via compartmentalization

BRCAC, OEWD, Planning-- 
 
A recurring theme in community feedback regarding the CAC process has been the sentiment that the 
Reservoir Project is a done-deal. 
 
This sentiment is supported by the fact that big-picture community complaints have continued to be 
side-stepped and avoided. 
 
The OEWD/Planning Team appeared before the SFCCD Board of Trustees in January 2016. 
 
Many trustees brought up the importance of parking and congestion for students.  Trustees raised the 
concern about the impacts that removal of existing parking would have on the students that CCSF 
serves [CCSF, unlike 4-year schools,  is a commuter school.  Unlike 4-year college students, many 
CCSF students--especially those economically disadvantaged--have to juggle family, work and school 
within a highly constrained timeframe.]  
 
At that meeting, Ken Rich, OEWD Director of Development, stated to the Board of Trustees that he: 

 was cognizant of the needs of the college 
 was looking for direction from SFCCD BOT 
 "Nothing is set in stone;  nothing is decided." 
 "All parking is not alike.  City College is not like a highrise downtown, atop of BART." 
 would "work carefully to...incentivize those on the fence between driving and transit...while still 

making sure that there's room enough for people who do need to drive."  

 
Despite this acknowledgement of the importance of parking to CCSF (and neighborhoods) By Director 
Rich, the revised Principles and Parameters continue to sidestep the issue in the Urban 
Design/Neighborhood Character P & P (please refer to my 3/8/2016 CAC submission "Comment on 
Version 3 of Urban Design & Neighborhood Character P & P), and in the revised Transportation P &P. 
 
The City agencies have avoided dealing with important big-picture issues.  OEWD/Planning has done 
this, whether intentionally or not, by separating discussion of the various components of the BR Project 
from the larger surrounding context, and from each other.   
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So Housing, Open Space/Public Realm, Urban Design/Neighborhood Character, Transportation, CCSF, 
Sustainability, Additional Public Benefits have been discussed in generalities that are eminently 
supportable and desirable in and of themselves.  However, the structure of discussion of these topics fail 
to facilitate, and in fact discourages, seeing the topics in the broader context of impacts on the 
surrounding setting. 
 
An example of this is contained in my "Comment on Version 3 of Urban Design & Neighborhood Character P & 
P."   Please read it. 
 
 
I would also encourage you to read my earlier submissions to CAC: 

 2/3/2016:     Road to Balboa Reservoir: Fatal Flaws in the Environmental Review Process 
 2/24/2016:   Big-picture perspective on Reservoir Project 

 
Submitted by: 
Alvin Ja,  Sunnyside resident 
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