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FILE NO. 180163 RESOLUTION NO. 

1 · [Findings of Fiscal Feasibility - Reservoir Community Partners, LLC - Development of Balboa 
Reservoir Site] 

2 

3 Resolution finding the proposed development of the Balboa Reservoir Site, an 

4 · approximately 17-acre site located in the Balboa Park area, fiscally feasible under 

5 Administrative Code, Chapter 29. 

6 

7 WHEREAS, The San Francisco Public Utilities Commission (the "SFPUC" or "SFPUC 
I 

8 Commission") has jurisdiction over the western half of the Balbpa Reservoir, an approximately 

9 17-acre property generally bounded by Riordan High School to the north, the Westwood Park 

10 neighborhood to the west, the Avalon Ocean Avenue apartments to the south, and City 

11 College of San Francisco's Ocean Campus, including the eastern half of the Balboa 

12 Reservoir, to the east (the "Site"); and· 

13 WHEREAS, In 2014, Mayor Ed Lee announced the Public Lands for Housing program 

14 and identified development of the Site as a critical opportunity to utilize public land to help 

15 . address the City's housing crisis; and 

16 WHEREAS, In April, 2015, the Board of Supervisors established the Balboa Reservoir 

17 Community Advisory Committee ("BRCAC") to formalize the community input process for the 

18 . Site; and 

19 WHEREAS, The BRCAC has advised the City on a detailed set of Development 

20 Principles & Parameters, which served as guiding principles for the selection of a developer 

21 partner to finance and construct a residential development at the Site; and 

22 WHEREAS, In November 2015, the voters of San Francisco approved Proposition K, a 

23 measure authorizing certain housing developments on surplus public land, with 33% of the 

24 housing in each such development to be made permanently affordable to low and moderate-

25 income households; and 
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1 WHEREAS, In November 2016, following nearly two years of community outreach, the 

2 SFPUC initiated a developer selection process by issuing a request for qualifications ("RFQ") 

3 · to solicit developers interested in acquiring the Balboa Reservoir site to build mixed income 

4 housing and develop open space; and 

5 · WHEREAS, A RFQ evaluation panel comprised of City staff, a BRCAC community 

6 representative, and a City College representative evaluated the RFQ responses and 

7 recommended three top-scoring teams in March 2017; the three top-scoring teams were 

8 subsequently invited to respond to a request for proposals ("RFP") in June of 2017; and 

9 WHEREAS, The City invited community members to attend, view and comment on the 

10 · three developer proposals at a public workshop at the City College Phelan Avenue campus, a 

11 meeting of the BRCAC, and through the SFPUC website; and 

12 WHEREAS, An RFP Panel comprised of City staff, a BRCAC community 

13 representative, and a City College representative selected a joint venture between Avalon Bay 

14 Communities and BRIDGE Housing Corporation, working with Mission Housing Development 

15 Corporation, Pacific Union Development Company, and Habitat for Humanity of Greater San 

16 Francisco, as the development team for the Site, ·and recommended its selection·to the 

17 SFPUC General Manager in August 2017; and 

18 WHEREAS, On November 14, 2017, by Resolution No: 17-0225, the SFPUC 

19 Commission authorized the SFPUC's General Manager to execute an Exclusive Negotiating 

20 Agreement (the "ENA") between the SFPUC and Reservoir Community Partners, LLC, a 

21 Delaware limited liability company (the "Developer"), a joint venture of AvalonBay 

22 Communities and Bridge Housing Corporation, for a proposed housing development project at 

· 23 the Site (the "Project"), and Developer and the SFPUC have now executed the ENA; and 

24 

25 
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1 WHEREAS, The Developer is conducting comprehensive community outreach, 

2 including engagement with the BRCAC, City College of San Francisco, and local 

3 neighborhood groups, to receive public feedback as refines its Project proposal; and 

4 WHEREAS, The Developer has demonstrated its commitment to the Project by 

5 · expending personnel and funding resources and engaging architectural, economic, legal, and 

6 other consultants to conduct due diligence on site condHions, infrastructure requirements, real 

7 estate market conditions and other key factors that will guide the refinement of the proposed· 

8 concept plan; and 

. 9 WHEREAS, The proposed Project would provide significant public benefits to the.City 

1 O and SFPUC including approximately 550 units of permanently affordable housing for low, 

11 moderate, and middle income households; approximately 4 acres of publicly accessible open 

12 . space; new infrastructure that will provide access and utilities to the Project; additional 

13 community-serving amenities including a childcare center and community room; new 

14 construction and permanent jobs, including a robust commitment fo local hiring; and revenue 

15 to the SFPUC; and 

16 WHEREAS, The City and the Developer have outlined the proposed development 

17 program, land use plan and a summary of general terms for future negotiations regarding 

18 development of the Site and the final Project approval documents (the "Development 

19 Overview"); and 

20 WHEREAS, The Development Overview reflects the parties' current understanding of. 

21 the Project and is consistent with the Project as proposed by the Developer and shared 

22 publicly during the RFP process; it will be refined through the environmental review process 

23 and by future City and community feedback; and 

24 · ·WHEREAS, The City commissioned a third-party consultant to produce a fiscal 

25 feasibility· analysis (the "Fiscal Analysis") to provide the Board of Supervisors with information 
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1 for its consideration in evaluating the fiscal feasibility of the Project in accordance with San 

2 Francisco Administrative Code, Chapter 29; and 

3 WHEREAS, The Development Overview is intended to provide the Board of · 

4 Supervisors with a general description of the Project; the Development Overview is not itself a 

5 binding agreement t.hat commits the City, including the SFPUC, or the Developer to proceed 

6 with the approval or implementation of the Project; rather, the Project will first undergo 

7 environmental review under San Francisco Administrative Code, Chapter 31 and the 

8 California Environmental Quality Act ("CEQA") and will be subject to public review in 

· 9 accordance with the processes of the City and other government agencies with approval 

10 · rights over tht? Project before any binding agreements, entitlements or other regulatory 

11 approvals required for the Project will be con$idered; and 

12 WHEREAS, The construction cost of the Project will exceed $25 million and more than 
. . 

13 · $1 million in public funds may be used for predevelopment, planning, or construction of the 

14 Project, thus triggering review by the Board of Supervisors to determine the fiscal feasibility of 

15 the Project under Administrative Code, Section 29.1; and 

16 WHEREAS, In accordance with Administrative Code, Section 29.3, SFPUC and. 

17 Developer have submitted to the Board of Supervisors the .Fiscal Analysis, which describes 

18 the Project's fiscal plan, along with the DevelopmentOverview, which provides a general · 

19 description of the Project and the general purpose of the Project, copies of which are file with 

20 the Clerk of the Board of Supervisors in File No. 180163; and 

21 WHEREAS, Pursuant to Administrative Code, Section 29.2, prior to submittal to the 

22 Planning Departmt?nt of an environmental evaluation application ("Environmental Application") 

23 required under San Francisco Administrative Code, Chapter 31 and CEQA related to the 

24 Project, it is necessary for the SFPUC to procure from the Board of Supervisors a · 

25 
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determination that the plan to undert(3.ke and implement the Project is fiscally feasible and 

responsible; and 

WHEREAS, The Board of Supervisors has reviewed and considered the materials 

submitted as required by Administrative Code Section 29.3; now, therefore, be it 

RESOLVED, That the Board of Supervisors finds that the plan to undertake and 

implement the Project is fiscally feasible and responsible as set forth in San Francisco . 

Administrative Code, Chapter 29 ("Fiscal Feasibility Finding"); and, be it 

FURTHER RESOLVED, That in making the Fiscal Feasibility Finding, the Board of 

Supervisors has reviewed and considered the general description of the Project, the general 

purpose of the Project, the fiscal plan and other information submitted to it, and ha·s 

considered the direct and indirect financial benefits of the Project to the City of San Francisco, 

the cost of construction, the available funding for the Project, the long-term operating and 

maintenance costs of the Projeet, and the public debt for the Project; and, be it 

FURTHER RESOLVED, That pursuant to San Francisco Administrative Code, 

Chapter 29, the Environmental Application may now be filed with the Planning Department 
\ 

and the Planning Department may now undertake environmental review of the Project as 

required by San Francisco Administrative Code, Chapter 31 and CEQA; and, be it 
' I . 

FURTHER RESOLVED, That Board of Supervisors' Fiscal Feasibility Finding does not 
' ' 

commit the Board of Supervisors, the SFPUC or any other public agency with jurisdiction over 

any part of the Project to approve the terms of any transactions or grant any. entitlements to 

Developer, nor does either the filing of the Development Overview or the Fiscal Feasibility 

Finding foreclose the possibility of considering alternatives to the Project or mitigation 

measures to reduce or avoid significant environmental impacts or preclude the City, after 

conducting appropriate environmental review under CEQA, from deciding not fo grant 

entitlements or approve or implement the Project, and while the Development Overview 
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1 identifies certain essential terms of a proposed transaction with the City through the SFPUC, it 

2 does not set forth all of the final, material terms and conditions of the transaction documents 

3 for the Project; and, be it 

4 FURTHER RESOLVED, that the Board of Supervisors will not take any discretionary 

5 actions committing the City to implement the Project, and the provisions of the Development 

6 Overview are not intended to and will not become contractually binding on the City, unless 

7 and until: (1) the Planning Commission has reviewed and considered environmental 

8 documentation prepared in compliance with San Francisco Administrative Code, Chapter 31 

9 and CEQA for the Project and has determined that the environmental documentation complies 

1 O with San Francisco Administrative Code, Chapter 31 and CEQA; (2) the SFPUC Commission 

11 has adopted appropriate CEQA findings in compliance with CEQA and has approved the 

12 terms of the final transaction documents for the Project; and (3) the Board of Supervisors has 

13 adopted appropriate CEQA findings in compliance with CEQA and approved a development 

14 agreement and the terms of the final purchase and sale agreement and any other property 

15 transfers for the Project. 

16 

17 n:\spec\as2018\1800313\01253478.docx 

· 18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 
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25 

Supervisors Yee; Safai 
BOARD OF SUPERVISORS 1899 Page 6 



BUDGET AND FINANCE SUB- COMMITIEE MEETING MARCH 15, 2018 

Department: 

Office of Economic and Workforce Development (OEWD) 

Legislative Objectives 

The proposed resolution finds that the proposed development of the Balboa Reservoir project 
is fiscally feasible and responsible under Administrative Code Chapter 29. Approval of the 
proposed resolution would allow the City and SFPUC to refer the proposed project for 
environmental review under San Francisco Administrative Code Chapter 31 and the California 
Environmental Quality Act (CEQA). Referral to environmental review does not commit the City 
or the Board of Supervisors to final project approval. 

Key Points 

• The Balboa Reservoir is a 17-acre site adjacent to San Francisco City College owned by the 
San Francisco Public Utilities Commission (SFPUC). The site has not been used as a water 
reservoir and has been identified for residential development. SFPUC selected Reservoir 
Community Partners, consisting of AvalonBay and the non-'profit Bridge Housing, to 
develop mixed-income housing on the site. The development is approximately 1,100 
housing units, of which 50 percent would be market rate and 33 percent would· be 
affordable to low- and mod8'ate-income households, fu.nded by developer equity and 
project revenues. The remaining ·17 percent of housing units would be affordable housing, 
funded by City and other sources not yet identified. 

Fiscal Impact 

• The project is projected to generate annual General Fund revenue for the City of 
$4,059,000. In addition, the Balboa Reservoir project will generate $26,951,000 in one
time development impact and other fees, and $3,311,000 in sales tax and gross receipts 
revenues during construction. Based on our review of OEWD's analysis, our office has 
determined that the Balboa Reservoir Project meets the basic criteria for fiscal feasibili.ty 
as required by Administrative Code Chapter 29 

Policy Consideration 

• Based on our understanding of the Balboa Reservoir Project, several issues should be taken 
into consideration by the Board of Supervisors as the project moves forward. These 
include the phasing of the market and affordable housing development; the timing ~rnd 
structure of the subsidy to be paid by Reservoir Community Partners to the 33 percent 
affordable housing development; the funding of the 17 percent additional affordability 
component; the estimate of future cash flows; rental, and costs; and ensuring affordability 
requirements are binding "into perpetuity" 

SAN FRANCISCO BOARD OF SUPERVISORS 
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BUDGET AND FINANCE SUB- COMMITIEE MEETING MARCH 15, 2018 

Recommendations 

• Request the Director of the Office of Economic and Workforce Development to include the 

following standard terms i.n negotiations of the final development agreement between the 
City and Community Reservoir Partners, whfch is subject to future Board of Supervisors. 

approval: 

o Explicit and binding commitments for equitable phasing of market rate and affordable 

housing development. 

o If Reservoir Community Partners converts existing off-site housing to affordable units 
in order to expedite the development of affordable housing, (a) the total number of 
housing units developed on the Balboa Reservoir site cannot be less than 1,100, and (b) 
33 percent affordability is assessed on all Balboa Reservoir and off-site housing units 

developed or converted as part of the project. 

o Provisions that any subsidy made by Reservoir Community Partners to the affordable 
housing development maximizes financing and minimizes delays, based on a rigorous 
independent financial assessment of the financing options, including grants, loans, and 
gap financing. 

o Preparation of a rigorous, independent cash flow analysis, consistent with OEWD 
P.olicy, to ensure that land price paid to SFPUC and amount and timing of the subsidies 
made by Reservoir Community Partners to the 33 percent affordable housing 
development are maximized. 

o Provisions that future owners be bound 'into perpetuity' by the terms of the 

development agreement. 

• Request MOHCD to report back to the Board of Supervisors early in the process of 
negotiations between the City and Reservoir Community Partners on (a) potential 
financing sources for the additional 17 percent affordable housing; (b) whether the City 
will own any land on which 100 percent affordable housing developments are constructed; 

and (c) conformance of the additional 17 percent affordable housing units to City policy 

and requirements. 

• Approve the proposed resolution. 

SAN FRANCISCO BOARD OF SUPERVISORS 
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BUDGET AND FINANCE SUB- COMMITIEE MEETING MARCH 15, 2018 

MANDATE STATEMENT 

· Administrative Code Chapter 29 requires the Board of Supervisors to conduct a fiscal feasibility 
analysis of any project {1) that has a total cost exceeding twenty-five million dollars 
($25,000,000), and (2) where the City is expected to incur costs related to project development 
in excess of $1,000,000. Chapter 29 requires consideration of five factors: direct and indirect 

. financial benefits to the City including the extent of applicable cost savings or new revenues, 
including tax revenues, generated by the proposed project; (2) cost of construction; (3) 
available funding for the project; (4) the long-term operating and maintenance cost of the 
project; and (5) debt load to be carried by the City or Department. 

A determination by the Board of Supervisors that a project is fiscally feasible only finds that the 
proposed project.merit's further evaluation and environmental review; a determination of fiscal 
feasibility does not include a determination the project should be approved. 

BACKGROUND 

The Balboa Reservoir is a 17-acre site adjacent to San Francisco City College owned by the San 
Francisco Public Utilities Commission {SFPUC). The site has not been used as a water reservoir 
and is not identified by the SFPUC as needed to provide water storage in the future .. The site 
has been identified for residential development, and in 2016, the SFPUC issued a Request for 
Qualifications (RFQ) to solicit developers' interest in acquiring the Balb.oa Reservoir site for 
mixed income hoµsing development. The three top-scoring development teams responding to · 
the RFQ were invited to submit proposals for acquisition and development of the site. 1 

Based on SFPUC's review of the proposals submitted by the three development teams, the 
SFPUC authorized an Exclusive Negotiation Agreement (ENA) in November 2017 with Reservoir 
Community Partners, LLC (Reservoir ·Community Partners), comprised of Avalon Bay 
Communities (AvalonBay) and Bridge Housing Corporation {Bridge Housing). According to the 
resolution authorizing the ENA, nothing in the resolution or the ENA commits the SFPUC or the 
City to approvin.g or implementing the Balboa Reservoir project. 

SFPUC and Reservoir Community Partners prepared a Development Overview in February 2018, 
describi.ng the current status of the Balboa Reservoir project. 

DETAILS OF PROPOSED LEGISLATION 

The proposed resolution finds that the proposed development of the Balboa Reservoir project 
is fiscally feasible and responsible under Administrative Code Chapter 29. Approval of the 
proposed resolution would allow the City and SFPUC to refer the proposed project for 
environmental review under San Francisco Administrative Code Chapter 31 and the California 
Environmental Quality Act {CEQA). Referral to environmenta.1 review does not commit the City 
or the Board of Supervisors to final project approval. Nor does. approval of the proposed · 

1 The three development teams were (1) AvalonBay Communities and Bridge Housing Corporation as master co-. 
developers with Mission Housing, Pacific Union Development Company, and Habitat for Humanity of Greater San 
Francisco, (2) Emerald Fund and Mercy Housing, and (3) Related California, Sares-Regis Group of Northern 
California, Tenderloin Neighborhood Corporation, and Curtis Development. 
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BUDGET AND FINANCE Sus- COMMITIEE MEETING MARCH 15, 2018 

resolution commit the City or the SFPUC to any of the specific terms as outlined in the 
Development Overview. Final project approval is conditioned upon SFPUC and the Board of 
Supervisors adopting the CEQA findings and the final terms of the development agreement to 
be negotiated by the SFPUC, Mayor's Office of Housing and Community Development 
(MOHCD}, and Office of Economic and Workforce Development (OEWD}. 

As described in the Development Overview, the SFPUC will sell the Balboa Reservoir site at fair 
market value to Reservoir Community Partners. Reservoir Community Partners will oversee all 
major aspects of project planning, financing, construction, and post-completion sale, leasing 
and ongoing maintenance operations. Reservoir Community Partners would divide the site into 
several separate parcels that would be sold to the various participants in the LLC agreement. 
These sites will correspond to the portions of the development dedicated to market-rate ahd 
affordable housing, respectively. 

The price that Reservoir Community Partners will pay SFPUC to acquire the site will be informed 
by a cash flow analysis that takes into account the development's 33 percent affordability 
requirement, and by an independent appraisal and appraisal review conducted in accordance 
with the requirements set out in Administrative Code Chapter 23. According to Mr. Ken Rich, 
OEWD Director of Development, OEWD has contracted with an independent economic 
consultant to conduct revenue and cost analysis on behalf of the City. 

The RFP for the development of the Balboa Reservoir site called for at least 50 percent of the 
total housing units to be permanently affordable, with at least (a) 18 percent of units to be 
affordable to low-income households with income up to 55 percent of area median income 

· (AMI} for rental units and 80 percent of AMI for for-sale units; and (b} 15 percent of units to be 
affordable to moderate-income households up to 120 percent of AMI. 2 These provisions 
conform to the requirements of the voter-approved Proposition K passed in 2015 that at least 
33 percent of the total housing units developed on surplus property sold by the City should be 
affordable with at least 15 percent of rental units affordable to people earning up to 55 percent 
of the area median income (AMI) and 18 percent affordable to people earning up to 120 
percent of the AMI. 

According to the Development Overview, Community Reservoir Partners will develop the 
market rate housing consisting of condominiums and rental units, with rental housing currently · 
proposed to make up the majority- 87.8 percent - of market rate units. The affordable housing 
component will be developed by Bridge Housing Corporation, Mission Housing, and Habitat for 
Humanity. Affordable rental units will be developed by Bridge and Mission Housing. For-sale 
units will be developed by Habitat for Humanity. An additional 15 percent of rental units will be 
developed exclusively by Bridge Housing for households earning between 80 - 120 percent of 
AMI. Funding for the required affordable housing component is expected to be paid for with 
AvalonBay equity and revenues generated by the market-rate portion of the project. No City 
subsidy will be contributed to this portion of the project. The Development Overview further 

2 AMI in San Francisco in 2017 was $115,300 for a four-person household. 55 percent of AMI in 2017 for a four
person household was $63,400, and 120 percent of AMI in 2017 for a four-person household was $138,350 . 
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states that Reservoir Community Partners and the City may decide to pursue additional non
City sources of financing such as non-competitive 4 percent federal Low Income Housing Tax 
Credit (LIHTC), tax exempt bonds, or other state or federal funds. 

An additional 17 percent of units may be developed as both rental and for-sale affordable 
housing contingent upon the City accessing additional funding sources. These housing units, 
should funding be secured, would be targeted to households earning between 55-120 percent 
of AMI for rentals, and 105 percent of AMI in the case .of for-sale units. These additional units 
would be developed by Bridge and Mission Housing (rental) and Habitat for Humanity (for sale). 
Possible funding sources for the additional affordable units are future voter approval of a Gross 
Receipt Tax, additional project-granted tax revenues (see below), state sources, and future 
voter approval of affordable housing bonds. · 

The Development Overview includes a provision stating that Reservoir Community Partners will 
work with City College to provide housing targeted towards faculty and students at City College. 
Such provision is contingent upon City College's ability to contribute resources to the project. 
The Development Overview further states that such contributions will not be used to lower the 
fair market value of the land when sold by SF PUC to Reservoir Community Partners subsequent 
to the conclusion of the final development agreement. 

All income restrictions for affordable housing units will apply for the life of the Project. 

FISCAL FEASIBILITY 

Estimated Revenues Generated by the Balboa Reservoir Project 

Annual Revenues 

According to the February 9, 2018 "Balboa Reservoir Project Findings of Fiscal Responsibility 
and Feasibility", prepared by Berkson Associates for OEWD, total development _cost and 
assessed value of the Balboa Reservoir project is estimated at $559,836,000. Due to the 
inclusion of property tax-exempt low income affordable units (units of households earning up 
to 80 percent of AMI), the net taxable assessed value is estimated at $471,805,000. 

Total projected annual General Fund revenue that will be realized by the City is $4,059,000.3 

After subtraction of the 20 percent Charter-mandated baseline, annual discretionary General 
Fund is $3,247,200. Annual General Fund revenues of $4,059,000 consist of $2,682,000 in 

3 Local property taxes are apportioned as 65 percent to the City's General Fund, 25 percent to State Educational 
Revenue Fund (ERAF), and 10 percent to BART, City College of San Francisco, and the Bay Area Air Quality 
Management District. General Fund revenues of $4,059,000 generated by the Balboa Reservoir project do not 
include $1,053,000 allocated to mandated property tax set asides for the Children's Fund, Library Preservation 
Fund, or Open Space Fund; San Francisco Municipal Transportation Agency (SFMTA) 80 percent share of parking 
tax share; and the share of sales tax allocated to public safety, and the San Francisco County Transportation 
Authority. · 
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property tax, $567,000 in Property Tax in Lieu of VLF, $391,000 in property transfer taxes, and 
$419,000 in sales tax, parking tax, and gross receipts tax. 

One-time Revenues 

According to the Berkson report, the Balboa· Reservoir project will generate $26,951,000 in one
time development impact and other fees, including community infrastructure, childcare, 
transportation, and school district fees, and $3,311,000 in sales tax and gross receipts revenues 
during construction.· 

Estimated Annual Costs to the City 

Total estimated annual costs to the City of providing additional police and fire services, and. · 
road maintenance to the project sum to $1,538,000. In addition, $1,053,000 of General Fund 
revenue is allocated to mandated set-asides for the Children's Fund, Library Fund, and Open 
Space Acquisition Fund; San Francisco Municipal Transportation Agency (SFMTA) parking tax 
share, public safety sales tax share, and San Francisco County Transportation Authority sales tax · 
share. 

Other Estimated Benefits 

According to the Berkson report, other public benefits of the Balboa. Reservoir project include 
short term construction jobs (estimated to be 2,800 job years), a small number of permanent 
jobs, and construction of approximately 1,100 units of housing. 

Determination of Fiscal Feasibility 

Based on our review of the Berkson report our office has determined that the Balboa Reservoir 
Project meets the basic criteria for fiscal feasibility as required by Administrative Code Chapter 
29. As noted above, a determination by the Board of Supervisors that a project is fiscally 
feasible only finds that the proposed project merits further evaluation and environmental 
review; a determination of fiscal feasibility does not include a determination the project should 
be approved. 

- - - - -~ ~ ~- -

POLICY CONSIDERATION . 

Based on our reading of the Development Oyerview, several issues should be taken into 
consideration by the Board of Supervisors as the project moves forward. 

Project Phasing 

One, the Development Overview has language related to the phasing of the project. Consistent 
with stan.dard City practice, to ensure that Reservoir Community Partners does not front load 
the market rate component of the project, while delaying the development of the affordable· 
units, the Board of Supervisors should request that OEWD include explicit and binding 
commitments for equitable phasing of market rate and affordable housing development in 
negotiations of the final development agreement between the City and Reservoir Community 
Partners. 
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Maximizing Onsite Market Rate and Affordable Housing 

Two, as written the project has language that would allow Reservoir Co'mmunitY Partners to 
fulfill portions of the affordable housing component through conversion of nearby off-site 
housing owed by AvalonBay if doing so would accelerate the availability of affordable housing 
(p 5). Reservoir Community Partners could potentially seek to use conversion of offsite vacant 
units in existing properties owned by AvalonBay to fulfill the 33 percent affordable requirement 
intended by Proposition K. This could potentially result either in reducing (a) the project's net 
contribution to expanding the City's total housing stock if off-site units are not re pl.aced one
for-one with units onsite; and (b) the total percentage of affordable units below the 33 percent 
of the project as a whole, when the off-site units are included in the total housing count. 

For example, Reservoir Community Partners has proposed that a total of 1,100 units will be 
made availC!ble on-site, of which 363 would be required to be affordable as per the terms of 
Proposition K (2015). If Reservoir Community Partners provides 100 of these units through 
conversion of off-site vacant housing units, the net addition of on-site units would reduce by 
100 units the overall project contribution to the City's total housing stock unless they are 
replaced by an equivalent number of on-site units. Moreover, if off-site units are used to free 
up on-site units and are replaced with marke~ rate units, the net result is of the 1,210 total on- . 
site and off-site units, only 30 percent of this total would be affordable to households earning 
between 55 percent and 120 percent of AMI, which is not the intention of Proposition K. 

Given the City's chronic housing crisis, we recommend that the final development agreement 
between the City and Reservoir Community Partners contain provisions to maximize both the 
feasible number of affordable units a.s a share of total units, and the total number of new units. 
Therefore, the Board of Supervisors should request OEWD to include in negotiations an 
expectation that if Reservoir Community Partners converts existing off-site housing to 
affordable units in order to expedite the availability of affordable housing, (a) the total number 
of housing units developed on the Balboa Reservoir site canriot be. less than 1,100, and (b) 33 
percent affordability is assessed on the sum total of all Balboa Reservoir and off-site housing 
units developed or converted as part of the project. 

Uncertainty in How the Market Rate Units will subsidize the Affordable Housing Portion of the 
Balboa Reservoir Project 

Third at this stage in the process the structure of the subsidy to fund the 33 percent affordable 
housing development is not known. The subsidy could potentially be provided by the market
rate portion of the project as a grant, a loan, or gap funding. 4 The Development Overview 
states the baseline 33 percent affordability requirement will be paid for by AvalonBay equity 
contributions and through subsidies provided by the market rat.e portion of the proposed 
development. · 

4 Gap funding could mean that the affordable housing developer - Bridge Housing, Mission Housing, br Habit'at for 
Humanity - finances the affordable housing development through loans and other sources, and applies rents from 
the affordable housing units to the loan payments; and that the market-rate portion of the project funds the gap 
between the affor.dable housing rents applied to the loan payments and the total loan payments. 
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Potential options for the subsidy to the affordable housing development include: (a) Reservoir 
Community Partners providing the subsidy as an upfront lump sum grant in which they waive 
all future financial interest; (b) the affordable housing developers being responsible for 
accessing construction loans and permanent financing, with Reservoir Community Partners 
subsidizing a portion of interest and principal payments through gap funding; or (c) this subsidy 
will taking the form of a loan by Reservoir Community Partners to be paid back out of expected 
future revenues generated by the affordable housing development. 

Outright contribution of equitX through a grant from Reservoir Community Partners would be 
the most advantageous option from the vantage point of reducing the total cost of the 
affordable housing development. This option will be the most expensive from the vantage point 
of estimating the return to Reservoir Community Partners on the market rate development. 
Pursuing the second option - e.g. having Reservoir Community Partners offset a share of the 
cost of debt repayment through redirection of some portion of the rents of the niarket rate 
units - has the benefit of reducing long-term financing costs. Conversely, the use of debt, as 
opposed to upfront equity commitm.ent, will increase the overall development costs of the 
affordable housing component. Moreover, this option exposures affordable housing 
developers to risks in the form of higher future funding costs (rising interest rates), and the risk 
of construction delays due to the time required to secure long-term permanent finance. 

If the subsidy is structured as a loan made by Reservoir Community Partners to be repaid out of 
future revenues, this option would only qualify as a subsidy if the loan is made at well below 
prevailing market interest rates. Lending against future revenues allows Reservoir Community 
Partners to recapture a portion of the future cash flows generated by the affordable housing 
units, and should thus be treated as a component of profit. This fact should be incorporated . 
into any final estimation of the costs and returns on the market rate portion of the proposed 
development. 

Finally, differences in how Reservoir Community, Partners allocates the timing and structure of 
the subsidy (see (a), (b), and (c) above) can give rise to very different estimates of the net rate 
of return to AvalonBay and overall project profitability. These estimates are what are typically 
used to assess the viability of requiring new developments to meet City-mandated affordability 
requirements. They will also be used to estimate the fair market value of the site that will be· 
paid to the SFPUC. The Board of Supervisors should therefore request that OEWD conduct a 
rigornus independent assessment to ensure the final development agreement is structured to 
insure inclusion of the maximum possible share of affordable housing units. 

Uncertain Financing for Affordable Housing Not Financed by Reservoir Community Partners 

Fourth, the development of the additional 17 percent affordable housing does not have 
identified financing sources. Potential sources identified in the Development Overview for the 
additional 17 percent affordable housing units include future voter approval of gross receipts 
taxes and state housing bond ballot measures, General Fund revenues generated by the 
project, State grants or loans. BRIDGE Housing, Mission Housing, and Habitat for Humanity 
would be responsible tci develop the additional 17 percent affordable housing units. 
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Also, ownership of the land on which the additional 17 percent of affordable housing would be 
built has not been defined. The Mayor's Office of Housing and Community Development 
(MOHCD) could potentially own the land and enter into long term ground leases with 
affordable housing developers, which is the current practice of MOHCD. The Board of 
Supervisors should request MOHCD to report back to the Board of Supervisors early in the 
process of negotiations between the City and Reservoir Community Partners on (a) potential 
financing sources for the additional 17 percent affordable housing; (b) whether the City will 
own any land on which 100 percent affordable housing developments are constructed; and (c) 
conformance of the additional 17 percent affordable housing units to City policy and 
requirements. 

Potential Underestimation of Project Income and Overestimation of Project Costs 

Fifth, the cash flow analysis developed as part of the development agreement between the City· 
and Reservoir Community Partners will be used to inform the land price paid to SFPUC, and the 
amount and timing of the subsidies made by Reservoir Community Partners to the 33 percent 
affordable housing development. If project income is underestimated or project costs are 
overestimated, the financial return· to the project could be underestimated, resulting in a lower 
purchase price paid to SFPUC, or lower or delayed subsidy payments. Therefore, OEWD needs a 
rigorous, independent cash flow .analysis, which according to Mr. Rich, is consistent with 
OEWD's policies. 

· Avalon Bay's Financia/. Viability 

Sixth, based on our review of the online financial reports and SEC filings of AvaloilBay, 
AvalonBay is well capitalized, has a low debt-to-equity ratio, and relatively stable cash flow, 
indicating that AvalonBay is financial viable. However, given the potential that Avalon Bay could 
sell its position in the Balboa Reservoir project, the Board of Supervisors should request OEWD 
to include in negotiations of the development agreement between the City and Reservoir 
Community Partners a requirement that future owners be bound into perpetuity by the terms 
of the development agreement. 

RECOMMENDATIONS 

• Request the Director of the Office of Economic and Workforce Development to include the 
following standard terms in negotiations of the final development agreement between the 
City and Community Reservoir Partners, which is subject to future Board of Supervisors 
approval: 

o Explicit and binding commitments for equitable phasing of market rate and affordable 
housing development. 

o If Reservoir Community Partners converts existing off-site housing to affordable units in 
order to expedite the development of affordable housing, (a) the total number of 
housing units ·developed on the Balboa Reservoir site cannot be less than 1,100, and (b) 
33 percent affordability is assessed on all Balboa Reservoir and off-site housing units 
developed or converted as part of the project. 
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o Provisions that any subsidy made by Reservoir Community Partners to the affordable 

housing development maximizes financing and minimizes delays, based on a rigorous 

independent financial assessment of the financing options, including grants, loans, and 

gap financing. 

o Preparation of a rigorous, independent cash flow analysis, consistent with OEWD policy, 

to ensure that land price paid to SFPUC and amount and timing of the subsidies made by 

Reservoir Community Partners to the 33 percent affordable housing development are 

maximized. 

o Provisions that future owners be bound 'into perpetuity' by the terms of the 

development agreement. 

• . Request MOH CD to report back to the Board of Supervisors early in the· process of 

negotiations between the City and Reservoir Community Partners on (a} potential financing 

sources for the additional 17 percent affordable housing; (b} whether the City will own any 

land on which 100 percent affordable housing developments are constructed; and (c} 

conformance of the additional 17 percent affordable housing units to City policy and 

requirements. 

• Approve the proposed resolution. 
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Balboa Reservoir Project 

Findings of Fiscal Responsibility 

February 9, 2018 

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 

Chapter 29 of the City's Administrative Code requires that the Board of Supervisors make 

findings of fiscal feasibility for certain development projects before the City's Planning 

Department may begin California Environmental Quality Act ("CEQA") review of those proposed 

projects. Chapter 29 requires consideration of five factors: (1) direct and indirect financial 

benefits of the project, including, to the extent applicable, cost savings and/or new revenues, 

including tax revenues generated by the proposed project; (2) the cost of construction; (3) 

available funding for the project; (4) the long term operating and maintenance cost of the 

project; and (5) debt load to be carried by the City department or agency. 

This report provides information for the Board's consideration in evaluating the fiscal feasibility 

of a proposed development (the "Project") at the 17-acre Balboa Reservoir parcel shown in 

Figure 1. The City and County of San Francisco ("City), under the jurisdiction of the San Francisco 

Public Utilities Commission ("SFPUC"), owns the parcel ("Site"). The City has entered into 

exclusive negotiations with a team of developers led by BRIDGE Housing Corporation and 

Avalon Bay Communities (the "Development Team") to create a mixed-income housing project 

(the "Project") .at the Site. The Development Team would purchase the Site and build a mix of 

apartments, condos and townhouses. 

Up to half of the units will be affordable to a range of low, moderate, and middle-income 

households occupying apartments and the condo units. The first 33 percent of units will be 

affordable units funded by value created by the Project; the additional affordable units, or up to 

17 percent of total units, will be funded by public sources that could potentially include tax 

credits and other state sources, project-generated sources, future bonds, or the proposed gross 

receipts tax increase. For the purpose of the current analysis, a scenario consisting of 1, 100 

units, consistent with the Development Team's initial proposal, is evaluated; it is anticipated 

that subsequent environmental analysis will consider a range of alternatives. 
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Figure 1 Balboa Reservoir Project Areas 
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February 9, 2018 

All dollar amounts are expressed in terms of 2017 purchasing power, unless otherwise noted. 

Information and assumptions are based on data available as of February 2018. Actual numbers 

may change depending on Project implementation and future economic and fiscal conditions. 

FISCAL BENEFITS 
The proposed Balboa Reservoir Project, if approved, will create approximately $4 million in new, 

annual ongoing general tax revenues to the City. After deducting required baseline allocations, 

and preliminary estimates of direct service costs described in Chapter 3, the Project as proposed 

will generate about $1.7 million annually to the City, in addition to about $1 million in other 

dedicated and restricted revenues. The fiscal results are largely proportional to the number of 

units, assuming the mix of affordable units remains constant. A reduction in the number of u_nits 

would reduce the magnitude of the potential benefits, but the net impact on the City General 

Fund would remain positive. 

The Project will generate an additional $400,000 annually to various other City funds {children's' 

fund, libraries, open space), and $600,000 annually to either restricted uses including SFMTA 

(parking taxes), public safety (sales taxes), and San Francisco Transportation Authority (sales 

taxes). 

Additional one-time general revenues, including construction-related sales tax and construction 

gross receipts tax, total $3.3 million. 

Based on standard fee rates, development impact fees total an estimated $23 million, although 

the City may agree to credit some of these fees back to the Project in consideration of public

serving improvements that the Project provides in kind. In addition, certain development fees, 

including childcare fees and bicycle facility in-lieu fees, could be offset by facilities constructed 

onsite, according to the City's standard impact fee policy. No affordable housing or jobs housing 

linkage fees are assumed due to the provision of affordable housing onsite. 

The new general revenues will fund direct services needed by the Project, including police and 

fire/EMS services, and maintenance of roads dedicated to the City. Other services, including 

maintenance and security of parks and open space, will be funded directly by tenants of the 

Project. The estimated $1.7 million in neJCity general revenues, after deducting service costs 

and Charter-mandated baseline allocations of general revenues, will be available to the City to 

fund improved or expanded Citywide infrastructure, services ancl affordable housing. Chapter 3 

further describes fiscal revenue and expenditure estimates. 
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ECONOMIC BENEFITS 
The Project will provide a range of direct and indirect economic benefits to the City. These 

benefits include a range of economic benefits such as new jobs; economic activity, and 

increased public and private expenditures as described in Chapter 5 and summarized below: 

• Over $560 million of construction activity and approximately 2,800 construction-related 

job-years during development, in addition to indirect and induced jobs. 

• Approximately 1,100 new.residential units, including up to 550 permanently affordable 

units. This housing is critical to economic growth in San Francisco and the region. 

The Project will also create a small number of permanent non-construction jobs onsite related 

to parking facilities, landscape maintenance, and various services associated with the residential 

units. 

DIRECT FINANCIAL BENEFITS TO THE SFPUC 
The SFPUC, which has exclusive jurisdiction over the Site~ will benefit financially from the sale of 

the Site. The land sale price will be negotiated to reflect the final development and public 

benefits program. The SFPUC may also realize increased revenues by providing power to the 

Project's residents. 

NEW PUBLIC FACILITIES 
The Project will construct parks and open spaces available to the general public. The Project also 

includes a childcare center that will be accessible by the public as well as the Project's residents. 

OTHER BENEFITS 
The Project may fall within the Ocean Avenue Community Benefits District (CBD), which assesses. 

property owners to provide funding for a range of services within the neighborhood, including 

. maintenance and cleaning of public rights of way, sidewalk operations and public safety, and 

District identity and streetscape improvements. Parcels within the CBD pay for and receive these 

services as participants in the CBD. The CBD's applicability and associated tax rate will be 

determined prior to project ap'provals. 
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1. THE PROJECT & COSTS OF CONSTRUCTION 
The Project will be constructed in two phases with Site preparation and construction planned to 

begin as early as 2021, Phase 1 units leased and sold as early as 2023, and Phase 2 units leased 

and sold by 2025, according to current plans. The Project and its development costs total at 

least $560 million, as described below. The Development Team will be responsible for planning, 

construction, marketing and operating the Project. The Development Team will reimburse the 

City for its costs incurred during the Project planning and environmental review process, 

including City staff costs. Chapter 2 describes sources offunding to pay for development costs~ 

PROJECT DESCRIPTION 
The Balboa Reservoir Site is an approximately 17-acre parcel that the City owns under the 

SFPUC's jurisdiction. The Site is located in the central southern portion of San Francisco,: 

bounded by City College of San Francisco's Ocean Campus to the east, Riordan High School to 

the north, the Westwood Park neighborhood to the west, and the Avalon Ocean Avenu·e 

apartments to the south. 

Plans for the Site's development envision a mixed-income housing Project. The Development 

Team would purchase the Site and build a mix of apartments, condos and townhouses. 

Residential -This fiscal analysis assumes a scenario consisting of 1,100 total residential units. 

This scenario is based on the Development Team's response to the SFPUC Request for 

Proposals; environmental analysis will evaluate a range ofunits that may differ from the 

scenario in this report, and the Project's final unit count may also differ accordingly. 

Affordable Housing -The Project proposes 50 p~rcent of total units to be affordable, including 

18 percent affordable to low-income households,1 and 15 percent affordable to moderate

income households2
, for a subtotal of 33 percent affordable housing units. An additional 17 

percent of units are proposed to be affordable to a combination of low, moderate, and middle

income households. 

Parking - The fiscal analysis evaluates 1,010 parking spaces. Of the total spaces, 500 will be 

constructed in a parking garage and shared with the City College community. 

1 Low-income rents would not exceed 55% of Area Median Income (AMI), and low-income for-sale prices 
would not exceed 80% of AMI. 

2 Moderate-income rents and sales prices would not exceed 120% of AMI. 
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CONSTRUCTION COSTS·AND ASSESSED VALUE 
Table 1 summarizes development costs totaling at least $560 million,3 which will be phased 

through buildout by 2025 depending on future market conditions. Taxable assessed value is 

estimated based on development cost, with_ affordable rental housing exempted from property 

taxes if serving households who earn no more than 80% of AMI . These costs and values provide 

the basis for estimates of various fiscal tax revenues and economic impacts. 

Table 1 Summary of Construction Costs and Assessed Value 

Item 

Residential Buildings (1) 

Townhouses (Market-rate) 
Condos (Affordable) 
Apartments (Market-rate) 
Apartments (Moderate) 
Apartments (Low-income) 

Subtotal, Residential Buildings 

Other 
Parking - shared (500 spaces) 
Infrastructure (2) 
Other Costs (3) 

Total 

(less) Property Tax-Exempt 
Low-income Rental Units (up to 80% AMI) 

Net Taxable Assessed Value 

Development Cost 

$60,598,000 
$15,360,000 

$169,412,000 
$87,818,000 
$88,031 ,000 

$421,219,000 

$13,830,000 
$38,000,000 
$86,787,000 

$559,836,000 

($88,031,000) 

$471,805,000 

(1) Includes building hard costs, residential parking, and site development. Site 

acquisition and community benefits are to be negotiated and are not included. 

(2) Master infrastructure includes utilities, roads; grading, parks and open space. 

(3) "Other Costs" include soft costs (eg legal, design, finance, furnishings and fixtures). 

Permits & Fees not included for purposes of A.V. estimates. 219118 

3 Hard and soft development costs; land costs, community benefits and other mitigations are to b'e 
negotiated and are not estimated. 
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2. AVAILABLE FUNDING FOR THE PROJECT 

As described in the prior chapter, development costs are anticipated to total $560 million or 

. more over the course of Project buildout. Several financing mechanisms and sources will assure 

funding of these costs and development of the Project. 

HORIZONTAL & VERTICAL DEVELOPMENT OF THE SITE 
The Development Team will be responsible for funding all horizontal Site improvements; 

infrastructure and public facilities needed to serve the Project, and vertical building construction 

with the exception of a portion of the affordable housing, as described in the section that 

follows. In addition to Developer equity and private financing, Project-based sources offunding 

and/or reimbursement could include (but may not be not limited to) the following: 

• Net sales proceeds and lease revenues -- Revenues generated by the Project will help to 

fund improvements and repay private sources of investment and debt. 

• Mello-Roos Community Facilities District (CFD) -- Bond proceeds secured by CFO special 

taxes may help to fund infrastructure costs. CFO special taxes not required for CFO debt 

service may fund horizontal .site development costs on a "pay-as-you-go" basis. 

• State sources - No direct City subsidy will be used to build the 33% of the Projeds total 

housing units that must paid for by the Project. However, the Developer may access non

competitive state funding such as 4% tax credits and tax-exempt bonds 

FUNDING OF AFFORDABLE HOUSING 
As described above, 33% of the Project's total housing units will be affordable housing paid for 

by the Project, such as with Developer equity or revenues generated by the market-rate portion 

of the Project, or non-competitive state sources. This baseline 33% rate is based on Proposition 

K (2015), which set the expectation that housing on property sold by the City will have no less 

than this amount of affordable housing.· 

Up to an additional 17% of the Project's total housing units will be affordable housing paid for 

with non-Project funds. The Development Team's initial proposal estimated that a subsidy of 

approximately $26 million would be required to provide approximately 187 additional 

affordable housing units, although this cost is subject to change as a result of changes in 

construction costs, availability of state funding, the low income housing tax credit market, and 

the Project's unit count or affordable housing program. 
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Funding sources for this additional affordable housing could potentially include: 

• Gross Receipts Tax. In June, 2018, San Francisco voters will consider a ballot measure 

that would raise funds for affordable housing by increasing the gross receipts tax rate 

for commercial space. If this measure is approved, the Project would be eligible to utilize 

a portion of the new affordable housing funds. 

• Project-Generated Sources. As determined by fiscal feasibility analysis, the Project will 

generate net new General Fund revenue of approximately $1. 7 million. A portion of this 

revenue could be reinvested back into the Project; the mechanism for this reinvestment 

could be an infrastructure financing district, an affordable housing investment plan 

pursuant to AB 1598, or a direct transfer from the City. 

• State Sources~ The Project could apply for on.e of several funding sources administered 

at the state level, such as the California's Affordable Housing and Sustainable 

Communities program and certain low income housing tax credit programs. 

• Bond Revenue. In November, 2018, California voters will consider a $4 billion state 

affordable housing bond. In addition, local affordable housing bonds are likely to be 

proposed in San Francisco in upcoming years; most recently, in 2015, San Francisco 

voters approved a $310 million .affordable housing bond. 

OTHER MAINTENANCE FUNDING 
In addition to the public tax revenues generated to fund public services and road maintenance, 

as described in the Chapter 3 fiscal analysis, CFD special taxes (or HOA fees) will be paid by 

property owners to fund a range of public services including onsite parks and open space 

maintenance and operation. 
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3. FISCAL ANALYSIS: INFRASTRUCTURE 
MAINTENANCE & PUBLIC SERVICES 

Development of the Project will create riew public infrastructure including streets, parks and 

open space that will require ongoing maintenance. Table 2 summarizes total annual general 

revenues created by the Project, and net revenues available after funding the Project's service 

costs. The fiscal results are largely proportional to the number of units, assuming the mix of 

affordable units remains constant. A reduction in the number of units would reduce the 

magnitude of the potential benefits and an increase in the number of units would increase their 

magnitude, but in either case the net impact on the City General Fund would remain positive. 

Table 2 Estimated Annual Net General Revenues and Expenditures 

Item 

Annual General Revenue 
Property Taxes (1) 
Property Tax in Lieu of VLF 
Property Transfer Tax · 
Sales Tax 
Parking Tax (City 20% share) 
Gross Receipts. Tax 

Subtotal, General Revenue 
(less) 20% Charter Mandated Baseline 
Revenues to General Fund above Baseline 

Public Services Expenditures 
Parks and Open Space 
Roads (maintenance, street cleaning) 
Police (2) 
Fire (2) 

Subtotal, Services 

NET Annual General Revenues 

Annual Other Dedi·cated and Restricted Revenue 
Property Tax to Other SF Funds (1) 
Parking Tax (MTA 80% share) 
Public Safety Sales Tax 
SF Cnty Transportation Auth'y Sales Tax 

Subtotal . 

TOTAL, Net General+ Other SF Revenues 

Other Revenues 
Property Tax to State Education Rev. Fund (ERAF) 

Annual 
Amount 

$2,682,000 
$567,000 

391,000 
261,000 

95,000 
63,000 

$4,059,000 
($811.800) 

$3,247,200 

Project's taxes or fees 
76,000 

855,000 
607.000 

$1,538,000 

$1,709,200 

$413,000 
$380,000 
$130,000 
$130,000 

$1,053,000 

$2,762,200 

$1, 195,000 

(1) Property tax to General Fund at 57%. Other SF funds include the 
Childrens' Fund, Library Fund, and Open Space Acquisition. 

(2) Police and Fire costs based on Citywide avg. cost per resident and per job. 
2/9118 . 
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As noted in the prior Table 2, certain service costs will be funded through special taxes or 

assessments paid by new development and managed by a master homeowners association 

(HOA). Other required public services, including additional police, fire and emergency medical 

services (EMS), as well as the tnaintenance of any new roaqs that are built by the Project and 

transferred to the City, will be funded by increased General Fund revenues from new 

development. MUNI/transportation services may also be affected and will be offset by a 

combination of service charges, local, regional and State funds . 

. Table 3 summarizes developmentimpact fees and other one-time revenues during construction. 

The impact fee revenue will be dedicated and legally required to fund infrastructure and 

. facilities targeted by each respective fee. Credits may be provided against certain fees to the 

extent that the Project builds qualifying infrastructure and public facilities onsite, for example, 

bicycle parking and childcare facilities. The City may also agree to credit some of these fees back 

to the Project in consideration of public-serving improvements that the Project provides in kind. 

Certain impact fee revenues may be used Citywide to address needs created by new 

development. No affordable housing in~lieu fees or jobs housing linkage fees are assumed due 

to the Project providing affordable units equal to 50 percent of total units. 

Table 3 Estimated Impact Fees and One-Time Revenues 

Item 

City Development Impact Fees (1) 

Balboa Park Community Infrastructure 
·Jobs Housing Linkage (2) 
Affordable Housing (3) 
Child Care (4) 
Bicycle Parking In-lieu 
Transportation Sustainability Fee 

Other Fees 
San Francisco Unified School District 

Other One-Time Revenues 
Construction Sales Tax (1 % Gen'I Fund) 
Gross Receipts Tax During Construction 

Total: Other One-Time Revenues 

Total 
Amount 

$9,371,000 
na 

provided onsite 
$2,308,000 

provided onsite 
$11.315,000 
$22,994,000 

. $3,957 ,000 

$1,419,000 
$1,892,000 
$3,311,000 

(1) Impact fee rates as of Jan. 1, 2018. Refer to Table A-3for additional detail. 
(2) Linkage fee (commercial uses only) assumed offset by Project's affordable housing. 
(3) Affordable housing will be provided on site. 
(4) Child Care impact fee may be waived in consideration for the Project's· on-site· 

childcare center. 219/1 B 
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MAINTENANCE AND SERVICE COSTS. 
Actual costs will depend on the level offuture service demands, and Citywide needs by City 

departments at the time of development and occup()ncy. 

Public Open Space 

The Project will include at least 4.0 acres of public parks and open spaces. The parks consist of a 

large open space of approximately 2 acres, and at least 1.5 acres, along with "gateway" green 

spaces to serve as gathering places that unite the Site with the surrounding neighborhoods. 

The Recreation and Parks Department (RPO) may express interest in assuming ownership and/or 

operations and maintenance responsibilities for the proposed large open space, subject to 

agreement between the Project developer and the City. The developer may engage in 

discussions with RPO about potentially entering into such an arrangement as part of the 

Development Agreement. However, absent such an arrangement, the Project will fund the parks 

and open spaces' ongoing operating costs, including administration, maintenance, and utility 

costs using CFO services special taxes (or HOA fees) paid by property owners. A master 

homeowners association would be responsible for managing maintenance activities, as well as 

the programming of recreation activities not otherwise provided by the City. Specific service 

needs and costs will be determined based on the programming of the parks. 

Police 

The Project Site is served by the SFPD1s Ingleside Station. The addition of the Project's new 

residents would likely lead the Ingleside Police District to request additional staffing. Over the 

past several decades, the SFPD has kept staffing levels fairly constant and manages changing 

service needs within individual districts by re-allocating existing capacity. If needed to serve 

new residents associated with the Project, additional officers would most likely be reassigned 

from other SFPD districts and/or hired to fill vacancies created by retirements.4 5 For purposes of 

this analysis, the Project's police service cost is estimated using the City's current per capita 

service rate. 

Fire and EMS 

The San Francisco Fire Department (SFFD) deploys services from the closest station wit~ 

available resources, supplemented by additional resources based on the nature of the call. SFFD 

4 Carolyn Welch, San Francisco Police Department, telephone interview, December 22, 2017. 

5 Jack Hart, San Francisco Police Department, telephone interview, January 3, 2017. 
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anticipates that it will require additional resources to serve the Site and its vicinity as that area's 

population grows, but it has not yet determined the anticipated costs. 6 The costs in this report 

have been estimated based on Citywide averages. 

SFMTA 

Using the City's Transportation Demand Management (TOM) Ordinance as a guide, the Project 

will include a TOM program that encourages the use of sustainable modes of transportation fo.r 

residents and visitors. This approach will increase demand for and revenues to local public 

transit service, which includes the J, K, and M MUNI light ra·il lines and the 8, 29, 43, 49, and 88X 

bus lines. The Project will also be required to pay the Transportation Sustainability Fee and/or 

provide equivalent in-kind transportation benefits, as well as provide transportation mitigation 

measures required as a result of the environmental review process. Specific impacts on transit 

services, costs, and cost recovery will be studied and determined by the final development 

program, TOM plan, and environmental review findings. 

Department of Public Works (DPW} 

The Project will create new rights of way to provide access into and out of the Site and 

·circulation with in it. These improvements may be accepted by the City, provided that they· are 

designed to standards approved by applicable City agencies, in which case DPW would be 

. responsible for cleaning and maintaining them. Based on the anticipated type and intensity of 

these proposed rights of way; DPW is estimating annual maintenance costs7• For purposes of the 

current analysis, a Citywide average cost per mile of road provides an estimated cost. 

The Project may also include some smaller roads and access points that would remain private; in 

which case the City would not be responsible for their ongoing operation and maintenance. 

Instead, special taxes paid by owners of Project buildings, for example as participants in a 

services CFO, could fund their maintenance. The services budget would be sized to pay for 

ongoing maintenance of facilities as well as periodic "life cycle" costs for repair and replacement 

of facilities. 

6 Olivia Scanlon, San Francisco Fire Department, telephone interview, February 8, 2018. 
7 Bruce Robertson, Department of Public Works, correspondence with City Project staff. 
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PUBLIC REVENUES 
New tax revenues from the Project will include ongoing annual revenues and one-time 

revenues, as summarized in the prior tables. The revenues represent direct, incremental 

benefits of the Project. These tax revenues will help fund public improvements and services 

within the Project and Citywide. The following sections describe key assumptions and 

methodologies employed to estimate each revenue. 

Charter Mandated Baseline Requirements 

The City Charter requires that a certain share of various General Fund revenues be allocated to 

specific programs. An estimated 20 percent of revenue is shown deducted frol!l General Fund 

discretio-nary revenues generated by the Project (in addition to the ~hare of parking revenues 

dedicated to MTA, shown separately). While these baseline amounts are shown as a deduction, 

they represent an increase in revenue as a result of the Project to various City programs whose 

costs aren't necessarily directly affected by the Project, resulting in a benefit to these services. 

Property Taxes 

Property tax at a rate of 1 percent of valu-e will be collected from the land and improvements 

constructed by the Project. 8 The City receives up to $0.65 in its General Fund and special fund 

allocations, of every property or possessory interest tax dollar collected. The State's Education 

Revenue Augmentation Fund (ERAF) receives $0.25 of every property tax dollar collected. 

The remaining $0.10 of every property tax dollar collected, beyond the City's $0.65 share and 

the $0.25 State ERAF share, is distributed directly to other local taxing entities, including the San 

Francisco Unified School District, City College of San Francisco, the Bay Area Rapid Transit 

District and the San Francisco Bay Area Air Quality Management District. These distributions will 

continue and will increase as a result of the Project. 

Upon the sale of a parcel, building, or individual unit constructed at the Project, the taxable 

value will be assessed at the new transaction price. The County Assessor will determine the 

assessed values; the estimates shown in this_ analysis are preliminary and may change depending 

on future economic conditions and the exact type, amount and future value of development. 

8 Ad valorem property taxes supporting general obligation bond debt in excess of this 1 percent amount 
and other assessments are excluded for purposes of this analysis. Such taxes require separate voter 
approval and proceeds are payable only for uses approved by the voters. 
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Certain properties, including non-profits providing low-income rental housing, are exempt from 

property tax. 

It is likely that property taxes will also accrue during construction of infrastructure and individual 

buildings, depending on the timing of assessment and tax levy. These revenues have not been 

estimated. 

Property Tax In-Lieu of Vehicle License Fees 

In prior years, the State budget converted a significant portion of Motor Vehicle License Fee 

(VLF} subventions into property tax distributions; previously theses revenues were distributed 

by the State using a per-capita formula. Under the current form.ula; these distributions increase 

over time based on assessed value growth within a jurisdiction. Thus, these City revenues will 

increase proportionate to the increase in the assessed value added by the new development. 

Sales Taxes 

The City General Fund receives 1 percent of taxable sales. New residents will gen·erate taxable 

sales to the City. In addition to the 1 percent sales tax received by every city and county in 

California, voter-approved local taxes dedicated to transportation purposes are collected. Two 

special districts, the San Francisco County Transportation Authority and.the San Francisco Public 

Financing Authority (related to San Francfsco Unified School District) also receive a portion of 

sales taxes (0.50 and 0.25 percent, respectively) in addition.to the 1 percent local General Fund 

portion. The City also receives revenues from the State based on sales tax for the purpose of 

funding public safety-related expenditures. 

Sales Taxes from Construction · 

During the construction phases of the Project, one-time revenues will be generated by sales 

taxes on construction materials and fixtures purchased in San Francisco. Sales tax will be 

. allocated directly to the City and County of San Francisco in the same manner as described in 

the prior paragraph. Construction .sales tax revenues may depend on the City's collection of 

revenues pursuant to a sub-permit issued by the State. 

Transient Occupancy Tax (TOT} 

Hotel Room Tax (also known as Transient Occupancy Tax or TOT) will be generated when hotel 

occupancies are enhanced by the residential uses envisioned for the Project, such as when 

friends and relatives come to San Francisco to visit Project residents but choose to stay at 

hotels. The City currently collects a 14 percent tax on room charges. However, given that no 

hotels are envisioned for the Project (out-of-town visitors to the Site will likely stay at hotels 

elsewhere in the City}, the impact will not be direct and is excluded from this analysis. 
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The City collects tax on parking charges at garages, lots, and parking spaces open to the public or 

dedicated to commercial users. The tax is 25 percent of the pre-tax parking charge. The revenue 

may be deposited to the General Fund and used for any purpose, however as a matter of City 

polky the SFMTA retains 80 percent of the parking tax revenue; the other 20 percent is available 

to the General Fund for allocation to special programs or purposes. This analysis assumes that 

parking spaces envisioned for the Project's 500-space shared parking garage will generate 

parking tax; no parking tax is assumed from the residential-only parking spaces. Off-site parking 

tax revenues that may be generated by visitors or new residents are not included. 

Property Transfer Tax 

The City collects a property transfer tax ranging from $2.50 on the first $500 of transferred value 

on transactions up to $250,000 to $15.00 per $500 on transactions greater than $25 million. 

The fiscal analysis assumes that com;,,erCial apartment property sells once every ten to .twenty 

years, or an average of about once every 15 years. For estimating purposes, it is assumed that 

sales are spread evenly over every year, although it is more likely that sales will be sporadic. An 

average tax rate has been applied to the average sales transactions to estimate the potential 

annual tra,nsfer tax to the City. Actual amounts will vary depending on economic factors and the 

applicability of the tax to specific transactions. 

The for-sale units can re-sell i.ndependently of one another at a rate more frequent than rental 

buildings. This analysis conservatively assumes that the average condominium or townhouse will · 

be sold to a new owner every ten years, on average. 

Gross Receipts Tax 

Commercial activity, including residential rental property, generates gross receipts taxes. Actual 

revenues from future gross receipt taxes will depend on a range of variables, including the 

amount of rental income. This analysis assumes the current gross receipts tax rate of 0.3% 

(applicable to revenues in the $2.5 million to $25 million range): 

DEVELOPMENT IMPACT FEES 
The Project will generate a number of one-time City impact fees including: 

• Balboa Park Community Infrastructure (Planning Code Sec. 422) -- These fees "shall be used 

to ·design, engineer, acquire, improve, and develop pedestrian and streetscape 

improvements, bicycle infrastructure, transit, parks, plazas a_nd open space, as defined in the 
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Balboa Park Community Improvements Program with the Plan Are.a. Funds may be used for 

childcare facilities that are not publicly owned or "publicly-accessible. "9 

• Jobs Housing Linkage (Planning Code Sec. 413)-- These fees apply only to commercial uses 

anp are assumed to be offset by the affordable housing provided onsite. 

• Affordable Housing (Planning Code Sec. 415) -All affordable housing will be provided on the. 

Site, and therefore the Project will be exempt from the fees. 

• Child Care (Planning Code Sec. 414, 414A) -A fee per square foot is charged to residential 

uses. It is likely that all or some portion of these fees will be offset and reduced by the value 

of childcare facilities constructed onsite. 

• Bicycle Parking In-lieu Fee (Planning Code Sec. 430} -- This fee is assumed to be offset by 

facilities provided onsite. 

• Transit Sustainability Fee (TSF) (Planning Code Sec. 411A) -This fee, effective December 25, 

2015, replaced the Transit Impact Development Fee. It is a fee per square foot paid by 

residential and non-residential uses. 

In addition to the impact fees charged by the City, utility connection and capacity charges will be 

collected based on utility consumption and other factors. Other fees will include.school impact 

fees to be paid to the San Francisco Unified School District. The Project will also pay various 

permit and inspection fees to cover City costs typically associated with new development 

projects. 

9 San Francisco Plann.ing Code, Article 4, Sec. 422.S(b)(l) Balboa Park Community Improvements Fund, 
Use of Funds. 
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4. DEBT LOAD TO BE CARRIED BY THE CITY AND 
THE SFPUC 

No debt is anticipated to be incurred by the City or the SFPUC in connection with the Project. 

However, public financing or other non-Project sources will be required to achieve the target 

affordable housing rate of 50%, as described above. The City could potentially issue bonds in 

conjunction with several ofthese sources, subject to regulatory and/or voter approval, but a 

number of other financing options would allow the City to avoid issuing new debt. · 

5. BENEFITS TO THE CITY AND SFPUC 
The Project will provide a range of direct and indirect benefits to the City and the SFPUC. These 

benefits include tax revenues that exceed service costs, as well as a range of other economic 

benefits such as new jobs, economic activity, and increased public and private expenditures. 

FISCAL BENEFITS 
As described in Chapter 3, the Project is anticipated to generate a net $1.7 million of annual 

general City tax revenues in excess of its estimated public service costs, in addition to about 

$1 million in other dedicated and restricted revenues. These revenues would be available for 

expansion of local and/or Citywide services and public facilities. Approximately 20 percent of 

revenues are allocated to "Baseline" costs, which represents a benefit to the City. 

ECONOMIC BENEFITS TO THE CITY 
New Permanent Jobs - The Project will create a small number of new jobs related to the parking 

facilities and services, childcare services at the childcare center, and landscape and other onsite 

maintenance services. The residential uses will also create janitorial and domestic service jobs. 

Because the Project is entirely residential, its economic "multiplier" effects are minimal. 

Temporary Jobs - The construction of the Project will create short-term construction spending 

and construction jobs, estimated at 2,800 job-years. 

New Housing Supply- Completion of approximately 1,100 residential units also will have the 

positive economic benefit of adding a significant amount to the City's total supply of housing. 

This provides increased access to housing for existing City residents, as well employees working 

within the City. Importantly, these approximately 1,100 units will include up to 550 units of 

affordable to low, moderate, and middle-income households, which are populations with acute 

housing n.eeds in San Francisco. 
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DIRECT FINANCIAL BENEFITS TO THE CITY AND SFPUC 
The Project will result in several direct financial benefits: 

Proceeds from Property Sale -- The sale of the property cu(rently owned by the City will 

generate net proceeds. The SFPUC will receive fair market value for the sale of the property. 

Increased Sale of Public Power -- The SFPUC may provide electric<\ I power to the Project's 

residents, generating.net revenues to the SFPUC. 

NEW PUBLIC FACILITIES 
The Project will construct parks and open spaces, a shared parking garage, and a community 

room available to the general public. The Project also includes a childcare center that will be 

accessible by the public as well as the Project's residents. These facilities are expected to be 

utilized by the City College community and residents of surrounding neighborhoods. 

OTHER BENEFITS 
The Project may participate in the Ocean Avenue Community Benefits District (CBD) that 

provides funding for a range of services within the neighborhood, including maintenance and 

cleaning of public rights of way, sidewalk operations and public safety, and District identity and 

streetscape improvements. The CBD's applicability and associated tax rate will be determined 

prior to project approvals. 
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Table 1 
Fiscal Results Summary, Ongoing Revenues and Expenditures 
Balboa Reservoir· 

Item 

Annual General Revenue 
Property Taxes (1) 
Property Tax in Lieu of VLF 
Property Transfer Tax 
Sales Tax 
Parking Tax (CitY. 20% share) 
Gross Receipts Tax 

Subtotal, General Revenue 
(less) 20% Charter Mandated Baseline 
Revenues to· General Fund above Baseline 

Public Services Expenditures 
Parks and Open Space 
Roads (maintenance, street cleaning) 
Police (2) 
Fire (2) 

Subtotal, Services 

NET Annual General Revenues 

Annual Other Dedicated and Restricted Revenue 
Property Tax to Other SF Funds (1) 
Parking Tax (MTA 80% share) 
Public Safety Sales Tax 
SF Cnty Transportation Auth'y Sales Tax 

Subtotal 

TOTAL, Net General+ Other SF Revenues 

Other Revenues 
Property Tax to State Education Rev. Fund (ERAF) 

Annual 
Amount 

$2,682,000 
$567,000 

391 ,000 
261,000 

95,000 
63,000 

$4,059,000 
1$811,800) 

$3,247,200 

Project's taxes or fees 
76,000 

855,000 
607,000 

$1,538,000 

$1,709,200. 

$413,000 
$380,000 
$130,000 
$130,000 

$1,053,000 

$2,762,200 

$1,195,000 

(1) Property tax to General Fund at 57%. Other SF funds include the . 
Childrens' Fund, Library Fund, and Open Space Acquisition. 

(2) Police and Fire costs based on Citywide avg. cost perresident and per job. 
219/18 
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Table 2 
Fiscal Results Summary, One-Time Revenues 
Balboa Reservoir 

Item 

City Development Impact Fees (1) 
Balboa Park Community Infrastructure 
Jobs Housing Linkage (2) 
Affordable Housing (3) 
Child Care (4) 
Bicycle Parking In-lieu 
Transportation Sustainability Fee 

Other Fees 
San Francisco Unified School District 

Other One-Time Revenues 
Construction Sales Tax (1 % Gen'! Fund) 
Gross Receipts Tax During Construction 

Total: Other One-Time Revenues 

Total 
Amount 

$9,371,000 
na 

provided onsite 
$2,308,000 

provided onsite 
$11,315.000 
$22,994,000 

$3,957,000 

$1,419,000 
$1,892,000 
$3,311,000 

(1) Impact fee rates as of Jan. 1, 2018. Refer to Table A-3 for additional detail. 

(2) Linkage fee (commercial uses only) assumed offset by .Project's affordable housing. 

(3) Affordable housing will be provided on site. 

(4) Child Care impact fee may be waived in consideration for the Project's on-site 

childcare center. 219118 
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Table A-1a 
Project Description Surnmary 
Balboa Reservoir 

Item (1) 

Apartments 
Market Rate 
Affordable 

Total, Apts 

Condos and Townhouses 
Market Rate Townhouses 
Affordable Condos 

Total, Condos and Townhouses 

Total, Residential 

Market Rate 

Affordable 

Community Gathering Space 

Childcare Center (capacity for 100 children) 

Shared Garage 

50% 

50% 

Units, Sq.Ft., or Spaces 

483 units 
502 units 
985 units 

67 units 
48 units 

115 units 

units 

550 units 

550 units 

1, 100 units 

1,500 sq.ft. 

5,000 sq.ft. 

500 spaces 

175,000 sq.ft. 

(1) Number of units and space are preliminary and for evaluation purposes only. 

Further analysis may consider different development program scenarios. 
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Table A-1b 
Project Description Summary·· Affordable Units 
Balboa Reseivoir 

Housing Category 

Baseline Affordable Apts. 

Low-Income (Bridge/Miss.ion <55% AMI) 

Moderate-Income (Bridge <120% AMI) 

Total Baseline Affordable· 

Baseline Affordable Condos 

Low-Income (Habitat <80% AMI) 

Total Baseline Affordable 

Additional Affordable Apts. 

Low-Income (Bridge <20% & <55% AMI) 

Additional Affordable Condos 
·Moderate-Income (Habitat <105% AMI) 

Total Additional Affordabl,e 

Total Affordable 

Market-Rate Apts 

Market-Rate Townhouses 

Total, Market Rate 

TOTAL UNITS 

% 
of Total 

16% 

15% 

2% 

33% 

15% 

2% 

17% 

50% 

50% 

100% 

Units (1) 

174 
165 

339 

24 

363 

163 

: 24 

187 

550 

483 
67 

550 

1,100 

(1) Number of units and space are preliminary and for evaluation purposes only; 

Further analysis may consider different development program scenarios. 
219/18 
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Table A-2 
Population and Employment 
Balboa Reseivoir 

Item 

Population 

Employment (FTEs) 
Residential (2) 
Parking 

Total 

Construction (job-years) (5) 

TOTAL SERVICE POPULATION 
Residents 

Assumptions 

2.27 persons per unit (1) 

27.9 units per FTE (2) 
270 spaces per FTE (2) 

$559,836,000 Construction cost 

Employees.(excluding construction jobs) 
Total Service Population (Residents plus Employees) 

CITYWIDE 
Residents (3) 
Employees (4) 
Service Population (Residents plus Employees) 

Total 

2,497 

39 

£ 
41 

2,7.54 

2,497 
41 

2,538 

8H,200 
710.300 

1,584,500 

(1) ABAG 2015" estimate (citywide); actual Project density will vary depending on unit size and mix. 

(2) Res.idential jobs include building management, janitorial, cleaning/repair, childcare, and 

other domestic services. Factors based on comparable projects. 

(3) Cal. Dept. of Finance, Rpt. E-1, 2017 

(4) BLS QCEW State and County Map, 201603. 
(5) Construction job-years based on IMPLAN job factors". 
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TableA-3 
San Francisco City Development Impact Fee Estimate 
Balboa Reservoir 

Item 

Residential Units 
Market-Rate 550 
Moderate-Income 189 
Low-Income 361 

Total 1, 100 

Other 
Childcare Facility a·pproximately 
Shared Parking (2) 

City Impact Fees (per gross building sq.ft.) (2) Fee Rate 
Balboa Park Community Infrastructure 

Residential (3) $11.32 /sq.ft. 
Non-Residential (3) $2. 13 /sq.ft. 

Jobs Housing Linkage (4) na 
Affordable Housing (5) na 
Child Care (6) $2.03 /sq.ft. 
Bicycle Parking In-lieu Fee (7) na 
Transportation Sustainability Fee 

Residential (8) $9.71 /sq.ft. 
Non-Residentiaf (3) $20.03 /sq.ft. 

Total 

Other Impact Fees (9) 
San Francisco Unified School District $3.48 /sq.ft 

Total 
Sq.Ft. (1) Total Fees 

605,000 
189,000 
342.950 

1, 136,950 

5,000 
175,000 

794,000 . $8,988,080 
180,000 $383,400 

na 
na 

1, 136,950 $2,308,009 
na 

794,000 $7,709,740 
180,000 m3,6o5,4oo 

$22,994,629 

1, 136,950 . $3,956,586 

(1) Residential fees assume approximately 950 to 1, 100 sq.ft./unit. Mix of sizes will vary in final program. 

(2.) All impact fees are as of January 2018. 

(3) Units affordable to a maximum 80% AMI exempt from Balboa Park Community Infrastructure Fee. 

100% of non-residential assumed to be subject to TSF & Community lnfrasiructure Fee. 

(4) Jobs Housing Linkage not applicable to residential. 

(5) Plans anticipate affordable units sufficient to.offset fee requirement. 

(6) Child Care impact fee may be waived in consideration for the Project's on-site childcare facility. 

(7) Bicycle facilities provided onsite, not subject to fee. 

(8) Units· affordable to a maximum 80% AMI exempt from Transportation Sustainability Fee (TSF). 

(9) Additional utility fees and charges will be paid, depending on final Project design. 

· Sources: City of San Francisco, and Berkson Associates. 
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Table A-4 
Assessed Value Estimate 
Balboa Reservoir 

Item 

Residential Buildings (1) 
Townhouses (Market-rate) 
Condos (Affordable) 
Apartments (Market-rate) 
Apartments (Moderate) 
Apartments (Low-income) 

Subtotal, Residential Buildings 

Other 
Parking - shared (500 spaces) 
Infrastructure (2) 
Other Costs (3) 

Total 

(less) Property Tax-Exempt 
Low-income Rental Units (up to 80% AMI) 

Net Taxable Assessed Value 

Development Cost 

$60,598,000 
$15,360,000 

$169,412,000 
$87,818,000 
$88,031,000 

$421,219,000 

$13,830,000 
$38,000,000 
$86,787 ,000 

$559,836,000 

($88,031,000) 

$471,805,000 

(1) Includes building hard costs, residential parking, and site development. Site 

acquisition and community benefits are to be negotiated and are not included. 

(2) Master infrastructure includes utilities, roads, grading, parks and open space. 

(3). "Other Costs" include soft costs (eg legal, design, finance, furnishings and fixtures). 

Permits & Fees not included for purposes of A.V. estimates. 219118 
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TableA-5 
Property Tax Estimate 
Balboa Reservoir 

Item 

Taxable Assessed Value (1) 
Gross Property Tax 

Allocation of Tax 
General Fund 

Childrens' Fund 
Library Preservation Fund 
Open Space Acquisition Fund 

Subtotal, Other Funds 

ERAF 
SF Unified School Dis!rict 
Other 

Total, 1% 

Other (bonds, debt, State loans, etc.) 

TOTAL 

Assumptior 

1.0% 

56.84% 

3.75% 
2.50% 
2.50% 
8.75% 

25.33% 
7.70% 
1.38% 

34.41% 

100.00% 

17.23% 

117.23% 

Sources: City of San Francisco, and Berkson Associates 

Total 

$471,805,000 
$4,718,000 

$2,682,000 

$177,000 
$118,000 
~118,000 
$413,000 

$1, 195,000 
$363,000 

$65,000 
$1,623,000 

$4,718,000 

$813,000 

$5,531,000 

219118 
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Table A-6 
Property Tax in Lieu of VLF Estimate 
Balboa Reservoir 

Item 

·Citywide Total Assessed Value (1) 
Total Citywide Property Tax in Lieu of Vehicle License Fee (VLF) (2) 

Project Assessed Value 
Growth in Citywide AV due to Project 

TOTAL PROPERTY TAX IN LIEU OF VLF (3). 

Total 

$231,000,000,000 
$233,970,000 

$559,836,000 
o.24% 

$567,0QO 

(1) Based on the CCSF FY2017 total assessed value, Office of the Assessor-Controller, July 21, 2017. 
(2) City and County of San Francisco Ann·ual Appropriation Ordinance for Fiscal Year. Ending June 30, 2018, page 127. 

(3) Equals the increase in Citywide AV due to the Project multiplied by the current Citywide Property Tax In Lieu of VLF. 
No assumptions included about inflation and appreciation of Project or Citywide assessed values. 

_sources: City of San Francisco, and Berkson Associates 219118 
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Table A-7 
Property Transfer.Tax 
Balboa Reservoir 

Item Assumptions 

Annual Transfer Tax From Condo and Townhouses Sales 
Assessed Value (AV) $75,958,000 
Annual Transactions 10.0% (avg. sale once/10 years)(4) 

Transfer Tax From Condos·and Townhouses $3.40 /$500 (1) 

Market-Rate Apartments (5) 

Assessed Value (AV) 
Avg. Sales Value 

Transfer Tax: Apartment Buildings (annual avg.) 

TOTAL ONGOING TRANSFER TAX 

$169,400,000 
6.7% (avg.sale once/15 years)(3),(4) 

$15.00 /$500 (2). 

Total 

$7,596,000 
$52,000 

$11,293 ,000 
$339,000 

$391,000 

(1) Rates range from $2.50 per $500 of value for transactions up to $2SOk, $3.40 up to $1 million, to $3.75 per $500 of value 
for transactions from $1 million to $5 million; applies to sale of affordable and market-rate ownership units. 

(2) Assumes rate.applicatile to sales> $25 million for market-rate apartment buildings. 

(3) Actual sales will be periodic and for entire buildings; revenues have been averaged and spread annually for the purpose 
.. of this analysis. 

(4) Turnover rates are estim~ted averages based on analysis of similar projects; actual % and value of sales will vary annually . 

. (5) No transactions assumed for low-income and moderate-rate apartments owned by non-profits. 

219/18 

1942 



Table A·B 
Sales Tax Estimates 
Balboa Reservoir 

Low~ncome A~ts (<55% AMI) 
Item Assumptions Total 

Taxable Sales From New Residential Uses 
Sale Price 
Average Annual Rent or Housing Payment (1) 
Average Household Income 

Average HH Retail Expenditure (3) 

New Households 

Total New Retail Sales from Households 

50% of AMI 2.27 /hh $47,700 
27% $12,900 

337 

$4,347,000 

New Taxable Retail Sales Captured in San Francisca (4) 

Net New Sates Tax ta GF Fram Residential Uses 

TOTAL Sales Tax to General Fund (1 %) 

80% of retail expend. $3,477,600 

1.0% tax rate 

Annual Sales Tax Allocation 
Sales Tax ta the City General Fund 1.00% tax rate 

Other Sales Taxes 
Public Safely Sales Tax 0.50% tax rate 
San Francisco County Transportation Authority (6) 0.50% tax rate 
SF Public Financing Authority (Schools) (6) 0.25% tax rate 

One-Time Sales Taxes on Construction Materials and Supplies 
Total Development Cost 
Direct Constn,1ction Casts (exc. land, profit, soft costs, fees, etc.) 
Supply/Materials Portion of Construction Cost 60.00% 
San Francisca Capture ofTaxable Sales 50.00% 
Sales Tax to San Francisco General Fund 1.0% tax rate 

$34,800 

$34,800 

$34,800 

$17,400 
$17,400 

$8,700 

Moderate-Income Aets (<120% AMI) 
Assumptions Total 

Low-Income Condos (<80% AMI) 
As.Sumptions Total 

110% of AMI 2.27 /hh $104,900 70% of AMI 2.27/hh $66,700 
27% $28,300 27% $18,000 

165 24 

$4,670,000 $432,000 

80% of retail expend. $3,736,000 80% of retail expend. $345,600 

1.0% tax rate $37,400 1.0% tax rate $3,500 

$37,400 $3,500 

1.00% tax rate $37,400 1.00% tax rate $3,500 

0.50% tax rate $18,700 0.50% tax rate $1,800 
0.50% tax rate $18,700 0.50% tax rate $1,800 
0.25% tax rate $9,400 0.25% tax rate $900 

(1) Incomes from "2017 MAXIMUM INCOME BY HOUSEHOLD SIZE derived from the Unadjusted Area Median Income (AMI) for HUD Metro Fair Market Rent Area (HMFA) that Contains San Francisco".· 
Affordable rents adjusted for average household size of 2.27. 

(2) Avg. mafket rate apartment rent based on average for comparable project (AxioMetrics 12117 survey). 
Estimated toVJl"lhouse sale price from Berkson Assa~iates, August 2017, avg. far new detached homes in San Franc:iscci. 

(3) Based on typical household spending as reported for the San Francisco MSA by the State Board of Equalization. 

(4) Estimated portion of sales assumed to be captured within the City based on analyses prepared for comparable pro~ects. 

Source: Berkson Associates 219118 
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TableA-8 

Sales T_ax Estimates 

Balboa Reservoir 

Item 

Taxable Sales From New Residential Uses 
Sale Price 
Average Annual Rent or Housing Payment (1) 
Average Household Income 

Average HH Retail Expenditure (3) 

New Households 

Total New Retail Sales from Households 

New Taxable Retail Sales Captured In San Francisco (4) 

Net New Safes Tax to GF From Residential Uses 

TOTAL Sales Tax to General Fund (1%) 

Annual Sales Tax Allocation 
Sales Tax to the City General Fund 

Other Sales Taxes 
Public Safety Sales Tax 
San Francisco County Transportation Authority (6) 
SF P.~blic Financing Authority (Schools) (6) 

Moderate~ncome Townhouses (<105% AMI) _ _,,..M~a_rk_e.,,t-R,_a_te~A~pts_-:..,-.,.--
Assumptlons Total Assumptions Total 

100% of AMI 2.27/hh $95,400 
27% $25,800 

24 

$619,000 

80% of retail expenc $495,200 

1.0% tax rate $5,000 

$3,300 /unit (2) 
30% 
27~/o 

$39,600 
$132,000 

$35,600 

483 

$17,195,000 

80% of retail expen $13,756,000 

1.0% tax rate $137,600 

$5,000 $137,600 

1.00% tax rate $5,000 1.00% tax rate $137;600 

0.50% tax rate $2,500 0.50% tax rate $68,800 
0.50% tax rate $2,500 0.50% tax rate $68,800 
0.25% tax rate $1,300 0.25% tax rate $34,400 

······-·---··-·-···--·····-········-.. ··-·-···-·- __ , ..................... ______ , ................... 

Market~Rate Townhouses 
Assumptions Total 

$1,500,000 (2) 
$7 ,300 per household 

30% 
27% 

$87,600 
$2.92,000 

$78,800 

67 

$5,280;000 

80% of retail expend. $4,224,000 

1.0% tax rate $42,200 

$42,200 

1.00% tax rate $42,200 

0.50% tax rate $21,100 
0.50% tax rate $21,100 
0.25% tax rate $10,600 

.............. - ..................................... --·····-····--·· 

(1) Incomes from '2017 MAXIMUM INCOME BY HOUSEHOLD SIZE derived from the Unadjusted Area Median Income (AMI) for HUD Metro Fair Market Rent Area (HMFA) that Contains San Francisco'. 
Affordable rents adjusted for average household size of 2.27. · 

(2) Avg. market rate apartment rent based on average for comparable project (AxloMetrics 12/17 survey). 
Estimated townhouse sale price from Berkson Associates, August 2017, avg. for new detached ~omes in San Francisco. 

(3) Based on typical household spending as reported for the San Francisco MSA by the State Board of Eq°ualizatlon. 

(4) Estimated portion of sales assumed to be captured within the City based on analyses prepared for comparable projecis. 

Source: Berkson Associates 219118 
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Table A-8 

Sales Tax Estimates 

Balboa Reservoir 

Item 

Taxable Sales From New Residential Uses 
Sale Price 
Average Annual Rent or Housing Payment (1) 
Average Household Income 

Average HH Retail Expenditure (3) 

New Housebolds 

Total New Retail Sales from Households 

New Taxable Retail Sales Captured in San Francisco (4) 

TOTAL 

na 
na 
na 
na 

1,100 

Net New Sales Tax to GF From Residential Uses $260,500 

TOTAL Sales Tax to General Fund (1 %} $260,500 

Annual Sales Tax Allocation 
Sales Tax to the City General Fund 

Other Sales Taxes 
Public Safety $ales Tax . 
San Francisco County Transportation Authority (6) 
SF Public Financing.Authority (Schools} (6) 

One .. Time Sales Taxes on Construction Materials and 
Total Development Cost 
Direcl Constructio~ Costs (exc. land, profit, soft costs, fees) 
Supply/Materials Portion of Construction Cost 
San Francisco Capture ofTaxable Sales 
Sales Tax to San Francisco General Fund· 

$260,500 

$130,300 
$130,300 

$65,300 

$559,836,000 
$473,049,000 
$283,829,000 
$141,914,500 

$1,419,000 

(1) lncorres from "2017 MAXIMUM INCOME BY HOUSEHOLD SIZE derived from the Unadjusted Area Median l~corre (AMI) for HUD Metro Fair Market Rent Area (HMFA) that Contains San Francisco". 
Affordable rents adjusted for average household size of 2.27. 

(2) Avg. market rate apartment rent based on average for comparable project (AxioMetrics 12117 survey). 
Estimated townhouse sale price from Berkson Associates, August 2017, avg. for new detached homes· in San Francisco. 

(3} Based on typical household spending as reported for the San Francis.co MSA by the State Board of Equalization. 

(4). Estimated portion of sales assumed to be captured within the aty based on analyses prepared for comparable projects. 

Source: Berkson Associates 
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Table A-9 
Parking Tax 
Balboa Reservoir 

Item 

Garage Revenue (2) 
Spaces (shared garage)(1) 

Parking Revenues 
Annual Total (2) 

San Francisco Parking Tax (3) 
Parking Tax Allocation to General Fund/Special Programs 
Parking Tax Allocation to Municipal Transp. Fund 

Assumption 

$3,80.0 per.year/space 

25% of revenue 
20% of tax proceeds 
80% of tax.proceeds 

(1) Shared spaces will be a mix of residents and City College parking. 

(2) Based on estimated revenue from parking garage; actual hourly and daily revenue will vary 

Tot;il 

$1,9.00,000 
500 

$1,900,000 

$475.000. 
$95,000 

$380,000 

depending on occup~ncy rates, turnover during the day, and long-term parking rates vs. hourly rates. 

(3) 80 percent is transferred to the San Francisco Municipal Transportation Agency for public transit 

as mandated by Charter Section 16.110. 

Source: Berkson Associates 219/18 



Table A-10 
Gross Receipts Tax Estimates 
Balboa Reservoir 

Total Gross 
Item Receipts up to $1m 

Business Income 
Subtotal na 

Rental Income (2) 
Parking $1,900,000 0.285% 
Residential $19,127,000 0.285% 

Subtotal $21,027 ,000 

Total Gross Receipts $21,027,000 

Proiect Construction 
Total Development Value (3) $559,836,000 
Direct Construction Cost (4) $473,049,000 0.300%. 

(1) This analysis applies highlighted tax rate in tier for each use. 

(2) See tables referenced in Table A-11. 

(3) Based on total development cost. 

Gross Revenue Tier (1) 
$1m-$2.5m $2.5m-$25m 

0.285% 0.300%. 
0.285% 0.300% 

o.350% I 0.400% I 

(4) Direct construction costs exclude soft costs, community benefits and land. 

Source: Berkson Associates 

1947 

Gross 
$25m+ Receipts Tax 

na 

0.300% $5,700 
0.300% $57,381 

$63,081 

$63,081 

0.450% $1,892, 196 

219118 



Table A-11 
Rental Income for Gross Receipts Tax Estimates 
Balboa Reservoir 

Gross Sq.Ft. 
Item 

Parking (excludes Gross Receipts Tax) (1) 
Market-Rate Apartments (2) 

TOTAL 

Units, or Space 

500 spaces 
483 units 

(1) Refer to Table A-9 for additional parking detail. 
(2) See Table A-8 for estimated market-rate apartment rents. 

Annual 
Avg. Rent 

$39,600 

1948 

Total 

$1,900,000 
$19, 126,800 

$21,026,800 

219118 



Table A-12 
Estimated City Services Costs 
Balboa Reservoir 

Item 

Citywide Service Population (1) 
Project Service Population (1) 

City 
Total Budget 

Citywide DPW Miles of Road (4) 
Miles of Road in Project (estimated) 

Fire Department (2) 
. Police Department (3) 
Roads (4) 

TOTAL 

$378,948,000 
$533 ,899 ,000 
$112,200,000 

Cost per Service 
Pop. (1) or Mile 

$239 
$337 

$114,373 

(1) Service Population equals jobs plus residents (see Table A-2). 

Factor 

1,584,500 service pop. 
2,538 service pop. 

981 miles 
0.66 miles 

2,538 service pop. 
2,538 service pop . 

0.66 miles 

Total 
Cost 

$607,000 
$855,000 

$75,815 

$1,462,000 

(2) Total fire budget (FY17-18 Adopted) excludes "Administration & Support Services", assuming no impactor 
additional administrative costs required due to Project. 

(3) Total police budget (FY17-18 Adopted) excludes "Airport Police". 
(4) Road costs (FY16-17) for $52.1 mill. street resurfacing capital expenditures and $60.1 mill. environmental 

services (pothole repair, sidewalks, graffiti, street sweeping, etc.). 
Road miles from SFdata,. https://data.sfgov.org/City-lnfrastructure/Miles-Of-Streets/5s76-j52p/data 

219118 
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.SAN .· .. · '8 ,. FRANCISCO 
City and County of San Francisco: Office of the Mayor 

Economic and Workforce Development: Todd Rufo, Director 

omce of Economfc arH:l workforce O'evelopment 

Errata She~t for: Balboa Reservoir Project 

Errata: 

Page 5 

Table A-lb 

Findings of Fiscal Responsibility and Feasibility 
· Prepared for the City and County of San Francisco 

Prepared by Berkson Associates 
February 9, 2018 

Under "Project Description" heading, first paragraph, add: "The Sunnyside 
neighborhood is located to the northeast of the Site." 

Under "Additional Affordable Apts" heading, strike "Low-Income (Bridge <20% & 
<55% AMI)" and replace with "Low and Moderate Income (Bridge <120% & <55% 

AMI)." 

1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place, Room 448 
San Francisco, CA 94102 
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OVERVIEW 

This Development Overview describes the current status of the Balboa Reservoir project ("Project"), which will 

help to address San Francisco's housing crisis by creating a substantial amount of new mixed-income housing on 

publicly-owned land. The mandate to utilize public land for housing was affirmed by San Francisco voters in 

2015, with the overwhelming approval of Proposition K. Accordingly, the Project's affordable housing program 

targets 50% of all new housing units to be permanently affordable housing to low, moderate, and middle-income 

people. This document describes this and all other anticipated major elements of the Project. It has been prepared 

to provide backgrouud to the Board of Supervisors in its consideration of the Project's fiscal feasibility: 

INTRODUCTION 

This Development Overview has been prepared jointly by The City and Colinty of San Francisco ("City") and the 

development team selected to quild the Project. The City, acting by and through its San Francisco Public.Utilities 

Commission ("the SFPUC"), and the development team, Reservoir Community Partners, LLC, a Delaware 

limited liability company ("Developer"), a partnership of BRIDGE Housing Corporation and A valonBay 

Communities, are parties to the Exclusive Negotiating Agreement dated as of December 8, 2017 (the "ENA"). 

The ENA sets forth the process and terms by which the parties will negotiate documents and seek approvals for 

the proposed development of the approximately 17-acre Balboa Reservoir.property (the "Site"). 

Pursuant to Administrative Code Section 29 .2, prior to submittal of an environmental evaluation application to the 

Planning Department related to the proposed Project, the Board of Supervisors must first determine that the plan 

to undertake and implement the Project is fiscally feasible and responsible. In connection with this determination, 

the Board of Supervisors is being asked to review and consider the general purpose of the Project, its fiscal plan, 

the direct and indirect financial benefits of the Project to the City, the cost of construction, the available funding 

for the Project, the long-term operating and maintenance.costs of the Project, and the public debt for the Project. 

This Development Overview has been prepared to provide the necessary background and context for this 

determination. It is a general description of the Project as currently proposed, and is not a binding agreement 

committing the City, including .the SFPUC, or the Developer to proceed with any approval or implementation of 

the Project. 

PROJECT BACKGROUND 

The Balboa Reserv:oir property (the "Site") is an approximately 17-acre parcel that the City and County of San 

Francisco (the "City") owns under the jurisdiction of the San Francisco Public Utilities Commission ("SFPUC"). 

Although constructed with water storage in mind, the Site has never been utilized as a reservoir and is not 

identified by the SFPUC as needed to provide water storage in the future. Currently, City College of San 
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Francisco ("City College") utilizes the Site as surface parking serving its Ocean Campus, which borders the Site 

to its west, under a revocable license granted by the SFPUC. 

In 2014, Mayor Ed Lee announced the Public Lands for Housing program and identified the Site as a critical 

opportunity to utilize public land to help address the City's housing crisis. The effort to create housing at the 

Balboa Reservoir Site was established with three primary objectives: · 

1. Un~er the City's Public Lands for Housing Program, create a mixed-income housing project that maximizes_ 

the amount of affordable housing for low, moderate, and middle-income San Franciscans, while enhancing 

the communities around it; 

2. Provide the SFPUC's water utility ratepayers with fair market value for this utility asset, as required by the 

Charter and applicable law; and 

· 3. . Develop the Site with sensitivity to surrounding neighborhoods and in a way that enhances the quality of 

life and opportunities for those who live, work, study, and visit in the surrounding area. 

In April, 2015~ the Board of Supervisors established the Balboa Reservoir Community Advisory Committee 

("BRCAC") to formalize the community input process for the Site (San Francisco Administrative Code Chapter 

5, Article XVII). The BRCAC has advised the City on a detailed set of Development Principles & Parameters, 

which served as guidfng principles for the selection of a developer partner to finance and construct the project at 

the Site. 

The competitive selection process, overseen by an evaluation panel comprised of representatives of relevant 

public agencies, the BRCAC, and City College, is documented in detail at www.sfwater.org/balboa. It formally 

concluded on December 8, 2017, when the SFPUC execute.cl an exclusive negotiating agreement with the selected 

Developer, Reservoir Community Partners, LLC, which is a partnership between BRIDGE Housing Corporation 

and A valonBay Communities, Inc. Reservoir Community Partners, LLC, is collaborating with three additional · 

development organizations, Mission Housing Development Corporation, Habitat for Humanity of Greater San . 

Francisco, and Pacific Union D'evelopme_nt Company, which will provide support in the areas of community 

engagement, affordable housing development, ~hared parking development, and general strategic expertise. 

The public outreach process, including meetings of the BRCAC, has remained ongoing since the selection of the 

Developer. It will continue to shape the Project as the Developer moves forward with the refinement and technical 

evaluation of its preliminary development proposal, which was submitted, shared publicly, and evaluated during 

the selection process. This Development Overview describes the key elements of that proposed Project as 

understood and· agreed upon by the Developer and SFPUC management, as well as by the Planning Department 

and the Office of Economic and Workforce Development, which the SFPUC has enlisted to provide technical and 

project management support. This Development Overview is consistent with the community-driven Development 
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Principles & Parameters and draws directly from that document.and as well as from the Developer's initial 

proposal. 

This Development Overview serves as the basis for preliminary analysis of the Project, beginning with any fiscal 

analysis conducted in conjunction with Administrative Code Section 29 .2, as described above. Provided that the 

Board of Supervisors finds the Project to be fiscally feasible and responsible, the Developer may subsequently 

submit an environmental evaluation application to the Planning Department, commencing environmental review 

of the Project under the California Environmental Quality Act ("CEQA"). Once the environmental review 

process is complete and the final CEQA document is certified, the Project may seek regulatory and transaction 

approvals from the Board of Supervisors, with approval and recommendation, as applicable, from the SFPUC 

Commission and the Planning Commission. 

While environmental review is underway; the Developer will continue to refine the Project, receiving continued 

feedback from the City, the environmental review process, and community stakeholders. Refinements will be 

made in response to new informati.on and stakeholder feedback received during the environmental review period 

and inay impact the Project's cost and alignment with City and community policy goals. Any such refinements 

will therefore require mutual agreement and a clear rationale, underpinned by stakeholder consultation and/or 

cost-benefit analysis, as required .. 
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.Site Description The Balboa Reservoir site (th~ "Site") is ari approximately 17-acre parcel that the City 

owns under the jurisdiction of the San Francisco Public Utilities Commission . 

("SFPUC"). The Site is located in the central southern portion of San Francisco, 

bounded by City College of San Francisco's Ocean Campus to the east, Riordan High 

School to the north, the Westwood Park neighborhood to the west, and the Avalon 

Ocean A venue apartments to the south. 

Development 

Principles & 

· Parameters 

Project 

Description 

The Site's boundaries correspond generally with San Francisco Assessor's Block 

Number 3180, Lot Number 190. The SFPUC will retain an 80-foot wide portion of · 

this parcel located along the southern edge of the Site in fee. 

The Balboa Reservoir Coillmunity Advisory Committee (CAC) was extensively 

involved in refining and endorsing a comprehensive set of Development Principles 

& Paraineters for the development of the Balboa Reservoir. These Principles & 

Parameters provided programmatic and design direction to developers submitting 

proposals for the Balboa Reservoir during the developer selection process. 

Although not legally binding, the Principles & Parameters. will continue to serve as 

guidelines for the design and negotiation of public benefits as the project moves 

forward, and any major deviations from them "will be undertaken with input from 

City and cornrnunity stakeholders. Principles & Parameters not explicitly restated in 

this Development Overview are assumed to apply. 

The Project is proposed to include the following major components: 

Housing 

- Approximately 1, 100 units (though a range of alternative writ numbers can 

. be studied in accordance with CEQA). 

- Townhomes at western edge of site. 

- Multi-family buildings that are tallest at the Site's eastern edge and step 

down toward the west. 

- Combination of rental and for-sale housing (mix to be determined· during 

negotiation period). 

Block sizes designed to maximize views and pedestrian connections 

To encourage diversity of design and experience in buildings and public 

spaces, the project will utilize a number of qualified designers. 

- Varied unit types and floor plans to meet the widest range of potential 

resident needs. 

Anticipated breakdown of housing developers: 

o BRIDGE - Affordable rental housing for a range of income levels 

o Mission Housing -Affordable low-income rental housing 
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o Habitat for Humanity- Low and/or moderate-income housing 

o AvalonBay- Market-rate rental housing 

o To~be-determined townhome developer- Market-rate townhomes 

Family Housing 

o 50% of total units will be two bedrooms or larger, including a 
substantia.I number of three-bedroom units. 

o Units targeted to families will be designed with family friendly 
features such as ample storage and access to outdoor space. 

o In the buildings identified to be geared toward families, common 

areas will include family friendly features, examples of which may 
include a community room, child-friendly outdoor space, easily 
accessible pickup and drop-off areas (consistent with the 
Circulation features described below), and storage for strollers and 
car seats. 

City College Housing 

o The Developer, the City, and City College will work together to 
identify opportunities to help create housing on the SFPUC-owned 
Balboa Reservoir Site. that serves the City Colleg~ community, 

provided that City College has the desire and ability participate in 
the process as well as to contribute appropriate resources. . 

o The Developer, the City, and City College will work together to 
identify opportunities for Devefoper to help create City College
serving housing on City College property, subject to City College's 
collaboration. 

The Developer will explore providing housing targeted to special 
. populations, which could include seniors, physically and developmentally 

disabled adults, veterans, and/or the formerly homeless. 

Affordable housing should generally be provided on-site, although some of 
the project's affordable housing may be provided elsewhere within 1/2 mile 
of the Site if: 

o Providing affordable housing within a high-quality existing building 
. will accelerate the availability of affordable housing substantially 
faster than new construction; or 

o Housing is built in collaboration with a not-for-profit organization 
that controls nearby land, such as City College. 
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Parks and Open Space 

• Project Property. 

No less than 4.0 acres of publicly accessible parks and open spaces, 
inCluding a large open space of approximately 2.0 acres and no smaller than 
1.5 acres. 

Other open spaces may include "gateway" green spaces to serve as· 
gathering places that unite the Site with the surrounding neighborhoods and 
City College, may be adjacent to the childcare center, and provide a variety 
passive and active recreational opportunities. 

The Project will be responsible for the following roles regarding its parks 
and open space, unless some are assumed by the Recreation and Parks 
Department pursuant to an.agreement between the City and the Developer: 

o Design and construction; 

o Ongoing budgeting, management, and oversight of ongoing park 
maintenance; 

o Funding of ongoing operation and maintenance; and 

o Activation, incll,lding coordinating a program of regular activities 
targeted to residents, CCSF, students, neighbors, and general public. 

• SFPUC Retained Adjoining Property 

The SFPUC will retain an 80-foot-wide: strip of property along the 

southern edge of the Site in fee. Two high-pressure water transmission 

pipelines exist within this SFPUC property, and a third pipeline is 

planned. The Project may include streets, sidewalks, and publicly 

accessible open space above the strip of land retained by the SFPUC, 

subject to the SFPUC's ability to install, maintain, operate, inspect, and 

r~pair its utility infrastructure and construct or install new utility 

infrastructure. 

Once the SFPUC has approved any open space .design; it will license 

the Developer to build and operate the improvements on its retained 

property. 

Childcare Center 

At least one facility that serves children under the age of five. 

Provided in Phase 1. 

Operated by a local provider selected in consultation with the community. 
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Affordable 

Housing 

Subsidies 

Community Room 

At least 1,500 square feet, accommodating up to 100 occupants. 

Available by reservation to local organizations and groups. 

Near the eastern edge of the Site, convenient to CCSF. 

Infrastructure 

Any infrastructure that will be owned and maintained by the City must be built to 
standards approved by the Department of Public Works and the SFPUC. Such 
infrastructure may include roadway and streetscape elements (including street trees), 
water and wastewater utility infrastructure, stormwater infrastructure, and power 
utility infrastructure. 

Pursuant to Administrative Code Chapter 99, ifthe SFPUC determines that it is 
feasible for the SFPUC to provide power to the Site, the SFPUC will work with the 
Developer to provide temporary construction and permanent electric services 
pursuant to its Rules and Regulations for Electric Service. 

The Project's affordable housing program targets 50% of all new housing units to be 

permanently affordable to low, moderate, and middle-income households. This 
target reflects the direction given by the Balboa Reservoir CAC and other public 

stakeholders during the extensive community outreach process that occurred prior to 

the selection of the Developer. 

At least.18% of total units will be low-income units; at least 15% of total units will 
be moderate-income units, and up to an additional 17% of total units may be a 

combination oflow, moderate, and/or middle-income affordable units paid for with 

non-Project funds (as discussed in greater detail below). The remaining portion of 
the Project's housing will be priced at market rate, allowing the Project to internally 

cross-subsidize a substantial portion of its affordable housing, freeing up City 

resources that would otherwise be needed for the Project to fund additional 

affordable housing elsewhere in San Francisco.· 
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The Developer's initial proposal is for the following affordable housing program: 

Percent of 
Total Units 

Maximum 
Income 
Level 

Anticipated 

Non-Profit 

Developer 

Low~ Moderate~ 
"Additional". "Additional" 

Low-Income Low,· Moderate, Moderate-
Apartments. Income. In.come. and Middle- Income For-Sale 

. For-Sale Apartments.· Income 
Apartments 

18% 15% 17% 

80%of 80-120% of 55-120% of 
55%ofAMI 

AMI AMI AMI 

BRIDGE Housing/ Habitat for IDGE H . BRIDGE Housing/ 
BR ousing . 

Mission Housing Humanity Mission Housing 

105%of AMI 

Habitat for 
Humanity 

This affordable housing program may evolve in response to Project negotiations and 
design refinements, but it will not exceed the following Area Median Income (AMI) 

levels, consistent with the Development Principles & Parameters: "Low-income" 

units will have an affordable rent set at up to 55% of Area Median Income (AMI) or 
aJ1 affordable purchase price set at up to 80% of AMI; "moderate-income" uriits 
will be affordable to households earning up to 120% of AMI; and "middle-income" 

units will be affordable to households .earning up to 150% of AMI, provided that the 

corresponding housing prices are at least 15% below local market rate housing 
prices, as determined by a market study at the time of project approval. 

These income restrictions will be recprded against the property and apply for the life 

of the Project. For purposes of this pr.oject, all references to AMI refer to San 
Francisco AMI levels as published by the Mayor's Office of Housing and 

Comniunity Development ("MOHCD"). 

The Project will rely on two types of funding sources to provide the subsidies 

required for this affordable housing: 

Project-Funded Affordable Housing. 33% of the Project's total housing units will 

be affordable housing.paid for by the Project, such as with Developer equity or 
revenues generated by the market-rate portion of the Project. There will be no direct 

City subsidy used to build these units. However, the Developer may access, subject 

to City approval, other public funding sources such as 4% tax credits, tax exempt 

bonds, or other state or federal financing tools. This baseline. 3 3 % rate is based on 

Proposition K (2015), which set the expectation that housing on property sold by the 
City wili have no less than this amount of affordable housing. 

Additional Affordable Housing. Up to an additional 17% of the Project's total 

housing units will be affordable housing paid for with non-Project funds. The 

Developer's proposal estimated that the ~ubsidy required for this affordable housing 
would be approximately $26 million to subsidize approximately 187 additional 
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Phasing 

affordable units. The City and the Developer acknowledge that this cost is subject to 

potential increases due to factors including construction cost at the time of 

construction, availability to the project of state funding for low income and 

moderate income housing, and the low income housing tax credit market. This cost 

would also change if future feedback and negotiations resulted in changes to the 

Project's total unit count or the income levels served by this portion of the 

affordable housing. 

Funding sources for this additional affordable housing could potentially include: 

- Gross Receipts Tax. In June, 2018, San Francisco voters will consider a 

ballot measure that would raise funds for affordable housing. by increasing 

the gross receipts tax rate for commercial space. If this measure is approved, 

the Project would be eligible to utilize a portion of the new affordable 

housing funds. 

- Project-Generated Sources. As determined by the fiscal feasibility 

analysis, the Project will generate net new General Fund revenue of 

approximately $1. 7 million per year. A portion of this revenue could be 

reinvested back into the Project; the mechanism for this reinvestment could 

be an infrastructure financing district, an affordable housing investment plan 

pursuant to AB_ 1598, or a direct transfer from the City. 

- State Sources. The Project could apply for one of several funding sources 

administered at the state level, such as the California's Affordable Housing 

and Sustainable Communities program and certain low income housing tax 

.credit programs. 

- Bond Revenue. In November, 2018, California voters will consider a $4 

billion state affordable housing bond. In addition, local affordable housing 

bonds are likely to be proposed in San Francisco in upcoming years;' most 

recently, in 2015, San Francisco voters approved a $310 million affordable 

housing bond. 

Due to rapidly changing market conditions and the parties' openness to negotiating 

with City College for the provision of faculty and/or student housing, the specific 

terms of the financing (amount, payment timing, etc.) for the Project's affordable 

housing will be determined through the development agreement negotiation process 

and finalized before the Project seeks final approvals from the Planning 

Commission, SFPUC Commission and Board of Supervisors. 

The Project may be built in multiple phases. Its phasing plan will include housing 

and public and community benefits; The required public benefits will be 

commensurate with the amount of market-rate housing in each phase. 
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City College · The parties will cooperate in good faith with City College to minimize negative 

Considerations impacts frorri development at the Balboa Reservoir Site on City College's 

& Collaboration educational mission and operational needs and to identify opportunities for the 

Project to also benefit City College. 

Parking and Transportation 

The Developer and the City recognize that it is critical to maintain access for City · 

College's diverse community and acknowledge that while there are opportunities for 

the College to encourage non drive-alone access for its students, faculty, and staff, 

some amount of parking need will always remain. T.o this end, the Developer will 

work with City College so that the Project's removal of current surface parking does 

not compromise access to City College. The Developer's initial proposal is to 

provide parking accessible to City College in a 500-space shared parking garage, but 

additional analysis and coordination with City College will occur to determine 
whether this is the appropriate and feasible size. 

The Project will be built in phases, so the current surface parking capacity may be 

removed gradually, allowing time to adapt and try new parking and transportation 
strategies . 

. The Developer will coordinate with City College around transportation demand 

management and pursue opportunities to work together to improve access to 
alternative modes of travel. 

Housing 

The Developer and the City recognize that the City College is greatly impacted by 

the current housing crisis, and that the College's ability to thrive and grow is 

impacted by the ability of its students, faculty, and staff to access affordable 

housing. The Developer will therefore work with City College to identify 

opportunities for the Project to include affordable housing for City College students, 

faculty, and/or staff, subject to City College's interest, capacity, and ability to 

participate in the process as well as to contribute appropriate funding. The 

Developer will work with City College to explore the potential to include City 

College housing on the Balboa Reservoir property and/or on adjacent City.College

owned-property. 

The amount of City College housing created will be commensurate with City 
College's ability to contribute the required resources. There may be opportunities 

for the Project to provide some subsidy to City College-serving housing, subject to 

fair housing law, but additional financial and legal analysis is needed. Project

generated funds may not be used to subsidize City College-serving housing in such a 

way that would reduce the land price to the SFPUC. 

The terms of this housing collaboration with City College will be negotiated 

concurrently with the other Balboa Reservoii transaction documents. The overall 
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Transportation 

Demand· 

Management 

Project Parking 

project will riot be delayed if a housing partnership with City College cannot be 

finalized within the same timeframe. 

Performing Arts Education Center 

The City and Developer will coordinate with City College to ensure that the 

·development of the Site wili not detrimentally effect the ability of City College to 
design, finance, and build a new Performing Arts Education Center on the "upper 
reservoir" property. The City and Developer will seek to collaborate with the 
College to determine ways that the Project and the proposed Performing Arts 
Education Center can work harmoniously together for the benefit of the College, the 
new residents of the Project, and the broader community. 

Additional Opportunities and Considerations 

Construction methods will be designed to mitigate access, noise, dust, and air 
quality impacts to City College as feasible. To the extent that City College expresses 
interest in relocating or expanding the City College Child Development Center to 

the Balboa Reser.voir Site, the Developer will examine opportunities to 
accoillmodate this request within the childcare center serving the Project. 

The City and the Developer will communicate regularly with City College as the 
planning process moves forward. 

Consistent with the objectives of Planning Code Section 169, the Project will 
include a transportation demand management (TDM) program that encourages the 
use of sustainable modes of transportation. The TDM program will include 
measures to support transit use, walking, and bicycling; prioritize pedestrian safety 

and access; and maximize car share availability and convenience for Site residents, 
visitors, and workers. 

The development will have a set performance target for vehicle trips, automobile 
mode share and/or other measures of transportation demand. The Developer or its 
successor(s) will monitor transportation performance on the Site, report annually on 
TDM according to City standards, and deploy measures to improve performance. 

The Project will have a Site-wide TDM program, managed by a TDM coordinator 
who will implement TDM measures, coordinate with City College and other 
neighbors, and monitor performance and adjust its TDM program to make sure that 
transportation performance targets are met. 

The amount, type, and location of parking at the Project will be designed to address 
the needs of Balboa Reservoir residents and the City College community, while at 
the same time minimizing congestion and encouraging the use of alternative modes 

of travel. 

Resident Parking 

Resident-serving parking will be provided parti8.lly within residential buildings and 
partially in a share.cl parking garage. Parking spaces in multi-unit buildings and 
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Workforce 

Development 

Sustainability 

common Qr shared parking garages will be "unbundled," such that they are 

purchased or leased separately from residential units, and households opt into the 
lease or purchase of a parking space. Townhomes may have dedicated parking 
within private garages. The overall residential.parking ratio will be no greater than 
0.5 spaces per unit; the maximum ratio for family units (two bedrooms or more) is 

· 1.0 in multi-family buildings and for student housing ~s 0.25. 

Shared Parking 

A shared-use garage will serve both the City College community and the residents 
of the new housing. The garage will be designed and operated so that the same 
spaces can be utilized by different users throughout the day, for example City 
College users during school hours and residential users during evenings and 
weekends. 

The Project ·will: 

Comply with prevailing wage and apprenticeship program requirements, as 
described in Chapter 23 the Administrative Code; 

- Comply with the City's Local Hiring Policy, as described in Chapter 82 of 
the Administrative Code; 

- Include a Local Busfuess Enterprise (LBE) utilization plan; and 

- Include a non-discrimination and affirmative action program. 

The Project will include Site-wide guidelines for greenhouse gas emissions, water 
conservation and non-potable water use, storm water management, and additional 
sustainability principles as applicable, and will include the following sustainability . . 
measures: 

Energy 

Buildings will be designed for energy efficiency, utilizing efficient fixtures, 
appliances, and passive design techniques. The Project will maximize to the extent 
feasible renewable energy generation and the use of renewable or greenhouse gas
free supplies, as well as explore opportunities for district energy and micro-gri~ 
systems that further enhance efficiencies while providing co-benefits for water 
conservation and resilience. All buildings will be designed in accordance with San 
Francisco Better Roofs requirements. 

Water Systems 

Guided by the principles of the SFPUC's OneWaterSF initiative, the Project will 
pursue synergies between water and wastewater infrastructure systems. Per Article 
12C of the San Francisco Health Code, the Project will use available graywater, 
rainwater, and foundation drainage to meet toilet arid urinal flushing demands. The 
Ptoj ect may also collect, treat, and use blackwater and stormwater, although not 
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Ongoing 

Operation and 

Maintenance 

Community 

Outreach 

required by Article 12C. Non-potable water reuse may take place at the district 
scale or within each building. 

Stormwater runoff will comply with the City's Storniwater Management 
Requirements. Streets and open spaces will be designed to create a coordinated 
network of greening and multi-use spaces suitable for stormwater management and 
infiltration. Rooftops and podiums may be utilized for stormwater management 
through the integration of stormwater controls and rainwater reuse. 

Ecology 

The Project's network of parks, open spaces, rooftops, and.streetscape will provide a 

comprehensive network of ecological corridors an.d be landscaped primarily with 
plants that are drought tolerant, support biodiversity, and appropriate to the 
neighborhood micro-climate. 

As the property owner, the Developer or its successor(s) will be responsible for all 
ongoing operations and maintenance, with the exception of public infrastructure and 
facilities dedicated to the City. The Developer's responsibilities will include the 

programming and activation of public spaces, implementation of the TDM program 
(see Transportation Demand Management section), and implementation of the site~ 
wide sustainability measures. 

Funds for the operations and maintenance of applicable infrastructure will be 
collected from the new property owners, most likely through the cre.ation of a 
Community Facilities District ("CFD"), administered by a master homeowners 
association. 

Frequent community engagement is underway and will continue to occur throughout 
the pre-entitlement period and include: 

- CAC Meetings. The Balboa Reservoir Community Advisory Committee 
(CAC) will continue to serve as a regular forum for community 

·engagement. At the CAC meetings, the Developer will present elements of 
the evolving project plan, answer questions from CAC and community 
members, and receive feedback. 

- Special Events. The Developer will plan occasional community events to 
engage community members in creative ways and reach people who do not 
regularly attend CAC and neighborhood association meetings. 

- Community Group Meetings. Upon request, the Developer and/or City 
will meet with community stakeholder groups, including but not limited to 
local neighborhood associations, to share project updates and discuss issues 
of concern. 

- City College Outreach. The parties will periodically brief the Board of 
Trustees on the project's progress and will attend any other committee. and 
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Entitlement and 

Transaction 

Documents 

Land Valuation 

group llleetirigs upon request, or at the direction of the CCSF ad111inistration 
· or Board of Trustees. 

The parties will work to engage community stakeholders who have not regularly or 
actively participated to date, including but not limited to City College students. 

The develop111ent agree111ent will iriclude a community outreach plan for the period 
following project approvals. 

,Once the environmental review process is co111plete and the CEQA document is 
certified, the parties will seek regulatory and transaction approvals of the following 
fro111 the Board of Supervisors, with approval and recommendation, as applicable, 
fro111 the SFPUC Commission and the Planning Co111mjssion: 

• Planning Code and Zoning Map a111end111ents to create and lllap a Special Use 
District and enact Height and Bulk District reclassifications and create any 
necessary underlying zoning; 

• Design Standards and Guidelines governing the Project's physical for111, to 

be incorporated by reference into the Planning Code alllend111ents to create a 
Special Use District; 

• A Purchase anc;l Sale Agree111ent ("PSA") setting forth the land transaction 
terms; 

• A Develop111ent Agree111ent vesting the project's entitle111ents and 
111e111orializing the Developer's develop111ent rights and responsibilities, 

including its obligations around affordable housing and other public benefits; 
.and 

• Additional plan docu111ents (e.g., an infrastructure plan) to be incorporated 
into the DA, as dee111ed appropriate. 

The City and the SFPUC will not take any discretionary action to give any approval 

that will have the effect of committing the SFPUC or City to the develop111ent of a 
Project until environmental review for the Project as required by CEQA has been 

completed in accordance with CEQA and San Francisco Administrative Code 
Chapter 31. 

Fair Market Value. After the Project receives approval of the Rezoning, Height 
and Bulk District Reclassification, Purchase and Sale Agreement (PSA), and 

Develop111ent Agreement {DA) the Developer will purchase the property for fair 
lllarket value fro111 the SFPUC in fee in one transaction, uriless an alternative closing 
schedule is agreed to by the SFPUC General Manager in his sole discretion. The 
closing period will be tolled in the event of a referendum or a lawsuit challenging 
the Project Approvals (as defined in the Develop111ent Agreement) until such 
referendum is defeated or until final resolution of any litigation in the City's favor. 
The calculation of fair market vatue will take into account the ti111ing of land transfer 
and. certain non-housing public benefits that are reflected in the Project entitlements 
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and that are described in the Development Principles & Parameters attached to the 
RFP, and the "Project Funded Affordable Housing" described above. The 
"Additional Affordable Housing," also described above, will not be considered a 
Project cost and therefore will not impact the land valuation. 

Valuation Methodology. The City and the Developer will perform finat).cial 
modeling to project the Project's cash flows and understand the relative feasibility 
of various potential development programs. A third-party real estate finance 
consultant will facilitate this iterative analysis, which will conclude once the City 
and the Developer agree upon a program that maximizes public benefits without 
compromising financial feasibility, as indicated by the model. The model iteration 
associated with this preferred development program will help to inform an 
associated land price. The Developer will pay fair market value for the Site, as 
confirmed by an appraisal and appraisal review consistent with Chapter 23 of the 
Administrative Code. 

Community Facilities District. The Project may create a Mello-Roos Community 
Facilities District ("CFD") and use the special taxes collected for ongoing operations 
and maintenance or to finance infrastructure development through the issuance of 
bonds. The City will cooperate with the Developer's efforts to establish such a CFD .. 

Additional Sources. The Developer will pursue additional outside sources of 
funding to improve the project's feasibility and ability to support a robust public 
benefits package without compromising land value to SFPUC ratepayers. These 
sources will include, but not be limited to, four percent low income housing tax 
credits, associated tax exempt bonds, and other state and federal grants and subsidies 

as approved by the City. 

Nothing in this Development Overview commits the City to approve the proposed 
Project. The City will not take any discretionary actions that will have the effect of 
committing it to the development of the Project until environmental review as 
required by the California Environmental Quality Act, Cal. Pub. Res. Code Section 
21000 et seq. ("CEQA") has been completed in accordance with CEQA and SF 
Admin. Code Chapter 31. If the Project is found to cause potential significant 
environmental impacts, the City retains sole discretion to require additional 
environmental analysis, if necessary, and to: (a) modify the Project as the City 
determines may be necessary to comply with CEQA; (b) select fe.asible alternatives 
to the Project to ·avoid significant environmental impacts of the proposed Project; 

( c) require the implementation of specific mitigation measures to address 
environmental impacts of the Project identified; (d) reject the Project as proposed 
due to unavoidable significant environmental impacts of the Project; and (e) balance 
the benefits of the Project against any significant environmental impacts before final 

approval of the Project upon a finding that the economic, legal, social, technological 
or other benefits of the Project outweigh unavoidable significant environmental 
impacts of the Project. 
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Balboa Reservoir from Southeast 

E.xhibitB 

Preliminary Site Plan 

B-2 

1970 



.:· 

: f 

PUBLIC .UTILITIES COMMISSION 
City and County .of.San Franc.Jsco 

RESOLUTION NO. 17-0225 

WHEREAS, The City and County of San Francisco (City) owns approXimately t 7 acres 
of real property under the jurisdiction of the San Francisco Public Utilities Commission 
(SF.PU¢) near Phelw, J\ye1me and bceap. Aven..l1e, CQlI1!llonJy lq;i.ow11. as tlie 'Bal:boa Reservoir; 
aud 

WHEREAS, The SFPUC partially completed the Balboa Re.servoir ill 1957 but has never 
used the site for water storage purvoses; arid. 

WHEREAS, In 2017, after a series of Jap.d tran$fers between various public .age.gcles, tb.e 
original Balboa Reservoir was reconfigured from the SFPUC' s original lan4 holdings into its 
current configrtration, and the SFPUC has Jurisdiction over approximately 17 acr~s west of City 
College of SanFtancisco (City College)'s property; and 

WB.:aREAS, 1n fot.e. iol4, the Mayor's Office of Econornio and Workforce Development 
(OEWP)~ tbe San Francisco Planning Depruimen..t (Planpjng) and the. SFPUC initiated .a stµdy of 
the Balboa Reservoir site for potential residential development under the City's Public Land for 
Housing Program, which seeks to address th.e City's issues regarding affordable housing; and 

WHEREAS, On March 31, 2015, via Board of Supervisor's Ordinance 45-15, the Board 
of Supervisors established the B!tlboa Reservo~ Comm:unity Advisory Comotlttee (BRCAC) to 
advlse the Board of Supervisors, the Mayor, and City :Oep~ents regarding any proposed 
development under tbe Public Land for Hou$ing Program at the Bcilb.oa Reservoir; and 

WHEREAS, Dn November 10, 2016, following nearly two years ofcommtmity outreach; 
the SFPUC initiated a developer selection process by issuing a request for qualifications (RFQ) 
to soilcit developers i.J;lterested jil acqµiJ:lng the Balbol:l, Reservoh- slte to build. mixed jncom~ 

. hoJ.Ising an,d · deveiop open apace. A RFQ evaJQatio.o. panel compri;sed of City staff gnd · 
community and City College representatives .evaluated the RFQ responses and recommended 
three top-scoring teams to the SFPUC Gerte:tal Manager. The three top-scoring teams were 
subsequently invited to respond to .a request for proposals (RFP); ·and 

WHEREAS; On March 9, '.Z0l7, the City an.qounced the three flualfat development teams 
for the RFP: (i) a collaboration. between "Av.alonBay Commumties (AvalonBay) and Bridge 
Housing Corporation {Bridge Housing) as master :co-developers, with Mission Housing, Pacific 
Union Development Company, and Habitat fat Humanity of Greater San. Francisco, (ii) a 
collaboration between the Emerald Fund and_ Mercy Housing, and (iii) a collaboration between 
Related Caiil'oniia, Sgres-Regis GrotJp of Northern Caiiforllia, Tenderloin Neighpotll9od 
Development Corporation, and CJ.l1tis Development. The three development te.ams were invited. 
to submit their development proposals by illiie 2, 2017; and 
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WHEREAS, The City iuvited cotnpJ,tm.ity w.emhers to at.tend, view and co:rp.m,ent on the 
tbrey developer proposals at (i) a _public worbhop on Jun~. 1 O, 2017. at the City College Phelan 
Avenue carilpus, (ii) a meeting tif the BRCAC on June 15, 2017; and (iii) through the SFPUC 
website. Through this commullity participation process, the City received public comments from 
127 parties and transmitted all sµch pu1:>llc com:me:o.ts tq the. three develqper teams, who each 
were required to .respond and ·explain how tl:i,e team would consider an.d addr.ess tb.e co.rpp:ien.t$ if 
it were the City"'selected deveioper t~am.;_ -and 

' . 
. , ; WHEREAS, A RFP Panel compri.Sing of City staff, a BRCAC.t:omn1umty teptesentative 
and a representative were tasked with revfowi;ng, di&cussing, :interviewing and ultimately 
selecting a-developer to reco,IP.Il'.l.end to the SFPUq General Mao.~ger; and · · 

.. ' • ii 

WHEREAS? The selected developer teams for the RFP were asked to submit thejt final 
proposals by ltirte 2., 2017 and pres_ent their proJ_Josals to the commlinity on Jµne 10, 2017; ru.i.d 

WHEREAS, The City .announced the conclusion of the Balboa Reservoir selection 
proc.ess wi.th the selection of AvalppJ3ay C<iPX!I.J.unities and Bridge Housing with Miss!on 
Rousing·; Pacific Union Development Company, -and Habitat fat Humatrlty pf Greater San 
Fra.ri.Cisco as the developer .on August 23, 2017; and · 

WHEREAS, The terms and conditions of the transaction documents for the transfer of the 
site µn.d develop:rp.en,~ of a pi:oJ~ot will be negotiated during the term of the ENA. All project 
approval. actions, including -approval of the trru;isac;:tion doqwnenis. by the SFPl)C, City's Bmrrd 
of Supervisors (Board) and Mayor, and other applicable City agencies: are subject to 
environmental review through the Calif6rnia Environmental Quality Act, Cal. Pub. Res. Code. 
Section 21000 et seq. (CEQA), the CEQA Guidelines, 15 Cal. Code Regs. Section 15000 et seq, 
and San Francisco's Environmental Quality Regulatio:µs, codified at . San. Fran.cl.Seo 

.t\d:minist:i:a,ti:ve Code Chapter 31. fu approving tb,t? ENA, :the. S~UC. is not a,pprovmg 
de-velopm.ent of tb.e B~b9a Reservob.; site. ln order to comply :with CEQA ru;icl. give decision,
makers and the public· the opporb;mity to be aw~13 of the environmental consequen..ces pf any 
-contemplated actions with.respect to the project and to fully participate in th~ CEQA process, the 
SFPUC retains the absolute and sole discretion to (i) .strilcture· and modify the project as the 
SFP.U9 determines may be neces.sary to comply with CEQA, .,(ii) select. other feasible 
alternatives to ·the project to avoid· significan~ ·environmental . impacts, (iil) adopt feasible 
mitigation measures to reO.uce or avoid significant j.i+LpaQt.s of $,e pi;ojec;:t, (iv) bqlap.c;e the 
benetits of tb.e project ag$$t a,n.y sjgniijpant e'J,1\i'i:ronme.ntal impacts befqre final approval. by tlie 
SFPUC or City if such signific'ant impacts cannot otherwise be avoided, and/or (v) deterrnin~ not 
to proceed with the project due to unavoidable significant impacts; and · 

WHEREAS, The City, through the SFPtJC, n:ow desires to enter into the Exclusive 
Negotiation Agre~ment (ENA), with Reservoir Commt!nity Panne;rs, ttc, a :Delaware ll:J;nited 
liability compa.Ily representing a joint venture com.ptised of A valon)3ay Co111111urijties and Bri~ge · 
Housing; now; therefore., be it 

'.RESOl. VEb,_ That nothing in this resolution or the ENA cori:imits, or shall i;e deemed to 
comn;rit, the sFPtJC or City to approve or implement a project as defined under CEQA .. The 
SFPUC and City will :i;1ot approve any tran~action. dpcu;rtients or tzj.ke ?TIY other ws.cretionary 
actions that will have the effect of c6tnmitting the Sfl>UC ot City to the development of a 
project until environmental .review for the project as required by CEQA has been completed in 
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accordance with CEQA and SF Adm.in; Code Chapter 31. Accordingly, the references to "the 
project" (or the like) in this resolution mean a proposed project subject tci future enviroD.D1ental 
review and consi.deration PY City, the SFPUC and. other public ageucies. Tbe SFPUC intends 
tbro:ugh exclusive negotii:i.tions to identify the a¢tions and activities that woUld be neGeSs!:ll;'y to 
develop the site to facilitate meaningful environmental review. No transaction ,documents or 
other discretionary actions will be approved and become binding on the SFPUC and City unless 

. and until (1) City, acfu.ig l;ls the lead agency unde.r CE.QA, hi:is deteUIIln,ed tl;J.at tl:J,e e11viro:ri.men.Ja1 
documentation it has prepared for the project co:o;iplie1;> with CEQA; and (2) City has reviewed 
and considert:ld the environmental dot:QtU:entfl.tiou and adopted appropriate CEQA fmdings irt 

·compliance with C:EQA. The SFPUC retains absolute and sole discretion to: (a) modify the 
project as the SFPUC determines·may be necessary to comply with CEQA; (b) select feasible 
altem.atives to the project to avoi4 sigoiffoai:it ep.v4op,rp.e:o.tal @.pacts of t.J:ie propose9. project; 
(c) require the implementation of sped.fie mitigation measures to address e.nvironmental impacts· 
of th~ project; ( d} reject the project due to unavoidable sjgnificant environtnental impacts of the 
project; and ( e) balance the benefits of the project against any significant envirotm1ental impacts 
before final ~pproval of the project upon a finding that the ·economic, legal, social, technolcigical 
or other benefits of the. project outweigh unavoidable significant envj.ronmentaj iP:ipacts qf the 
project; and, be it · 

FURTHER RESOLVED, Tbatthis Commission. approves the terms and conditions of the 
ENA and authorizes the General Manager to negotiate and execute the ENA in substantially the 
form on file with the SF.PUC Commission Secretary; .and, be it 

FURTHER RE.SOLVED, That this Commission hereby authorizes tb.e SFPlJC General 
Manage:t to· etite.r into any amen<lrne.nts or m,odffl.ca..tions to the ENA, including without 
limitation, the exhibits, ,that the General Ma:t;tager .deteunines, in consultation with the City 
Attorney, are in the best interest of the City; do not materially increase the obligations or 
liabilities bf the City; are necessary or advisable to effectuate the purposes and intent of the EN A 
dr this resolution; and are in compliance with all applicable law:;;~ induding the City Charter. 

I hereby certify that the foregoing resolution was adopted by the Public UtilitiesCt;>mm#sion, at 
its meeting .oj November 14, 2017. 

v Secretary, Public Utilities Commission 
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Wong, Linda (BOS) 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 

Subject: 

Madeline Mueller <mmueller@ccsf.edu> 
Thursday, March 08, 2018 1 :28 PM 
Wong, Linda (BOS); Cohen, Malia (BOS); Fewer, Sandra (BOS); Stefani, Catherine (BOS); 
Sheehy, Jeff (BOS); Norma.Yee@sfgov.org 
BOS Budget and Finance Committee March 15, 2018 Meeting Regarding Balboa Reservoir 
Proposed Development Fiscal Feasibility 

-

The value of the arts to enhance our quality oflife is obvious and irrefutable. However, sometimes we need to 
be reminded of the fiscal value of the arts. In contemplating the transfer of the publicly-owned 17 acres now 
called the Balboa Reservoir to a private housing developer, priority should be given to the completion of the 
Performing Arts Education Center (P AEC) on the adjacent City College property, which would both finally 
complete the campus as required and also serve as an auditorium space for the people of San Francisco. This 
would be the only community auditorium between downtown San Francisco and San Mateo. 

Currently an identically-designed auditorium with three performing stages exists in Folsom, California, where 
former State Chancellor Brice Harris constucted his Performing ·Arts Center (while at the same time he 
inappropriately stopped the completion of CCSF's three-stage building which was shovel-ready in 2011 ). 
Recent press releases from Folsom indicate that their Performing Arts Center is generating approximately $15 
million annually for the Folsom community. Certainly such a facility at City College of San Francisco would 
generate at least that amount for its community! · 

However, an auditorium needs to provide for an audience attending events. These events would most likely be 
in the evenings or on weekends, and parking (for potentially up to 1200 people attending a festival) needs to be 
considered now and not later. The current plans of the private developers for large numbers of market rate 
housing make no reference to the real needs of the P AEC. Their bottom line of bringing in perhaps 3 to 4 
million dollars to the City is only a fraction of what the property could generate for the coffers of San Francisco. 
It would be better instead to first ask City College for its plans for the 17 acres. The College is anticipating 
major bond requests soon and even before doing so has indicated that it can pursue public-private partnerships 
for capital projects. 

And of course there are some very generous potential patrons in San Francisco who would no doubt be 
approachable for major donations towards a Performing Arts Center, particularly if they were given naming 
rights to a building that has already won national awards and was designed by an architectural firm voted by 
American architectural firms as the best in the nation in 2016 ! 

Moreover, before being temporarily derailed during the last five years by what is now (after two court 
judgements) known to be illegal takeover attempts by an accrediting agency and the state, City College of San 
Francisco was on an excellent capital projects' trajectory: The Wellness Center built in 2008 has 156,000 
square feet of program space, the Multi-Use Building built in 2010 has 102,000 square feet and the Chinatown/ 
North Beach Center built in 2011 includes a 14-story and a five story building. These projects were all fully 
funded (and in the case of the MUB, even built under budget!). No doubt some private developers assert that 
public entities "can't get the job done" which is not true, as the record of CCSF's major building achievements 
shows. 

The current private developers' plans for the 17 acres called the Balboa Reservoir are not fiscally feasible at 
this time for tlie City. If allowed to proceed, the planned development will actually cause San Francisco to lose 
money! The plans should, at the very least, be put on hold until: 
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1) the Performing Arts Education Center is fully completed and in operation; 

2) a parking and transportation research study is done by City College concerning student and staff needs (and 
JOT another bogus 'research' by the developers and/or their joined-at-the-hip allies, the city planners); 

3) a new Facilities Master Plan for City College (which may include some fully-affordable faculty, staff and 
student housing such as is currently available at San Mateo Community College ) is fully approved by all 
college con~tituents in cooperation with the city and surrounding neighborhoods, businesses and institutions; . 

4) plans for transferring, per state code, public land (the Balboa Reservoir) to a public entity (City College) are 
seriously and substantially discus·sed. 

5) the legal question concerning the use of public land for private development has been resolved. 

Madeline Mueller 
Music Department Chair 
City College of San Francisco 
Ph: 415 239-3641 
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Wong, Linda (BOS) 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 

Cc: 

Subject: 

aj <ajahjah@att.net> 
Tuesday, February 27, 2018 1 :53 PM 
BalResCACChair@gmail.com; Michael Ahrens; bd@brigittedavila.com; 
rmuehlbauer@live.com; hnchung@yahoo.com; tsaiweilee@hotmail.com; cgodinez@lwhs.org; 
jon.winston.brcac@outlook.com; Shanahan, Thomas (ECN); BRCAC (ECN) 
Wong, Linda (BOS); Cohen, Malia (BOS); Fewer, Sandra (BOS); Stefani, Catherine (BOS); 
Sheehy, Jeff (BOS); Yee, Norman (BOS); Low, Jen (BOS); Maybaum, Erica (BOS); Rita 
Evans; Jennifer Heggie; Monica Collins; Bob Byrne; Ray Kutz; Steve Martinpinto; Amy O'Hair; 
andrew@ohair-sherman.com; Ken Hollenbeck; Francine Lofrano; Anita Theoharis; MP Klier; 
Joe Koman; Anne Chen; laura Frey; Caryl Ito; Adrienne GO; Ravi Krishnaswamy; Michael 
Adams; Harry Bernstein; Vicki Legion; Madeline Mueller; Lenny Carlson; Muriel Parenteu; 
Christine Hanson; Wynd Kaufmyn; Tomasita Medal; Win-Mon Kyi; Lalo Gonzalez; Andrea Del 
Pilar Olivos; Cynthia Diaz; Donna Hayes; Wendolyn Aragon; Allan Fisher; Leslie Simon; 
Rodger Scott 
Fw: Balboa Reservoir Project: Request for independent, objective evaluation by Budget & 
Legislative Analyst · · 

Attachments: 2018-2-26 REQUEST BUDGET ANAL YST.docx 

BRCAC--

The Berkson Report is one-sided and biased. Please call for an independent evaluation, pursuant to 
Administrative Code 29.4 (b), of the fiscal responsibility of the permanent privatization of public lands: 

--aj 

SEC. 29.4. BOARD OF SUPERVISORS PROCEDURES FOR DETERMINATION. 

(a) The Board of Supervisors, in accordance with its rules of order, shall refer the proposed resolution and 
information to the Board committee responsible for review of fiscal measures, such as appropriation ordinances, bond 
issues, taxes, fees and other revenue measures. 

(b). Ill, eval1latillg the fiscal feasibility of the proposed project, the Board may request assistance from the Budget 
Analyst or the Controller. The Project Sponsor may submit additional information to the Board. Based upon the criteria 
set forth in Section 29.2, the Board shall ¢1.etermine whether the project is fiscally feasible and responsible. The Board 
shall act by resolution by a majority vote of all its members. 

----- Forwarded Message ----
From: .aj <ajahjah@att.net> 
To: "Board.of.Supervisors@sfgov.org" <Board.of.Supervisors@sfgov.org>; "linda.wong@sfgov.org" 
<linda.wong@sfgov.org>; "erica.major@sfgov.org" <erica.major@sfgov.org>; "Malia.Cohen@sfgov.org" 
<Malia.Cohen@sfgov.org>; Fewer Sandra (BOS) <sandra.fewer@sfgov.org>; "Catherine.Stefani@sfgov.org" 
<Catherine.Stefani@sfgov.org>; Jeff Sheehy <jeff.sheehy@sfgov.org>; Norman Yee <norman.yee@sfgov.org>; Low Jen 
(BOS) <jen.low@sfgov.org>; Erica Maybaum <erica.maybaum@sfgov.org> 
Cc: BRCAC (ECN) <brcac@sfgov.org> 
Sent: Monday, February 26, 2018 3:46 PM . 
Subject: Balboa Reservoir Project: Request for independent, objective evaluation by Budget & Legislative Analyst 

BOS, Budget & Finance Committee, Land Use & Transportation Committee: 

Attached is a a request that the Budget & Legislative Analyst Division be tasked with conducting an 
independent, objective analysis of the the fiscal responsibility of the Balboa Reservoir Project: 
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REQUEST FOR OBJECTIVE, INDEPENDENT EVALUATION BY BUDGET & · 
LEGISLATIVE ANALYST DIVISION/HARVEY ROSE ON THE FISCAL 

RESPONSIBILITY AND FEASIBILITY OF BALBOA RESERVOIR PROJECT 

A "Findings of Fiscal Responsibility & Feasibility" Report for the Balboa Reservoir 
Project will be presented to the Board for BOS approval soon. 
The Findings of Fiscal Responsibility & Feasibility Report is authored by Berkson 
Associates ·and sponsored by OEWD-Planning Dept-PUC. · 
The findings of the Berkson Report--just as how the Reservoir CAC process had been 
orchestrated and stage-m.anaged to arrive at a predetermined conclusion-- is one
sided and biased. 
The purpose of Administrative Code 29's requirement for Findings of Fiscal 
Responsibility and Feasibility is to protect the people's assets. Yet OEWD-Planning
PUC has, throughout the CAC public engagement p·rocess, avoided addressing the 
fundamental issue of privatization of a 17.4 acre publicly-owned asset. 
Thus, an independent and objective evaluation of the Project's fiscal responsibility 
needs to be performed by the BOS Budget & Legislative Analyst Division. 
DECEPTIVE AND MISLEADING ADVERTISING 
Under consumer protection laws, deceptive and misleading advertising is 
discouraged. However, as government agencies, consumer protection laws do not 
apply to OEWD-Planning-PUC. The City & County's Balboa Reservoir Team has 
taken advantage of its exemption from consumer protection laws to portray the 
Reservoir Project in a deceptive and misleading manner. 
Have you ever gone to a sale that wa·s promoted as "up to 75% off" only to discover 
that almost all items were only 10% off with only a few items that were 75% off? The 
Reservoir Team and the Berkson Report uses a similar technique. The Reservoir 
Project has been promoted as "up to 50% affordable" to give the public the impression 
that the Project will provide 50% affordable housing. This portrayal of the Project is 
deceptive and misleading. "50% affordable" is a ceiling. Instead, an objective and 
accurate description would be: 
• At least 33%· affordable, up to a maximum of 50% affordable 
• At least 50% market-rate, up to a maximum of 67% market rate 
Another egregiously deceptive portrayal 9f the Reservoir Project is the misuse of the 
term "permanently affordable." The Reservoir Project has shamelessly characterized it 
to be "permanently affordable". Yet "permanently affordable" has been twisted to · 
mean affordable "for the useful life of the building." This is Orwellian distortion of 
language. 
ANALYSIS OF HARMS 
The Budget & Legislative Analyst Division should be tasked by the Board to conduct an 
objective and independent analysis of the fiscal responsibility of the Reservoir 
Project. The Budget & Legislative Analyst should perform an objective evaluation of 
fiscal harms, as well as possible benefits of the Reservoir Project. 
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An objective analysis might find that the financial harms to the neighborhoods and its 
schools, and the permanent loss of 17.4 acres of public land would not be justified 
by 367 affordable units (and maybe up to an additional 187 units--to be paid for with 
unsourced public funding) whose affordability would only last, not forever, which is the 
common meaning of "perman~nt"-but for possibly only 55 years. 
In _my 2/23/2018 "Critique of Fiscal Feasibility and Responsibility of Reservoir Project" 
submission to the Budget & Finance Committee, !' pointed out the following: 

PRIVATIZATION OF PUBLIC ASSETS IS FISCALLY IRRESPONSIBLE 
The Berkson Associates' Findings of Fiscal Responsibility and Feasibility fails to address the 
fundamental question of the privatization of public assets. · 

The fiscal responsibility/irresponsibility of allowing the permanent transfer of 17.4 acres of 
prime real estate to private interests is totally ignored by the Balbbfl Reservoir Project Team 
and Berkson Associates. 

· THE AFFORDABLE HOUSING SCAM 
The Berkson Report follows the Balboa Reservoir Team's (Planning Dept-OEWD-PUC) 
misrepresentation of the Reservoir Project as being about "affordable housing" when in fact it 
is not. What is presented as an affordable housing project is in fact a transfer of public 
property to private for-profit interests. 

"Up to 50% affordable" is bandied abo·ut as if 50% affordable will actually be achieved. There 
is no pinding commitment to 50%. "50%" is mainly PR. 

The actual commitment: 
1) 33% affordable; 
2) at least 50%· market-rate; 
3) possibly an aspirational 17% "additional affordable" to those of 150% Area Median . 
Income PAID FOR WITH PUBLIC FUNDS-NOT BY THE DEVELOPERS! If public funds are 
unavailable, this "additional 17% affordable" would go to market-rate housing for up to 67% 
unaffordable housing. 

AFFORDABLE FOR WHOM AND FOR HOW LONG? 
For Whom: . 
Middle-income has been redefined from 120% ($97K) AMI to 150% ($121K). In reality, the 
Balboa Reservoir Project will be affordable mainly for the well-to-do (67%). Only 33% of the 
units will be for regular people 

For How Long: 
"Permanently affordable" is actually defined as "throughout the useful life of the buildings in 
which those units ·are located." Balboa Reservoir Project's "permanently affordable" is a 
limited-time only condition. Read the fine print! 

PURPORTED BENEFITS, BUTHOW ABOUT HARMS? 
The Berkson Report talks about potential benefits such as $1. 7 million annual general 
revenue, childcare, open space, "up to" 50% affordable, 500 shared parking spaces with City 
College. · 

Yet the Berkson Report fails to talk about the harms that could outweigh its purported benefits: 
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1. Permanent ceding of a valuable 17.4 acre public asset to a private, for-profit REIT (Real 
Estate Investment Trust) in exchange for 33% affordable housing which in reality 
WILL NOT BE PERMANf=NTL Y AFFORDABLE. 
2. Harm to the broad Bay Area community's access to educational by its elimination of 1, 000 
existing student parking spaces and influx of over 2,000 new residents into an area with 
geographically-constrained infrastructure. 
3. City College had added new parking structures into ifs Facilities· Master Plan to make up 
for the impending loss of student parking in the PUC Reservoir.· The costs of new campus 
parking is not accounted for in the Berkson Report. This major financial harm needs to be 
taken into consideration. 
4. Harm to City College stakeholders in that the proposed 500 space shared parking will cost 
substantially more than the existing parking--whose students are in large proportion low
income. 
5. Other than words, TOM and wishful thinking, there is no provision for increased or 
improved MUNI service to accommodate this project. In fact, the Reservoir Project will worsen 
MUNI reliability. 

PUBLIC INPUT: GOING THROUGH THE MOTIONS 
The community had raised the issues of the Reservoir Project's adverse impacts to the 
surrounding neighborhoods and school early and often. Yet the Reservoir Project's 
Development Parameters, in the main, reflect the views of the Reservoir Project Team 
(Planning Dept, OEWD) with no substantive incorporation of input from the public. The 
Reservoir CAC process was orchestrated and managed from above by Planning Dept and 
OEWD. Incorporation of public input into the Deve"!opment Parameters was minimal. The 
CAC process was essentially just going through the motions. 

Submitted by: 
Alvin Ja 
District 7 resident 
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REQUEST FOR OBJECTIVE, INDEPENDENT EVALUATION BY BUDGET & 

LEGISLATIVE ANALYST DIV!SION/HARVEY ROSE ON THE FISCAL RESPONSIBILITY 

AND FEASIBILITY OF BALBOA RESERVOIR PROJECT 

A 11Findings of Fiscal Responsibility & Feasibility" Report for the Balboa Reservoir 

·.Project will be presented to the Board for BOS approval soon. 

The Findings of Fiscal Responsibility & Feasibility Report is authored by Berkson 

Associates and sponsored by OEWD-Planning Dept-PUC. 
. . 

The findings of the Berkson .Report--just as how the Reservoir CAC process had 

been orchestrated and stage-managed to arrive at a predetermined conclusion-

is one-sided and biased. 

The purpose of Administrative Code 291 s requirement for Findings of Fiscal 

Responsibility and Feasibility is to protect the people1s assets. Yet OEWD

Planning-PUChas, throughout the CAC public engagement process, avoided 

addressi.ng the fundamental issue of privatization of a 17.4 acre publicly-owned 

asset . 

. Thus, an independent and objective evaluation of the Project1s fiscal responsibility 

· needs to be performed by the BOS Budget & Legislative Analyst Division. 

DECEPTIVE AND MISLEADING ADVERTISING· 

Under consumer protection laws, deceptive and misleading advertising is 

discouraged. However, as government agencies, consumer protection laws do 

not apply to OEWD-Planning-PUC. The City & County1s Balboa Reservoir Team 

. has taken advantage of its exemption from consumer protection laws to portray 
I . 

the Reservoir Project in a deceptive and misleading manner. 

Have you ever gone to a sale that was promoted as "up to 75% off" only to 

discover that almost all items were only 10% off with only a few items that were 

75% off? The Reservoir Team and the Berkson Report uses a similar technique. 

The Reservoir Project has been promoted as "up to 50% affordable11.to give the 

1 

1980 



THE AFFORDABLE HOUSING SCAM 
The Berkson Report follows the Balboa Reservoir Team's (Planning Dept
OEWD-PUC) misrepresentation of the Reservoir Project as being about 
"affordable housing" whftn in fact it is not. What is presented as an affordable 
housing project is in fact a transfer of public property to private for-profit interests. 

"Up to 50% affordable" is bandied about as if 50% affordable will actually be 
achieved. There is no binding commitment to 50%. "50%" is mainly PR. 

The actual commitment: 
1) 33% affordable; 
2) at least 50% market-rate;. 
3) possibly ah aspirational 17% "additional affordable" to those of 150% Area 
Median.Income PAID FOR WITH PUBLIC FUNDS-NOT BY THE 
DEVELOPERS! If public funds are unavailable, this "additional 17% affordable" · 
would go to market-rate housing for up to 67% unaffordable housing. 

AFFORDABLE FOR WHOM AND FOR HOW LONG? 
For Whom: 
Middle-income has been redefined from 120% ($97K) AMI to 150% ($121K). In 
reality, the Balboa Reservoir Project will be affordable mainly for the well-to-do 
(67%). Only 33% of the units will be for regular people . . 

For How Long: 
"Permanently affordable" is actually defined as "throughout the useful life of the 
buildings in which those units are located." Balboa Reservoir Project's 
"permanently affordable"1s a limited-time only condition. Read the fine print! 

PURPORTED BENEFITS, BUT HOW ABOUT HARMS? 
The Berkson Report talks about potential benefits such as $1. 7 million annual 
general revenue, childcare, open space, "up to" 50% affordable, 500 shared 
parking spaces with City College. 

Yet the Berkson Report fails to talk about the harms that could outweigh its 
purported benefits: 
1. Permanent ceding of a valuable 17.4 acre public asset to a private, for-profit 
REIT (Real Estate Investment Trust) in exchange for 33% affordable housing 
which in reality WILL NOT BE PERMANENTLY AFFORDABLE. 
2. Harm to the broad Bay Area community's access to educational by its 
elimination of 1, 000 existing student parking spaces and influx of over 2, 000 new 
residents into an area with geographically-constrained infrastructure. 
3. City College had added new parking structures into its Facilities Master Plan 
to make up .for the impending loss of student parking in the P.UC Reservoir. The 
costs of new campus parking is not accounted for in the Berkson Report. This 
major financial harm needs to be taken into consideration. 
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Wong, Linda (BOS) 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 

·Cc: 
Subject: 

Attachments: 

aj <ajahjah@att.net> 
Monday, February 26, 2018 3:47 PM 
Board of Supervisors, (BOS); Wong, Linda (BOS); Major, Erica (BOS); Cohen, Malia (BOS); 
Fewer, Sandra (BOS); Stefani, Catherine (BOS); Sheehy, Jeff (BOS); Yee, Norman (BOS); 
Low, Jen (BOS); Maybaum, Erica (BOS) 
BRCAC (ECN) 
Balboa Reservoir Project: Request for independent, objective evaluation by Budget & 
Legislative Analyst 
2018-2-26 REQUEST BUDGET ANALYST.docx 

BOS, Budget & Finance Committee, Land Use & Transportation Committee: 

Attached is a a request that the Budget & Legislative Analyst Division be tasked with conducting an 
independent, objective analysis of the the fiscal responsibility of the Balboa Reservoir Project: 

REQUEST FOR OBJECTIVE, INDEPENDENT EVALUATION BY BUDGET & 
LEGISLATIVE ANALYST DIVISION/HARVEY ROSE ON THE FISCAL 

RESPONSIBILITY AND FEASIBILITY OF BALBOA RESERVOIR PROJECT 

A "Findings of Fiscal Responsibility & Feasibility" Report for the Balboa Reservoir 
Project will be presented to the Board for BOS approval soon: 
The Findings of Fiscal Responsibility & Feasibility Report is authored by Berkson 
Associates and sponsored by OEWD-Planning Dept-PUC. 
The findings. of the Berkson Report--just as how the Reservoir CAC process had been 
orchestrated and stage-managed to arrive at a predetermined conclusion-- is one
sided and biased. 
The purpose of Administrative Code 29's requirement for Findings of Fiscal 
Responsibility and Feasibility is to protect the people's assets. Yet OEWD-Planning
PUC has, throughout the CAC public engagement process, avoided addressing the 
fundamental issue of privatization of a 17.4 acre publicly-owned asset. 
Thus, an independent and objective evaluation of the Project's fiscal responsibility 
needs to be performed by the BOS Budget & Legislative Analyst" Division. 
DECEPTIVE AND MISLEADING ADVERTISING 
Under consumer protection laws, deceptive and misleading advertising is 
discouraged. However, as government agencies, consumer protection laws do not 
apply to OEWD-Planning-PUC. The City & County's Balboa Reservoir Team has 
taken advantage of its exemption from consumer protection laws to portray·the . 
Reservoir Project in a deceptive and misleading manner. 
Have you ever gone to a sale that was promoted as "up to 75o/o off' only to discover 
that almost all items were only· 10% off with only a few items that were 75% off? The 
Reservoir Team and the Berkson Report uses a similar technique. The Reservoir 
Project has been promoted as "up to 50% affordable" to give the public the impression 
that the Project will provide 50% affordable housing. This portrayal of the Project is 
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deceptive and misleading. '"60% affordable" is a ceiling. Instead, an objective and 
accurate description would be: 

At least 33% affordable, up to a maximum of 50% affordable 
o At least 50% market-rate, up to a maximum of 67% market rate 
Another egregiously deceptive portrayal of the Reservoir Project is the misuse of the 
term "permanently affordable." The Reservoir Project has shamelessly characterized it 
to be "permanently affordable". Yet "permanently affordable" has been twisted to 
mean affordable "for the useful life of the building." This is Orwellian distortion of 
language. 
ANALYSIS OF HARMS 
The Budget & Legislative Analyst Division should be tasked by the Board to conduct an 
objective and independent analysis of the fiscal responsibility of the Reservoir . 
Project. The Budget & Legislative Analyst should perform an objective evaluation of 
fiscal harms, as well as possible benefits of the Reservoir Project. 
An objective analysis might find that the financial harms to the neighborhoods and its 
schools, and the permanent loss of 17.4 acres of public land would 'not be justified 
by 367 affordable units (and maybe up to an additional 187 units--to be paid for with 
unsourced public funding) whose affordability would only last, not forever, which is the 
common meaning of "permanent"-but for possibly only 55 years. 
In my 2/23/2018 "Critique of Fiscal Feasibility and Responsibility of Reservoir Project" 
submission to the Budget & Finance Committee, I pointed out the following: 

PR/VA TIZA TJON OF PUBLIC ASSETS JS FJSCALL Y IRRESPONSIBLE 
The Berkson Associates' Findings of Fiscal Responsibility and Feasibility fails to address the 
fundamental question of the privatization of public assets. · 

The fiscal responsibility/irresponsibility of allowing the permanent transfer of 17.4 acres of 
prime real estate to private interests is totally ignored by the Balboa Reservoir Project Team 
and Berkson Associates. 

THE AFFORDABLE HOUSING SCAM 
The Berkson Report follows the Balboa Reservoir Team's (Planning Dept-OEWD-PUC) 
misrepresentation of the Reservoir Project as being about "affordable housing" when in fact it 
is not. What is presented as an affordable housing project is in fact a transfer of public 
property to private for-profit interests. 

"Up to 50% affordable" is bandied about as if 50% affordable will actually be achieved. There 
is no binding commitment to 50%. "50%" is mainly PR. 

The actual commitment: 
1) 33% affordable; 
2) at least 50% market-rate; 
3) possibly an aspirational 17% "additional affordable" to those of 150% Area Median 
Income PAID FOR WITH PUBLIC FUNDS-NOT BY THE DEVELOPERS! If public funds are 
unavailable, this "additional 17% affordable" would go to market-rate housing for up to 67% 
unaffordable housing. 

AFFORDABLE FOR WHOM AND FOR HOW LONG? 



For Whom: 
Middle-income has been redefined from 120% ($97K) AMI to 150% ($121K). In reality, the 
Balboa Reservoir Project will be affordable mainly for the well-to-do (67%). Only 33% of the 
units will be for regular people · 

For How Long: 
"Permanently affordable" is actually defined as "throughout the useful life of the buildings in 

·which -those units are located." Balboa Reservoir Project's "permanently affordable" is a 
limited-time only condition. Read the fine print! 

PURPORTED BENEFITS, BUT HOW ABOUT HARMS? 
The Berkson Report talks about potential benefits such as $1. 7 million annual general 
revenue, childcare, open space, "up to" 50% affordable, 500 shared parking spaces with City 
College. 

Yet the Berkson Report fails to talk about the harms that could outweigh its purported benefits: 
1. Permanent ceding of a valuable ·17. 4 acre public asset to a private, for-profit REIT (Real 
Estate Investment Trust) in exchange for 33% affordable housing which in reality 
WILL NOT BE PERMANENTLY AFFORDABLE. 
2. Harm to the br9ad Bay Area community's access to educational by its elimination of 1,000 
existing student parking spaces and influx of over 2, 000 new residents into an area with 
geographically-constrained infrastructure. 
3. City College had added new parking structures into its Facilities Master Plan to make up 
for the impending loss of student parking in the PUC Reservoir. The costs of new campus 
parking is not accounted for in the Berkson Report. This major financial harm needs to be 
taken into consideration. · 
4. Harm to City.College stakeholders in that the proposed 500 space shared parking will cost 
substantially more than the existing parking--whose students are in large proportion low
income. 
5. Other than words, TOM and wishful thinking, there is no provision for increased or 
improved MUNI service to accommodate this project. In fact, the Reservoir Project will worsen 
MUNI reliability. 

PUBLIC INPUT: GOING THROUGH THE MOTIONS 
The community had raised the issues of the Reservoir Project's adverse impacts to the 
surrounding neighborhoods and school early and often. Yet the Reservoir Project's 
Development Parameters, in the main, reflect the views of the Reservoir Project Team 
(Planning Dept, OEWO) with no substantive incorporation of input from the public. The 
Reservoir CAC process was orchestrated and managed from above by Planning Dept and 
OEWD. Incorporation of public input into the Development Parameters was minimal. The 
CAC process was essentially just going through the motions. 

Submitted by: 
Alvin Ja 
District 7 resident 
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REQUEST FOR OBJECTIVE, INDEPENDENT EVALUATION BY BUDGET & 

LEGISLATIVE ANALYST DIVISION/HARVEY ROSE ON THE FISCAL RESPONSIBILITY 

AND FEASIBILITY OF BALBOA RESERVOIR PROJECT 

A "Findings of Fiscal Responsibility & Feasibility" Report for the Balboa Reservoir 

Project will be presented to the Board for BOS approval soon. 

The Findings of Fiscal Responsibility & Feasibility Report is authored by Berkson 

Associates and sponsored by OEWD-Planning Dept-PUC. 

The findings of the Berkson Report--just as how the Reservoir CAC process had 

been orchestrated and stage-managed to arrive at a predetermined conclusion-

is one-sided and biased. 

The purpose of Administrative Code 29's requirement for Findings of Fiscal 

Responsibility and Feasibility is to protect the people's assets. Yet OEWD

Planning-PUC has, throughout the CAC public engagement process, avoided 

addressing the fundamental issue of privatization of a 17.4 acre publicly-owned 

asset. 

Thus, an independent and objective evaluation of the Project's fiscal responsibility 

needs to be performed by the BOS Budget & Legislative Analyst Division. 

DECEPTIVE AND MISLEADING ADVERTISING 

Under consumer protection laws, deceptive and misleading advertising is 

discouraged. However, as government agencies, consumer protection laws do 

not apply to OEWD-Planning-PUC. The City & County's Balboa Reservoir Team 

has taken advantage of its exemption from consumer protection laws to portray 

the Reservoir Project in a deceptive and misleading manner. 

Have you ever gone to a sale that was promoted as "up to 75% off" only to 

discover that almost all items were only 10% off with only a few items that were 

75% off? The Reservoir Team and the Berkson Report uses a similar technique. 

The Reservoir Project has been promoted as "up to 50% affordable" to give the 
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public the impression that the Project will provide_50% affordable housing. This 

portrayal of the Project is deceptive and misleading. 1150% affordable" is a ceiling. 

Instead, an objective and accurate description would be: 

• At least 33% affordable, up to a maximum of 50% affordable 

• At least 50% market-rate, up to a maximum of 67% market rate 

Another egregiously deceptive portrayal of the Reservoir Project is the misuse of 

the term "permanently affordable." The Reservoir Project has shamelessly 

characterized it to be 11permanently affordable". Yet 11permanently affordable" 

has been twisted to mean affordable "for the useful life of the building." This is 

Orwellian distortion of language. 

ANALYSIS OF HARMS 

The Budget & Legislative Analyst Division should be tasked by the Board to 

conduct an objective and independent analysis of the fiscal responsibility of the 

Reservoir Project. The Budget & Legislative Analyst should perform an objective 

evaluation of fiscal harms, as well as possible benefits of the Reservoir Project.· 

An objective analysis might find that the financial harms to the neighborhoods 

and its schools, and the permanent loss of 17.4 acres of public land would not be 

justified by 367 affordable units (and maybe up to an additional 187 units--to be 

paid for with unsourced public funding) whose affordability would only last, not 

forever, which is the common meaning of 11permanent" -but for possibly only 55 

years. 

In my 2/23/2018 11Critique of Fiscal Feasibility and Responsibility of Reservoir 

Project" submission to the Budget & Finance Committee, I pointed out the 

following: 

PR/VA TIZA TION OF PUBLIC ASSETS IS FISCALLY IRRESPONSIBLE 
The Berkson Associates' Findings of Fiscal Responsibility and Feasibility fails to 
address the fundamental question of the privatization of public assets. 

The fiscal responsibility/irresponsibility of allowing the permanent transfer of 
17.4 acres of prime real estate to private interests is totally ignored by the Balboa 
Reservoir Project Team and Berkson Associates. 
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THE AFFORDABLE HOUSING SCAM 
The Berkson Report follows the Balboa Reservoir Team's (Planning Dept
OEWD-PUC) misrepresentation of the Reservoir Project as being about 
"affordable housing" when in fact it is not. What is presented as an affordable 
housing project is in fact a transfer of public property fo private for-profit interests. 

"Up to 50% affordable" is bandied about as if 50% affordable will actually be 
achieved. There is no binding commitment to 50%. "50%" is mainly PR. 

The actual commitment: 
1) 33% affordable; 
2) at least 50% market-rate; 
3) possibly an aspirational 17% "additional affordable" to those of 150% Area 
Median Income PAID FOR WITH PUBLIC FUNDS-NOT BY THE 
DEVELOPERS! If public funds are unavailable, this "additional 17% affordable" 
would go to market-rate housing for up to 67% unaffordable housing. 

AFFORDABLE FOR WHOM AND FOR HOW LONG? 
For Whom: 
Middle-income has been redefined from 120% ($97K) AMI to 150% ($121K). In 
reality, the Balboa Reservoir Project will be affordable mainly for the well-to-do 
(67%). Only 33% of the units will be for regular people 

For How Long: 
"Permanently affordable" is actually defined as "throughout the useful life of the 
buildings in which those units are located." Balboa Reservoir Project's 
"permanently affordable" is a limited-time only condition. Read the fine print! 

PURPORTED BENEFITS, BUT HOW ABOUT HARMS? 
The Berkson Report talks about potential benefits such as $1. 7 million annual 
general revenue, childcare, open space, "up to" 50% affordable, 500 shared 
parking spaces with City College. 

Yet the Berkson Report fails to talk about the harms that could outweigh its 
purporled benefits: 
1. Permanent ceding of a valuable 17.4 acre public asset to a private, for-profit 
REIT (Real Estate Investment Trust) in exchange for 33% affordable housing 
which in reality WILL NOT BE PERMANENTLY AFFORDABLE. 
2. Harm to the broad Bay Area community's access to educational by its 
elimination bf 1,000 existing student parking spaces and influx of over 2,000 new 
residents into an area with geographically-constrained infrastructure. 
3. City College had added new parking structures into its Facilities Master Plan 
to make up for the impending Joss of student parking in the PUC Reservoir. The 
costs of new campus parking is not accounted for in the Berkson Report. This 
major financial harm needs to be taken into consideration. 
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4. Harm to City College stakeholders in that the proposed 500 space shared 
parking will cost substantially more than the existing parking--whose students are 
in large proportion low-income. · 
5. Other than words, TOM and wishful thinking, there is no provision for 
increased or improved MUNI service to accommodate this project. In fact, the 
Reservoir Project will worsen MUNI reliability. 

PUBLIC INPUT: GOING THROUGH THE MOTIONS 
The community had raised the issues of the Reservoir Project's adverse impacts 
to the surrounding neighborhoods and school early and often. Yet the Reservoir 
Project's Devf;lopment Parameters, in the main, reflect the views of the Reservoir 
Project Team (Planning Dept, OEWD) with no substantive incorporation of input 
from the public. The Reservoir CAC process was orchestrated and managed 
from above by Planning Dept and OEWD. Incorporation of public input into the 
Development Parameters was minimal. The CAC process was essentially just 

. going through the motions. 

Submitted by: 

Alvin Ja 
District 7 resident 
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Wong, Lind.a (BOS) 

'rom: 
.,,ent: 
To: 

Christine Hanson <chrissibhanson@gmail.com> 
Friday, February 23, 2018 12:44 AM 
Wong, Linda (BOS); Cohen, Malia (BOS); Fewer, Sandra (BOS); Stefani, Catherine (BOS); 
Sheehy, Jeff (BOS); Yee, Norman (BOS) 

Subject: Fiscal feasibility of the Balboa Reservoir Project 

Dear Members of the Budget and Finance Committee, 

When considering the financial feasibility of the Balboa Reservoir Project on the west 
side of the Ocean Campus of City College, please question what the legal budget of the 
development will be. How would the project be affected by legal actions or ballot measures taken 
against it? Though you may have been assured by City staff at SF Planning, or the Developers 
themselves that there has been, or will surely be broad public input, this has not been the case. 
The public input that has run contrary to the requirements of the development has been minimized 
or completely ignored. Many people who will be affected by this development have had little or no 
say. In addition, many of the stakeholders are not really aware of how their lives will be affected. 

Consider the many issues raised by the Balboa Reservoir CAC prior to their yearly report to the 
Board of Supervisors about issues that have gone unanswered. Here are some quotes from that 
November 14, 2016 meeting: 

Rita Evans. "Sunnyside. One thing I did note is that there is really no documenting· or 
discussion that there are a number of things that neighbors and others asked for. It's not 
reflected in the revised principles and parameters and there has been no explanation for why 
those things were not changed in response to neighbor's requests. " 

Michael Ahrens, CAC Member "You have received an almost unanimous survey of the 
Westwood Park area in which we voiced our comments and none of that is in this report". 

Robert Muehlbauer, CAC Member "fiVhen looking over this document it looks like a decent 
historical record of what we've been doing here for the last year. But in collapsing all of the 
comments we've heard it's missing some meat in terms of an analysis of issues." 

Consider that at the very frrst of the Balboa Reservoir CAC meetings where the discussion of 
transportation issues was "allowed", one of CAC members specifically asked about data on parking 
for evening students. She was reassured by SF Planning that "all aspects would be studied". Many 
months later a TDM was presented that specifically omitted any parking data taken during evening 
class time. 

At the Traffic Commission meeting where the Balboa Reservoir Area TDM faced final approval, 
Jeremy Shaw listed examples of public outreach for that TDM report. But if you look at the dates 
he presented, four of the meetings occurred before the draft TDM even existed! There was only one 
meeting where the Balboa Reservoir CAC was able to comment on the actual TDM report. The 
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now approved TDM report advises the installation of parking meters along Phelan Avenue which 
would remove another 100 spots, and also require permits for the neighborhoods surrounding the 

school. These measures would presumably be instituted at the same time the 
school would lose the lower parking lot to the developer. This will strand 
those students, faculty and staff who must commute by auto. And this is 
the only City College campus adjacent to a freeway. This will also be a 
greater issue for those City residents who ~o not live directly near the 
campus. The Supervisors in the other districts do not appear to have fully 
recognized the importance of this to their own constituents, and instead 
issues around City College parking.have been directed toward Supervisors 
Yee and Safai--Supervisors whose constituents can walk to Ocean 
Campus. 

City College's Chancellor Rocha, at the recent Bond Oversight Committee meeting stated that the 
school was in preliminary negotiations with Avalon Bay regarding building 300 to 500 housing 
units on either the lower or upper reservoir. He could not specify how many of those potential units 

would be affordable on a City College teacher's salary. At the same meeting he spoke of 
postponing the building of the CCSF Performing Arts Center until the 
passage of a new 2020 bond. This would be the third time the school 
approached the voters for money for a Performing Arts Center. The 
Balboa Reservoir development, incidentally, is on schedule to complete its 
CEQA requirements in 2019. 

At a recent meeting of the Transportation Commission, Supervisor Cohen described Avalon Bay as 
"a difficult developer", and mentioned that they had had problems with them before. City College's 
Community did not participate in their selection and the CCSF administrator who did attend 
selection meetings was put on involuntaryleave and retired shortly thereafter. Yet the school may 
soon be committed to some sort of development of housing that may or may not be affordable to 
teachers, and that building could take place before construction of the Performing Arts Center 
which the school and Community have been looking forward to for 30 years. 

Please consider these things and ask those who are presenting the fiscal plan for this development . 
what funding is set aside in their budget for lawsuits and ballot measures that may be generated by 
a frustrated ColTilnunity. Scrutinize their answer because when the implications of the · 
proposed development finally become crystal clear to a greater number of people, there may be 
multiple lawsuits. 

Sincerely, 
Christine Hanson 
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Wong, Linda (BOS) 

'rom: 
Jent: 
To: 

Subject: 

Leslie Simon <lsimon@ccsf.edu> 
Wednesday, February 21, 201810:49 PM 
Wong, Linda (BOS); Cohen, Malia (BOS); Fewer, Sandra (BOS); Stefani, Catherine (BOS); 
Sheehy, Jeff (BOS); Yee, Norman (BOS) 
Balboa Reservoir and the Future of City College of San Francisco 

Dear Members of the Budget and Finance Committee, 

As an instructor at City College of San Francisco since 1975, I am deeply concerned about the proposed 
Avalon Bridge development in the Balboa Reservoir on the west side of the College. 

As you decide on the financial feasibility of the project, please consider the damage it will do to the 
College if it goes forward before the question of sufficient parking for students is resolved. The current 
parking study is inadequate, and if the project is allowed to go forward without a reliable study and 
adequate parking plan, enrollment at the College will plummet. 

Why is parking so important at City College? Working class students with more than one job and families 
are often dependent on their cars to enroll in classes at the Ocean Campus. Public transit does not meet 
their needs. 

With Free City and the resolution of the unjust accreditation threat, enrollment is being restored to 
healthy numbers. If Avalon Bridge goes forward without first addressing student parking, our once again 
healthy enrollment will deteriorate. Without strong enrollment, the College's budget suffers. Just as 
important, an entire generation of students will lose their opportunity to receive a college education. 

The City depends on a healthy City College. Please refer to former Supervisor Eric Mar's commissioned 
report from the Budget Analyst, early in the accreditation crisis; which estimated the monetary value of 
the College to the City at over $300 million. 

Your job on March 1 is to decide whether or not the Avalon Bridge proposal is fiscally feasible. Until the 
developers can prove that their project will not damage enrollment at the College, it must be delayed. 
Right now, their plan for shared parking between residents, in the proposed development, and students 
makes little sense. Not all residents leave their parking spots free during the day. Many students need 
parking for night classes. Shared parking might sound good on paper but would be a nightmare in reality. 
There needs to be a better plan before this project goes forward. 

We appreciated support from the Board of Supervisors during the accreditation crisis. Please continue to 
prioritize the needs of the College and the students it serves so well. Please do not allow one of the iconic 
institutions of our City to fail during your watch. 

Thank you very much for your attention and kind consideration. 

Sincerely, 
Leslie Simon 
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Leslie Simon 
Interdisciplinary Studies Instructor 
City College of San Francisco 
50 Phelan Avenue, SF 94112 
Mailbox: Mission 
Office: Mission 264 
Voice: 415-920-6023 
www.ccsf.edu/qroundswell 
fridakahloway.wordpress.com 

Please sign up for "Introduction to Museum Studies," IDST 3, for Spring 2018 
https://www.ccsf.edu/Schedule/Spring/ 
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Wong, Linda (BOS) 

'"Om: 
.-ent: 
To: 

Steven Brown <sbfloral@aol.com> 
Thursday, February 22, 2018 4:45 PM 
Wong, Linda (BOS); Cohen, Malia (BOS); Fewer, Sandra (BOS); Stefani, Catherine (BOS); 
Sheehy, Jeff (BOS); Yee, Norman (BOS) 

Dear Members of the Budget and Finance Committee, 

As an instructor at City College of San Francisco since 1984 and a resident of San Francisco, I am 
deeply concerned about the proposed Avalon Bridge development in the Balboa Reservoir on the 
west side of the College. 

As ·you decide on the financial feasibility of the project, please consider the damage it will do to the 
College if it goes forward before the question of sufficient parking for students is resolved. The current 
parking study is inadequate and flawed, and if the project is allowed to go forward without a reliable· 
study and adequate parking plan, enrollment at the College will plummet. 

Why is parking so important at City College? Working class students with more than one job and 
families are often dependent on their cars to enroll in classes at the Ocean Campus. Public transit 
does not meet their needs due to their busy schedules .and varied needs. 

With Free City and the resolution of the unjust accreditation threat, enrollment is being restored to 
1-iealthy numbers. If Avalon Bridge goes forward without first addressing student parking, our 
.ecovering healthy enrollment will deteriorate. Without strong enrollment, the College's budget suffers. 
Just as important, an entire generation of students will lose their opportunity to receive a college 
education. 

The City depends on a healthy City College. Please refer to former Supervisor Eric Mar's 
commissioned report from the Budget Analyst, early in the accreditation crisis, ·which estimated the 
monetary value of the College to the City at over $300 million. 

Your job on March 1 is to decide whether or not the Avalon Bridge proposal is fiscally feasible. Until 
the developers can prove that their project will not damage enrollment at the College, it must be 
delayed. Right now, their plan for shared parking between residents, in the proposed development, 
and students makes little sense. Not all residents leave their parking spots free during the day. Many 
students need parking for night classes. Shared parking might sound good on paper but would be a 
nightmare in reality. There needs to be a better plan before this project goes forward. 

We appreciated support from the Board of Supervisors during the accreditation crisis. Please 
continue to prioritize the needs of the College and the students it serves so well. Please do not allow 
one of the iconic institutions of our City to fail during your watch. 

Thank you very much for your attention and consideration. 

Steven W. Brown AIFD 
City College of San Francisco 
Environmental Horticulture/Floristry Department Chair . 
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50 Phelan Ave. 
San Francisco, CA 94112 
415-239-3140 
Www.ccsf.edu 
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Wong, Linda (BOS) 

rom: 
Jent 
To: 

Cc: 
Subject: 

Attachments: 

Francine Lofrano <ftblote@sbcglobal.net> 
Tuesday, February 20, 2018 6:18 PM 

· Wong, Linda (BOS); Cohen, Malia (BOS); Fewer, Sandra (BOS); Stefani, Catherine (BOS); 
Sheehy, Jeff (BOS); Yee, Norman (BOS) 
Westwood Park Association 
BOS Budget and Finance Committee March 1, 2018 Meeting Regarding Balboa Resevoir 
Proposed Development Fiscal Feasibiliy 
Budget & Finance Meeting Public Comments for 3-1-18.docx 

Dear Clerk and Members of the Budget and Finance Committee, 

Attached, I am submitting to you for the record, my written comments for the 3/1/18 Budget & Finance 
Committee meeting regarding the financial feasibility of the Balboa Reservoir Project. 

If the Reservoir Project is allowed to go forward, CCSF and the surrounding neighborhoods of Westwood Park, 
Sunnyside and Ingleside will suffer irreparable damage. We stakeholders continue to speak publically against 
The Balboa Reservoir Development. Regrettably, we have been largely ignored by the developers and officials 
and trivialized by special interest activists and lobbyists. 

I respectively ask that you please consider my attached comments which include the unanimously passed 
resolutions of the CCSF Facilities Commission and the CCSF Academic Senate before you vote. 

Thank you very much for your consideration. 

Sincerely, 

Francine Lofrano 
CCSF Alumni & Westwood Park Resident 
(415} 334-3847 
ftblote@sbcglobal.net 
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Written Comment :Submitted to the Budget & Fir:iance Committe.e regarding Fiscal Feasibility of 
the Balboa Reservoir on the Agenda for 3/1/2018: 

I'm a native San Franciscan, 30-year resident of neighboring Westwood Park and a CCSF alumni. 
While attending City College, I was single, living on my own and a student worker on campus. 
Upon graduating from City College, I was able to enter into a licensed profession. My CCSF 
education also became a building block for future career opportunities thus I'm an advocate for 
the continued viability of City College. I would like to make the following points concerning the 
fiscal feasibility of the B<!lboa Reservoir Development. 

);> At the 12/14/2017 CCSF Board of Trustees meeting, Underground Marketing noted that 
since their Free City ad campaign, CCSF enrollment for Fall 2017 was up 11%! Enrollment 
is forecasted to continue to increase hence the need for parking is even more critical to 
CCSF. The Balboa Reservoir Development combined with the CCSF Performing Arts 
Center, will result in the loss of 2000 parking spaces. The loss of so many parking spaces 
combined with increased enrollment and · 1100-1300 proposed housing units with 
multiple people per unit (who undoubtedly will have cars) will overwhelm the entire area 
with traffic, congestion and a dramatic increased need for parking. With the loss of 
parking, CCSF enrollment will be jeopardized thus threatening the fiscal impact on the 
City. This dilemma needs careful and prudent analysis to determine the true fiscal impact 
and feasibility of the Balboa Reservoir Development. Certainly, the loss of parking study 
recently commissioned by th.e CCSF Facilities Commission needs to be completed and 
disseminated. Unless and until proper parking analysis is done, any findings of fiscal 
feasibility by the BOS will be woefully lacking in basis and obviously premature. 

· );> Finally, please consider that two important advisory committees to the CCSF Board of 

Trustees (CCSF Facilities Commission and CCSF Academic Senate) felt that parking, the 

Balboa Reservoir Development and the sale of public land important and impactful 

enough to unanimously pass resolutions against the Balboa Reservoir Development, 

rejecting the Nelson-Nygaard Transportation Demand Management Framework and 

advocating that public lands must stay in public hands: 

BE IT RESOLVED THAT: 

RESOLUTION - CCSF FACILITIES COMMITIEE 
November 27, 2017 - Passed unanimously 

The Facilities Committee, a sub-committee of the participatory Governance Councii of City College of San 

Francisco, recommends that any loss of student, faculty, staff or community (BART riders, neighboring schools and 
businesses, etc.) parking caused by the Balboa Reservoir Project be replaced with an appropriate parking structure 
paid for in full {100%) by the Balboa Reservoir Project if it is allowed to proceed, AND 

BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED THAT: 
The Facilities Committee rejects the Nelson-Nygaard Transportation Demand Management Framework that has 
been incorporated by the hired Facilities Master Plan consultants in its entirety into the FMP currently being 
presented, AND 

BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED THAT: 
The Facilities Committee recommends that the agencies and representatives of the City of San Francisco and City 
College be required to discuss policies and procedures, and make decisions in an open process that allows all 
affected constituencies to have a meaningful voice in this vital issue, AND 
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BE IT FINALLY RESOLVED THAT: 
The Facilities Committee ask the CCSF Board of Trustees to re-examine the entire concept of the Balboa Reservoir 
Project because of its public significance, and the grave and permanent damage that would be done to City College 
of San Francisco and the larger community that surrounds it, especially when there are clear and demonstrable 
alternatives to such development. 

RESOLUTION - CCSF ACADEMIC SENATE 
December 6, 2017 - Passed unanimously 

Resolution 2017.12.06.04 Public Land Must Stay in Public Hands 

Whereas, the San Francisco Public Utilities Commission (PUC), the San Francisco Planning Department, and the 
Office of Economic and Workforce Development plan to build a private housing development on public land (the 

·Balboa Reservoir) currently owned by the PUC with which City College of San Francisco ( CCSF) has used, improved, 
and leased for decades; and 

Whereas, this development's planning process has involved pressure exerted on CCSF administration and has 
routinely ignored input from tens of thousands of San Franciscans who use the Reservoir in order to take CCSF 
classes and improve their lives thereby; and 

Whereas, this development's planning process began when all of CCSF's resources were directed at the 
accreditation crisis, a crisis that is now essentially over; and 

Whereas, San Francisco public agencies must abide by both the spirit and the letter of State Surplus Land Statute 
54222, which requires that any local agency disposing of surplus land shall send, prior to disposing of that 
property, a written offer to sell or lease the property ... to any school district in whose "jurisdiction the land is 
located; therefore be it 

Resolved, the CCSF Academic Senate ask the SF PUC to offer in writing to sell or lease this public property to the 
City College of San Francisco, as it has considered doing in the past; and be it further 

Resolved, that the CCSF Academic Senate ask the Board of Trustees and administration to advocate vigorously for 
this written offer, as is best for the College's future, for the tens of thousands of future CCSF students, and for the 
principle of public land for the public good. Moved: Thomas Kennedy; Seconded: Veronica Feliu MCU, 
Abstentions: None. Not present: Jacques Arceneaux, Monica Bosson, Kimiyoshi lnomata, Danyelle Marshall, 
Shiela McFarland, Pablo Rodriguez, Marc Santamaria 

Thank you for your consideration. 

Francine Lofrano 
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Wong, Linda (BOS) 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 

Cc: 
Subject: 

Anita Theoharis <atheoharis@sbcglobal.net> 
Tuesday, February 20, 2018 6:21 PM 
Francine Lofrano; Wong, Linda (BOS); Cohen, Malia (BOS); Fewer, Sandra (BOS); Stefani, 

·Catherine (BOS); Sheehy, Jeff (BOS); Yee, Norman (BOS) 
Westwood Park Association 
Re: BOS Budget and Finance Committee March 1, 2018 Meeting Regarding Balboa Resevoir 
Proposed Development Fiscal Feasibiliy 

Hadn't read this until a minute ago when I suggested clerk of board be included. Of course, Francine 
already thought of this. Thanks, Francine. I don't see the attachment. 
Anita 

From: Francine Lofrano <ftblote@sbcglobal.net> 
To: "Linda.Wong@sfgov.org" <Linda.Wong@sfgov.org>; "Malia.Cohen@sfgov.org" <Malia.Cohen@sfgov.org>; 
"Sandra.Fewer@sfgov.org" <Sandra.Fewer@sfgov.org>; "Catherine.Stefani@sfgov.org" <Catherine.Stefani@sfgov.org>; 
"Jeff.Sheehy@sfgov.org" <Jeff.Sheehy@sfgov.6rg>; "Norman.Yee@sfgov.org" <Norman.Yee@sfgov.org> 
Cc: Westwood Park Association <board@westwoodpark.com> 
Sent: Tuesday, February 20, 2018 6:17 PM 
Subject: BOS Budget and Finance Committee March 1, 2018 Meeting Regarding Balboa Resevoir Proposed 
Development Fiscal Feasibiliy 

Dear Clerk and Members of the Budget and Finance Committee, 

Attached, I am submitting to you for the record, my written comments for the 3/1/18 Budget & Finance 
Committee meeting regarding the financial feasibility of the Balboa Reservoir Project. 

If the Reservoir Project is· allowed to go forward, CCSF and the surrounding neighborhoods of Westwood Park~ 
Sunnyside and Ingleside will suffer irreparable damage. We stakeholders continue to speak publically against 
The Balboa Reservoir Development. Regrettably, we have been largely ignored by the developers and officials 
and trivialized by special interest activists and lobbyists. 

I respectively ask that you please consider my attached comments which include the unanimously passed 
resolutions of the CCSF Facilities Commission and the CCSF Academic Senate before you vote. 

Thank you very much for your consideration. 

Sincerely, 

Francine Lofrano 
CCSF Alumni & Westwood Park Resident 
(415) 334-3847 
ftblote@sbcglobal.net 
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Wong, Linda (BOS) 

"=rom: 
Jent: 
To: 

Cc: 
Subject: 

Michael Ahrens <mikeahrens5@gmail.com> 
Tuesday, February 20, 2018 8:41 PM 
Fewer, Sandra (BOS); Stefani, Catherine (BOS); Sheehy, Jeff (BOS); Yee, Norman (BOS); 
Wong, Linda (BOS); Cohen, Malia (BOS) · 
board@westwoodpark.com 
March 1, Budget & Finance Committee Meeting- Balboa Reservoir & Chapter 29 Fiscal 
Feasibility Analysis - Comment of Michael Ahrens 

>»Dear Clerk and Members of the Budget and Finance committee: 

>>> 
»>I am a member of the Balboa Reservoir Citizens Advisory Committee which has reviewed matters relating to 

proposed development of 17 acres on the Balboa Reservoir. ("Balboa Reservoir Project"). I am also a resident of 

Westwood Park, and a member ofthe Westwood Park Association Board of Directors ("WPA"). 

>>> 

>»I understand that your March 1 meeting will consider the fiscal feasibility of the Balboa Reservoir Project. 

understand that under Chapter 29 of the City's Administrative Code the project cannot proceed unless the Board of 

Supervisors determines tha_t the project is fiscally feasible. 

>>> 
»>I have reviewed the February 12, 2018 letter of WPA to Thomas Shanahan which constitutes the comments of WPA 

and was submitted to the Budget Committee earlier today by the President of the WPA, Anita Theoharis. ("WPA 

Letter") I have also reviewed the comments of Francine Lofrano and her attachments submitted earlier today. ("Lofrano 

Comment")·. Until a resolution is reached on solving the problem caused byfhe elimination of 2,000 City College of San 

Francisco ("CCSF") parking spaces the fiscal damage to the City caused by the Balboa Reservoir Project cannot be 

determined. A reliable analysis of the damage the Balboa Reservoir Project will do to CCSF is needed since any loss of 

value of CCSF is a loss in the value that CCSF gives to the City. 

>>> 
»>As a resident of San Francisco I appreciate the value that CCSF gives to the City. In the September, 2013, report of 

the Budget and Legislative Analyst attached to the WPA letter, the City found that value to be over $300 million. In 

2013 when the Legislative Analyst determined that the economic value CCSF gives to the City exceeded $311 million, 

CCSF was in a crisis. Since that time the crisis has been resolved. Since that time the City has increased financial support 

to CCSF, the City has voted to pay for tuition at CCSF, enrollment has substantially increased, and it is projected that 

enrollment will continue to increase. With all of those positive factors, it would be surprising if the value that CCSF gives 

to the City does not now exceed $400 million or much more. 

>>> 

»>The Facilities Committee of CCSF has voted to support a parking study to determine how to best protect CCSF. Until 

such a study is done CCSF cannot determine what alternative will protect CCSF. The Facilities Committee consists of 20 
ofthe core individuals that make CCSF so valuable. It consists of 8 faculty members, 5 administrators, 4 staff members, 

and three students. This is the core of CCSF that knows how CCSF can be helped and how CCSF can be damaged. 

>> 
»>On November 27, 2017 a resolution was unanimously passed by the Facilities Committee of CCSF which urged that 

CCSF "re-examine the entire concept of the Balboa Reservoir Project because of its public significance, and the GRAVE 

AND PERMANENT DAMAGE that would be done to City College of San Francisco .... " (See resolution attached to Lofrano 

Comment; emphasis added). A fiscal analysis of benefits and damages to the City cannot be done until the DAMAGE 

done by the Balboa Reservoir Project to CCSF is accurately measured. The unanimous resolution of the CCSF Facilities 

Committee that GRAVE AND PERMANENT DAMAGE will be done can hot be ignored. 

>> 
»>The lead developer of the Balboa Reservoir Project is Avalon Bay Communities ("Avalon"). Avalon and the City have 

said in many public meetings that if a resolution is not reached on alternative parking, then the Balboa Reservoir Project 

cannot continue. Those statements conclusively show that the Balboa Reservoir must be put on hold until the 
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resolution of that parking alternative is determined. Until that resolution is reached there is no way that this committee 
can value the the grave and permanent damage the project will do to CCSF. Without valuing that damage the 
committee cannot value the decrease in the $300 million+ fiscal value that CCSF gives to the City. 

>>> 
»>The legislative intent of Chapter 29 which requires Board of Supervisors' analysis of fiscal feasibility is clear: It is 
designed to prevent a loss of substantial money on .substantial projects that may never be completed. The admission by 
Avalon and the City that if they do not do a "deal" with CCSF on the parking alternatives there will be no Project is 
telling. It is an admission that the City may pursue the project for another year or two, spend millions of dollars on 
environmental studies, and then there may be no project if a deal is not reached with CCSF. This is just the type of 
action that Chapter 29 was designed to prevent. The Board of Supervisors should not allow further spending by the City 
on the Balboa Reservoir Project until CCSF and Avalon reach a deal on how CCSF will be protected with respect to the 
loss of parking. Until that happens a valid fiscal analysis is not possible since the fiscal damage to the City on account of 
the damage to CCSF cannot be determined. Without that valid analysis, the Balboa Reservoir Project cannot proceed 
under Chapter 29 of the Administrative Code. 
>>> 
>>> 
>>> 
>»Sent from my iPad 
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Wong, Linda (BOS) 

-:rom: 
Jent: 
To: 

Subject: 

Lennis Carlson <lcarlson@ccsf.edu> 
Monday, February 19, 2018 7:00 PM 
Wong, Linda (BOS); Cohen, Malia (BOS); Fewer, Sandra (BOS); Stefani, Catherine (BOS); 
Sheehy, Jeff (BOS); Yee, Norman (BOS) . 
Balboa Reservoir and the Future of City College of San Francisco 

Dear Members of the Budget and Finance Committee, 

I am writing to you because of your upcoming decision on the financial feasibility of the Balboa Reservoir 
Project on the west side of the Ocean Campus of City College. I am a full-time tenur.ed instructor in the Music 
Department and have been employed by the San Francisco Community College District since 1996. 

There is no way the development of the Balboa Reservoir and City College can co-exist. This is not 
hyperbole. If the Reservoir Project is allowed to go forward, CCSF will either shut down entirely, or be 
so diminished in size, scope and quality that it will be totally incapable of fulfilling its vital role as the leading 
community college in the Bay Area. 

During the now.,resolved accreditation crisis (2012-2017) perpetuated by the disgraced ACCJC, former 
supervisor Eric Mar conducted a study about the value of CCSF to the city of San Francisco. That figure totaled 
$300,000,000. The value of CCSF extends back to its beginning in i935. It has provided education, training and 
a springboard to a better life for literally millions of people. It is also a social and cultural center for the 
community. 

Please take Supervisor Mar's figure into account as you consider the value of what Avalon Bay and others are 
planning to do with the Balboa Reservoir. Many constituents have spoken out against the Reservoir Project: 
students who have jobs and families who must drive to school; various CCSF faculty members, some of whom 
must teach at several other schools to make a living; and people who live in the surrounding neighborhoods 
(Westwood Park, Sunnyside, Ingleside) whose lives and safety would be profoundly disrupted by the Reservoir 
Project. 

Please consider the needs and voice.s of these constituents before you vote. Think aboutthe true costs -- not 
just the financial -- and what it would mean to not have City College as part of the community any more. 

Thank you very much for your attention. 

Sincerely, 

Lenny Carlson 
Instructor, Music Department 
(415) 452-5392 
lcarlson@ccsf.edu 



Wong, Linda (BOS) 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 

Cc: 
Subject: 

Attachments: 

Anita Theoharis <atheoharis@sbcglobal.net> 
Tuesday, February 20, 2018 2:35 PM 
Cohen, Malia (BOS); Fewer, Sandra (BOS); Stefani, Catherine (BOS); Sheehy, Jeff (BOS); 
Yee, Norman (BOS); Wong, Linda (BOS) 
Westwood Park Association; Michael Ahrens 
March 1, 2018 BOS Budget and Finance Committee Meeting - Balboa Resevoir Proposed 
Development Fiscal Feasibiliy Under Section 29 of the Administrative Code 
SF BRCAC 2_12_18 WPA Submission.pdf 

Dear Supervisors and Clerk of the Board Ms. Wong: 

Attached find the formal comments of the Westwood Park Association contained in letter from me 
dated February 12, 2018 to Mr. Thomas Shanahan regarding the fiscal feasibility of the proposed 
Balboa Reservoir Development under Chapter 29 of the Administrative Code. 

Please ensure that these comments are made a part of the record for the above referenced hearing. 

Thank you for your kind consideration. 

Sincerely, 

Anita Theoharis 
President 
Westwood Park Association 

Attachment: as noted. 



WESTW®D PARK~ 
February 12, 2018 

Via Electronic Mail to thomas.shanahan@sfgov.org 

Mr. Thomas Shanahan 
City and County of San Francisco 
Office of Economic and Work Force Development 
1 Carlton B. Goodlett Place, Room 488 
San Francisco, CA 941.02-4653 

Re: BRCAC Meeting February 12, 2018 
Fiscal Feasibility of Balboa Development under Chapter 29 City Administrative 
Code 

Dear Mr. Shanahan: 

We have reviewed the materials that you sent to members of the CAC on Friday, 
· February 9, 2018 in connection with the above referenced Balboa CAC meeting. 

We understand that the CAC meeting will involve the eventual presentation to the Board 
of Supervisors ("BOS") in connection with their review of the fiscal feasibility of the 
Balboa Reservoir Project as required by the CitY's Administrative Code, Chapter 29. 
We have reviewed the Administrative Draft Report of Berkson Associates dated 
February 9, 2018 C'Berkson Report"). Please accept these comments at the February 
12, 2018 CAC meeting as comments of the Westwood Park Association and include 
them in the minutes of the meeting. 

As we Will set forth in these comments, we feel that a true review of the fiscal feasibility 
of the project must take into consideration the adverse fiscal impact of the project on the 
very valuable financial benefits that City College of San Francisco ("CCSF") admittedly 
gives to the City every year. 

As the Berkson Report correctly notes, Chapter 29 of the SF Administrative Code 
requires that this project receive approval from the BOS of the fiscal feasibility of the 
project. The code mandates that the first of five things the BOS much consider is the 
"direct and indirect financial benefits of the project to the city .... " 

The Berkson Report concludes that the project will generate net positive tax revenue of 
$1.7million a year for the city. It also concludes that an addition $1 million will be 
generated for other city funds and for other uses .in the city. Hence it concludes that 
there will be a positive fiscal impact on the city of $2.7 million a year. 

However, the report fails to analyze the negative impact that the project will have on 
CCSF. The city itself has previously performed a budget analysis on financial impact of 

Westwood Park Association, 236 West Portal Ave., #770, San Francisco, CA 94127 
(415) 333-1125 www.westwoodparksf.org ema.il: board@westwoodpark.com 

2003 



City College on San Francisco. In a detailed report to the BOS, dated September 16, 
2013, commissioned by Supervisor Eric Mar, the conclusion was that the financial 
benefits of GCSF to the city exceeded $311 mm. These financial benefits are certainly 
the type of "direct and indirect financial benefits" which the BOS must review under 
Chapter 29 of the Administrative Code. Hence if this project has a severe negative 
impact on CCSF, that negative impact could easily dwarf the $2.7 million a year of fiscal 
benefits. A copy of the report, prepared by the Budget and Legislative Analyst, which is 
an independent body, is attached to this letter as Exhibit "A". ("2013 Report") 

We also attach a discussion of the 2013 Report by KQED as Exhibit "B." In that article 
they report that since City College could lose its accreditation "city officials are 
questioning its economic impact on the city. The answer appears to be at least $311 
million." 

The 2013 Report and the KQED article correctly summarize that CCSF provides 
tremendous financial value to the City that exceeds $311 million .. The fact that CCSF 
provides ·enormous ''financial benefits" to the City has been recognized by the City itself 
and by the voters in the City. First, the City has agreed to fund $5.4 million per year to 
pay for student tuition. Second, the voters· of the City have time after time voted to 
support CCSF by financial support, with the latest support coming in November of 2016 
with the passage of Proposition B with more thari 80% of the voters supporting that 
proposition. By agreeing to pay over $5 million a year for CCSF tuition and funding 
o~her CCSF expenses under Proposition B, the City itself and Its voters recognize the 
finaneial benefits of CCSF to the city. · 

To conduct a true analysis of the financial benefit or detriment that the Balboa Reservoir 
project will have on San Francisco, the BOS needs more information than is included in 
the Berkson Report. The project, when combined with the Performing Arts Center, will 
result in the loss of 2,000 parking spaces. These parking spaces on the reservoir have 
been continuously used for over 40 years by CCSF. A study was just commissioned by 
the Facilities Committee of CCSF to determine what impact loss of these parking 
spaces will have on the college and what alternatives are available. To date that study 
has not been completed. Until that report is completed, the parties will not be able to 
address a solution to the lost parking spaces. The CCSF Board of Trustees has 
recently hired a marketing firm to attempt to increase the enrollments at CCSF. In fact, 
those enrollments are increasing. If the parking loss is not addressed and solved, there 
is a significant risk of loss of students, decreased enrollment, and a decrease in the 
financial value given by CCSF to the City. 

The Developer and the City have promised that they will negotiate with City College to 
solve alternative parking needs. But, nothing has been concluded and the only thing 

·that has been proposed is 500 parking spaces to be shared by the residents of 1100 
units and possibly 1300 units with City College. It does not take an expert.report to 
determine that such shared parking will not replace the 2,000 lost parking spaces that 
were available solely to CCSF. Until there is a deal that purports to solve this problem, 
development cannot proceed under the terms of Chapter 29 of the Administrative 
Code. Without knowing what solution will be reached to the loss of parking there is no 
way that the BOS can analyze the possible negative impact on student enrollment ·and 
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the decrease in financial value CCSF give$ to the City every year. If enrollment 
decreases the $300 million of value that CCSF gives to the City could be substantially 
diluted. The loss of financial benefits to the City by reduced enrollment or even a closing 
of CCSF could be staggering, clearly exceeding the $2.7 millioh a year in benefits · 
reported by Berkson Associates. 

We therefore submit that any finding by the BOS of fiscal feasibility is premature until (a) 
the parking study is completed to the satisfaction of CCSF; and, (b) a deal is completed 
between CCSF, the Developers and the City to provide alternative parking as needed 
by CCSF students, staff, and employees. Only when these steps are taken can an 
accurate study be made of the financial impact of the Balboa project on the $300 million 
of value that CCSF gives to the City as determined in the 2013 Report. Only then can 
the true fiscal feasibility of the Balboa project be measured as is required by Chapter 29 
of the Administrative Code. 

Very truly yours, 

Anita Theoharis 
President 

Attachments: Exhibit "A" and Exhibit "B" as noted. 

cc: Mr. Ken Rich 
Ms. Emily Lesk 
Mr. Jeremy Shaw 
Supervisor Norman Yee 
Ms. Jen Low 

Westwood Park Board of Directors: 
Ms. Anita Theoharis, President 
Ms. Anne Chen, Vice President 
Mr. Joe Koman, Treasurer 
Ms. Francine Lofrano, Secretary 
Mr. Mike Ahrens, Member-at-Large 
Mr. Ravi Krisnaswamy, Member-at-Large 
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To: 
From: 
Re: 

Date: 

CITY AND COUNTY OF SAN FRANCISCO 

BOARD OF SUPERVISORS 
BUDGET AND LEGI$LATIVE ANALYST 

1390 Market Street, Suite 1150, San Frandsco, CA 94102 

(415) 552-9292 FAX (415) 252-0461 

Policy Analysis Report 

Supervisor Eric Mar , 

Budget and Legislative Analyst µ~ · 
Evaluation of the Impact ofthe'Potential Closure of San Francisco City Colrege 

September 16, 2013 

Summary of Requested Action . 

Your office requested the assistance of the Budget and legislative Analyst 
examining the economic impact the potential closure of San Francisco City College 
(CCSF), including the impact on (1) 2,500 CCSF faculty and staff losing work; (2) 
education, particularly low-income youth; (3) non-credit courses with partitular 
emphasis on· adult education, English as a Second Language (ESL), General 
Educational Development (GED), and citizenship courses; (4) and loss of training 
and certificate programs. 

Our evaluation was limited to the impact of the potential closure of CCSF, and did 
not evaluate the alternatives, such as reduced programs or merger with other 
institutions. To address your questions, we obtained CCSF budget documents and 
financial statements, and data from the California Co'mmunity Colleges 
Chancellor's Office, U.S. Department of Labor, l.J.S. Census Bureau; and surveyed 
other public and private colleges to (1) develop a profile of CCSF students, 
programs, and course completion or gradu;~tion, (2) identify availability and costs 
of alternative colleges and programs, (3) estimate wages of students completing 
CCSF programs, (4) estimate the impact on local employers, and (5) evaluate the 
impact. on faculty and staff. We did not conduct ·a formal economic impact 
analysis, which would have measured economic growth (output or value added) 
and associated changes in jobs and income. 

Budget and Legislative Analyst 
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Memo to Supervisor Mar 
September 13, 2013 

Executive Summary 

CCSF had nearly 80,000 students in academic year 2012-2013. In the Spring of 

2013, 56,300 students enrolled at CCSF, of whom approximately 30,700, or 55 

percent, were enrolled in for-credit courses, for which credits can be transferred 

to California State University or the University of Caiiforniq, and approximately 

25,600, or 45 percent, were enrolled in non-credit courses. Younger students are 

more likely to be enrolled in for-credit courses full-time or nearly full-time while 

older students are' more likely to be enrolled in non-credit courses, especially 

English as a Second Language (ESL) and basic skills courses. Approximately one

third of CCSF students receive some form of financial aid. 

CCSF students would have limited options for attending .other programs in 

the event of CCSF closing. 

Many CCSF students may not have sufficient credits or meet the minimum 

qualifications to transfer to a California State University in the event of CCSF 

closing. Only approximately 1,400 CCSF students transfer each year to the 

University of California or California State University system. CCSF students would 

also have limited opportunities to transfer to other Bay Area community colleges, 

which are smallerthan CCSF, further away from San Francisco and are not likely to 

be able to fully absorb the large number of CCSF students. 

CcSF students who are able to transfer to other schools in the event of 

CCSF closing will incur higher costs. 

CCSF students able to transfer to the California State University system in the 

event of CCSF closing would pay $10,000 more for 60 semester units (the number 

of required units for the first two years of college or four semesters). CCSF 

students, who currently pay $46 per semester units, would pay tuition ranging 

from $395 to $765 per semester unit to attend comparable two-year programs at 

private for-profit or non-profit colleges. 

CCSF students who do not speak English or lack a high school diploma may 
end up earning lower wages if they are not able to complete a CCSF or 
comparable program. 

According to the U.S. Department of Labor, workers without a high school diploma 

or who do not speak English earn lower wages th<m other workers. 

Budget and Legislative Analyst 
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Memo to Supervisor Mar 
September 13, 2013 

In Spring 2013, more than 5,000 CCSF students did not have a high school diploma. 

If these students were not able to obtain a high school diploma through CCSF or 
other programs, each student would lose estimated annual earnings of $8,840 
compared to earnings if they obtained a high school diploma, according to U.S. 

Bureaµ of Labor Statistics estimates. 

In Spring 2013, 16,000 CCSF students enrolled in the ESL program. If these 

students were not able to attend other ESL programs through non-profit providers 
or other programs, the Budget and Legislative Analyst estimates that each non

English speaking student would earn an estimated $13,500 less per year than a 
worker who speaks English well, based on a U.S. Census Bureau study. 

Local employers would lose an important source of skilled employees. 

In the 2011-2012 academic year, the most recent year for which data was 
available, 2,272 CCSF students completed associate degree, certificate or other 

programs in which they attained job skills required by San Francis.co and other 
local employers. The number of new and replacement jobs required by San 

Francisco and other local employers in that year exceeded the num.ber of San 

Francisco, San Mateo, and Mar.in community college graduates for 41 of 52 
programs, indicating that there were more job openings than graduates of the 

majority of these programs. at CCSF and other local community colleges. For 
example, 87 CCSF students completed a licensed vocational nurse program, which 
equated to 75 percent of local employers' annual job demand. 

However, for some popular programs, such as culinary arts and emergency 
medical technician/paramedic, the number of CCSF graduates exceeded local job 

demand. 

The average median wage for jobs for which CCSF graduates of these programs 
qualified is $59,800, which is $11,100 more than the average median wage of 

$48, 700 for jobs that require only a high school .education. 

Up to 2,457 CCSF employees would lose their jobs if CCSF were to close. 

CCSF had 2,457 positions in the FY 2012-13 budget, of which 1,691 were 
administrative, tenure or tenure-track, and temporary and part-time faculty; and 

766 were classified (miscellaneous) employees. Closure of CCSF would result in the 
lay-off of these positions and the loss of salaries and benefits of $169 million. 

Faculty and professional staff may have difficulty finding comparable positions in 

the Bay Area because job openings for faculty and professional positions are 
greatly outstripped by the number of qualified candidates. For example, CCSF 

Budget and Legislative Analyst 
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Memo to Supervisor.Mar 
September 13, 2013 

hired less than 3 percent of the applicants for full time, tenure-track and part time 

or temporary faculty and professional positions in 2010 and 2011. 

While many non-faculty, or classified, employees would be able to remain 

employed by filling City jobs, they could displace less senior City staff under 

provisions of the California Education Code and the City's Civil Service System. 

CCSF has at least 24 job classes that correspond to City classification and for which 

incumbents would have the right to transfer, promote, or hump into City jobs. The 

number of positions in these class.ifications that would have "bumping rights" for 

City and County of San Francisco jobs is not available from CCSF. 

Potential Loss of Accreditation 

Jn their June meeting, the Western Association of Schools and Colleges' 

Accrediting Commiss.ion for Community and Junior Colleges acted to terminate the 

San Francisco Community College's (CCSF) accreditation as of July 31, 20141
• The 

Commission's act to terminate accreditation followed a one-year period in which 

CCSF was required to implement recommendations to correct previously

identified deficiencies. The Commission found that. CCSF had only implemented 

two of 14 recommendations (see Appendix I, attached to this report). Because the 

decision to terminate CCSF's accreditation is subject to appeal, whether CCSF will 

lose accreditation is not yet known. Several outcomes for CCSF are possible, 

including closure, reductions in programs, or merger with. other institutions. 

Nearly 80,000 Students Would be Affected by CCSF's Loss 
of Accreditation 

79,198 students were enrolled in CCSF in academic year 2012-2013. The largest 

group of students was 20 to 24 years of age and 50 years or older, as shown in 

Exhibit 1 below. 

1 The Western Association of Schools and Colleges is a non-profit organization authorized by the U.S. Department 
of Education to accredit community colleges and associate degree-granting institutions in the western United 
States. Accreditation is a voluntary system but lack of accreditation Impacts students' credits on transfer to other 
colleges anq access to financial aid. 

Budget and Legislative Analyst 
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Memo to Supervisor Mar 
September 13, 2013 

Exhibit 1: Number of Students by Age 
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In the Spring 2013 semester, 56,300 students enrolled at CCSF, of whom 
approximately 30, 700, or 55 percent, were enrolled in for-credit courses, for which 
credits can be transferred to California State University or the University of 
California or other four-year programs. Younger students are more likely to be 
enrolled in for-credit courses full-time or nearly full-time while older students are 
more likely to be enrolled in non-credit courses, as shown in Exhibit 2 below. 

Exhibit 2: For-Credit and Non-Credit Units by Age 
2012-2013 Academic Year 
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Community college enrollment declined statewide in academic year 2012-2013 
compared to academic year 2011-2012, but CCSF's decline in enrollment was 

higher than the statewide average. CCSF student enrollment declined by 12 
percent in the 2012-2013 academic year compared to the statewide average 

Budget and Legislative Analyst 
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Memo to Supervisor Mar 
September 13, 2013 

·decline of 5 percent. As shown in Exhibit 3 below, CCSF's enrollment decline was 

highest for students 35 to 49 years but varied most significantly from· the 

statewide average for students 24 years and younger. 

Exhibit 3: CCSF and Statewide Decline in Student Enrollment 
2012-2013 Academic Vear 
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One-third of CCSF students receive some form of financial aid.2 3 percent of 

students received financial aid based on low family income of approximately 150 

percent or less of the federal poverty level. 30 percent of students received 

financial aid based on federal guidelines for financial need that includes an 

assessment of family income and assets, family size, the number of family 

members attending college, and other criteria. As shown in Exhibit 4 below, the 

largest number of students receiving financial aid were 20 to 24 years of age, 

consistent with the larger number of enrolled students iri that age group. 

2 The California Community Colleges Chancellor's Office's most recent financial aid teport is for the 2011-
2012 academic year. Financial aid includes fee waivers, federal and state grants, loans and work study. 
Because 'students qualify for more than one type of financial aid, the Bwdget and Legislative Analyst 
estimated the number of students qualifying for financial .aid based on the number of students receiving fee 
waivers, on the assumption that all students qualifying for grants, loans, and work study would also qualify 
for fee waivers. 20,382 of 61,820 students (33 percent) received fee waivers in the 2011-2012 academic 
year, of whom 2,077 were low income (3 percent) and 18,731 demonstrated financial need (30 percent). 
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Memo to Supervisor Mar 
September 13, 2013 

Exhibi~ 4: Students Receiving Financial Aid by Age Group 
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CCSF Students Have Limited Options for Attending Other 
Colleges or Programs 

According to the California Community Colleges Acting Chancellor, the majority of 
students entering the California Community Colleges are not prepared to 
complete college-level course work; and an important function of the community 

colleges is to help students develop basic skills in reading, writing, mathematics, 
and English as a Second Language.3 

Many CCSF students enroll in courses that prepare t.hem for the two-year 

· associate degree or for transfer to a four-year college program. CCSF course 
enrollment in Spring 2013 was more than 145,000, of which 56 percent was 
enrollment in courses with transferable credits to the California State University or 
University of California system, as shown in Exhibit 5 below.4 

3 Basic Skills Accountability Report, 2012 Board of Governors, California Community Colleges, September 
2012. 
4 Because students enroll in more than one course, course enrollment exceeds the number of students. 
56,301 students were enrolled in Spring 2013, of which 25,607 enrolled in non-credit courses and 30,694 
enrolled in for-credit courses. One-half (15,064) of the students enrolled in for-credit courses were enrolled 
for more than 9 units. 
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September 13, 2013 

Exhibit 5: Distribution of Enrollment by Credit and Non-credit Courses, 

Spring 2013 

Transferable Credits 

Non-Transferable Credits 

Total Enrollment in For-Credit Courses 

Total Enrollment in Non-Credit Courses 

Total Enrollment 

Enrollment 

Spring i013 

81,292 

4,624 

85,916 

59,623 

145,539 

Percent 

ofTotal 

56% 

3% 

59% 

41% 

100% 
Source: California Community Colleges Chancellor's Office 

Students who were enrolled in for-credit courses with transf~rable credits 

frequently enrolled in general education courses (science, ·math, history, social 

science, humanities, English, and writing} required for two-year associa.te degrees 

or four-year bachelor degrees. Stude.nts who were et\rolled in non-credit courses 

most often enrolled in in English as a Second Language (ESL} and basic academic 

support and skills building, as shown in Exhibit 6 below. 

Exhibit 6: Distribution of Enrollment by Course, Spring 2013 

Total Course Enrollment 
Course Transferable Credits Non-Credit 

Natural Sciences and Mathematics 
History, Social Sciences, Humanities 
English and Writing 
Physical Education 
Health and Medical Careers 
Film, Television, Radio, Applied Design and Arts 
ESL, Foreign Languages, Sign La.nguage 
Comm.unication and Information Technology 
Music, Art, Film, Theater 
Accounting, Finance, and Business 
Education and Child Development 
Ethnic and Women's Studies 
Aviation, Automotive and Engineering 
Police and Fire 
Academic Guidance, Tutoring, Work Experience 
Culinary and Hospitality 
Paraprofessional (Library, Paralegal, Recreation} 
Landscape Architecture, Horticulture, 'Floral . 
Geography and Envi.ronmental Studies 
Skilled Trades 
Total Enrollment 

Source: California Community Colleges Chancellor's Office 

8 

2014 

15,537 0 
10,908 0 
6,894 84 
6,797 
5,368 
5,244 
5,039 
4,943 

.4,851 
3,448 
2,417 
2,185 
1,696 
1,534 
1,426 
1,218 
524 
488 
469 
306 

81,292 

138 
4,977 
229 

26,597 
5,537 
1,439 
1,092 
5,873 

0 
152 

0 
12,647 

79 
0 
0 
0 

779 
59,623 
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Many students may not be able to transfer to a four·year university in the 

event of CCSF closing 

While many CCSF students enroll in courses that .can be transferred to the 

California State University, University of California or other four year colleges, if 

CCSF were to lose accreditation, these students may not have sufficient credits or 

meet the minimum qualifications to transfer to a State University. Only 

approximately 1,400 CCSF students transfer each year to the University of 

California or California State University system. 

Students who do qualify for transfer may not be able to find a place in a local State 

University or in a program provided by a local State University. San Jose State 

University is "impacted", meaning it has more qualified student applications than 

available spaces. San Francisco State University and California State University East 

Bay have available spaces but several programs are impacted. As shown in Exhibit 

7 below, 10.5 percent of CCSF student enrollment in Spring 2013 were in programs 

that they could not access at San Francisco State University or California State 

University East Bay because these programs are either impacted or not offered. 

Exhibit 7: CCSF Program Availability at SF State University and California 
State University East Bay, Spring 2013 

San California 
Francisco State 

CCSF Spring 
Program State University 

2013 

University East Bay 
Enrollment 

!\pparel Design & Merchandising Impacted Not offered 1,077 

Business Open Impacted 3,448 

Child Development Impacted Open 2,292 

Environmental Studies Impacted Open 33 

Food & Nutrition Impacted Not offered 257 

Graphic design Impacted Open 939 

Nursing Impacted Impacted 472 

Total CC5F Enrollment in Select Credit Courses 8,518 

Total CCSF Enrollment in All Credit Courses 81,292 

Percent Select to All Credit Courses 10.5% 
Source: California State University Website 
Note: "Impacted" means that there are more qualified student applications than available spaces. 
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Other Bay Area community colleges may not have capacity to absorb CCSF 
students 

CCSF students wbo are not qualified to enter the Califor11ia State University or who 

want an assoeiate degree or two-year technical/professional program offered by 

community colleges could potentially transfer to other community colleges in the 

·Bay Area. However, community colleges in other Bay Area counties are smaller 

than CCSF and may have difficulty absorbing all CCSF students. CCSF's student 

population of 79,198 is 28 percent of the combined student populations of eight 

community college districts in the Bay.Area, as shown in Exhibit 8 below. 

Exhibit 8: Number of Students at Bay Area Community College Districts 
2012-2013 Academic Year 

Community College District Location 
Student Count 

2012-2013 Academic 
Year 

Chabot-Las Positas 

Contra Costa 

Foothill 

Marin. 

Ohlone 

Pera.lta5 

San Mateo 

Solano 

Total Eight Community College DiStricts 

San Francisco Community College District 

Alameda County 

Contra Costa County 

Santa Clara County 

Marin County 

Alaineda County 

Alameda County 

San Mateo County 

Solano County 

Percent San Francisco Compared to Eight College Districts 
Source: California Community Colleges Chancellor's Office 

29,619 

51,802 

64,564 

11,005 

16,220 

54,521 

41,038 

12,865 

281,634 

79,198 

28% 

The other community colleges also may not offer specific programs offered by 

CCSF or have insufficient program capacity to absorb CCSF students. For example, 

in the 2011-2012 academic year, 77 CCSF students received an associate of science 

degree in nursing. Of the Bay Area community colleges, Foothill College does not 

offef a registered nursing program in the 2013-2014 academic year, and other 

community colleges have more applicants than available spaces, resulting in wait 

lists for nursing programs. 

5 The student count for Peralta Community College District, which includes Berkeley City College, College of 
Alameda, Merritt College, and Laney College, is for the 2011-2012 academic year. According to the Peralta 
Community College District website, the four colleges were recently removed from "warning" status by the 
Accrediting Commission for Community a·nd Junior Colleges and are now fully accredited. 
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Students transferring to other programs would incur higher costs 

CCSF students able to transfer to a State University would pay $10,000 more for 60 

semester units {the number of required units for the first two years of college or 
four semesters). A CCSF student pays a fee of $46 per unit or $2,760 for 60 units. A 

San Francisco State University Student pays $3,225 per semester or $12,900 for 
·four semesters. 

Many programs offered by CCSF are also offered by for-profit and non-profit 

private colleges in the Bay Area but at a greater cost to the student. CCSF charges 
tees of $46 per semester unit, which is significantly less than fees ranging from 
$395 to $765 per semester unit charged by private non-profit and for-profit 
.colleges. Exhibit 9 below compares CCSF fees for some two-year associate degree 
programs to tuition charged by some private Bay Area colleges for comparable 

associate degree programs.6 

$70,000 
$60,000 
$50,000 
$40,00b 
$30,000 
$20,000 
$10,000 

$0 -

Exhibit 9: Private For-Profit/Non-Profit Tuition 
for2-Year Associate Degree Compared to CCSF 

... .. 
II I 

- _JI Ja 
' 

- - . 
.. 
Ill 
JI 

II CCSF 

• Private For-Profit/ Non
Profit Tuition 

Source: Budget and Legislative Analyst Survey 

While financial aid is available to students attef)ding these private schools, 
students would need to incur a much higher level of student loan debt to pay for 

tuition and other costs while .completing their program. 

6 The private colleges include one non-profit, Academy of Art University, and three for-profit schools, Art 
Institute of San Francisco, University of Phoenix, and Unitek College (in Fremont). 
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CCSF Students Enrolled in ESL or Basic Education Courses 
Would Encounter Lower Earnings 

According to the U.S. Department of Labor, workers without_,a high school diploma 
or who do not speak English earh lower wages than other workers. 

In Spring 2013, more than 5,000 CCSF students did not _have a high school diploma, 
many of whom were over the age of 40, as shown in Exhibit 10. If these students 
were not able to obtain a high school diploma through CCSF or other progq1ms, 
each student would lose estimated annual earnings of $8,840 compared to 
earnings if they obtained a high school diploma, according to the U.S. Bureau of 
Labor Statistics.' The estimated life time loss in earnings for younger students 

would be $265,200. 

Exhibit 10: CCSF Students Who Are Not High School 
Graduates 

1800 ~-----------------------

1600 +---------------------~ 
1400 -1-------..,---------------~ 
1200 +---------------------~ 
1000 +---------------------~ 
800 +-------------------
600 +-----
400 +-----
200 

.Source: California Community Colleges Chancellor's Office 

.s'o 
x 

In Spring 2013, CCSF offered 453 non-credit ESL courses free of charge, with 

enrollment of 27,688. The non-credit ESL courses are designed to help immigrant 
students develop their general ability to understand, speak, read and write 
English. CCSF also provides citizen preparation to prepare immigrant students with 

sufficient knowledge of English and other information to pass the citizenship 
exam. ESL courses made up nearly one-half of total enrollment in non-credit 

7 "Usual Weekly Earnings of Wage and Salary Workers, Second Quarter 2013''., Bureau of Labor Statistics, 

U.S. Department of Labor Statistics, July 18,2013 
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courses. The estimated number of unduplicated CCSF students enrolled in ESL 
courses in Spring 2013 was approximately 16,000.8 

According to a U.S. Census. Bureau report, individuals who do not speak English, or 
who speak English poorly, are more likely to be unemployed or employed only part 

time, and have lower earnings. The U.S. Census Bureau estimated that workers 
who do not speak English have wages that are approximately 40 percent lower 
than workers who speak English well. 9 Based on 2000 Census data, the Budget 

and Legislative Analyst estimates that a worker who does. not speak English earns 
an estimated $13,500 less per year than a worker who speaks English well for 
younger workers, the inability to speak English results in estimated lifetime loss in 
earnings of $400,000. 

CCSF Closure Would Impact the City of San Francisco and 
San Francisco Employers 

Closing CCSF would impact the San Francisco economy through loss of federal and 

state funds and skilled employees. 

In Fiscal Year 2011-12, CtSF received $188 million in federal and state revenues, 
including grants· and aid to students, whicli would be lost if CCSF were to lose 

accreditation or close. These revenues make up more than 61 percent of total 
CCSF revenues, as shown in Exhibit 11 below. 

8 Provided by G. Keech, Chair, CCSF ESL Department. 
9 ;'How Does Ability to Speak English Affect Earnings", Jennifer Cheeseman Day and Hyon B;Shin, Population 
Division, U.S. Census Bureau. 
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Exhibit 11: CCSF Revenue, Fiscal Year 2011-12 

local revenue 
Tuition and fees (less scholarships and 
allowances) 
Local operating grants and revenues 
Property and sales taxes 
Investment income, fund transfers, other 
Interest expense on capital-related debt 
Total 

Federal and state revenue 
Federal grants 
State grants 
State apportionment 
State taxes 
Pell grants 
State capital grants 
Total 

$23,897,097 
10,168,624 
93,269,500 

8,072,551 
(16,667,918) 
$118,739,85~ 

$25,031,273 
9,782,001 

100,683,565 
. 12,669,493 

36,890,31S 
2,981,828 

$188,038,475 

Total revenue $306,778,329 
Source: Audited Financial Statement, Year Ending June 30, 2012 

CCSF graduates are part of San Francisco's skilled workforce 

In the 2011-2012 academic year, 2,272 CC.SF students completed associate degree, 

certificate, or other progn~ms in which they attained job skills required by San 

Francisco employers10
• The number of new and replacement jobs required by 

employers each year exceeded the number of San Francisco, San Mateo and Marin 

community college graduates for 41of52 programs, as shown in Attachment 11 to 

this report, indicating that most graduates of these programs qualified for jobs for 

which there were more job openings than graduates. For example, in the 2011-

2012 academic year, 14 CCSF students completed a program in lodging 

management, which met 50 percent of employers' annual demand; 28 CCSF 

students completed a program in restaurant and food service management which 

10 The annual number of new or replacement jobs required by employers is based on U.S. Department of Labor 
projections for San Francisco, San Mateo and Marin counties for the ten year period from 2010 through 2020. The 
community college programs are based on standard program codes and graduate information reported by the 
California Community College Chancellor's Office. In most instances, the Department of La.bor's job classifications 
directly matched CCSF programs (such as lodging management, registered nursing, multimedia and animation, and 
other job classifications). In some instances, the Budget and Legislative An1'!1yst matched several job classifications 
to a specific CCSF program (property manager, appraiser, broker and agent to "real estate"; travel agents and tour 
guides to "travel and tourism"; chefs and head cooks to "culinary arts", etc.). In other instances, the Budget and 
Legislative Arialysl estimated the job classifications based on educational level and years of experience reported by 
.the Department of Labor for specific job classifications (loan interviewers and loan officers to "banking and 
finance"; bookkeeping, accounting, and auditing to "accounting", database administrator, network and systems 
administrator, support specialist to "computer information systems, ·infrastructure and support, web 
administration"). 
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met 17 percent of employers' annual demand; and 87 CCSF students completed a 

licensed vocational nurse program, which met 75 percent of employers' annual 

demand. 

The number of CCSF, San Mateo and Marin community college graduates in 
several popular programs exceeded job demand as shown in Attachment II. CCSF 
graduates exceeded the number of annual jobs for child development 

administration, culinary arts, emergency medical technician/paramedic, health 
information technology and coding (medical records), electronics and electric 

technology, and library technician. The combined number of CCSF and the College 
of San Mateo graduates exceeded job demand in four programs: automotive 
technology, community health worker, fashion design, and fire technology. In 
some instances, such as the program for electrocardiography, the program 
provided job skills that may be combined with other job classifications, even if the 
number of program graduates exceeded the number of jobs. 

In total the market value cif the new and replacement jobs, in which CCSF 

graduates attained skills that matched employers' demand, is approximately $123 
million per year, as shown in Attachment 11.11 The average median wage for these 

jobs for which CCSF graduates qualify is $59,800, which is $11,100 more than the 
average median wage of $48,700 for jobs that require only a high school 
education.12 

Up to 2,457 CCSF Employees Would Lose their Jobs if CCSF 

Were to Close 

CCSF had 2,457 employees as of Fall 2012,13 of which 1,691 were administrative, 
tenure or tenure-track and temporary or part-time faculty; and 766 were classified 
(miscellaneous) employees. From Fall 2009 through Fall 2012, the number of 

employees decreased by 11.7 percent, as shown in Exhibit 12 below. 

11 The estimated market value equals the median wage reported by the U.S. Department of Labor times the 
number of CCSF graduates who graduated from programs with corresponding job skills, up to 100 percent of the 
annual number of jobs. 
12 Estimates are based on the average of U.S. Department of Labor projections of the San Francisco, San Mateo and 
Marin counties' median wage for all jobs requiring high school education. 
13 The California Community Colleges chancellor's Office most recent employment data is for Fall 2012. 
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Exhibit 12: Change in the Number of CCSF Employees 
Fall 2009 through Fall 2012 

Fall Fall Fall Fall 
2009 2010 2011 2012 

Administrator 52 43 40 42 
Full Time Professional/Faculty 757 793 810 754 
Part Time Professional/Faculty 1,092 1,030 1,004 . 895 

Total Certificate 1,901 1,866 1,854 1,691 
Total Classified (Miscellaneous) 880 831 813 766 
Total f:mployees 2,781 2,697 2,667 2,457 

Source: California Community Coll.eges Chancellor's Office 

Change Percent 

(10) (19.2%) 
(3) (0.4%) 

(197) (18.0%) 
(210) (11.0%) 
(114) (13.0%) 
(324) (11.7%) 

CCSF expenditures for salaries and benefits have decreased by 4.8 percent from FY 

2009-10 to FY 2012-13. The highest percentage decrease in salaries has been for 

administrative and permanent miscellaneous staff. Because of the growing cost of 

benefits, decreased staffing and salaries have been offset by increases in 

·expenditures for benefits. 

Exhibit 13: CCSF Salary and Benefits Expenditures 
FY 2012-2013 

FY2011-12 
FY2009·10 FY' 2010-11 Actual FY2012-13 

Change FY 
2009-lOto 

Actual Actual {estimated) Budget FY 2012-13 Percent 

Certificate Salaries 
Administrators $6,978,406 $5,131,893 $5,254,015 $4,537,708 ($2,440,698) 
Faculty 74,765,351 73,718,981 71,485,745 69,779,765 (4,985,586). 
Librarians 1,716,526 1,738,582 1,822,518 1,578,773 {137,753) 
Counselors 6,371,618 6,764,862 7,066,013 6,688,395 316,777 
Other 6,827,417 6,622,544 6,688,962 6,497,625 (329,792) 
Total Certificate 96,659,318 93,976,862 92,317,253 89,082,266 (7 ,577 ,052) 

Classified Salaries 
Regular Salaries . 34,101,364 32,927,117 31,968,215 30,007,471. (4,093,893) 
Instructional Aides 2,919,379 2,939,309 2,864,258 2,678,887 (240,494) 
Interns,. Work.Study, 
Other 2,637,690 2,960,333 2,785,449 2,722,014 84,324 
Governing Board 41,757 41,439 41,439 42,000 243 
Overtime and Lead Pay 181,183 197,483 .175,264 180,024 (1,159) 
Total Classified 39,881,373 39,065,681 37,834,625 35,630,396 (4,250,977) 
Total Salaries 136,540,691 133,042,543 130,151,878 124,712,662 (11,828,029) 
Total Benefits 41,657,003 43,103,045 44,669,453 44,886,175 3,229,172 
Total Salaries/Benefits $178,197,694 $176,145,588 $174,821,331 $169,598,837 ($8,598,857) 

Source: CCSF Budget Documents 

Closure of CCSF would result in the lay-off of up to 2,457 positions and loss of 

salaries and benefits of $169 million. CCSF staff who have been laid off may have 

(35.0%) 
{6.7%) 
(8.0%) 

5.0% 
(4.8%) 
(7.8%) 

(12.0%) 
(8.2%) 

3.2% 
0.6% 

(0.6%) 
(10.7%) 

(8.7%) 
7.8% 

(4.8%) 
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difficulty finding comparable positions. Other community colleges in the 

surrounding counties may have difficulty absorbing the CCSF staff; none of the 
eight community college districts in surrounding counties are as large as CCSF and 
competition for community college positions is high. For example, CCSF hired only 

6 percent of the qualified applicants for full or part time faculty and professional 

positions in 2010 and 2011, as shown in Exhibit 14 below. 

Exhibit 14: Number and Percent of Qualified Applicants for CCSF Faculty 
and Professional Positions Who Are Hired 

2010 and 2011 

Number of 
Qualified 

Program Applicants Number Hired Percent Hired 

Art and Music 110 3 3% 

Business/Computers 57 5 9% 

Counselor/Coordinator 174 10 6% 
Dental and Nursing 18 5 28% 

Education 24 2 8% 
Engineering and Technical 21 2 10% 

English 215 15 7% 

Other Academic 21 2 10% 
·Other Professional 49 3 6% 

Science and Math 243 15 6% 

Social Science 200 6 3% 

Total 1,132 68 6% 
Source: CCSF Hiring Data Report, Fall 2010, Spring 2011, Fall 2011 

Classified CCSF staff who are laid off have bumping rights to City jobs 

California Education Code Section 88;137 provides that CCSF classified employees 

are employed pursuant to the terms of the City's Charter and the Charter 
provisions establishing the Civil Service Commission. According to the Civil Service 
Commission, CCSF employees in job classes that are shared With the City may 

transfer, promote, and, if laid off may displace or 11bump"; into City positions. 

CCSF has at least 24 existing classifications that correspond to City classifications 

and for which incumbents would have the right to transfer, promote or bump .into 
City jobs, as shown in Exhib.it 16 below. 
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Exhibit 16: CCSF Classifications that would have E?umping Rights to City 
and County of San Francisco Classifications 

Class Title 
1021 IS Administrator I 
1022 IS Administrator H 
1220 Payroll Clerk 
1227 Testing Technician 
1402 Junior Clerk 
1404 Clerk 
1406 Senior Clerk 
1408 Principal Clerk 
1424 Clerk Typist 
1426 Senior Clerk Typist 
1446 Secretary ti 
1630 Account Clerk 
i632 Senior Account Clerk 
1760 Offset Machine Operator 
1762 Senior Offset Machine Operator 
1822 Administrative Arialyst 
1840 · Junior Management Assistant 
1844 Senior Management Assistant 
2708 Custodian 
3616 Library Technical Assistant I 
3618 Library Technical Assistant II 
7334 Senior Stationary Engineer 
8204 Institutional Police Officer 
9702 Employment Training Specialist 

lndividu_als in these classifications may transfer or promote into City jobs, even 

without lay off, but in addition, laid-off CCSF employees in these classifications 

may clisplace existing City staff if they are more senior. The actual impact on City 

employees would depend on the number of vacant City positions in thes.e 

classifications that could be filled by CCSF employees, and if sufficient vacant 

positions are not available, the number of CCSF employees in these classifications 

that are more senior than and would chose to displace City employees. 
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Attachment I 

Summary of Recommendations 
CCSF Follow Up t.o Commission's 
Recommendations Letter 

1 
Mission Establish a prescribed process and timeline to regularly review mission statement and 
Statement revise as necessary Partial 

Develop a strategy for fully implementing its existing planning process to look at each 

2 Planning 
campus and site; examine revenues and expenses, and systematically address 
instructional program planning,·staffing requirements, student and library services 
(including facilities needs and competing priorities) Partial 

Assessing 
Fully implement model for program review for all courses, programs, and support 

3 
Effectiveness 

. servites; and advance framework for defining and assessing student learning Nearly 
outcomes (develop and report performance metrics including non-credit students) Complete Resolved 

Student Learning 
Identify student learning outcomes by course, program, general education, certificate 

4 
Outcomes 

and degree levels; implement student learning assessments and evaluate results to 
improve learning Complete 

5 
Student Support 

Assess and improve effectiveness of support services 
Services Partial 

...>. 

<D 6 Human Resources 
Evaluation of faculty .and other staff who support students, including how staff Fully 
effectiveness in bringing about learning outcomes Complete Addressed 

7 Human Resources 
Assess adequacy of number of qualified classified staff and administrators and the· 
appropriateness of their preparation and experience Partial 

8 
·Physical Incorporate facility maintenance costs into long~term planning and budgets and 
Resources allocate resources Partial 

9 
Technology 

Develop plan for equipment maintenance, upgrade and replacement 
Fully 

Resources Complete Addressed 

10 . Financial Planning 
Use mission statement to inform allocation of resources (match expenditures to 
revenues; increase reserves) Partial 

11 Financial Integrity Provide accurate and· timely reporting of financial information Partial 

12 Governance Engage external services on developing leadership and governance Partial 

13 Governance Evaluate and improve college's governance structure Partial 

. 14 Effective Board Act in a manner consistent with policies and by-laws;. implement plan for board 
Organization effectiveness Partial 

·~------··------~---···---·-·--·-·---..-------··---.-----------~------·----··---·-·---·------··-·-··-·--·-------· ·---·--- -·-··---··-······-·······-··--<"•· .. ~·-····--··-----·········-··-·····--.··--~·------·---·--------·----·--------·--------· 
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Course 

Accounting 
Criminal Justice 
Medical Assisting 
Alcohol and Substance Abuse 
Graphic Design, Web Design, Commercial Art 
Architectural and Other Drafting 
Automotive Technology 
Aviation Airframe an·d Powerplant Mechanics 
Banking and Finance 
Biotechnology and Biomedical Instrumentation 
Business and Commerce 
Child Development and .Preschool Education 
Child Development Administration 
Construction Management 
Community Health Care Worker 
IT Infrastructure/Support/Administration 
Culinary Arts 
Dental Assistant 
Educational Aide 
Electrocardiography 
Electronics and Electric Technology 
Emergency Medical.Services/Paramedic 
Environmental Control Technology 
Fashion Design 
Marketing, including Fashion Merchandising 
Film Production 

Median 
Wage 

$47,611 
$77,755 
$41,247 
$37,107 
$66,082 
$59,777 
$48,391 
$56,209 
$82,498 
$68,263 
$76,319 
$28,748 
$53,215 

$115,950 
$39,580 
$67,945 
$51,177 
$48,102 
$32,760 
$53,491 
$68,293 
$45,4~5 
$52,947 
$68,046 
$68,747 
$67,803 

Community College Graduates 
2011-2012 

San 
CCSF Marin Total 

Mateo 

69 10- 179 258 
70 6 90 166 
50 30 62 92 
25 0 15 15 
78 1 22 101 
17 2 3 22 
76 9 272 357 
3 0 3 
7 7 

66 8 74 
64 17 111 192 

168 2 150 320 
50 50 
19 7 26 
80 9 89 

202 1 21 224 
115 0 115 
13 18 35 66 
7 7 

53 53 
20 33 53 
71 68 139 
3 3 6 

12 25 37 
·23 6 34 
4 o 4 

Attachment II 

Page 1 of2 

Annual Job Growth and Replacement ill San 
Francisco, San Mateo and Marin Counties 

Percent of Market Value 

Number of 
Community of Jobs 

College Graduates· Potentially 
Jobs 

Compared to Filled by CCSF 
Number of Jobs Graduates 

332 78% 3,285,159 
220 75% 5,442,850 
112 82% 2,062,350 
.23 65% 927,675 
273 37% 5,154,396 
34 65% 1,016,209 
239 149% 3,677,716 
102 3% 168,627 
86 8% 577,484 

120 62% 4,505,358 
603 32% 4,884,416 
399 80% 4,829;587 
17 294% 904,655 
86 30% 2,203,050 
87 102% 3,443,460 

334 67% 13,724,818 
54 213% 2,763,558 
85 18% 625,326 
203 3% 229,320 

5 1060% 267,455 
18 294% 1,229,274 
25 556% 1,13'7,.375 
34 18% 158,841 
14 264% 952,644 

111 31% 1,924,916 
34 12% 271,212. 

.. 
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Course 

Fire Technology 
Floristry 
Forensics 
Health Information Technology and Coding 
Home Health Aide and Other Health Occupations 
Interior Design and Merchandising 
Landscape Design and Maintenance 
Library Technician 
Licensed Vocational Nurse 
Lodging Management 
Management Development and Supervisqrs 
Motorcycle Repair 
Multimedia and Animation 
Office Technology 
Paralegal 
Pharmacy Technology 
Plumbing, Pipefitting, Steamfitting 
Printing and Lithography 
Radiation Therapy Technician 
Radiologic Technician 
Radio and Television 
Real Estate 
Registered Nursing 
Restaurant and Food Service Management 
Retail Stores Operations and Management 
Travel and Tourism 

Total 

Median 
Wage 

$72,540 
$29,847 
$73,262 
$46,956 
$28,589 
$68,303 
$51,958 
$55,241 
$62,507 
$63,847 
$72,728 

, 
$72,261 
$60,762 
$69,887 
$41,189 
$54;134 
$46,586 

$83,295 
$49,813 
$78,521 

$112,801 
$57,443 
$41,765 
$33,692 

Community College Graduates 2011-
2012 

San 
CCSF Marin 

Mateo 
Total 

64 43 107 
3 5 8 
16 0 16 

114 15 129 
53 53 
6 1 42 49 

11. 3 1 15 
30 30 
87 87 
14 14 
20 20 
26 26 
32 8 16 56 

240 49 289 
7 53 60 

25 25 
7 29 36 

10 10 
6 6 

20 7 27 
39 3 42 
16 1 5 22 
77 40 57 174 
28 28. 
1 17 18 

25 25 
2.272 149 1461 3 882 

Attachment II 
Page 2 of 2 

Annual Job Growth and Replacementin San 
Francisco, San· Mateo and Marin Counties· 

Percent of Market V9lue 

· Numberof 
Community of Jobs 

Jobs 
College Graduates Potentially 

Compared to Filled by CCSF 
Number of Jobs Graduates 

103 104% 7,471,620 
13 62% 89,541 
30 53% 1,172,192 
26 496% 1,220,856 

441 12% 1,515,217 
84 58% 409,818 
24 63% 571,538 
27 1.11% 1,491,507 
116 75% 5,438,.109 
28 50% 893,858 

437 5% 1,454,560 
0 

176 32% 2,312,352 
364 79% 14,582,880 
106 57% 489,209 
82 30% 1,029,725 

115 31% 378,938 
24· 42% 465,860 

0 
35 77% 1,665,900 
97 43% 1,942,707 

173 13% 1,256,336 
599 29% 8,685,677 
169 i7% 1,608,404 
360 5% 41,765 
37 68% 842,300 

7,204 123.398 600 
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KQEDNews 

NEWS FIX (HTIPS:(/WW2.KQED.ORG/NEWSiPROGRAMS/NEWS-FIX/l 

San Francisco Measures Value of CCSF 
By KQED News Staff (IJ.ttP-s://ww2.kq~g/news/author/kqfill[). 
SEPTEMBER 19, i013 

By Sara Bloomberg 

With the deadline for City College of San Francisco to lose its accreditation less than 10 months out, city officials are questioning its 

economic impact on the city. 

San Francisca City Supervisors Eric Mar. Mark 
Farrell and John Avalos at a hearing Wednesday 
on the economic impact of CCSF. (Sara 
Bloomberg I KQED) 

The answer appears to be at least $311 million. 

At a Budget :;ind Finance Committee hearing on Wednesday, Supervisor Eric Mar called an evaluation 

.(hllil;/f.www.sfbos.orgf.Modulesf.ShowDocument.asp.x?documentid=a§S31.). he had requested on the college's economic impact 

"groundbreaking." 

"I think this report is groundbreaking because it quantifies a huge economic impact to the city and county of San Francisco and so 

many families and people of San Francisco, young and old, that J;iave improved their lives" by taking classes there, Mar said. CCSF is the 

largest community college in the state, with 80,000 students enrolled in the 2012;2013 academic year. 

Severin Campbell, a representative of the city's Budget and Legislative Analyst office, presented the findings of the report, which breaks 

down the economic impact into two main categories: grant funding and jobs. 

The school received $188 million in state and federal grants in the 2011-12 fiscal year, and the market value of the jobs attained by City 

College graduates during the same period was $123 million, according to the report. 

For our complete coverage of the possible closure of City College, see here (htjp.J./f.ww2.kg,ed.org/,newsf.tagfcity.::. 
college-of:san-Jr.ancisco/). 

Additionally, more than 2,400 faculty, administrative and classified jobs would be lost if the school were to close, Campbell said. She 

added that some of the classified workers would be eligible to work for the city, but faculty positions at other educational institutions 

in the Bay Area would be harder to find. 

But even these numbers don't account for the fallout that the accreditation process has had on the school, in addition to several years 

of state-level budget cuts, said Alisa Messer, president of the faculty union AFT Local 2121. 

"The report doesn't fully capture what has happened in the last year or so since the accreditation challenges really came to the 

forefront. There are at least i50 less faculty at City College of San Francisco compared to [last] fall." 
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The analyst;s office also determined ¢at :;mdents would incur higher costs if forced to transfer to a private, for-profit two-year 

program elsewhere. Many similar programs at other Bay Area community colleges are full. 

Additionally, City College graduates get better paying jobs and earn about $11,000 more annually than those with only a high school 

diploma, .and non-English speakers make about $13,soo iess per·yea.J.· than other workers who speak English well, accordingto the 

report. Students in non-credit classes, including English as a Second Language courses, make up about half bf all enrollment at the 

college. 

In addition to job training and preparing to transfer to a four-year university, many San Franciscans take classes to pick up an extra 

skill. 

''I went back [to school at City College] to learn the languages that my students spoke," retired high school teacher Hene Kelly said, "so 

I could be a better teacher." 

For others, the school provides a way to overcome poverty and other disadvantaged situations., Supervisor Mar said. 

"City College is part of the city's economic ladder that allows some level of mobility'.> for people who are locked into poverty, he said. 

"To lose City College would be like kicking the ladder out from unde:i; the mo.st vulnerable populations." 

EXPLORE: EDUCATION (HTTPS;l/WW2.KQED.ORG/NEWS/CATEGORY/EDUCATION/), NEWS (HTTPS:/1WW2.i<:geo.ORGINEWS/CATEGORY/NEWSl}, CITY COLLEGE OF 
SAN FRANCISCO (HTT.PS:/IWW2.KQED.ORG/NEWS/TAGIOTY-COLLEGE·OF-SAN-FRANCISCOD, SAN FRANCISCO (HITPS;/IWW2.KOED.ORG/NEWSCTAG/SAN· 
FRANCISCOD. 

2 Comments (https://ww2.kqed,org/news/2013/09/19/san·fral'!cisco-measures-value-of-ccsf/#disqus_thread) 
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Wong, Linda (BOS) 

-=ram: 
.>ent: 
To: 

Subject: 

Dear Supervisors: 

Allan Fisher <afisher800@gmail.com> 
Thursday, March 15, 2018 8:57 AM 
Wong, Linda (BOS); Yee, Norman (BOS); Fewer, Sandra (BOS); Cohen, Malia (BOS); 
Sheehy, Jeff (BOS); Catherine.Stafani@sfgov.org 
Reservoir Housing Project · 

I am writing to urge you to oppose the privatization of the lower Balboa Reservoir, which has been in use for parking at City College since 
1~58. Not one single inch of public land should go for building luxury housing. This development would deal a major body blow to efforts 
to rebuild City College enrollment after five bruising years. 

We are well aware that the ·developers present the project as "up to 50% affordable housing," similar to the sucker linen sales that we see 
advertised. The devil is in the details, and commitments to actual affordable units are impossible to read in the A valonBay proposal, as it is 
riddled with loopholes, aspirational goals, and slippery phrases such as "up to 50% affordable ... " 

In 2016 SF had record housing construction of 5,046 units. Of this number, only 120 were affordable to most residents of the . 
Excelsior/Ingleside/OMI, using the guideline proposed by Communities United for Health and Justice of an annual income of $60,000. This 
shocking statistic reveals that the developer's strategy of"using luxury housing to cross-subsidize affordable housing" is empty. Continuing 
to build majority luxury housing is a recipe for the displacement of most of our neighbors, children and grandchildren from 
housing. (Source: Planning Department's Housing Inventory Report.) 

We !mow that the developers walk with very heavy footsteps. We observe that they essentially control the Planning Department and the 
OEWD, producing reports and recommendations to grease the skids for the Manhattanization of SF. We urge you to stand up in a 
principled way for City College, for public education, and for the public good. 

Many of us are advocating for a multi-purpose Education Commons on that land, which would include the Performing Arts Education 
~enter (long overdue), faculty/staffhousing for City College and SFUSD personnel, and full replacement parking in a parking structure 
.::imilar to those at SF State and UCSF. 

Sincerely, 

Allan and Ana Fisher 

Allan Fisher 
afisher800(a),gmail.com 
415-954-2763 
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Wong, Linda (BOS) 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 

Subject: 

Dear Supervisors: 

Vicki Legion <activistsf@gmail.com> 
Thursday, March 15, 2018 8:35 AM 
Fewer, Sandra (BOS); Stefani, Catherine (BOS); Yee, Norman (BOS); Sheehy, Jeff (BOS); 
Cohen, Malia (BOS); Wong, Linda (BOS) 
Balboa Reservoir: Fiscal feasibility--- we strongly urge you to oppose the privatization of public . 
land for mainly-luxury housing construction 

_I am writing to urge you to oppose the privatization of the lower Balboa Reservoir, which h.as been in use for parking at 
City College since 1958. Not one single inch of public land should go for building luxury housing. This development 
would deal a major body blow to efforts to rebuild City College enrollment after five bruising years. 

We are well aware that the developers present the project as uup to 50% affordable housing," similar to the sucker linen 
sales that we see advertised. .The devil is in the details, and commitments to actual affordable units are impossible to 
read in the Avalon Bay' proposal, as it is riddled with loopholes, aspirational goals, and slippery phrases such as "up to 
50% affordable ... " 

In 2016 SF had record housing construction of 5,046 units. Of this number, only 120 were affordable to most residents 
of the Excelsior/lngleside/OMI, using the guideline proposed by Communities United for Health and Justice of an annual 
income of $60,000. This shocking statistic reveals that the developer's strategy of uusing luxury housing to cross
subsidize affordable housing" is empty. Continuing to build majority luxury housing is a recipe for the displacement of 
most of our neighbors, children and grandchildren from housing. {Source: Planning Department's Housing Inventory 
Report.) 

We know that the developers walk with very heavy footsteps. We observe that th.ey essentially control the Planning 
Department and the OEWD, producing reports and recommendations to grease the skids for the Manhattanization of 
SF. We urge you to stand up in a principled way for City College, for publk education, and for the public good. 

Many of us are advocating for a multi-purpose Education Commons on that land, which would include the Performing 
Arts Education Center {long overdue), faculty/staff housing for City College and SFUSD personnel, ~rnd full replacement 
parking in a parking structure similar to those at SF State and UCSF . 

. 1 
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Wong, Linda (BOS) 

"=rom: 
Jent: 
To: 
Subject: 

Harry Bernstein <riquerique@yahoo.com> 
Thursday, March 15, 2018 3:07 AM 

--..... _ 

Cohen, Malia (BOS); Fewer, Sandra (BOS); Stefani, Catherine (BOS); Wong, Linda (BOS) 
. March 15 agenda, item 8, Findings of Fiscal Feasibility--Development of Balboa Reservoir Site 

Members of the Budget and Finance Sub-committee 

You have a number of issues before you at this week's meeting, but for those in the neighborhoods 
around the Balboa Reservoir and City College, few issues are more important than item 8 on your agenda
-a consideration of the Feasibility and Fiscal Responsibility of the Balboa Reservoir Project. I apologize 
for this submission arriving so late, even though I've been thinking about it for quite some time. 

Ms. Christine Hanson recently submitted a statement to you about this project and I would like to quote a 
portion of it: 

> Section 2 9A( c) of the Administrative Code provides that if the Board does not have enough valid 
evidence to support a finding of fiscal feasibility AND responsibility it should continue the meeting until 
enough evidence is supplied to the committee to support that finding. The Berkson report, in light of the 
potential damage to City College and recent historical record of previous financial damage to the school 
due to lowered enrollment, MUST quantify and present the fiscal ramifications of the stated parking 
plan~ .. 
--------------
\tis my understanding that the Berkson Report estimates that the City could anticipate receiving close to 
$2 million dollars from the project after subtracting the costs. However, the report did an inadequate job 
of detailing fiscal responsibility, weighing the losses that may result from the development should it be 
allowed to continue as initially proposed by the Avalon Bay team. 

Potential losses such as these come immediately to mind: 

•• Parking, access and congestion have always been serious issues for the neighboring communities of 
. Westwood Park and Sunnyside. The addition of perhaps 1100 housing units withoutincorporating a 
reasonable plan of improvements to infrastructure and transit options is a recipe .for disaster. Without 
replacement of the 1500-2000 parking spaces that will be lostto the Project, City College of San 
Francisco, which the Budget Analyst has determined provides more than $300,000,000 of economic value 
to the City, the College would inevitably be impacted, even as it is in the midst of its first growth period 
since the accreditation crisis began in 2012. Losses to the College represent financial losses to the City 
which are not considered by the Berkson Report. 

• • Along a similar line, there have been public proposals that the lost parking could be replaced with a 
parking structure, and proposals sometimes include artist sketches, or more elaborate drawings, 
occasionally including such a facility on hypothetical Project maps on land currently owned by the 
College (on the Upper Balboa Reservoir). Such a facility is believed to be unusually costly and cannot be 
paid for with State funds, since it is an· ancillary use of the land and not related directly to College 
operations. I heard of one estimate for a parking facility in the neighborhood of about $50 million. Since 
that facility would be mitigating an existing use by the College going back to at least 1958, when the PUC 
first issued a permit to the College--an image is available on request--it seems reasonable that this 
expense, in the millions of dollars, should be calculated along with the benefits that the developer offers 
optimistically in its estimate. 
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• • The incalculable value of approximately 17 acres of public land that is proposed for transfer to a 
private entity. (In the past the land has been appraised at a value of roughly $12 million, but this estimate 
may be out of date.) 

As I along with others have said, the claims for net benefits to the City should the development be allowed 
to proceed is incomplete. Your colleague, Supervisor Yee is undoubtedly aware of this yet remains a 
sponsor of the Project nevertheless. He is certainly familiar with another project in his own district which 
was canceled just this month because it was not fiscally feasible. (Only recently did he come out against 
this project and the City consequently withdrew its support.) This was a 150-unit affordable housing 
development for seniors in the Forest Hill neighborhood--a project with its share of supporters as well as 
opponents. 

Since it appears that the proponents of the Balboa Reservoir project are unable or unwilling to provide 
an objective and independent evaluation of the proposed project, I urge you to reach out to the Board's 
Budget and Legislative Analyst, Its director, Mr Severin Campbell, informed me in a private 
communication that 

"for policy questions that are not linked to legislation, we can prepare reports at the request of an 
individual member of the Board of Supervisors." 

It seems reasonable that any of the Sub-committee members, if not an of you, could make 
such a request. I know that a similar idea has already been expressed by other parties: 

"The Board may continue its consideration of the proposal in order to receive more information from the Budget Analyst 
or the Controller or to further consider the proposal.;, This statement pertains to Chapter 29 of the City's Administrative 
Code, referred to above. It exists partly to prevent the City from spending money unwisely on proposed projects that are 
not fiscally responsible. 

In the meantime, rather than advancing this project out of collegial duty, you would do better 
. to continue the matter until it can be fairly and honestly evaluated by those most qualified to 

carry out that task 

Thank you for your consideration. 

Harry Bernstein 
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Wong, Linda (BOS) 

er.om: 
Jent: 
To: 
Cc: 

Subject: 

Christine Hanson <chrissibharison@gmail.com> 
Thursday, March 15, 2018 1:09 AM 
Cohen, Malia (BOS); Fewer, Sandra (BOS); Stefani, Catherine (BOS); Wong, Linda (BOS) 
Alvin Ja; Harry Bernstein; Madeline Mueller; L. Tomasita Medal; Michael Ahrens; Michael 
Adams 
Fiscal Responsibility of the Balboa Reservoir Project 

Dear Budget and Finance Sub-Committee Members, 

After more than three years of a tightly controlled public "outreach" process NO plan exists that would 
protect City College from a loss of parking. In fact the approved Transportation Demand Management 
report seeks to further reduce parking availability. Some students cannot fit school and work into the 
same schedule without commuting by auto and they will be forced to quit school. 

It's not difficult to imagine what the cost to City College will be if it suffers a significant drop in enrollment 
due to the development in the lower Balboa Reservoir. A simple web search for "Leno bill CCSF" or "fiscal 
cliff CCSF" will turn up a quantity of articles that pertain to the loss of funding to the school that occurred . . 

during the accreditation crisis (links to a sample of these articles are included below). 

In its first year alone the Leno bill provided $26 million in state stabilization funding to City College. 
Ironically this $26 million is the same amount of money that the Berkson Report claims will be raised by 
fees paid to the City for the new development. 

According to the KQED article: "City College of San Francisco Enrollment Plunges After Threatened 
Accreditation Loss" enrollment was "down 14. 9 percent compared to the same time last year". The graph 
below, from City College's 2016-17 Budget, shows the enrollment crisis drop over these years. 

FTES & Funding Summary 

In light of this historical near miss for City College, why hasn't the Berkson Report addressed 
potential damages to the school within the context of the new development? According to 
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Administrative Code, Chapter 29, which sets the criteria for studying a potential reduction of revenues of 
$200,000 or more, this report flunks as far as City College is concerned. 

Ocean Campus is the only City College campus located next to a freeway and it is attended by a greater 
number of students than attend the other City College locations. Though the public has requested on 
multiple occasions, parking data for the ·evening classes, zero data has been collected for this time period. 
Yet the ongoing design is for 500 spaces of parking to be shared between the new residents and City 
College students. · 

The Berkson Reportbuilds on this lack of data and reports expected revenue from these 500 "shared" 
parking spots of $i.9 million. This anticipated profit includes the City's 25% parking tax, but the report 
states that this tax will not be levied upoh the new residents, it would be paid solely by the "commercial" 
use of the parking-in other words, the City College students. 

A survey done by City College students of 100 users of the College's parking lot (chosen at random) 
showed that 30% of those students holding parking permits were also receiving financial aid. This means 
that a good portion of the parking revenue cited will come directly from·the school. · 

The Berkson report states that the Balboa Reservoir development will create few new permanent jobs. 
The accreditation crisis however, has gouged City College's sta:ffing-550 jobs have been lost at the 
school since 2010-439 of those jobs belonged to teachers (data from California Community College 
Datamart). This is a direct result of lowered enrollment. When enrollment drops, classes are cancelled 
and teachers lose their jobs. The Berkson report ignores this potential loss. 

Section 29.4(c) of the Administrative Code provides that if the Board does not have enough valid 
evidence to support a finding of fiscal feasibility AND responsibility it should continue the meeting until 
enough evidence is supplied to the committee to support that finding. The Berkson report, in light of the 
potential damage to City College and recent historical record of previous financial damage to the school 
due to lowered enrollment, MUST quantify and present the fiscal ramifications of the stated_ parking plan. 

Sincerely, 

Christine Hanson 

http:f/artlcles.latimes.com/2014/feb/10.flocal/la-me-ln-city-college-of-san- francisco-20140210 

http://www.sfexaminer.com/ccsf-reduces-class-offerings-fiscal-cliff-looms/ 

https://www.kqed.org/news 110463 5 I city-college-of-san-francisco-enrollment- plunges-after-
accreditation-loss · 
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Wong, Linda (BOS) 

-=rom: 
..>ent: 
To: 

Subject: 

-----. 

Monica Collins <lizzy2k@gmail.com> 
Tuesday, March 13, 2018 8:57 PM 
Wong, Linda (BOS); Fewer, Sandra (BOS); Stefani, Catherine (BOS); Sheehy, Jeff (BOS); 
Cohen, Malia (BOS); Monica Collins; fightbacksaveccsf13@googlegroups.com 
City College Parking Lot and Development 

Dear Gentlepersons/ Supervisors: 
I am a long time City College staffer in Financial Aid office, recently retired. I served at the Ocean campus for 
about 15 years and another 9 years at other campuses. I was privileged to assist many thousands of students. 
Though so many of CCSF's students come from humble beginnings financially, this wonderful school is a 
tremendous conduit for both vocational and academic students. (In fact, I was both of these, studying basic 
electricity then a number of math classes in preparation for becoming an electrician in the 1980's. And prior, 
lower division i:ri preparation for university. Afterwards, other classes including a number of foreign language 
classes.) 
As for the students, they come from all points. Diversity makes our city and our college special. Social 
integration is ?- great function of CCSF not only for ESL students, but for those in search of training and 
education. Other than our mariy immigrant students, who learn how to make friends of all backgrounds at 
CCSF- and this socialization is so vital!- I served many Americans of modest means. Some had very 
challenging or difficult or even violent backgrounds. I assisted people who had been homeless, who lived in 
battered women's shelters, who were in recovery. Their current challenges typically included being parents, 
holding jobs, and having to commute. 
Very often I would serve a student such as a 32 year old single mom, with a little one in day care and a 7 year 
old in. elementary school, in different locations. She would have to have a job to pay the rent. Nor could she. 
afford the kinds of tents charged in San Francisco or most nearby communities. There are no buses to serve 
Sandra, my student here. BART was never configured to serve most communities, which would be impractical 
anyway, with Sandra's crazy schedule. Even so, BART tickets are quite costly, even for people not as poor as 
Sandra is. She dreams of becoming a nurse, first an L VN, then ultilnately hopes to get her RN either at CCSF or 
at university, and she will want to get her Bachelor's in Science. · 
Now for a more hopeful and happier success story: the number of CCSF graduates and transfer students 
working in countless industries in SF and nearby. I know of no nurseries without many fans of Horticulture, 
fans of our Steven Brown, all ofthem. Hotel & Restamant Dept gives our city many hospitality employees. Day 
care. Dental assisting. Fire and police trainees and cadets. There are so many. But many also do go to 
university. It's my pleasure to be greeted constantly by smiling, waving CCSF grads. "Hi City College! (Of 
course they don't remember my name!) I'm Janie! Do you remember my face? These grads are now happy tax 
payers. Welfare and poverty and struggles with low income and underemployment are behind them. They 
contribute hugely to San Francisco's economy. · 
Insofar as housing, everyone wants affordable housing. As far as privately financed, for profit housing 
developments on public land, the very idea seems morally compromised. What students or even teachers could 
afford $4,000 for a ONE BEDROOM apartment such that Avalon Bay is building, and has built 3 blocks away 
on Ocean, over the Whole Foods Store? 
OMI is a district that is hyperdeveloped in this decade. Traffic is a nightmare 7 days a week, with left and right 
lane turners holding everyone up, never mind the double parkers dashing into stores. What worries me about 
this sort of development is first of all inflation, as dollar store items are now going for six dollars or more at 
gadget stores. This is because commercial rents are zooming along with the rents on new or unoccupied 
residential units. Perhaps worse is the foreclosures in OMI now, a result of mostly opportunistic loans. SF had 
an ethnic cleansing problem in the 1960's in the Fillmore. The homes of working class people were seized by 
eminent domain and razed. A few were spared and some others were moved out of town. Also sent out of town, 
the residents. A lively jazz district was virtually.destroyed. It was admitted that redevelopment was partly an 



effort to get rid of these people. There is a reason James Baldwin the author, called redevelopment the "Negro 
Removal Act". 
As a longtime 94112 resident, we completely lack the infrastructure to support thousands of new residents in 
this ultra dense development. There are two always crowded and already inadequate grocery stores, one is very 
tiny, the Safeway, the other quite costly, the Whole Foods, also very busy. City services will be stretched thin 
and transit is already at the breaking point. The proposed 500 parking spaces for the residents of the proposed 
towers would be "shared" with CCSF students. First of all the much larger lot is usually full during classes, 
more than double that number of spaces. Secondly, Phelan is one lane in either direction and congested all the 
time during school, 6 days a week. Thirdly, we want LESS driving, how can we tell residents of the proposed 
new housing development THEY MUST DRIVE TO WORK so CCSF students can park there? Fotirthly, 
faculty need to drive. Y mi don't carry 3 0 pounds of teaching materials and papers on transit then wallc over a 
kilometer on foot. 
Our precious diversity is what makes us special. Not just postcard scenes. Please do the right thing and vote to 
support our wonderful students and their parking lot. It is not beautiful, but I know what malces it vital to our 
wonderful students, future workers in our wonderful city. 
Many thanks for reading this long, involved letter, and please consider supporting this parking lot, not for profit 
development! 
Respectfully submitted, 
Monica Collins, long time Sunnyside resident 
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Wong, Linda (BOS) 

'"=rom: 
Jent: 
To: 
Subject: 

Dear Ms. Wong 

dthalford@aol.com 
Wednesday, March 14, 2018 3:28 PM 
Wong, Linda (BOS) 
Balboa Reservoir Development - Fiscal Feasibility 

The Balboa Reservoir has been used by City College of San Francisco for years. This is the only land 
with parking available to the thousands of' students, teachers and staff who drive from throughout 
the City and surrounding areas. Removing 2,000 parking spaces will decrease CCSF's enrollment by 
thousands of students who have no other way of getting to school and cause faculty 
layoffs. According to one study, this could reduce the economic benefit of CCSF to the City by 
hundreds of millions of dollars. It will also jeopardize the construction of the CCSF Performing Arts 
Education Center, twice approved by the voters of San Francisco in 2001 and 2005. 

The City and Avalon Corp. have said many times that their project can't continue unless alternative 
parking is found. So far, that hasn't happened. And still they're pushing for the project to go 
forward. 

CCSF's own Facilities Committee ., an official part of the college's shared governance structure with 
members from all constituencies - unanimously passed a resolution urging that CCSF "re-examine the 
entire concept of the Balboa Reservoir Project because of its public significance, and the grave and 
permanent damage that would be done to City College of San Francisco .... " 
The Facilities Committee further recommended a parkin_g study to determine how to best protect 
CCSF. Even AvalonBay, the lead developer of the Balboa Reservoir Project, and the City have stated 
publicly that the project can·not continue unless a resolution is reached on alternative parking. 

Not one inch of public land should go to private interests! 

Yours truly, 
Daniel Halford, ESL Instructor, CCSF 
2302 Geary Blvd., #3, San Francisco, CA 94115 (Home) 
dthalford@aol.com 
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Wong, Linda (BOS) 

From: 
Sent: 
Subject: 

Hello, 

Amanda C Simons <asimons@ccsf.edu> 
Monday, March 12, 2018 5:24 PM 
VOTE NO: Balboa Reservoir Development - Fiscal Feasibility 

I am writing to you about "Balboa Reservoir Development - Fiscal Feasibiliti', which will be discussed this 
Thursday, March 15 at 10:00am. 

As an ESL Teacher at CCSF and someone who has benefitted from taking CCSF classes, I want to say that 
allowing this land to become luxury condos is a terrible mistake. It's only a greedy move that adds another 
heart-breaking roadblock to all the ways that CCSF has struggled to be the source of education and equity for 
the community that it is. If education is the great equalizer and having better access to it is a way to improve 
our community and show how forward thinking SF is, it would be a terrible mistake and an embarrassing 
reflection on the city and its values if we instead let this land become luxury condos. 

Please do the right thing and work against this measure. I thank you for your time. 

Amanda Simons 
ESL Instructor 
City College San Francisco 
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Wong, Linda (BOS) 

'=rom: 
3ent: 
To: 
Cc: 

Subject: 

thank you all 

Monica Collins <lizzy2k@gmail.com> 
Monday, March 12, 2018 7:00 PM 
Sandy Ahrens 
Madeline Mueller; Aj; Cohen, Malia (BOS); Stefani, Catherine (BOS); Sheehy, Jeff (BOS); 
Fewer, Sandra (BOS); Wong, Linda (BOS); Yee, Norman (BOS); Low, Jen (BOS); Maybaum, 
Erica (BOS); Rita Evans; Jennifer Heggie; Bob Byrne; Ray Kutz; Lisa Spinali; Amy O'Hair; 
Andrew Sherman; Ken Hollenbeck; Francine Lofrano; Anita Theoharis; MP Klier; Joe Koman; 
Anne Chen; Laura Frey; Caryl Ito; Adrienne GO; Ravi Krishnaswamy; Michael Adams; Harry 
Bernstein; Vicki Legion; MrLC4music; Muriel Parenteau; Christine Hanson; Wendy Kaufmyn; 
L Tomasita Medal; Win-Mon Kyi; Lalo Gonzal.ez; Andrea del Pilar Olivos; Cynthia Diaz; Donna 
Hayes; Wendolyn Aragon; Allan Fisher; Leslie Simon; Rodger Scott; Michael Ahrens · 
Re: March 15 Budget & Finance Meeting- Request to supplement Record 

was able to speak at city hall today, not that I was one of the more compelling speakers by far 
some were pretty much heart breaking 
later on in the meeting, YIMBY and SFBARF arrived, I did not stay for that 
speakers were limited to one minute and a 30 second warning was very distracting 
Supv Peskin was vociferous in his support of our cause 
he displayed a map you may have seen, in which ABAG fingers our city for hyper development, and the entire 
city being "transit rich" (HA!) is. colored in 
the rest of the bay area, just a line around it, and our city is solid . 

. On Sun, Marl 1;2018 at 9:38 PM, Sandy Ahrens <sandyahrens5@gmail.com> wrote: 
· To Linda Wong, Clerk to Budget & Finance Committee: 

I hereby request that the reply of Madeline Mueller to the Comments of" AJ" be part of the official record and 
sent to the Budget & Finance Committee. 

These comments an~ comments of a professor at City College who has taught our students since 1965. They 
are comments of a senior m'ember of the .Facilities Committee of City College, which committee voted on a 
UNANIMOUS vote of all 24 members of the committee consisting of faculty, staff and students that the 
Balboa Reservoir Project will "Gravely Damage" City College. The words "Grave Damage" are the words of 
the Facilities Committee unanimous resolution. They are the comments of a respected member of City College 
faculty that parking is crucial for her students, and replacing 2,000 spaces with "shared parking" with the new 
residents of 1,100 units will not work. They are the comments of a faculty member that clearly sees that no 
solution has been presented to the Supervisors to show how from a fiscal standpoint the city will not be 
damaged by the damages to City College from the proposed development. 

As the Westwood Park letter signed by President Anita Theoharis set forth, a financial analysis is not complete 
until it takes into consideration not only the BENEFITS to the City, but also the FISCAL DETRIMENTS to 
the City from the project. The 2013 report attached to that letter prepared by _the City's own Budget Analyst 
indicates an annual value to the city from City college of $311 million. Until a complete analysis is made of 
the damage to the city from this development, the Supervisors do not have any factUal basis on which to 
conclude that the Balboa project is fiscally feasible or responsible. 

Until a "deal" is done on alternative parking between Avalon and City College no one knows how to value the 
"Grave Damage" that is being done to City College. 
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We all know the City needs more housing. But, not at a cost that will fiscally damage the city. At the present 
state of the record we have Berkson report saying that maybe $2. 7 million or at most $4mm a year of fiscal 
benefits will accrue to the City. But, we also have the City's own Budget Analyst saying that the annual 
benefits to the City of City College is $311 million. So, the damage to the City will dwarf ~he small benefits 
of this ill advised development on the doorsteps of City College that could severely damage that college that 
the City says it supports. Does it? 

What is the solution? 

The Administrative Code Chapter 29 that forms the basis of the hearing on March 15 on fiscal feasibility also 
! provides the answer to the solution. Section 29 .4( c) of that Administrative Code Section provides that if the 

Board of Supervisors does not have enough valid evidence to support a finding of fiscal feasibility and 
responsibility is should continue the meeting until eriough evidence is supplied to the committee to support that 
finding: 

"The Board may continue its consideration of the proposal in order to receive more information from the 
Budget Analyst...or.to further consider the proposal." 

Having a lack of information the Committee needs to continue this hearing to require the Developer Avalon 
and City College to strike a deal on parking to replace the 2,000 lost parking spaces. Once that deal is done, 
then the Sam eBudge Analyst who found a value to the.city of $31 lmm + a year to the City can determine how 
much the City has to pay for parking, and how much that deal hurts City Coliege and the City. Without that, 
the is no factual basis at all to support a finding of fiscal feasibility and responsibility. 

And, more important, City College could be damaged and· possibly destroyed by this development. 

I also request that my email in response to the proposals filed be part of the record and sent to the Committee. 

Thank you. 

Mike Ahrens 
Member of Balboa Reservoir Citizens Advisory Committee 
Member of Westwood Park Board of Directors 
Third Generation San Francisco Resident 
Retired attorney having practiced 48 years in San Francisco 

Sent from my iPad 

On Mar 10, 2018, at 10:44 PM; Madeline Mueller <madelinenmueller@gmail.com> wrote: 

From Madeline Mueller 
Music Department Chair, City College 
CCSF Faculty member sincel965 

Everyone receiving this email from AJ ----please read it again and very carefully!! 

In addition to his excellent presentation of the complex issues involved in the current potential 
transferring ofland (used in some form since 1946 by City College to meet the needs of San 
Francisco) to a mostly for-profit private housing development, AJ writes a compelling case for 
how fiscally irresponsible such a transfer.would be. 
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Does anyone seriously believe the developers' claim that the parking problem they will create 
can be solved by building a 500 parking place garage to be "shared" by thousands of new 
residents and thousands of City College and other community users ?? 

Or that City College will itself solve the problem by building a parking garage for 2,000 lost 
spaces? 
With what funding? 
I have been a member of the College's Facilities Committee for decades and know that state 
funds would not be available. So the local taxpayers will be asked to pay $50 million or more 
via a local bond? Shouldn't that expense to San Francisco taxpayers therefore be subtracted 
from any "profits" to San Franciscans being claimed as potentially generated by the proposed 
housing development? 

In addition, wouldn't it be much more 
" fiscally responsible", as required by the Administrative Code Chapter 29, if everyone would 
acknowledge the emerging data which now indicate many thousands more empty livable units 
are currently a part of San Francisco's housing supply ? 

Surely it is no secret that the crisis of housing in the Bay Area in general and throughout the 
peninsula and San Francisco in particular has been greatly exacerbated by those privateers and 
profiteers who create high rents and high 'market rates' based on hiding units; reducing the 
inventory of potential available housing in order to create demand at higher costs. 
It is one of the oldest scams on the books! 

A final observation: the main campus of City College is attended by many, many thousands of 
students each day. They come from every District in San Francisco and throughout the Bay 
Area.They jam-pack BART, Muni, buses, and at peak hours fill all the parking slots 
available to them. They emoll for certificates, degrees, and to improve their quality of life, as 
well as improve the quality oflife in the communities where they live and work. 
After 5 years of a State takeover which was legally proven to be inappropriate (at the very 

least!) and after 6 different Chancellors during those years, the College is just getting back on 
its collective feet. Students are emolling in ever increasing numbers. 

Now is not the time to compromise the recovery of this pivotally important San Francisco 
institution by fowarding the interests of the particular out of scope, suffocating, private 
housing development being recommended for advancement on the Balboa Reservoir. 

It IS the time to say:"No, not now!" 

Madeline Mueller 

On Mar 10, 2018 5:33 PM, "aj" <ajahiah@att.net> wrote: 
· Budget & Finance Committee: 

Before you vote on the proposed Resolution, please direct the Budget & Legislative 
Analyst Division to conduct an objective evaluation of: 
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--aj 

• Fiscal Responsibility of privatization of public lands--not just feasibility-- of the 
Balboa Reservoir Project; 

• Weighing harms against purported benefits 
• ·Meaning of "affordabble in perpetuity." 

All--

FYI, the 3/15/2018 @ 10 am Sub-Committee meeting material for Reservoir is 
here: City and County of San Francisco - File#: 180163 

City and County of San Francisco - File #: 
180163 
By G:ranicus, Inc. 
Title: Resolution finding the proposed development of the Balboa 
Reservoir Site, an approximately 17-acre site 1... 

It contains 6 attachments. Atttachment #6 is "Comm Rpt 031518" 
: https://sfgov.legistar.comNiew.ashx?M=F&ID=5871704&GUID=43D49A7E-DC3A-
44E6-ACD1-53432984A393 

The "Comm Rpt .031518" contains the proposed Resolution. Directly following the 
Resolution is the Budget & Legislative Analyst Division's Report. The Report includes 
"Fiscal Impact" and "Recommendations." · 

Fiscal Impact 
• The project is projected to generate annual General Fund revenue for the City 
of $4, 059, 000. In addition, the Balboa Reservoir project will generate 
$26,951,000 in onetime development impact and other fees, and $3,311,000 in 
sales tax and gross receipts revenues during construction. Based on our review 
of OEWD's analysis, our office has determined that the Balboa Reservoir Project 
meets the basic criteria for fiscal feasibility as required by Administrative Code 
Chapter 29 

The Budget & Legislative Analyst Report concludes tha·t the Reservoir Project 
is fiscally feasible. It does not address the issue of whether or not privatization of the 

. Reservoir is fiscally RESPONSIBLE. (Hie Report does minimally note that "Also, 
ownership of the land on which the additional 17 percent of affordable housing [to be 
paid for with unsourced public funds--aj] would be built has not been defined." 

The issue of fiscal responsibility--not just feasibility--needs to be brought to the 
fore: How fiscally responsible is it to cede public property to privatization? 

Unfortunately, because the Berkson Report and the Budget & Legislative Analyst 
Report focus solely on feasibility, without considering fiscal responsibility and without 
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considering harms to schools and neighborhoods, the Budget & Legislative Analyst 
Report recommends approval of the proposed Resolution~ 

Also of note: The Budget Analyst Report puts the term "in perpetuity" in 
quotes. However the Budget Analyst Report does not expose the distorted and 
deceptive actual meaning of the Reservoir Project's use of the term "in perpetuity:" 

--aj 

From: aj <ajahjah@att.net> 
To: "BalResCACChair@gmail.com" <BalResCACChair@qmail.com>; Michael Ahrens 
<mikeahrens5@gmail.com>; · 

.. Sent: Tuesday; February 27, 2018 1:53 PM 
Subject: Fw: Balboa Reservoir Project: Request for independent, objective evaluation by Budget & 
Legislative Analyst · · 1 

BRCAC--

The Berkson Report is one-sided and biased. Please call for an independent 
evaluation, pursuant to Administrative C.ode 29.4 (b), of the fiscal responsibility of the 
permanent privatization of public lands: 

--aj 

SEC. 29.4. BOARD OF SUPERVISORS PROCEDURES FOR DETERMINATION. 
(a) The Board of Supervisors, in accordance with its rules of order, shall refer the 

proposed resolution and information to the Board committee responsible for review of 
fiscal measures, such as appropriation ordinances, bond issues, taxes, fees and other 
revenue measures. · 

(b) In evaluating the fiscal feasioility of the proposed project, the Board rnayrequest 
assistance from the Budget Analyst or the Controller. The Project Sponsor may submit 
additional information to the Board. Based upon the criteria set forth in Section 29.2, the 
Board shall determine whether the project is fiscally feasible and responsible. The Board 
shall act by resolution by a majority vote of all its members. 

----- Forwarded Message ----
From: aj <ajahjah@att.net> 
To: "Board.of.Supervisors@sfgov.org" <Board.of.Supervisors@sfgov.org>; "linda.wong@sfgov.org" 
<linda.wong@sfgov.org>; 
Sent: Monday, February 26, 2018 3:46 PM 
Subject: Balboa Reservoir Project: Request for independent, objective evaluation by Budget& 
Legislative Analyst 

BOS, Budget & Finance Committee, Land Use & Transportation Committee: 

Attached is a a request that the Budget & Legislative Analyst Division be tasked with 
conducting an independent, ob}ective analysis of the the fiscal responsibility of the 
Balboa Reservoir Project: 

REQUEST FOR OBJECTIVE, INDEPENDENT EVALUATION BY 
BUDGET & LEGISLATIVE ANALYST DIVISION/HARVEY ROSE ON 
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THE FISCAL RESPONSIBILITY AND FEASIBILITY OF BALBOA 
RESERVOIR PROJECT 

A "Findings of Fiscal Responsibility & Feasibility" Report for the Balboa 
Reservoir Project will be presented to the Board for BOS approval soon. 
The Findings of Fiscal Responsibility & Feasibility Report is· authored by 
Berkson Associates and sponsored by OEWD-Planning Dept-PUC. 
The findings of the Berkson Report--just as how the Reservoir CAC 
process had been ·orchestrated and stage-managed to arrive at a 
predetermined conclusion-- is one-sided and biased. 
The purpose of Administrative Code 29's requirement for Findings of 
Fiscal Responsibility and Feasibility is to protect the people's assets. Yet 
OEWD-Planning-PUC has, throughout the CAC public engagement 
process, avoided addressing the fundamental issue of privatization of a 

: 17.4 acre publicly-owned asset. . 
Thus, .an independent and objective evaluation of the Project's fiscal 
responsibility needs to be performed by the BOS Budget & Legislative 
Analyst Division. , 
DECEPTIVE AND MISLEADING ADVERTISING 
Under consumer protection laws, deceptive and misleading advertising is 
discouraged. However, as· government agencies, consumer protection 
laws do not apply to OEWD-Planning-PUC. The City & County's Balboa 
Reservoir Team has taken advantage of its exemption from consumer 
protection laws to portray the Reservoir Project in a deceptive and 
misleading manner. 
Have you ever gone to a sale that was promoted as "up to 75% off" only 
to discover that almost all items were only 10% off with only a few items 
that were 75% _off? The Reservoir Team and the Berkson Report uses a 

i similar technique. The Reservoir Project has been promoted as "up to 
1 50% affordable'; to give the public the impression that the Project will 

provide 50% affordable housing. This portrayal of the Project is deceptive 
and misleading. "50% affordable" is a ceiling. Instead, an objective and 
accurate description would be: 
• At least 33% affordable, up to a maximum of 50% affordable 
• At least 50% market-rate, up to a maximum of 67% market rate 
Another egregiously deceptive portrayal of the Reservoir Project is the 
misuse of the term "permanently affordable." The Reservoir Project has 
shamelessly characterized it to be "permanently affordable". Yet 
"permanently affordable" has been twisted to mean affordpble "for the 
useful life of the building." This is Orwellian distortion of language. 
ANALYSIS OF HARMS 
The Budget & Legislative Analyst Division should be tasked by the Board 
to conduct an objective and independent analysis of the fiscal 
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responsibility of the Reservoir Project. The Budget & Legislative Analyst 
should perform an objective evaluation of fiscal harms, as well as possible 

i benefits of the Reservoir Project. 
: An objective analysis might find that the financial harms to the 
! neighborhoods and its schools, and the permanent loss of 17.4 acres of 
1 public land would not be justified by 367 affordable units (and maybe up 
I 

: to an additional 187 units--to be paid for with unsourced public funding) 
I whose affordability would only last, not forever, which is the common 
' meaning of "permanent"-but for possibly only 55 years. 
, In my 2/23/2018 "Critique of Fiscal Feasibility and Responsibility of 

Reservoir Project" submission to the Budget & Finance Committee, I 
pointed out the following: 

\ 

i· 

PR/VA TIZA TION OF PUBLIC ASSETS IS FISCALLY IRRESPONSIBLE 
The Berkson Associates' Findings of Fiscal Responsibility andFeasibility fails 
to address the fundamental question of the privatization of public assets. 

· The fiscal responsibility/irresponsibility of allowing the permanent transfer of 
17.4 acres of prime real estate to private interests is totally ignored by the 
Balb.oa Reservoir Project Team and Berkson Associates. 

THE AFFORDABLE HOUSING SCAM 
The Berkson Report follows the Balboa Reservoir Team's (Planning Oept
OEWD-PUC) misrepresentation of the Reservoir Project as being about 
"affordable housing" when in fact it is not. What is presented as an affordable 
housing project is in fact a transfer of public property to private for-profit 
interests. 

"Up to 50% affordable" is bandied about as if 50% affordable will actually be 
achieved. There is no binding commitment to 50%. "50%" is mainly PR. 

The actual commitment: 
1) 33% affordable; 
2) at least 50% market-rate; 
3) possibly an aspirational 17% "additional affordable" to those of 150% Area 
Median Income PAID FOR WITH PUBLIC FUNDS-NOT BY THE . 
DEVELOPERS! If public funds are unavailable, this "additional 17% 
affordable" would go to market-rate housing for up to 67% unaffordable 
housing. 

AFFORDABLE FOR WHOM AND FOR HOW LONG? 
For Whom: 
Middle-income has been redefined from 120% ($97K) AMI to 150% 
($121 K). In reality, the Balboa Reservoir Project will be affordable mainly for 
the well-to-do (67%). Only 33% of the units will be for regular people 

For How Long: 
"Permanently affordable" is actually defined as "throughout the useful /ifo of the 
buildings in which those units are located." Balboa Reservoir Project's 
"permanently affordable" is a limited-time only condition. Read the fine print! 

7 

2047 



PURPORTED BENEFITS, BUT HOW ABOUT HARMS? 
The Berkson Report. talks about potential benefits such as $1. 7 million annual 
general revenue, childcare, open space, "up to" 50% affordable, 500 shared 
parking spaces with City College. 

Yet the Berkson Report fails to talk about the harms that could outweigh_ its 
purported benefits: 
1. Permanent ceding of a valuable 17.4 acre public asset to a private, for-
profit REIT (Real Estate Investment Trust) iri exchange for 33% affordable 
housing which in reality WILL NOT BE PERMANENTLY AFFORDABLE. 
2. Harm to the broad Bay Area community's access to educational by its 
elimination of 1,000 existing student parking spaces andinflux of over 2,000 
new residents into an area with geographically-constrained infrastructure. 
3. City College had added new parking structures into its Facilities Master 
Plan to make up for the impending loss .of student parking in the PUC 
Reservoir. The costs of new campus parking is not accounted for in the 
Berkson Report. This major financial harm needs to be taken into 
consideration. 
4. Harm to City College stakeholders in that the proposed 500 space shared 
parking will cost substantially more than the existing parking--whose students 
are in large proportion low-income. 
5. Other than words, TDM and wishful thinking, there is no provision for 
increased or improved MUNI service to accomm·odate this project. In fact, the 
Reservoir Project will worsen MUNI reliability. 

PUBLIC INPUT: GOING THROUGH THE MOTIONS 
The community had raised the issues of the Reservoir Project's adverse 
impacts fo the surrounding neighborhoods and school early and often. Yet the 
Reservoir Project's Development Parameters, in the main, reflect the views of 
the Reservoir Project Team (Planning Dept, OEWD) with no substantive 
incorporation of input from the public. The Reservoir CA C process was 
orchestrated and managed from above by Planning Dept and 
OEWD. Incorporation of public input into the Development Parameters was . 
minimal. The GAG process was essentially just going through the motions. 

Submitted by: 
Alvin Ja 
District 7 resident 
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Wong, Linda (BOS) 

t:rom: 
.ient: 
To: 

Subject:. 

William Maynez <wmaynez@ccsf.edu> 
Tuesday, March 13, 201812:52 PM 
Wong, Linda (BOS); Fewer, Sandra (BOS); Stefani, Catherine (BOS); Yee, Norman (BOS); 
Sheehy, Jeff (BOS); Cohen, Malia (BOS) 
"Balboa Reservoir Development - Fiscal Feasibility." 

Honorable Supervisors et al, 

My name is Will Maynez. Though now retired from City College, I have served for 22 years as a 
steward of Diego Rivera's Pcm American Unity mural at the College. 

San Francisco's 22' high by 74' long world class art treasure was created by the renowned 
Mexican artist at the 1940 Golden Gate International Exposition on Treasure Island, which 
celebrated the completion of the Golden Gate and Bay Bridges. The mural's godfather was 
architectTimothy Pflueger, an Expo commissioner, one of the founders of SFMOMA, and 
Diego's friend. 

A life-long Mission resident, he was a San Francisco Visionary, who constructed 450 Sutter, the 
neo-Mayan motif medical building and 140 New Montgomery, the Pacific Telephone & 
Telegraph building {now Yelp headquarters). He designed the look&. feel of the Bay Bridge's 
western span, and the Paramount and Castro Theaters. 

As he started building City College (for which he planned a major theater) he had the foresight 
to cover his initial project, th.e Science Building, in terra cotta cladding to protect it from the 
corrosive, salt air coming up the Alemany Gap from Ocean Beach. Short-sighted people balked 
at the up-'front cost. As is so often the case with visionaries, Pflueger has been proven right 
and the Science Building still shines on the hill. We need Visionaries now. It is shortsighted to 
box the College in so that we are prevented from utilizing the adjacent land. 

The mural will be the featured work in SFMOMA's blockbuster 2020 show on Rivera's 
muralism. This loan of the mural is a synergistic collaboration between two great San Francisco 
institutions, both founded in 1935. Especially today, Pan American Unity embraces a theme 
which resonates in our City. 

Upon return from this multi-year loan, we will install this masterpiece in a new Performing 
Arts and Education Center on the Balboa Reservoir. It is imperative the Center design is not 
compromised by lack of surrounding parking space. We must insure that this mural, which 
could last hundreds of years, has an appropriate permanent home to showcase it for future 
generations of San Franciscans. 
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I invite the Board members, as stewards of our City, to come visit our mural treasure to see 
what the stakes are. 

Sincerely, 
Will Maynez 

William Maynez 
Diego Rivera Mural Project 
City College of San Francisco 
50 Phelan Ave, m/s S-4 
S.F., CA 94112 

"There is a pool of good. No matter where you put in your drop, the whole pool rises." 
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Wong, Linda (BOS) 

"7rom: 
.Jent: 
To: 
Cc: 

Subject: 

From Madeline Mueller 

Madeline Mueller <madelinenmueller@gmail.com> 
Saturday, March 10, 2018 10:45 PM 
Aj 
Cohen, Malia (BOS); Stefani, Catherine (BOS); Sheehy, Jeff (BOS); Fewer, Sandra (BOS); 
Wong, Linda (BOS); Yee, Norman (BOS); Low, Jen (BOS); Maybaum, Erica (BOS); Rita 
Evans; Jennifer Heggie; Monica Collins; Bob Byrne; Ray Kutz; Lisa Spinali; Amy O'Hair; 
andrew@ohair-sherman.com; Ken Hollenbeck; Francine Lofrano; Anita Theoharis; MP Klier; 
Joe Koman; Anne Chen; Laura Frey; Caryl Ito; Adrienne GO; Ravi Krishnaswamy; Michael 
Adams; Harry Bernstein; Vicki Legion; Michael Ahrens; MrLC4music; Muriel Parenteau; 
Christine Hanson; Wendy Kaufmyn; L Tomasita Medal; Win-Mon Kyi; Lalo Gonzalez; Andrea 
del Pilar Olivos; Cynthia Diaz; Donna Hayes; Wendolyn Aragon; Allan Fisher; Leslie Simon; 
Rodger Scott 
Re: 10 am 3/15/2018 meeting of Budget & Finance Sub-Committee How about fiscal 
RESPONSIBILITY? 

Music Department Chair, City College 
CCSF Faculty member sincel965 

Everyone receiving this email from AJ -.---please read it again and very carefully!! 

In addition to his excellent presentation of the complex issues involved in the current potential transferring of 
land (used in some form since 1946 by City College to meet the needs of San Francisco) to a mostly for--profit 
private housing development, AJ writes a compelling case for how fiscally irresponsible such a transfer would 
be. 

Does anyone seriously believe the developers' claim that the parking problem they will create can be solved 
by building a 500 parking place garage to be "shared " by thousands of new residents and thousands of City 

. College and other community users ?? 

Or that City College will itself solve the problem by building a parking garage for 2,000 lost spaces ? 
With what funding? 
I have been a member of the College's Facilities Committee for decades and know that state funds would not 
be available. So the local taxpayers will be asked to pay $50 million or more via a local bond? Shouldn't that 
expense to San Francisco taxpayers therefore be subtracted from any "profits" to San Franciscans being 
claimed as potentially generated by the proposed housing development? 

. In addition, wouldn't it be much more 
"fiscally responsible", as required by the Administrative Code Chapter 29, if everyone would acknowledge the 
emerging data which now indicate many thousands more empty livable units are currently a part of San 
Francisco's housing supply? · 

Surely it is no secret that the crisis of housing in the Bay Area in general and throughout the peninsula and 
San Francisco in particular has been greatly exacerbated by those privateers and profiteers who create high 
rents and high 'market rates' based on hiding units; reducing the inventory of potential available housing m 
order to create demand at higher costs. 
It is one of the oldest scams on the books! 

A final observation: the main campus of City College is attended by many, many thousands of students each 
day. They come from every District in San Francisco and throughout the Bay Area.They jam-
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_pack BART, Muni, buses, and at peak hours fill all the parking slots available to them. They enroll for 
certificates, degrees, and to improve their quality of life, as well as improve the quality of life in the 
communities where they live and work. 
After 5 years of a State takeover which was legally proven to be inappropriate (at the very least!) and after 6 
different Chancellors during those years, the College is just getting back on its collective feet. Students are 
enrolling in ever increasing numbers .. 

Now is not the time to compromise the recovery of this pivotally important San Francisco institution by 
fowarding the interests of the particular out of scope, suffocating, private housing development being 
recommended for advancement on the Balboa Reservoir. 

It IS the time to say: "No, not now!" 

Madeline Mueller 

On Mar 10, 2018 5:33 PM, "aj" <ajahjah@att.net> wrote: 
Budget & Finance Committee: 

Before you vote on the proposed Resolution, please direct the Budget & Legislative Analyst Division 
to conduct an objective evaluation of: 

--aj 

• Fiscal Responsibility of privatization of public lands--not just feasibility-- of the Balboa 
Reservoir Project; 

• Weighing harms against purported benefits 
• Meaning of "affordabble in perpetuity." 

All--

FYI, the 3/15/2018 @ 10 am Sub-Committee meeting material for Reservoir is here: City and 
County of San Francisco - File#: 180163 

City and County of San Francisco - File #: 
180163 
By Granicus, Inc. 
Title: Resolution finding the proposed development of the Balboa 

Reservoir Site, an approximately 17-acre site 1... 

It contains 6 attachments. Atttachment #6 is "Comm Rpt 031518" 
: https://sfgov. legistar.comNiew.ashx?M=F &I D=5871704&GU I D=43049A7E-DC3A-44E6-ACD1-
53432984A393 
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The "Comm Rpt 031518" contains the proposed Resolution. Directly following the Resolution is the 
Budget & Legislative Analyst Division's Report. The Report includes "Fiscal Impact" and 
"Recommendations." 

FiscaJ Impact 
• The project is projected to generate annual General Fund revenue for the City of $4, 059, 000. 
In addition, the Balboa Reservoir project will generate $26,951,000 in onetime development 
impact and other fees, and $3,311,000 in sales tax and gross receipts revenues during 
construction. Based on our review of OEWD's analysis, our office has determined that the 
Balboa Reservoir Project meets the basic criteria for fiscal feasibility as required by 
Administrative Code Chapter 29 

The Budget & Legislative Analyst Report concludes that the Reservoir Project is fiscally feasible. It 
does not address the issue of whether or not privatization of the Reservoir is fiscally 
RESPONSIBLE. (The Report does minimally note that "A/so, ownership of the land on which the 
additional 17 percent of affordable housing [to be paid for with unsourced public funds--aj] would be 
built has not been defined. rr . 

The issue of fiscal responsibility--not just feasibility--needs to be brought to the fore: How fiscally 
responsible is it to cede public property to privatization? 

Unfortunately, because the Berkson Report and the Budget & Legislativ~ Analyst Report focus solely 
on feasibility, without considering fiscal responsibility and without considering harms to schools and 
neighborhoods, the Budget & Legislative Analyst Report recommends approval of the proposed 
Resolution. 

Also of note: The Budget Analyst Report puts the term "in perpetuity" in quotes. However the 
Budget Analyst Report does not expose the distorted and deceptive actual meaning of the Reservoir 
Project's use of the term "in perpetuity." 

--aj 

. From: aj <ajahjah@att.net> 
1 To: "BalResCACChair@gmail.com" <BalResCACChair@gmail.com>; Michael Ahrens <mikeahrens5@gmail.com>; 

Sent: Tuesday, February 27, 2018 1 :53 PM 
Subject: Fw: Balboa Reservoir Project: Request for independent, objective evaluation by Budget & Legislative Analyst 

BRCAC--

The Berkson Report is one-sided and biased. Please call for an independent evaluation, pursuant to 
Administrative Code 29.4 (b), of the fiscal responsibility of the permanent privatization of public 
lands: 

SEC. 29.4. BOARD OF SUPERVISORS PROCEDURES FOR DETERMINATION. 
(a) The Board of Supervisors, in accordance with its rules of order, shall refer the proposed resolution 

and information to the Board committee responsible for review of fiscal measures, such as appropriation 
ordinances, bond issues, taxes, fees and other revenue measures. 

(b) In evaluating the fiscal feasibility ofthe proposed project, the Board may request assistanceJroril the 
Budget Analyst orthe Controller. The Project Sponsor may submit additional information to the Board. 
Based upon the criteria set forth in Section 29.2, the Board shall determine whether the project is fiscally 
feasible and responsible. The Board shall act by resolution by a majority vote of all its members. 
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--aj 

----- Forwarded Message ----
From: aj <ajahjah@att.net> 
To: "Board.of.Supervisors@sfgov.org" <Board.of.Supervisors@sfgov.org>; ."linda.wong@sfgov.org" 
<linda.wong@sfgov.org>; 
Sent: Monday, February 26, 2018 3:46 PM 
Subject: Balboa Reservoir Project: Request for independent, objective evaluation by Budget & Legislative Analyst 

BOS, Budget & Finance Committee, Land Use & Transportation Committee: 

Attached is a a request that the Budget & Legislative Analyst Division be tasked with conducting an 
independent, objective analysis of the the fiscal responsibility of the Balboa ReseNoir Project: 

REQUEST FOR OBJECTIVE, INDEPENDENT EVALUATION BY BUDGET & 
LEGISLATIVE ANALYST DIVISION/HARVEY ROSE ON THE FISCAL 

RESPONSIBILITY AND FEASIBILITY OF BALBOA RESERVOIR PROJECT 

A "Findings of Fiscal Responsibility & Feasibility" Report for the Balboa Reservoir 
Project will be presented to the Board for BOS approval soon. . 
The Findings of Fiscal Responsibility & Feasibility Report is authoreq by Berkson 
Associates and sponsored by OEWD-Planning Dept-PUC. 
The findings of the Berkson Report--just as how the Reservoir CAC process had been 
orchestrated and stage-managed to arrive at a predetermined conclusion-- is one
sided and biased. 
The purpose of Administrative Code 29's requirement for Findings of Fiscal 
Responsibility and Feasibility is to protect the people's assets. Yet OEWD-Planning
PUC has, throughout the CAC public engagement process, avoided addressing the 
fundamental issue of privatization of a 17.4 acre publicly-owned asset. 
Thus, an independent ano objective evaluation of the Project's fiscal responsibility 
needs to be performed by the BOS Budget & Legislative Analyst Division. 
DECEPTIVE AND MISLEADING ADVERTISING 

. Under consumer protection laws, deceptive and misleading advertising is 
discouraged. However, as government agencies, consumer protection laws do not 
apply to OEWD-Planning-PUC. The City & County's Balboa Reservoir Team has 
taken advantage of its exemption from consumer protection laws to portray the 
Reservoir Project in a deceptive and misleading manner. 
Have you ever gone to a sale that was promoted as "up to 75% off" only to discover 
that almost all items were only 10% off with only a few items that were 75% off? The 
Reservoir Team and the Berkson Report uses a similar technique. The Reservoir 

: Project has been promoted as "up to 50% affordable" to give the public the impression 
1 that the Project will provide 50% affordable housing. This portrayal of the Project is 

deceptive and misleading. "50% affordable" is a ceiling. Instead, an objective and 
accurate description would be: 
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• At least 33% affordable, up to a maximum of 50% affordable 
. • At least 50°/o market-rate, up to a maximum of 67% market rate 
Another egregiously deceptive portrayal of the Reservoir Project is the misuse of the 
term "permanently affordable." The Reservoir Project has shamelessly characterized 
it to be "permanently affordable". Yet "permanently affordable" has been twisted to 
mean affordable "for the useful life of the building." This is Orwellian distortion of 
language. 
ANALYSIS OF HARMS 
The Budget & J_egislative Analyst Division should be tasked by the Board to conduct · 
an objective and independent analysis of the fiscal responsibility of the Reservoir 
Project. The Budget' & Legislative Analyst should perform an objective evaluation of 
fiscal harms, as well as possible benefits of the Reservoir Project. 
An objective analysis might find that the financial harms to the neighborhoods and its 
schools, and the permanent loss of 17.4 acres of public land would not be justified 
by 367 affordable units (and maybe up to an additional 187 units--to be paid for with 
unsourced public funding) whose affordability would only last, not forever, which is the 
common meaning of "permanent"-but for possibly only 55 years. 
In my 2/23/2018 "Critique of Fiscal Feasibility and Responsibility of Reservoir Project" 
submission to the Budget & Finance Committee, I pointed out the following: 

PRIVATIZA T/ON OF PUBLIC ASSETS IS FISCALLY IRRESPONSIBLE 
The Berkson Associates' Findings of Fiscal Responsibility and Feasibility fails to address the 
fundamental question of the privatization of public; assets. 

The fiscal responsibility/irresponsibility of allowing the permanent transfer of 17. 4 acres of 
prime real estate to private interests is totally ignored by the Balboa Reservoir Project Team 
and Berkson Associates. 

THE AFFORDABLE HOUSING SCAM 
The Berkson Report follows the Balboa Reservoir Team's (Planning Dept-OEWO-PUC) 
misrepresentation of the Reservoir Project as being about "affordable housing" when in fact it · 
is not. What is presented as an affordable housing project is in fact a transfer of public 
property to private for-profit interests. 

"Up to 50% affordable" is bandied about as if 50% affordable will actually be· achieved. There 
is no binding commitment to 50%. "50%" is mairily PR. 

The actual commitment: . 
1) 33% affordable; 
2) at least 50% market-rate; 
3) possibly an aspirational 17% "additional affordable" to those of 150% Area Median 
Income PAID FOR WITH PUBLIC FUNDS-NOT BY THE DEVELOPERS! If public funds 
are unavailable, this "additional 17% affordable" would go to market-rate housing for up 
to 67% unaffordable housing. 

AFFORD'4.BLE FOR WHOM AND FOR HOW LONG? 
ForWhom: · 
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Middle-income has been redefined from 120% ($9lK) AMI to 150% ($121K). In reality, the 
Balboa Reservoir Project will be affordable mainly for the well-to-do (67%). ·Only 33% of the · 
units will be for regular people 

For How Long: 
"Permanently affordable" is actually defined as "throughout the useful life of the buildings in 
which those units are located." Balboa Reservoir Project's ''permanently affordable" is a 
limited-time only condition. Read the fine print! 

PURPORTED BENEFITS, BUT HOW ABOUT HARMS? . 
The Berkson Report talks about potential benefits such as $1. 7 million annual general 
revenue, childcare, open space, "up to" 50% affordable, 500 shared parking spaces with City 
College.· 

Yet the Berkson.Report fails to talk about the harms that could outweigh its purported 
benefits: 
1. Permanent ceding of a valuable 17.4 acre public asset to a private, for-profit REIT (Real 
Estate Investment Trust) in exchange for 33% affordable housing which in reaiity 
WILL NOT BE PERMANENTLY AFFORDABLE. 
2. Harm to the broad Bay Area community's access to educational by its elimination of 
1, 000 existing student parking spaces and influx of over 2, 000 new residents into an area with 
geographically-constrained infrastructure. . · 
3. . City College had added new parking structures into its Facilities Master Plan to make up 
for the impending loss of student parking in the PUC Reservoir. The costs of new campus 
parking is not accounted for in the Berkson Report. This major financial harm needs to be 
taken into consideration. · 
4. Harm to City College stakeholders in that the proposed 500 space shared parking will . 
cos{substantially more than the existing parking,..-whose students are in large proportion low
income. 
5. Other than words, TOM and wishful thinking, there is no provision for increased or 
improved MUNI service to accommodate this project. In fact, the Reservoir Project will 
worsen MUNI reliability. 

PUBLIC INPUT: GOING THROUGH THE MOTIONS 
The community had raised the issues of the Reservoir Project's adverse impacts to the 
surrounding neighborhoods and school early and often. Yet the Reservoir Project's 
Development Parameters, in the main, reflect the views of the Reservoir Project Team 
(Planning Dept, OEWD) with no substantive incorporation of input from the public. The 
Reservoir GAG process was orchestrated and managed from above by Planning Dept and 
OEWD. Incorporation of public input into the Development Parameters was minimal. The 
CA C process was essentially just going through the motions. 

Submitted by: 
'Alvin Ja 

'i 

District 7 resident 
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Wong, Linda (BOS) 

t:rom: 
3ent: 
To: 

Cc: 

aj <ajahjah@att.net> 
Saturday, March 10, 2018 5:33 PM 
Cohen, Malia (BOS); Stefani, Catherine (BOS); Sheehy, Jeff (BOS); Fewer, Sandra (BOS); 
Wong, Linda (BOS) 
Yee, Norman (BOS); Low, Jen (BOS); Maybaum, Erica (BOS); Rita Evans; Jennifer Heggie; 
Monica Collins; Bob Byrne; Ray Kutz; Steve Martinpinto; Amy O'Hair; andrew@ohair
sherman.com; Ken Hollenbeck; Francine Lofrano; Anita Theoharis; MP Klier; Joe Koman; 
Anne Chen; Laura Frey; Caryl Ito; Adrienne GO; Ravi Krishnaswamy; Michael Adams; Harry 
Bernstein; Vicki Legion; Madeline Mueller; Michael Ahrens; Lenny Carlson; Muriel Parenteu; 
Christine Hanson; Wynd Kaufmyn; Tomasita Medal; Win-Mon Kyi; Lalo Gonzalez; Andrea Del 
Pilar Olivos; Cynthia Diaz; Donna Hayes; Wendolyn Aragon; Allan Fisher; Leslie Simon; 
Rodger Scott 

Subject: 10 am 3/15/2018 meeting of Budget & Finance Sub-Committee How about fiscal 
RESPONSIBILITY? . 

Budget & Finance Committee: 

Before you vote on the proposed Resolution, please direct the Budget & Legislative Analyst Division 
to conduct an objective evaluation of: 

• Fiscal Responsibility of privatization of public lands--not just feasibility-- of the Balboa 
Reservoir Project; · 

• Weighing harms against purported benefits 
• Meaning of "affordabble in perpetuity." 

--aj 

All--

FYI, the 3/15/2018@ 10 am Sub-Committee meeting material for Reservoir is here: City and County 
of San Francisco - File #: 180163 

City and County of San Francisco -·File#: 
180163 
By Granicus, Inc. 

Title: Resolution finding the proposed development of the Balboa 

Reservoir Site, an approximately 17-acre site 1... 

It contains 6 attachments. Atttachment #6 is "Comm Rpt 031518" 
: https://sfgov.legistar.comNiew.ashx?M=F&ID=5871704&GUID=43D49A7E-DC3A-44E6-ACD1-
53432984A393 

The "Comm Rpt 031518" contains the proposed Resolution. Directly following the Resolution is the 
Budget & Legislative Analyst Division's Report. The Report includes "Fiscal Impact" and 
"Recommendations."· 
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Fiscal Impact 
• The project is projected to generate annual General Fund revenue for the City of $4, 059,000. 
In addition, the Balboa Reservoir project will generate $26,951,000 in onetime development 
impact and other fees, and $3;311, 000 in sales tax and gross receipts revenues during 
construction. Based on our review of OEWD's analysis, our office has determined that the 
Balboa Reservoir Project meets the basic criteria for fiscal feasibility as required by 
Administrative Code Chapter 29 

The Budget & Legislative Analyst Report concludes that the Reservoir Project is fiscally feasible. It · 
does not address the issue of whether or not privatization of the Reservoir is fiscally · 
RESPONSIBLE. (The Report does minimally note that "Also, ownership of the land on which the 
additional 17 percent of affordable housing [to be paid for with unsourced public funds--aj] would be 
built has not been defined." 

The issue of fiscal responsibility--not just feasibility--needs to be brought to the fore: How fiscally 
responsible is it to cede public property to privatization? 

Unfortunately, because the Berkson Report and the Budget & Legislative Analyst Report focus solely 
on feasibility, without considering fiscal responsibility and without considering harms to schools and 
neighborhoods, the Budget & Legislative Analyst Report recommends approval of the proposed ' 
Resolution.· 

Also of note: The Budget Analyst Report puts the term "in perpetuity" in quotes. However the Budget 
Analyst Report does not expose the distorted and deceptive actual meaning of the Reservoir Project's 
use of the term "in perpetuity." 

--aj 

From: aj <ajahjah@att.net> 
To: "BalResCACChair@gmail.com" <BalResCACChair@gmail.com>; Michael Ahrens <mikeahrens5@gmail.com>; 
Sent: Tuesday, February 27, 2018 1 :53 PM 
Subject: Fw: Balboa Reservoir Project: Request for independent, objective evaluation by Budget & Legislative Analyst 

BRCAC--

The Berkson Report is one-sided and biased. Please call for an independent evaluation, pursuant to 
Administrative Code 29.4 (b), of the fiscal responsibility of the permanent privatization of public lands: 

--aj 

SEC. 29.4. BOARD OF SUPERVISORS PROCEDURES FOR DETERMINATION. 
(a) The Board of Supervisors, in accordance with its rules of order, shall refer the proposed resolution 

and information to the Board committee responsible for review of fiscal measures, such as appropriation 
ordinances, bond issues, taxes, fees and other revenue measures. 

(b) In evaluating the fispal feasibility of the propOsed prc)ject, the Bo~rd may request assist~rice from the 
Budget Analyst or t.he ConfrolleL The Project Sponsor may submit additional information to the Board. 
Based upon the criteria set forth in Section 29.2, the Board shall determine whether the project is fiscally 
feasible and responsible. The Board shall act by resolution by a majority vote of all i.ts members. 
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----- Forwarded Message ----
From: aj <ajahjah@att.net> 
To: "Board.of.Supervisors@sfgov.org" <Board.of.Supervisors@sfgov.org>; "linda.wong@sfgov.org" 
:linda.wong@sfgov.org>; 

Sent: Monday, February 26, 2018 3:46 PM 
Subject: Balboa Reservoir Project: Request for independent, objective evaluation by Budget & Legislative Analyst 

BOS, Budget & Finance Committee, Land Use & Transportation Committee: 

Attached is a a request that the Budget & Legislative Analyst Division be tasked with conducting an 
independent, objective analysis of the the fiscal responsibility of the Balboa Reservoir Project: 

REQUEST FOR OBJECTIVE, INDEPENDENT EVALUATION BY BUDGET & 
LEGISLATIVE ANALYST DIVISION/HARVEY ROSE ON THE FISCAL 

RESPONSIBILITY AND FEASIBILITY OF BALBOA RESERVOIR PROJECT 

A "Findings of Fiscal Responsibility & Feasibility" Report for the Balboa Reservoir 
· Project will be presented to the Board for BOS approval soon. 

The Findings of Fiscal Responsibility & Feasibility Report is authored by Berkson 
Associates and sponsored by OEWD-Planning Dept-PUC. 
The findings of the Berkson Report--just as how the Reservoir CAC process had been 
orchestrated and stage-managed to arrive at a predetermined conclusion-- is one
sided and biased. 
The purpose of Administrative Code 29's requirement for Findings of Fiscal 
Responsibility and Feasibility is to protect the people's assets. YetOEWD-Planning
PUC has, throughout the CAC public engagement process, avoided addressing the 
fundamental issue of privatization of a 17.4 acre publicly-own.ed asset. 
Thus, an independent and objective evaluation of the Project's fiscal responsibility 
needs to be performed by the BOS Budget & Legislative Analyst Division. 
DECEPTIVE AND MISLEADING ADVERTISING 
Under consumer protection laws, deceptive and misleading advertising is 
discouraged. However, as government agencies, consumer protection laws do not 
apply to OEWD-Planning-PUC. The City & County's Balboa Reservoir Team has 
taken advantage of its exemption from consumer protection laws to portray the 
Reservoir Project in a deceptive and misleading manner. 
Have you ever gone to a sale that was promoted as "up to 75% off" only to discover 
that almost all items were only 10% off with only a few items that were 75% off? The 
Reservoir Team and the Berkson Report uses a similar technique. The Reservoir 
Project has been promoted as "up to 50% affordable" to give the public the impression 
that the Project will provide 50% affordable housing. This portrayal of the Project is 
deceptive and misleading. "50% affordable" is a ceiling. Instead, an objective and 
accurate description would be: 
• At least 33% affordable, up to a maximum of 50% affordable. 
• At least 50% market-rate, up to a maximum of 67% market rate. 

2cT59 



Another egregiously deceptive portrayal of the Reservoir Project is the misuse of the 
term "permanently affordable." The Reservoir Project has shamelessly characterized it 
to be "permanently affordable". Yet "permanently affordable" has been twisted to 
mean affordable "for the useful life of the building." This is Orwellian distortion of 
language. 
ANALYSIS OF HARMS 
The Budget & Legislative Analyst Division should be tasked by the Board to conduct an 
objective and independent analysis of the fiscal responsibility of the Reservoir 
Project. The Budget & Legislative Analyst should perform an objective evaluation of 
fiscal harms, as well as possible benefits of the Reservoir Project. 
An objective analysis might find that the financial harms to the neighborhoods and its 
schools, and the permanent loss of 17.4 acres of public land would not be justified 
by 367 affordable units (and maybe up to an additional 187 units--to be paid for with 
unsourced public funding) whose affordability would only last, not forever, which is the 

. common meaning of "permanent"-but for possibly only 55 years. 
· In my 2/23/2018 "Critique of Fiscal Feasibility and Responsibility of Reservoir Project" 
submission to the Budget & Finance Committee, I pointed out the following: 

PRIVATIZA T/ON OF PUBLIC ASSETS IS FISCALLY IRRESPONSIBLE 
The Berkson Associates' Findings of Fiscal Responsibility and Feasibility fails to address the 
fundamental question of the privatization of public assets. 

The fiscal responsibility/irresponsibility of allowing the permanent transfer of 17.4 acres of 
prime real estate to private interests is totally ignored by the Balboa Reservoir Project Team 
and Berkson Associates. 

THE AFFORDABLE HOUSING SCAM 
The Berkson Report follows the Balboa Reservoir Team's (Planning Dept-OEWD-PUC) 
misrepresentation of the Reservoir Project as being about."affordable housing" when in fact it 
is not. What is presented as an affordable housing project is in fact a transfer of public 
property to private for-profit interests. 

"Up to 50% affordable" is bandied about as if 50% affordable will actually be achieved. There 
is no binding commitment to 50%. "50%" is mainly PR. 

The actual commitment: 
1) 33% affordable; 
2) at least 50% market-rate; 
3) possibly an aspirational 17% "additional affordable" to those of 150% Area Median 
Income PAID FOR WITH PUBLIC FUNDS-NOT BY THE DEVELOPERS! If public funds are 
unavailable, this "additional 17% affordable" would go to market-rate housing for up to 67% 
unaffordable housing. 

AFFORDABLE FOR WHOMAND FOR HOW LONG? 
For Whom: 
Middle-income has been redefined from 120% ($97K) AMI to 150% ($121K). In reality, the 
Balboa Reservoir Project will be affordable mainly for the well-to-do (67%). Only 33% of the 
units will be for regular people 
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For How Long: 
"Permanently affordable" is actually defined as "throughout the useful life of the buildings in 
which those units are located." Balboa Reservoir Project's ''permanently affordable" is a 
limited-time only condition. Read the fine print! 

PURPORTED BENEFITS, BUT HOW ABOUT HARMS? 
The Berkson Report talks about potential benefits such as $1. 7 million annual general 
revenue, childcare, open space, "up to" 50% affordable, 500 shared parking spaces with City 
College. 

Yet the Berkson Report fails to talk about the harms that could outweigh its purported benefits: 
1. Permanent ceding of a VQ.fuab/e 17.4 acre public asset to a private, for-profit REIT (Real 
Estate Investment Trust) in exchange for 33% affordable housing which in reality 
WILL NOT BE PERMANENTLY AFFORDABLE. 
2. Harm to the broad Bay Area community's access to educational by its elimination of 1,000 
existing student parking spaces and influx of over 2, 000 new residents into an area with 
geographically-constrained infrastructure. . 
3. City College had added new parking structures into its Facilities Master Plan to make up 
for the impending loss of student parking in the PUC Reservoir. The costs of new campus 
parking is not accounted for in the Berkson Report. This major financial harm needs to be 
taken into consideration. 
4. Harm to City College stakeholders in that the proposed 500 space shared parking will cost 
substantially more than the existing parking--whose students are in large proportion low
income. 
5. Other than words, TOM and wishful thinking, there is no provision for increased or 
improved MUNI service to accommodate this project. In fact, the Reservoir Project will worsen 
MUNI reliability. 

PUBLIC INPUT: GOING THROUGH THE MOTIONS 
The community had raised the issues of the Reservoir Project's adverse impacts to the 
surrounding neighborhoods and school early and often. Yet the Reservoir Project's 
Development Parameters, in the main, reflect the views of the Reservoir Project Team 
(Planning Dept, OEWD) with no substantive incorporation of input from the public. The 
Reservoir CAC process was orchestrated and managed from above by Planning Dept and 
OEWD. Incorporation of public input into the Development Parameters was minimal. · The 
CAC process was essentially just going through the motions. 

Submitted by: 
Alvin Ja 
District 7 resident 
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Wong, Linda (BOS) 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Cc: 

Subject:· 

Sandy Ahrens <sandyahrens5@gmail.com> 
Sunday, March 11, 2018 9:39 PM 
Madeline Mueller 
Aj; Cohen, Malia (BOS); Stefani, Catherine (BOS);· Sheehy, Jeff (BO$); Fewer, Sandra (BOS); 
Wong, Linda (BOS); Yee, Norman (BOS); Low, Jen (BOS); Maybaum, Erica (BOS); Rita 
Evans; Jennifer Heggie; Monica Collins; Bob Byrne; Ray Kutz; Lisa Spinali; Amy O'Hair; 
andrew@ohair-sherman.com;.Ken Hollenbeck; !=rancine Lofrano; Anita Theoharis; MP Klier; 
Joe Koman; Anne Chen; Laura Frey; Caryl Ito; Adrienne GO; Ravi Krishnaswamy; Michael 
Adams; Harry Bernstein; Vicki Legion; MrLC4music; Muriel Parenteau; Christine Hanson; 
Wendy Kaufmyn; L Tomasita Medal; Win-Mon Kyi; Lalo Gonzalez; Andrea del Pilar Olivos; 
Cynthia Diaz; Donna Hayes; Wendolyn Aragon; Allan Fisher; Leslie Simon; Rodger Scott; 

· mikeahrens5@gmail.com 
March 15 Budget & Finance Meeting- Request to supplement Record 

To Linda Wong, Clerk to Budget & Finance Committee: 

I hereby request that the reply of Madeline Mueller to the Comments of"AJ" be part of the official record and 
· sent to the Budget & Finance Committee. 

These comments are comments of a professor at City College who has taught our students since 1965. They 
are comments of a senior member of the Facilities Committee of City College, which committee voted on a 
UNANIMOUS vote of all 24 members of the committee consisting of faculty, staff and students that the Balboa 
Reservoir Project will "Gravely Damage" City- College. The words "Grave Daniage" are the words of the 

· Facilities Committee unanimous resolution. They are the comments of a respected member of City College 
faculty that parking is crucial for her students, and replacing 2,000 spaces with "shared parking" with the new 
residents of 1, 100 units will not work. They are the comments of a faculty member that clearly sees that no 
solution has been presented to the Supervisors to show how from a fiscal standpoint the city will not be 
damaged by the damages to City College from the proposed development. 

As the Westwood Park letter signed by President Anita Theoharis set forth, a financial analysis is not complete 
until it takes into consideration not only the BENEFITS to the City, but also the FISCAL DETRIMENTS to the 
City from the project.· The 2013 report attached to that letter prepared by the City's own Budget Analyst 
indicates an annual value to the city from City college of $311 million. Until a complete analysis is made of the 
damage to the city from this development, the Supervisors do not have any factual basis on which to conclude 
that the Balboa project is fiscally feasible or responsible. 

Until a "deal" is done on alternative parking between Avalon and City College no one knows how to value the 
"Grave Damage" that is being done to City College. 

We all know the City needs more housing.· But, not at a cost that will fiscally damage the city. At the present 
state of the record we have Berkson report saying that maybe $2.7 million or at most $4mm a year of fiscal 
benefits will accrue to the City. But, we also have the City's own Budget Analyst saying that the annual 
benefits to the City of City College is $311 million.. So, the damage to the City will dwarf the small benefits of 
this ill advised development on the doorsteps of City College that could severely damage that college that the 
City says it supports. Does it? 

What is the solution? 

The Administrative Code Chapter 29 that forms the basis of the hearing on March 15 on fiscal feasibility also 
provides the answer to the solution. Section 29 .4( c) of that Administrative Code Section provides that if the 
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Board of Supervisors does not have enough valid evidence to support a finding of fiscal feasibility and 
responsibility is should continue the meeting until enough evidence is supplied to the committee to support that 
finding: 

·'The Board may continue its consideration of the proposal in order to receive more information from the 
Budget Analyst...or to further consider the proposal." . 

Having a lack of information the Committee needs to continue this hearing to require the Developer Avalon and 
City College to strike a deal on parking to replace the 2,000 lost parking spaces. Once that deal is done, then 
the Sam .eBudge Analyst who found a value to the city of $31 lmm + a year to the City can determine how much 
the City has to pay for parking, and how much that deal hurts City College and the City. Without that, the is no 
factual basis at all to support a finding of fiscal feasibility and responsibility. 

And, more important, City College could be damaged and possibly destroyed by this development. 

I also request that my email in response to the proposals filed be part of the record and sent to the Committee. 

Thank you. 

Mike Ahrens 
Member of Balboa Reservoir Citizens Advisory Committee 
Member of Westwood Park Board of Directors 
Third Generation San Francisco Resident 
Retired attorney having practiced 48 year!'> in San Francisco 

Sent from my iPad 

On Mar 10,.2018, at 10:44 PM, Madeline Mueller <madelinenmueller@gmail.com> wrote: 

From Madeline Mueller 
Music Department Chair, City College 
CCSF Faculty member sincel965 

Everyone receiving this email from AJ ----please read it again and very carefully!! 

In addition to his excellent presentation of the complex issues involved in the current potential 
transferring of land (used in some form since 1946 by City College to meet the needs of San 
Francisco) to a mostly for-profit private housing development, AJ writes a compelling case for 
how fiscally irresponsible such a transfer would be. 

Does anyone seriously believe the developers' claim that the parking problem they will create 
can be solved by building a 500 parking place garage to be "shared 11 by thousands of new 
residents and thousands of City College and other community users ?? 

Or that City College will itself solve the problem by building a parking garage for 2,000 lost 
spaces? 
With what funding? 
I have been a member of the College's Facilities Committee for decades and know that state 
funds would not be available. So the local taxpayers will be asked to pay $50 million or more 
via a local bond? Shouldn't that expense to San Francisco taxpayers therefore be subtracted 
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from any "profits" to San Franciscans being claimed as potentially generated by the proposed 
housing development? · 

In addition, wouldn't it be much more 
"fiscally responsible", as required by the Administrative Code Chapter 29, if everyone would 
acknowledge the emerging data which now indicate many thousands more empty livable units 
are currently a part of San Francisco's housing supply ? 

Surely it is no secret that the crisis of housing in the Bay Area in general and throughout· the 
peninsula and San Francisco in particular has been greatly exacerbated by those privateers and 
profiteers who create high rents and high 'market rates' based on hiding units; reducing the 
inventory of potential available housing in order to create demand at higher costs. 
It is one of the oldest scams on the books! 

A final observation: the main campus of City College is attended by many, many thousands of 
students each day. They come from every District in San Francisco and throughout the Bay 
Area.They jam-pack BART, Muni, buses, and at peak hours fill all the parking slots available 
to them. They enroll for certificates, degrees, and to improve their quality of life, as well as 
improve the quality of life in the communities where they live and work. 
After 5 years of a State takeover which was legally proven to be inappropriate (at the very 

least!) and after 6 different Chancellors during those years, the College is just getting back on its 
collective feet. Students are enrolling in ever increasing numbers. 

Now is not the time to compromise the recovery ofthis pivotally important San Francisco 
institution by fowarding the interests of the particular out of scope, suffocating, private housing 
development being recommended for advancement on the Balboa Reservoir .. 

It IS the time to say:"No, not now!" 

Madeline Mueller . 

On Mar 10, 2018 5:33 PM, "aj" <ajahjah@att.net> wrote: 
Budget & Finance Committee: 

Before you vote on the proposed Resolution, please direct the Budget & Legislative 
Analyst Division to conduct an objective evaluation of: 

--aj 

• Fiscal Responsibility of privatization of public lands--not just feasibility-- of the 
Balboa Reservoir Project; 

• Weighing harms against purported benefits 
• Meaning of "affordabble in perpetuity." 

All--
3 
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FYI, the 3/15/2018@ 10 am Sub-Committee meeting material for Reservoir is 
here: City and County of San Francisco - File#: 180163 

City and County of San Francisco - File #: 
180163 
By Granicus, fnc. · 

. Title: Resolution finding the proposed development of the Balboa 
Reservoir Site, an approxi"mately 17-acre site 1... 

It contains 6 attachments. Atttachment #6 is "Comm Rpt 031518" 
: https://sfgov.legistar.comNiew.ashx?M=F&ID=5871704&GUID=43049A7E-DC3A-
44E6-ACD1-53432984A393 

The "Comm Rpt 031518" contains the proposed Resolution. Directly following the 
Resolution is the Budget & Legislative Analyst Division's Report. The Report includes 
"Fiscal Impact" and "Recommendations." 

Fiscal Impact 
• The project is projected to generate annual General Fund revenue for the City 
of $4,059,000. In addition, the Balboa Reservoir project will generate 
$26, 951, 000 in onetime development impact and other fees, and $3,311, 000 in 
sales tax and gross receipts revenues during construction. Based on our review 
of OEWD's analysis, our office has determined that the Balboa Reservoir Project 
meets the basic criteria for fiscal feasibility as required by Administrative Code 
Chapter 29 

' The Budget & Legislative Analyst Report concludes that the Reservoir Project 
1 is fiscally feasible. It does not address the issue of whether or not privatization of the 

Reservoir" is fiscally RESPONSIBLE. (The Report does minimally note that "Also, 
ownership of the land on which the additional 17 percent of affordable housing [to be 
paid for with unsourced public funds--aj] would be built has not been defined." 

The issue of fiscal responsibility--not just feasibility--ne.eds to be brought to the 
fore: How fiscally responsible is it to cede public property to privatization? 

Unfortunately, because the Berkson Report and the Budget & Legislative Analyst 
Report focus solely on feasibility, without considering fiscal responsibility and without 
considering harms to schools and neighborhoods, the Budget & Legislative Analyst 
Report recommends approval of the proposed Resolution. 

Also of note: The Budget Analyst Report puts the term "in perpetuity" in 
quotes. However the Budget Analyst Report does not expose the distorted and 
deceptive actual meaning of the Reservoir Project's use of the term "in perpetuity." 

--aj 



From: aj <ajahjah@att.net> 
To: ·"BalResCACChair@gmail.com" <BalResCACChair@gmail.com>; Michael Ahrens 
<mikeahrens5@gmail.com>; 
Sent: Tuesday, February 27, 2018 1 :53 PM 
Subject: Fw: Balboa Reservoir Project: Request for independent, objective evaluation by Budget & 
Legislative Analyst 

BRCAC--

The Berkson Report is one-sided and biased. Please call for an independent 
evaluation, pursuant to Administrative Code 29.4 (b), of the fiscal responsibility of the 
permanent privatization of public lands: 

--aj. 

SEC. 29.4. BOARD OF SUPERVISORS PROCEDURES FOR DETERMINATION. 
(a) The Board of Supervisors, in accordance with its rules of order, shall refer the· 

proposed resolution and information to the Board committee responsible for review of fiscal 
measures, such as appropriation ordinances, bond issues, taxes, fees and other revenue 
measures. 

(b) in evaluating the fiscal feasibility of the pr()P9?€ld proje.okthE! (?oarq iJl?Y r~qu¢st 
assistance from the Budget Analyst or the Contrqfler. The Project Sponsor may submit 
additional information to the Board. Based upon the criteria set forth in Section 29.2, the 
Board shall determine whether the project is fiscally feasible and responsible. The Board 
shall act by resolution by a majority vote of all its members. 

----- Forwarded Message ----
From: aj <ajahjah@att.net> 
To: "Board.of.Supervisors@sfgov.org" <Board.of.Supervisors@sfgov.org>; "linda.wong@sfgov.org" 
<linda.wong@sfgov.org>; · 
Sent: Monday, February 26, 2018 3:46 PM 
Subject: Balboa Reservoir Project: Request for independent, objective evaluation by Budget & 
Legislative Analyst 

BOS, Budget & Finance Committee, Land Use & Transportation Committee: 

Attached is a a request that the Budget & Legislative Analyst Division be tasked with 
conducting· an independent, objective analysis of the the fiscal responsibility of the 
Balboa Reservoir Project: 

REQUEST FOR .OBJECTIVE, INDEPENDENT EVALUATION BY 
BUDGET.& LEGISLATIVE ANALYST DIVISION/HARVEY ROSE ON 

THE FISCAL RESPONSIBILITY AND FEASIBILITY OF BALBOA 
RESERVOIR PROJECT 

A "Findings of Fiscal Responsibility & Feasibility" Report for the Balboa 
Reservoir Project will be presented to the Board for BOS approval soon. 
The Findings of Fiscal Responsibility & Feasibility Report is authored by 
Berkson Associates and sponsored by OEWD-Planning Dept-PUC. 
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The findings of the Berkson Report--just as how the Reservoir CAC 
process had been orchestrated and stage-managed to arrive at a . 
predetermined 9onclusion-- is one-sided and biased. 
The purpose of Administrative Code 29's requirement for Findings of · 
Fiscal Responsibility and Feasibility is to protect the people's assets. Yet 
OEWD-Planning-PUC has, throughout the CAC public engagement 
process, avoided addressing the fundamental issue of privatization of a 
17.4 acre publicly-owned asset. 
Thus, an independent and objective evaluation of the Project's fiscal 
responsibility needs to be performed by the BOS Budget & Legislative 
Analyst Division. · · 
DECEPTIVE AND MISLEADING ADVERTISING 
Under consumer protection laws, deceptive and misleading advertising is 
discouraged. However, as government agencies, consumer protection 

· laws do not apply to OEWD~Planning-PUC. The City & County's Balboa 
Reservoir Team has taken advantage of its exemption from consumer 
protection laws to portray the Reservoir Project in a deceptive.and 
misleading manner. 
Have you ever gone to a sale that' was promoted as "up to 75% off" only to 
discover that almost all items were only 10% off with only a few items that 
were 75% off? The Reservoir Team and the Berkson Report uses a 
similar technique. The Reservoir Project has been promoted as "up to 

: 50% affordable" to give the public the impression that the Project will 
t provide 50% affordable housing. This portrayal of the Project is deceptive 

and misleading. "50% affordable" is a ceiling. Instead, an objective and 
accurate description would be: · 
• At least 33% affordable, up to a maximum of 50% affordable 
• At least 50% market-rate, up to a maximum of 67% market rat.e 
Another egregiously deceptive portrayal of the Reser\toir Project is the 
misuse of the term "permanently affordable." The Reservoir Project has 

1 shamelessly characterized it to be "permanently affordable". Yet 
"permanently affordable" has been twisted to mean affordable "for the 
useful life of the building." This is Orwellian distortion of language. 
ANALYSIS OF HARMS 
The Budget & Legislative Analyst Division should be tasked by the Board 
to conduct an objective and independent analysis of the fiscal 
responsibility of the Reservoir Project. The Budget & Legislative Analyst 
should perform an objective evaluation of fiscal harms, as well as possible 
benefits of the Reservoir Project. 
An objective analysis might find that the financial harms to the 
neighborhoods and its schools, and the permanent loss of 17.4 acres of 
public land would not be justified by 367 affordable units (and maybe up 
to an additional 187 units--to be paid for with unsourced public funding) 
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whose affordability would only last, not forever, which· is the common 
meaning of "permanent"-but for possibly orily 55 years. 
In my 2/23/2018 "Critique of Fiscal Feasibility and Responsibility of 
Reservoir Project" submission to the Budget & Finance Committee, I 
pointed out the following: 

PRIVATIZATION OF PUBLIC ASSETS IS FISCALLY IRRESPONSIBLE 
The Berkson Associates' Findings of Fiscal Responsibility and Feasibility fails to 
address the fundamental question of the privatization of public assets. 

The fiscal responsibility/irresponsibility of allowing the permanent transfer of 
17.4 acres of prime real estate to private interests is totally ignored by the 
Balboa Reservoir Project Team and Berkson AssoCiates. 

THE AFFORDABLE HOUSING SCAM 
The Berkson Report follows the Balboa Reservoir Team's (Planning Dept
OEWD-PUC) misrepresentation of the Reservoir Project as being about . 
"affordable housing" when in fact it is ·not. What is presented as an affordable 
housing project is in fact a transfer of public property to private for-profit 
interests. 

"Up to 50% affordable" is bandied about as if 50% affordable will actually be 
achieved. There is no binding commitment to 50%. "50%" is mainly PR. 

The actual commitment: 
1) 33% affordable; 
2) at least 50% market-rate; 
3) possibly an aspirational 17% "additional affordable" to those of 150% Area 
Median Income PAID FOR WITH PUBLIC FUNDS-NOT BY THE 
DEVELOPERS! If public funds are unavailable, this "additional 17% affordable" 
would go to market-rate housing for up to 67% unaffordable housing. 

AFFORDABLE FOR WHOM AND FOR HOW LONG? 
For Whom: 
Middle-income has been redefined from 120% ($97K) AMI to 150% ($121K). In 
reality, the Balboa Reservoir Project will be affordable mainly for the well-to-do 
(67%) .. Only 33% of the units will be for regular people 

For How Long: 
'Permanently affordable" is actually defined as "throughout the useful life of the 
buildings In which those units are located." Balboa Reservoir Project's 
''permanently affordable" is a limited-time only condition. Read the fine print! 

PURPORTED BENEFITS, BUT HOW ABOUT HARMS? 
The Berkson Report talks about potential benefits such as $1. 7 million annual 
general revenue, childcare, open space, "up to" 50% affordable, 500 shared 
parking spaces with City College. 

Yet the Berkson Report fails to talk about the harms.that could outweigh its 
purported benefits: 
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1. Permanent ceding of a valuable 17.4 acre public asset to a private, for-
profit REIT (Real Estate Investment Trust) in exchange for 33% affordable 
housing which in reality WILL NOT BE PERMANENTLY AFFORDABLE. 
2. Harm to the broad Bay Area community's access to educational by its 
elimination of 1,000 existing student parking spaces and influx of over 2,000 
new residents into an area with geographica/ly-constrained infrastructure. 
3. City Co/lege had added new parking structures into its Facilities Master 
Plan to make up for the impending loss of student parking in the PUC 
Resetvoir. The costs of new campus parking is not accounted for in the 
Berkson Report. This major financial harm needs to be taken into consideration. 
4. Harm to City Co!lege stakeholders in that the proposed 500 space shared 
parking will cost substantialfy more than the existing parking--whose students 
are in large proportion !ow-income. 
5. Other than words, TOM and wishful thinking, there is no provision for 
increased or improved MUNI setvice to accommodate this project. In fact, the 
Resetvoir Project will worsen MUNI reliability. 

PUBLIC INPUT: GOING THROUGH THE MOTIONS 
The community had raised the issues of'the Reservoir Project's adverse impacts 
to the surrounding neighborhoods and school early and often. Yet the Reservoir 
Project's Development Parameters, in the .main, reflect the views of the 
Reservoir Project Team (Planning Dept, OEWD) with no substantive 
incorporation of input from the public. The Reservoir CAC process was 
orchestrated and managed from above by Planning Dept and 
OEWD. Incorporation of public input into the Development Parameters was 
minimal. The CAC process was essentialfy just going through the motions. 

Submitted by: 
Alvin Ja 
District 7 resident 

8 
2069 



Wong, Linda (BOS) 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

ARMENUHI <ahovanes@comcast.net> 
Sunday, March 11, 2018 9:40 PM 
Wong, Linda (BOS) 
Balboa reservoir development feasibility 

The elimination of parking at CCSF due to the Balboa Reservoir Project will cause grave and permanent 
damage to CCSF and hence to San Francisco. This damage would affec;;t the college's economic value to the 
city: such losses would exceed the modest benefits the developer claims for the project. Therefore, Chapter 29 
of the Administrative Code requires that the project be halted Until the parking situation is resolved. 

The SF Mayor's Office has joined forces with real estate developer Avalon Corp. to build condos on public 
land, the Balboa Reservoir. This land has been used by City College of San Frap_cisco, the crown jewel in the 
City's education system, for years. This is the only land with parking available to the thousands of students, 
teachers and staff who drive from thro}lghout the City and surrounding areas. 

NO PARKING, NO SCHOOL! 
The loss of this land, the removal of thousands of parking spaces, and the construction of an oversized private 
housing complex on public land will destroy City College and the surrounding neighborhood. It will also 
jeopardize the construction of the CCSF Performing Arts Education Center, twice approved by the voters of San 
Francisco in 200 I and 2005. 

I write as a faculty, student, as well as a long time neighbor of the CCSF community. I've lived in the Ingleside 
district for 30 years, and the last thing we need in our community is another giant luxury condo development. 
Parking has become severely impacted over the last few years of rampant gentrification in our neighborhood. 
Please do not contribute to the destruction of Ingleside, and the CCSF community. 
Armen Hovhannes 

Sent from Planet Earth 
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Wong, Linda (BOS) 

crom: 
.:lent: 
To: 

Board of Supervisors, (BOS) 
Monday, March 12, 2018 8:46 AM 
Wong, Linda (BOS) 

Subject: FW: The "permanently affordable" deception 

From: aj [mailto:ajahjah@att.netJ 
Sent: Monday, March 12, 2018 7:43 AM 
To: Board of Supervisors, (BOS} <board.of.supervisors@sfgov.org>; Calvillo, Angela (BOS} <angela.calvillo@sfgov.org>; 
Wong, Linda (BOS} <linda.wong@sfgov.org> 
Cc: Cohen, Malia (BOS) <malia.cohen@sfgov.org>; Stefani, Catherine (BOS} <catherine.stefani@sfgov.org>; Sheehy, Jeff 
(BOS} <jeff.sheehy@sfgov.org>; Fewer, Sandra (BOS) <sandra.fewer@sfgov.org>; Yee, Norman (BOS} 
<norman.yee@sfgov.org>; Low, Jen (BOS} <jen.low@sfgov.org>; Maybaum, Erica (BOS} <erica.maybaum@sfgov.org>; 
Rita Evans <rita.evans@berkeley.edu>; Jennifer Heggie <jdheggie@gmail.com>; Monica Collins <lizzy2k@gmail.com>; 
Bob Byrne <rbyrne6722@gmail.com>; Ray Kutz <ray.kutz@gmail.com>; Amy O'Hair <secretary.sunnyside@gmail.com>; 
andrew@ohair-sherman.com; Ken Hollenbeck <sunnyside.memberatlarge@gmail.com>; Francine Lofrano 
<ftblote@sbcglobal.net>; Anita Theoharis <atheoharis@sbcglobal.net>; MP Klier <maureen.klier@gmail.com>; Joe 
Koman <joekoman@att.net>; Anne Chen <achensfca@gmail.com>; Laura Frey <sfpollack@sbcglobal.net>; Caryl Ito · 
<carylito@aol.com>; Adrienne GO <gumbol368@yahoo.com>; Ravi Krishnaswamy <raviks.email@gmail.com>; Michael 
Adams <facilitato@aol.com>; Harry Bernstein <riquerique@yahoo.com>; Vicki Legion <activistsf@gmail.com>; Michael 
Ahrens <mikeahrensS@gmail.com>; MrLC4music <lenny.carlson@comcast.net>; Muriel Parenteau 
<muriel764@yahoo.com>; Christine Hanson <chrissibhanson@gmail.com>; Wendy Kaufmyn 
<wendypalestine@gmail.com>; L Tomasita Medal <t.medal@sbcglobal.net>; Win-Mon Kyi <kyiwinmon@gmail.com>; 
Lalo Gonzalez <lalo2235@gmail.com>; Andrea del Pilar Olivos <dreaolivos@gmail.com>; Cynthia Diaz 
<cynthiaxdiaz@gmail.com>; Donna Hayes <dhayes362@gmail.com>; Wendolyn Aragon 
<wendolyn.aragon@gmail.com>; Allan Fisher <afisher800@gmail.com>; Leslie Simon <simscha@sbcglobal.net>; Rodger 
Scott <xgtel@prodigy.net>; Madeline Mueller <madelinenmueller@gmail.com>; Steve Martinpinto 
<sunnyside.president@gmail.com> 
Subject: The "permanently affordable" deception 

Budget & Finance Committee, BOS: 

It is imperative that everyone understands the false advertising invoived in the Reservoir Project's 
misrepresentation of "permanently affordable." · 

The Balboa Reservoir Project misrepresents its 33% (not the deceptive and unfunded "up to 50%") 
affordable component to be affordable "in perpetuity." 

This is how the Reservoir Project actually defines "in perpetuity" : 

7.3 Housing Affordability in Perpetuity 
... "affordable throughout the "Life of the Project," ... " 

Here's an equivalent usage of "in perpetuity": 

We, as living creatures, are aHve "in perpetuity" until we die. 
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The justifications for the Reservoir Project are based on many false premises, of which this is but one 
example. 

--aj 

\ 
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Wong, Linda (BOS) 

rom: 
Sent: 
To: 

Subject: 

Madeline Mueller <madelinenmuel_ler@gmail.com> 
Wednesday, March 28, 2018 1 :48 AM 
Wong, Linda (BOS); Fewer, Sandra (BOS); Stefani, Catherine (BOS); Peskin, Aaron (BOS); 
Tang, Katy (BOS); Breed, London (BOS); Kim, Jane (BOS); Yee, Norman (BOS)\ Sheehy, 
Jeff (BOS); Ronen, Hillary; Cohen, Malia (BOS); Safai, Ahsha (BOS) 
Balboa Reservoir Project 

Dear Clerk and members of the BOS, 

Next Tuesday April 3rd you will be voting on an agenda item sent to you by your subcommittee on budget and 
finance concerning the continued consideration of a housing development project being proposed to be built on 
what is called the Balboa Reservoir. 
I recommend that you postpone this item until a full review is done concerning the housing development's 
potential impact oil the 27 ,000 or so students attending the main campus of City College of San Francisco, and 
in particular its impact on the completion of the required Performing Arts Education Center at that college site. 

Although you are acting in order to meet the requirements of Chapter 29 of the San Francisco Administrative 
·Code, 

a Chapter titled: Findings of Fiscal Responsibility and Feasibility---- if you read the transcript of the March 
15th subcommittee's discussion and their vote to forward this project to you, you will find that the word 
"responsibility" was rarely if ever mentioned(!) 

Yes, the fiscal feasibility of a housing development in District 7 was discussed and sent on to be 
Jiscussed further, but the 'responsibility' that EVERY supervisor has to keep San Francisco's flag - ship 
Community College supported and protected was not given the appropriate (required? legal?) consideration. 

From the beginning, this rush to take away land used by the College for the needs of students since 1946 has 
reeked of "alternative facts". 
The College has in particular leased the so-called Reservoir (there has never been water there) since 1958 for 
College and community use. The College has completely lighted, paved, and maintained the land for decades. 
Yet, City Planning and the developers started their campaign for housing by falsely claiming that the land is 
underutilized and undeveloped. Alternative facts_! ! 

The City Planners and the developers say that the College has been in agreement with them since 2014 when 
. the then Chancellor and Mayor agreed to "fast track" taking away the leased parking lands from the College. · 
No mention is made that the College was illegally under a State takeover at that time and had no elected 
Board in place to make any such "College agreements" (!) 

And it gets worst----not only alternative facts, also alternative history. 
Several citywide ballot measures during the late 1980s and early 1990s supported City College's use of the 

'reservoir' rather than a housing development (which was voted down). After those votes, the College gained 
legal control over half the land in order to have a place for the "soon to be built" (sigh---) Performing Arts 
Education Center., and the PUC promised parking rights in its half until water was put into what was 
considered an absolutely necessary reservoir for the safety of the neighborhood. At that point it was agreed 
thatthe College would always have air rights for the continued needs of students and the community. 

What happened to those contractual agreements?? 

I have been a faculty member at CCSF since 1965 and have the documentation supporting the 'real facts'. 
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Please do the right thing and support all the many students from your districts who rely on City College to 
improve their quality of life. Postpone further actions moving forward with housing on the reservoir site until 
City College completes its own Facilities .Master Plan update and in particular completes the promise made 
to SF voters via two bond measures to build the much needed and much anticipated Performing Arts 
Education Center. 

Thank you, 

Madeline Mueller 
Music Department Chair Bakersfield La 

· City College of San Francisco 
415-239-3641 
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ve CCSF Coalitio 
www.saveccsf.org 

San Francisco Board of Supervisors 
City Hall 
One Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place 
San Francisco,, California 94102 

Re: Fiscal Feasibility of the Balboa Reservoir Development 

Dear Supervisors: 

••• i- ·: 

Attached for your review is a letter from the Westwood Park Association regarding the proposed 
Balboa Park Reservoir Development. A determination of whether this development is fiscally 
feasible and responsible, in accordance with Chapter 29 of the SF Administrative Code, will be 
considered by th~ Budget and Finance Sub-Committee at the Thursday, March 15, 2018 
meeting. 

Save CCSF Coalition joins the Westwood Park Association and many other c.ommunity groups 
and individuals who oppose this development of public land for private interests that will do little 
to address the housing crisis in San Francisco for students and teachers. Furthermore, this 
project will have adverse effects on one of San Francisco's most valuable institutions. We urge 
you to postpone making a decision that the development is fiscally feasible and responsible 
pending further review. · 

As you will see from the attached information, the Balboa Reservoir Development will result in 
the elimination of thousands of parking spaces on which students, faculty, and staff depend. 
Without this parking, there will be a significant decline in CCSF enrollment, significantly 
impacting the financial stability of CCSF, and resulting in the loss of hundreds of millions of 
dollars. (See Att. A, pages 13 et. seq. for details) 

It is imperative that the Budget & Finance Sub-Committee consider the economic impact of the 
Balboa Park Reservoir Development on CCSF, and hence the city of San Francisco, when 
considering if it fiscally feasible and responsible. 

Thank you for your consideration. 

Wynd Kaufmyn on behalf of the Save CCSF Coalition 

cc: M,ayor Mark Farrell 
ir.'inda Wong, Clerk, Budget and Finance Committee 
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February 1.2, 2018 

Via Electro.hie Mail to thomas.shanahan@sfgov.org 
. I ;; 

Mr. Thomas Shanahan 
City and County of San Francisco 
Offict? of Economic and Work.Force Development 
1 CaI'lton B. Goodlett Place, R..0om 488 
San Francisco, CA 94102-46"53 

Re: BRCAC Meeting February 12, 2018 
Ffscal FeasibiHty of Balboa Development under Chapter 29 City Administrative 
Code 

D.[3ar Mr. Shanahan: 

We have reviewed the materials that you _sent to menibets of the 'GAG on Friday, 
. February 9, 2018 in connection with the .above referenced Balboa CAC meeting. 

We understand that the CAG meeting will involve the eventuc~I presentation to the Board 
of Supervisors ("BOS") in connection with. their review ofthe fiscal feasibility of the 
Balboa Reservoir Project as required by the. City's Administrati\!e Coqe:, Chapter 29 .. 
We have. reviewed the Administrative Draft Report of BerkMn Associates dated 
February 9, 2018. ("Berksor1 Report"). Pleci.se accept these comments: at the February 
t2, 201llCAC meeting as· comments of the Westwood Park Assnciation and ·include· 
them in the minutes of.the meeting. 

As we will set forth ih these comments, we feel that a. true review of the fiscal feasibility 
ol the project must take into consideration the -adverse fisceil impact of the project on the 
very valuable financial benefits that City College of San Francisco ("CCSF") admittedly 
gives·to the City every year. · 

.As the Berkson Report correctly notes, Chapter 29 ofthe SF Administrative Code 
requires that this project receive approval frorn the BOS ofthe fiscal feasibility, of the 
project. The code. mandates that the first of five things the BOS much consider is the 
"direct_ and inclirect financial benefits of the project to the city., .. " 

The Berkson Report concludes that the project will generate net positive. tax rnvenue of 
$1.7mi1Hon a yearforthe city. It also concludes tha:tan addition $.1 mliHon will be 
generated for dther city: funds. and for other uses: in the City. Henqe it concludes that 
there wtn be a. positive-fiscal i'mpact on the city of $2.7 million a year. 

However; the report fails to analyze the negative impact thatthe project will have on 
CCSF. The city itself has previously performed a budget analysis on financial impact of 

Westwo.od ParkAssodation, 236 West Portal Ave;, #770, San.Francisco~ CA 94127 
(415) 333-:1125 vvww.westwoodpark:Sf.org email: board@westwoodpark.com 
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City Col'lege on Sari Fra.ndsco. In a detailed report t0 the BOS, dated September 16, 
2013, com111i$sioned by S.upervisar Eric MCJr, the concfusion was that the financial 
benefits of CCSF tq·the city exceeded $31"1 mm. These financial benefits ·are certainly 
the type of nclirect and intj.fred financial benefitsu. whi'ch the .BOS mJ.Jst review under 
Chapter 29 ohhe Administrative Gode. Hence if this project bas a S$Vere negative 
lmpact on CGSF, that negative impact coll Id easily dwaif the.$2.7 miJlion a year of fiscal 
benefits. A copy of the report, prepared by the Budget and Legislative Analyst, which is 
an Independent body, is attached to this letter as Exhibit "A". ("2013 Report") 

We also attach a discussion of the "2013 Report by KQED as Exhlbit "B .. " Jn that article 
they repori: that.since ·city College could lose· its accreditation ·"clty officials ·are 
questioning· its eccriomfc impa¢ton the city. The answer appears. to be at feast $31"1 
mllHon." 

The 2.013· Report and the KQED artjcle correctly summarize that CCSF provides 
tremendous finaneial value to the City that exceeds $311 mllllon .. The fact that CCSF 
provides enormous "financial benefits" to the City has been recognized by the City itself 
<iln.d by t):le:voters in the City. Ffrst, the Gity has agreed to fund $5.4 million per year to 
pay for student tuition. Second,.the voters of the City have time after time voted to 
s·upport CCSF by financial support, with the latest support coming in November of 2016 
with. the passage· of Propositioh B with more than 80% of the voter)S. supporting that 
propositfon. By agreeing to pay over $5 million a year for GCSF tuition and funding 
other CCSF expem:;es under Proposition B, the City it9elf and its voters· recognize tbe 
financial b13-nefits of CCSF to the city. · 

To conduct a ·true. analysis of the financial benefit or detriment that the Balboa Reservoir 
project will have on San FralicLsco, the BOS needs more information than is. included i11 
the Berks.on Report. The project, when combined with the Performing Arts Center, wlll 
result in the loss of 2,000 parking spaces. These parking spaces on the reservoir have 
been continuously used for over 40 years .by CCSF. A study was just commissioned by 
the Facilities Committee of cCSF to determine what impacfloss of th~e park;lng · 
spaces will have on the college. and what altehiatJves are available,, To date that study 
has not been completed. Until that report is completed, the parties will not be able ·to 
address a.solution to the lost parking spaces. The CGSF Board of Trustees has 
recently hired a marketing firm to-attempt to increase the enrollments at CCSF. In fact, 
th.ose enrollments are increasing. If the parking loss is not addressed and solved, there 
is C!. significant .rrsk of loss of.students, .decreased e.nrollmen~, and ·a decrease in the 
financial value gfv.en PY CC.S-F to the City. 

The Developer and·the City have promised that they will negotiate with City College to 
solve alternati\re parking needs. But, nothing has been concluqecj and the only thing 
that has been propbsed is 500 parking spaces to be shared by the residents of 1100 
uni.ts and possibly 1-300 units with City Cdllege. lt does not take an expert.report to 
determine that such shared parking will not replace the 2,000 lost parking spaces that 
were avallable solely to CGSF. UntJI there i$ a deal th9t purports to solve this problem, 
dev.e.10prrie:nt canHot.proceed under-the terms of Chapter 29 of the Administrative 
Code. Without.knowing what solution will be reached to the loss of parking t_here is no 

-way that the BOS can analyze the possible negative impact on student enro.llment and 
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the decrease in financial value CCSf gives to the City every year. lfenrollment 
decreases the $300 million of value that CCSF gives to the City could be substantially 

· dilut~d .. The loss ofTinanciE\I benefits to the City by reduced enrollment-or even a closing 
of CCSF cowld be staggering, dearly exceeding the $2.7 million a year in benefits 
reported by Serkson Assodates. 

We therefore. submit that any findlng by the BOS of fiscal feasibility is. premature until (a) 
the parking $tudy is completed to the satlsfoction of CCSF; and, (b) a deal ls completed 
between CCSF, ·the Developers and the City to provide alternative parking as needed 
by CCSF students, staff, aod employees. Only when these steps are taken can an 
accurate study be made of the financial tmpact of the Balboa project-on the $300 million 
of value that CCSF gives to the City as determined in the 201.3 Report. Only then can 
the true fiscal feasihi.lity of the Balboa project. be measured as is required. by Chapter 29 
of the Administrative Code, 

Very truly you.rs, 

Anita Theoharis 
President 

Attachments: Exhibit "A" and Exhibit "B" as noted: 

ct:: Mr . .Ken Rich 
Ms.· EmBy Lesk 
Mr. Jeremy Shaw 
Supervisor Norman Yee 
Ms. J.en Low 

Westwood Park Boa.rd ·of Directqrs: 
Ms. Anlta Theoharis, President 
Ms. Anne Chen, Vice President 
Mr. Joe. Koman,. Treasurer 
Ms. Francine Lofrano, Secretary 
Mr. Mike Ahrens, Member-at-Large 
Mr. Ravi Krisnaswamy, Member-at-Large 
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From: 

Re: 

CITY AN]) COUN.TY OF SAN FRANCISCO 

BOARD OF SUPERVISORS 
BUDGET AND LEGISLATIVE ANALYST 

1390 Market Str~et, Suite 1150, San Francisc0, CA. 94102 

(415) 552-9292 FAX (415} 252-0461 

Policy Analysis Report 

Svpervlsor Erk Mar 

S:udget and Legislative Analyst r.~ 
-Evalu-atlon of the Impact of the Potential Closure of S:an Francisco Clty College 

Date: September l.6, 2013 

Sum·~ary of R~que.sted Action 

Your ol'fice requested the assistance of the Budget and Legislative Analyst 
examining the eco·no'mTc irnp:act the potentiai cltiwre of San Francisco City College 
(CCSF), including the .impact on (1) 2,.$00 cc;:s.i: faculty and staff losing work;. (2) 
ectucation, particularly low-income youth; (3) no.11-credit courses with ·particular 
emphasis on adult education, English as a Second Language (ESL), General 
Educational Deve.lopment (GED), and citizenship courses; {4) and loss of training 
and certlficate programs. 

Our evaluatfon was timited to the impact of the potential closure-of CCSf, and did 
not evaluate the alternatives:, such as .reduced programs or merger with other 
Institutions. To address your qtiestiohs, we obtai:ned Ct;:SF budget documents and 
financial statements:, and data fmm the California Community Colleges 
Chancellor's Office, U.S. Department of Labor, U.S, Census Bureau; and surveyed 
other publlc and private colleges to (1) develop a profile of CCSF students, 
programs,. and course completiori or graduation, (2) identify :.availabflity <Jnd costs 
of alternative co.fleges .and program$, (3) estimate wages of students completing 
CCSF programs, (4} 'estjmate the· impact on local employers, and (5) evaluate the 
impaet qn facuJty and s~ff. We did not conduct a formal economic impact 
analysis, whfG:h would. have measured economic growth (output or value added) 
and associated changes inJ.obs and income. 

B.udget and Legislative Analyst 
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Exe.cutive Summary 

CCSF had nearly !50,0.00 ~tudents i.n academic year 2012-2013. In the Spring of 

2013, 56,300 students enrolled .at CCSF, of whom approximately 30;7'00, or 55 

p.en:ent, were enrolled in for-crndlt courses,. for which credits: can be transforred 

to California State University or the University of Califorhitl, anq approximately 

25,600, or 45 p·ercent; .were enro!Jed .. ih non~credjt co.llrses. Younger students are 

more likely to be e·nro{led in for-credit courses fu.JH:Jme or. nearly full-time while 

older st.udents 1;lre .. more likely to pe enrolled in non-credit courses, especially 
English as· a Sei:;-ond. Language (ESL) and basic s·kiJls courses. Approximately one

third of CCSF students receiv.e some form of financial aid, 

CCSF st:udents wouJd ha.ve limited options for attending other programs in 

the event of CCSF closing. 

Many CC.SF students m<W not have sufficient credits or meet the minlmum 

qualifiai.ttons -to transfer to a California State University in the event of CCSF 

closing: Only .approxl'.mate.ly 1,400 CCsF students transfer ea·ch year to the 

University of California or California State University s"ystem. CCSF":students would 
also have limited· opportunities to. transfer to other Bay Area community colleges, 

which are smaUer than CCSF, further away from San F.rancisco ·and are not likely to 

be;-cible to fut.ly a_bscirb the larg_e n·umber ofCCSF students. 

CCSF students who :are able to transfer to other schools in the event of 

CCSF closin~ wHI incur higher costs. 

CCSF students able to ·trahs.fer to the California State· University system in the 

event of CCSF closlng would pay $10,000 more for 60 ·semester units (thi; number 

of ~equired units for the first two years of college or fu.ur semesters). CCSF 

students, who currently pay· $46 per semester u.nirs·, would pay tuition ranging 
frnm $395 to ·$765 per _ssrpester 4r:iit to a.ttena coh)pa·table two:-y.ear prowams at 

private for-prefit or non-profit colleges. 

CCSF students who do not speak Englis.h or lack a high school diploma may 
end up earning_ lower wages if they are not able to complete a. CCSF or 
comparable pt'ogr:am. 

According to the U.S. Department of Labor, wor~ers without a high school diploma 

or who do not speak-English earn lower wages th;rn pther workers.. 

Bu cf get and Legislative Analyst 
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l.n Spring 2013, more·tha.n 5,0bO CCSF stud<;:nts did not have a high .:S.chool diploma. 

If these students Were not able· to obtain a high school dlpfoma th.rough CCSF or 

other prqgratnS; each student would los_e estimated annual earnings of $8,840 

comp9red :to earnings if they obtained a high school diploma, according to U.S. 

Bureau pfLaborStatistics estimates. 

In Spring 2013, 16;000 CCSF students enrolled in th~ ESL program. If these 
students were not able to attend other ESL pr'ogr.ams through non-profit providers· 
or otbe:~ programs,,. the Budget and _Legislative Ahalyst estimates that each non

English speaking stucJetit wo.Lild eflrn ari estimated $i3;500. less per year than a 
worker who speaks English well, based on a U.S.-·Census B:ureau study. 

Local empl-qyers would lose an lm}Jortant source of skilled employees. 

lh the 2011-2012 academic year; the most recent year for whfCh data was 
available, 2;27_2 CCSF student~ completeu associate degree, certificate or other 
programs in whi_~h they attaine.d job skll1s requir.ed by San Francisco and other 
I.deal em_ployers. The number of new an-d replaceme·nt jobs required by Sein 

Francisco and other local employers· in that yt;!&r exce-eded the n.urrrb,er of San 
Francisco, San Mateo~ and Marin community college graduates for 41 of, 52 
programs, incl'icatlng: that there. were l)lO(e Job openh)gs than graduates of the 
m.ajorlty of these programs a:t CCSF and other looal community colle&es, For 
example, 87 CCSF studehts completed a licensed vocational nurse program, which 
equated jo 75. percent·of local employers' annual'job-demand. 

However, for some popular progtam5., suC:h as tµliriary arts 'and emergency 
medical technic.ian/paramerlic, the number of CCSF grac:Jucites exceederl local Job 

demand. 

The average median wage for jobs for which CCSF graduates of these programs 
qualified is $59;8001 which is $11,100 more than the average median wage of 
$48,700 for jobs that require only a high school equcation. 

Up tG 2,457 CC-SF employees would lose t!:teir Jol:>s if CCSF were to close. 

CC$F had 2,457 positions in the FY 2012-13 budget, of which 1,691 were 

admltfa;trative, te·n.ure or tenure~track, and tem,Porary -and part-ti"me fciculty; and 
76.6 were classified (miscellaneous) employees. Closure of GC::SF would result in the 
lay-off ofthese positi0ns and the loss of salaries and benefits of'$169 millioti. 

FacuJty and professional staff may have difficulty findin~ comparable· positions in 
the Bay Amil because j.ab op.enings for faculty and professional positio.ns are 

&reatly outstripped by the number of qualified: candidates. For ex'ample, CCSF 

Sudget and Legislative Analyst 
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h.l.red less than 3 per:cent of the applicants for ful1 tlme, tenur'e-tra.o~ and part time 

or temporary fa·culty and professional positio.ns i1no.10 and :2011. 

While many non-f!:Jculty; or classified, employees would be able to retnaih 

employed by filljhg City jobs, they could dlspl:ace less se6ior City staff under 

prqvls!ons .of the California Education Code and the· City's Civil ServJq:. system. 

C:::CSF has Fit feast 24 jpb classes that correspohd to City classificatro·n and for which 

incumbents would have the rig.ht to transfer, promote; .or bump info City Jobs. The 

number of pos.itions in these :classific;ations that would have "bumping rightsn for 

City and County of San Francisco jobs is not available from CCSF. 

Poitential Loss of Accreditation 

In their June meeting, th.e Western Association of Schools and Colleges' 

Accrediting Commission for Community and Junior Colleges acted ti;i termiriate the 

San· Franclsc.o Community College's (CCSF) accredltation as of July 31, 2014". The 

Cotnmissi.on's ad to terminate a1;creditation followed .a one-year period in which 

CCSF wa!l. regurted to implement recornrlie:ndat1ons to correct i;>revious1y

ic;lentified defkiendes. The Commission fotmd that CCSF had. only implemented 

two· of 14 recommendations (:see App.end ix I, attached to this report). Because the 

decision to terminc1te CCSF's accreditati6fr is subject to appeal, whether CCSF will 

lose accreditation is not yet known. Several outcomes for CCSF are .poss·ible, 

including dbst(re, reductions in programs, or merger with other institutions. 

N-early 80;000 Students Would be Affected by CCSF's Loss 
of Accreditation 

79;198 students were ·enroHed in CCSF in academ.ic year- 2012-2013.. The largest 

gm.up· of students was 20. to ~4 years· of age and 50 years or o·lder, as shown in 

Exhibit 1 below. 

1 The Western Association of Schools and Colleges is a non-profit brgahization authorized ·by·the U.S. Department 
of .Education to accredit comrriunity colleges and associate degree-granting in.stitutions in the western United 
S.tates. Acc;reditation is a vqluntary system but lack of accreditation impacts students' credits on transfer to other 

· c.olleg:es and access to financial aid. · 
Budget and· legislative Analyst 
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Exhibit 1: Number of Students by Age 
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SOUFCe: caHfornia Communfty Col1eges Chancellor's Office 
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In the Sprrng 2013. semester., 56.,300 students enrolled C:Jt CCSF, of whom 
apprO:ximately 30,700, or 55 percent, were enrolled in for-credit courses, for which 
credits can be· trC)nsferred to California State University or the University of 
Califon'iia or other four-year programs. Younger students are more likely to be 
enrolled in for-credit- t.ourses fulHim.e or neatly full-time while olc,ler students are 
more likely to .be enro!Ied in no·n-credit courses_, as shown in Exhihit2 below. 

Exhibit 2: For-Credit and.Non-Credit Units by Age 

2012-2°013 A<:ademic Year 

12,000 ~------------------

10,000 +.---~--~-----..,..------.,., 

8,QbO 

6,000 

4,000 

2.,000 

0 

Source: ·California Community Colleges Chancell.or'-s ·office 

m <.9 Units 

!.'il9orMore 

r>i Non-.Credit 

Commµnity college enrollment declined statewide in Bcademic year 2012-2013 

compBred to ·academic y:ear .2011-2012, but CCSF's decline lh enr.ol!ment Was 

higher than the statewide average. CCSF student enrollm$nt dediped by· 12 

percent in the 2012-2013 academic year compared to the sta,tewide average 

Budget and Legislative Analyst 
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decline 'of 5 percent. As shown in Exhibit 3 below, C(SF'? eim::Tllment de.dine was 

highest. for ~tud.ents 35 to 49 years but varied rriost sign·ificantly from the 

statewide aver.age.for students 24 years and youn.ger. 

ExhiJ;iit 3: CCSF and Statewide De.cline.fn.Student Enrollment 
2012-2013 Acade:rnic Year 

18%· ~~---------------~--

16% +------------~::----~---
14% -;------------"'1'"---""""-----
12% +---::!l~-.:::,------..,.,C..-----.......::~---
10% -1-------~~c_ __ _,,,,,,_~~~~=:-~-~ 
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6% +----~---....C------------

4%' +----""""_.,~--------------
2%+-~~~~~~~~~~~~ ............. ·, 

0% -!--------------~----'----· 

Sourcf?: CaHf.ornia Co'mniuntl;y Colleg.es Chancellor's Office 

_..,_CCSF 

-\\'!!-Statewide 

One-third of CCSF students receive som¢ form of fi.nantjal aid.2 3 percent of 
:s:tudents received financial CJid based qn low family .income of approximately 150 

percent or IJ=ss o'f the federal poverty level. .30 percent" of students received 

financial aid based on federal guidelines for financiaJ need that includes an 

assessment of fcirnily income .and as-sets, family s:ize, the number of family 

.members attending· college, and other criteria. As shown in Exhibit 4 below, the 

largest number of studef1ts receiving finandal aid were 20 to 24 years of age, 

consi~tent with the larger number of enrolle'cl students in that age group, 

1 The C.aliforni'a Co'fl'irptiirity C6lleges Chancellor's Office's most rec;ent fimmci~I aid rep.ort is for th:e 2011-
2012 acqdemlc year., Financial aid includes fee waivers, feder.al and ~tate gran):s, loans and work study. 
Because students qualify for .more th.an one type of flnancia·1 ai·d, the Budget and LegisJatlve Analyst 
esti:mate.d the number of students· qt.JaJifying·fo.r fl·nand;;il al d .based on the number of students receiving fee 
waivers, an the assumption that all students. quciHfying for grants, Io.ans, and work study woulo also qualify 
for fe.e walvers. 20,382 of '61,820 students ·(33 percecnt) received foe waivers in. the ·2011c2012 ·acaderni.c 
year, of whom 2,0i7 were low income. (3 pe.rcent) and 18,731 demonstrated financial need (30 percent). 

Budget and.Legislative Analyst 
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E)(hfbit 4: .Students Receiving Financial Ai:cf by Age Group 
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Source:· Cillifornia Commvnity Colleges Chancellor's Office 

II Low Income 

!li Fimindal Need 

CCSF Students Have Limited Options for Attending Other 
Colleges or Programs 

According to th~ Ccillfornia Community Col.leges Acting Chancellor, the majority of· 
students entering the California Community Colleges are not prepared, to 
cornp:lete co.liege-level course work; and an important function of the community 

colleges is to help students develop basic skills i11 reading, writing; mathematks, 

and English as a S~cond Langu;::lge.3 

Mahy CCSF stµdetits enroll in courses that prepare them for the two-year 
assodate ·<;Jegn'ie .or for transfer to a four-year tr:illege program. CCSF course 
.enrollment .in Spring 2013 was more than 145,000, of whith 56 percent was 
enrollment in coUJ:seswith transferabl.e credits to the Califorriia State University or 

University of California system, as shown in Exhibit 5 below. 4 

3 Basic SkUls Accountability Report,·2012 Board of Governors, California Community Colleges, .September 
2612. 
4 Because students enrol.I in more than one cqurse, course enrollment exceeds the number of students. 
56;301 ·students were enrolled. in Spring 2013, of wh.ich 25,607 enrolied ·in non-er.edit courses and 30,694 
enrolled .in for~credit cour:ses .. One-half. (15,.064) of the students enrofled in for-credit courses were enrolled 

for morethan 9 units. 
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Exhibit 5: Distribi;tion of.Enrollment by Credit and Non~credit Courses, 

Spring 2013 

Transferable Credits 

Non-Transferable Credits 

TotatEnro:Jlment in For-.Credlt Courses 

Total Enrollment in.Non-Credit Courses 

Total E:htoHment 

Enrollment 
Sprir;g2013 

81,292 

4,624 

85;916 

59,623. 

145,539 

Percent 
oJTbtal 

56% 

3% 

59% 

4~% 

iOO% 
Source: California Uimmunlty Colleges Chantellm's Office 

Students Who were enrolled in for-credit courses with transf~rable· credits 
frequently enrolled in general education courses (science, math, history, social 
sdence, humanities, English, and writing) required fortwo-y~ar associate degrees 
o.r four.year bachelor cie-grees. Students who were enrolled in non-credit courses 
most often enro.lled ln in English as a Second Language {ESL) and basic academic 
support f)nd skills. bLiiJd1ng1 as shown in Exhibit 6 befow. 

Exhibit 6: Distribution c>f E.nr:o!lment by Course~ Spring 2013 

Total Course EnroJ:lment 
Coilrs·e Transferable Credits Non-Credit 
Natur:a·I Sclences and Mathematii:s· 
History, Social Sciences, Hur:nan:ities 

English and Writing 
Physicai Education 
He.a1th Clnd Me.dka1 Careers. 

Fi:Jm,_·reievision,. Radio; Applied Design and Arts 
ESL, foreign LCJnguages, Sign Langl.Jage 
Co.mmulikatio.n and Jnformation·Technology 
Music, Art, Film, Theater 
Accounting, Finance, .and B·usiness 
Education and Child Development 
Ethnic.an.cl Women's Studies 
Aviation, Automotive and Engineering 

Polirce. and. Fire 
Acadi;mic G4idance;TUtor.ing,. Work Exp<:irience 
CuHnaty and Hospitalfty 
Paraprofessi.onal (Ubrary, Paralegat Recreation) 
Landscape Arc'h.itecture, Horticu4ture1 Floral 
G'eograpby and Environmenta.l ·stu'qies 
Skilled Trades 
Total Enrollment 

Sciurce; Oil.ifornia Community Colleges ChancelJor's Office 

g 

2088 

15;537 0 
10,908 0 
6,894 . 84 

6,797 138 
p~368 4,977 
5,244 229 
5,039 26,597 
4,943 5,537 
4;.851 1,439 
3,448 1,092 
2;417 5,873 
~185 0 
1,896 152 
1;534 0 
1,426 12,647 
1,218 79 
524 0 
488 
469 
306 

81,292 

0 
0 

779 
59,623 
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Many students may not be able to transfer to a four-year 1.Jniversity in the 
event of ccs·F closing 

While many ·CCSF students enroll in courses that can be transferred to the 

Cailfornia State 'U.nfversity, University of Californi·a or other four year colleges, if 

CCSF were to Lose accreditation, these students may. not have slrfficient credits or 

meet the minimum qualifications to transfer to a State University. Only 

approx.imately 1,400 CCSF stud,ents transfer each year to the University of 

California or CalTfornia State University system, 

Students who do qcraUfyfor transfer may not'be able to find a place in. a local State 

Unive,rs'ity or in a program provided by a l'bcal Stat_e University. Sa11 Jose State 

University is "impacted", me;ining it has more qualified :student applications than 

;ivailable spaces.. San Francisco State University and Califot'nii:\ State University East 

B.ay have avaHable spaces but several programs are. impacted. As- shown in Exhibit 

7 below, 10.5 percent of <::CSF student enrqllmentJil s·pring 2013 were In -programs 

that·they could n·ot access. at -San Francisco Staie· University or California. St!:ite' 

Uni.varsity East B~y because ~hese programs .are elther impacted· or nnt offered. 

Exhibit 7: CCSF Program Availapifity at SF State University and California 
State University Ea.st Bay, Spring 2013 

Program 

Apparf3I Design & Merchandising 

Business 

Child Development 

Environmental Studle$ 

Food·&, Nutrition 

Graphic design 

San 
Francisco· 

State 
UniversitV 

Impacted 

op·en 

Impacted 

lmpacfed 

Impacted 

lnipacte\l 

Nursing lfllpacted 

Total. CCS.F. Enrollment in Select Credit Courses 

Total cCSF Enrollni·erit in.An Cre·dlt Cours:e~. 

Pe:ryent'Select to AU Crediftourses 
Source: Califor:nla State University\ivebslte. 

califor.nia 
State 

University 
East Bay 

Not offered 

Impacted. 

Open' 

O,pen 

N cit o'ff ered 
Ope·n 

Impacted 

CCSF Spring 
20,13 

Enrollment 

1,077 

3,448 

2,292 

33 

257 

939 

472 

8.,518 

81,292 

105% 

Note: "Impacted" means that there are more· qualified st1.1d~nt applications than available spaces. 
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Other Bay· Area community c.olleges may not have capacity to absorb CCSF 
studetits· 

CCSF studehts who are not qualified to enter the Califor11ia State Unive'rsity or who 

want an 9ssodate degree or. two-year techniGaVprofesslonal program offered by 

community co:Ueges co.uld potentially transfer to otl)er coriJmu.nity c°oll.eges ih. the 

Bay Area. However, cornmun:ity colreges in other Bay Area .counties .are smaller 

than CCSF a·nd may have. diffic.l!lty ?bsorbing aU CCSF students, CCSF's student 

population of 7Q,19S is 28 p.erceint bf the.combined .student p<Dpufations of eight 

cm:nmulilty college districts in the.Bay Area, as shown in Exhibit 8 below. 

Exhibif.8: Nµmber of Students at Bay Area Commun·ity College Districts 
201,2-2013 Academk Year 

Community College District Location 
Student Count 

2012-2013 AcaQemic 
Year 

Chahot~Las Positas 

Contra Costa 

Foothill 

Mar.in 

OhJone 

Peralta5 

San Mateo 

Solano 

Total E1ghtCommunity Coilege Districts 

San Francisrn Community College District 

Alam!3da County 

C9ntra Costa County 

Santa Clara County 

Niarin coµnty 

Alameda, C,ounty 

Alameda County 

San Mateo County 

,Solano \:aunty 

Percent San -Frahc1s.Go Cqmpar'ed to .Eight College DiStrids· 
Source: California Community Co.lieges Chancellor's Offi:ce 

29,619 

51,802 

64,564 

11,005 

16,220 

54,521 

41,038 

12,865 

281,6;34' 

79;198 

28·% 

The other commun°fty colleges also may not offer-specific ·programs· offered by 

CCSF or have·ihsuffident program capcicity to .absorb CCSF students. For example, 

In the 2Q11~2D12 ac.adernic year, 77 CCSF students rec.eived an ass.ociate of science 

.¢.le.gree ih nursing. Ofthe Bay Area community colleges, Foothill CoUege does not 

offer a registered nursing program in the 2013-2014 academiC year, and other 

community coll.eges have more applkants than available spaces., resulting·in w;:iit 

llsts for nursing programs. 

5 The student count for Peralta Community ·college District, wh1c;h includes Berkeley Cjty College., College of 
Aiameda, Merrrtt College, an.d Laney Colleg.e., is for the 2011-2012 acqdemJc.ye:ar. According: to the ·Peralta 
Community College District website, the four colleges were recently removed from "Warning" status by the 
Accrediting Commission for Community and Junior Colleges and are.npw.ful'ly accredited. 
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Students tra.nsforring to other programs would incur higher costs 

CCSF students abie to transfer to a State Uhiversitywould pay $10,000 m:oJe for 60 

seme;;ter units (the numper .ofrequjred units for the first two years Cifcoll.ege or 

four semesters). A CCSf stliden.t. pays a fee; of.$46 per unit or $2,760 for 60 units. A 
San Francisco State. University Student pays $3,225 per semester or $12,900 for 
four·-semesters. 

Many programs offered by CCSF ate also offered by for-profit and non-profit 
private coll~ges tn the Bay Area but at a gre<?fe,r cost to the student. CCSF. charges 
fee!; of $46 per semester unit, which is. significantly less than. fees ranging from 

$395 to $765 per semester unit charged by private noncprofit and for-profit 

co!1eges. Exhibit 9 below compar.es CCSF fees for some two-year associate degree 

pro~rams to tuition charged by some .private Bay Area colleges for compCJrable 

associate degree programs.6 

$7D,OOO 
$60,000 
$50,000 
$40~.ooo 
$30,000 

- - $1n;00b. 
$10,000 

$0 

ExhiQit 9: Private For:.Pr.ofit./Non-P·roflt Tuition 
for 2-Year Associate Degree Compared tb CCSF 

..... .. . 
I I 

- - _II ml -' - -
' 

... 
B 
_I 

• CCSF 

l!I Private For-Profit/ Non
Profit Tuition 

Source: Bud'liet and Legislative Analyst Survey 

While financial aid is available to students attenc!fng these prJvate school.s, 
stude'nts would need td incur a ·much higher level of student loan debt to pay for 

tuition and other costs v.ilille compli:;ting their program. 

6 The private qlllega include one non-profit, .Academy of Art University, and three for-profit schools, Art 
Institute of San fr.ancisco, University at-Phoenix, and Unitek College (in Fremont). 
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CCSF. Students Enrolled ln ESL or Ba.sic Education Courses 
Would Encounter Lower Earnings 

According· to the. U.S. Department of Labor, workers without.a: hig.h school dipklma 

or who db. not speak English .earn lower wages than other workers. 

In Spring 2013, rnoretha·n 5,00(J GCSF students did:l)ot have a high ·school diploma, 

many of whom were over the ag~ of 4:0, CJ.S shown itr Exhibit 10, If these st1:Jdents 
were not ab.le to obtarri a high sohool diploma t_h'rough .ccsF or other programs, 

each. student would IOse estirn:i3ted annual earnings of '$8,840 compared te> 
earnings if they obta'ined a high school diploma, according to the U.S. Bure.au of 

Labor Statistics.7 The estimated. life time loss in earnings for younger students 

wou Id be $'265,200 . 

.---'--"---~---------· '--...!--··--·--·-~------~ 

I Exhibit io: CCSF Students Who Are N·ot High School 

! 
Gr13du<ites 

1800 -,-------------------------
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0 

Source: Galiforrfra .CQmmunity Colleges Chancellor's Office 

In Sprfng 2013, CCSF offered 453 non-credit ESL courses free of charge,. With 

enrollment of 27,6.88. The non-credit ESL.courses are designed to help immigrant 

stud'ents develop their general ability to understand, speak, read ·and write 

English. CCS;F a,lso provides citfz:en preparation to prepare immigrarit stLJ.delits with 

sufficient knowledge. of English and other i'nfo.rmation to pass the citizenship 

exar:n. ESL courses made up nearly one~half of total enrollment in non-credit 

·
7 "Usual Weekly Earnings of Wage and Salary Workers, .Second_ Quarter 2013'~ Bureau of Labor Statisth:s, 
U.5. Department of Labor Statistics, July 18, 2DB 
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courses .. The estimated number of undupllcated CCSF students enrolled in ESL 

courses i,n Spring 20i3 .was app10ximately 16,000.8 

According to a U.S. Census Bureau repo·rt, lndividuaJs wh0. dci not speak English, or 
who speak Englfsh poorly,. are rno·re likely to be unempfoyed or employec:l only part 
time, and have lower earnings. ·The U.S. Census .Bure-0u estimated that workers 
who do not speak English have wages that are approximately 40· percent lower 

th<in workers who speak English well. 9 Based oh 2000 Census data, the Budget 

and Legislative Analyst estin:ates that a worker who does not speak English earns 
ah estimated $13,500 less per. yc;ar thah a worker who speaks .En~ji;sh well for 

younger work~rs, the inability to speak English results in estimated 11fetir:ne loss in 
earnings of $400,000. 

CCSF Closure Would Impact the City of San Francisco and 
San Francisco Employers 

Clo:sfng CCSF would ihip:act the San Franci.sco economy through kiss offederal and 

state fi.J nds -and ski lied employees. 

In Fis.ta! Year 2:Pii-12, CCSF received $18$ mi!IJo·n fn federal C)nd state revenues, 
including grants~ and ard tq :students, wfiiCh would be lost if r;CSF w·ere to lose 

accreditation or dos-e., Tlies:e revenues make up more th<in 61 percent ef total 

CCSF revenues., as shewn in Exhibit 11 below. 

~Provided by G, Keech, Chair, C::CSF ESL Department. 
9 "How Do.es.Ability to Speak EngHsh Affect Earnings'11 Jennifer Cheeseman Day ,and Hyon B. Shin, Population 
Di.Vision:, ·lJ;S~ Census Burea·u. 
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"Exhibit 11~ CCSF Revenue, Fiscal Year-201:1-12. 

Local revenoe 
Tuition and fe-es (less scholarship_s an.ct 
allowance.s) 
local operating grants and revenues 
Preperty ands.ales .taxes 
Investment lncomt;, fu.ncl transfers, other 
Interest expense on \Capital-related debt 
Total 

Federafand sj:ate re.venue 
Fe.deral grants 
State _grants 
State,<Jpportionment 
State taxes 
Pell grants 
State capital.grants 
Totai 

Total ·revenue 

$Z3,897,D97 
10,162,524 
93,26,9,500 

8,072,551 
(16,667,9iB) 

$118,739,.854 

$25,03-1,273. 
9,78.2,001 

100,683,565 
12,669;493 
36,8:90,315 

2,981,828 
$18.8.,03.8,475 

$306.,778;3;29 
Source: Audite·d Financial Statement, Ye<ir End!ng.June30, 2012 

CCSF graduates are part of San Francisco's· skilled workforce 

Jn the .2011-.2012 academic ye.ar, 2,272 CCSF students com,.pleted associate degree, 

certificate, pr. other programs in which they attained job skllls required by San 
Francisco employer.s10

• The number of new and rep,J~cement jobs required by 

emp.loyers each year exceeded the number of San Francisco, .San Mateo and Marin· 

community coll:e§e.graduates for 41 of°.52 programs; as shown in Atta.chrfleht II tp 

this report, in:dicat1ngt)lat most gra·duates of these· prqgrams qualified· for jobs for 

whfdi :there were more jpb openings than gr-a~1.1ates. For ~ample, in the 2011-

2012 C!'ca-Qemic yepr, 14 ·CCSF students completed a pr:ogram ln lodging 

management, whJch met 5:0 per-c:ent of ·etnployers1 annuaJ -demand; 28 CCSF 

students completed a pro.gram in restaurant and food service managetnentwhich 

10 The. ·annual numher of n.ew or .replacement-jobs requlrecl by e'mployers·is· based op u,s. DeP,attmeN of Labor 
projections for San Francisco, San Mateo and 'Mar.in counties· for the te_n year- period froni 2010 tnrough 2:020. The 
community co./lege pro.grams ar:e based on stand<rrd program codes. and. graduate 'i)lfoqTiation reported . .Qy the 
Ca'iifomi:a Community Coliege ChancdJlor's Office. In m.ostins.tantes, th'e Dep~0rtment· of L<;1l;>or's job d~ss.iflcations 
directly rnatcheo CCSF programs (such as lodging rr:ianagerneflt, registered nr.1r$ing; multimedia and animation, ano 
other Job ·c.la:ssifica.tiorni). In some instan9es, the Budg-et a.nd leg_isl:atlye Atia[yst matched severa.1 job c)assifications 
to a ·sp.edfic cc;s-F program (prqp'erty maJ'lager, appraiser, broker.a:nd agent to "real estate"; travel agents and tour 
guides·. to "travel and·tourism''.; chefs and head -cooks to .,'culinary arts"; etc.). In other instances, the Budget and 
leg.is.l:a.tive Analyst eo!itim.ated the job cl;:is~lfications based on. educational .level and years of experience reported by 
the Oepartment of labor for specific job classifications (loan interviewers .and lo.an office.rs t0 '~bankini; and 
ffnani::t:i"; bookkeeping, accounting-, an.d auditing to ''accounting~', ·database a:dministrator, network ahd systems 
admini~trat0r, support specia!Jst to. ''com.p.uter information systems, infrastructure a,nd support, web 
administration"), 
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n:iet 17 percent of em.ployers' ann:u·a1 demand; and 87 CCSF students comp.leted a 
ltcensed vocational nurse .Program, whi.ch met 75 percent of employers' annljal 
demand. 

The number of CCSF, ·$an· Mateo· and Marin co:mmunlty college graduates in 

several popular programs .exceeded job demand as shown in Attathment lk CCSF 

gracjuates exceecJed the. numb.er of annual jobs for child develop;h1ent 

administratjon, culinary arts, emergency medical ted1nicia'r1/par<jmerlit, health 

information technology and coding {rnedi'CaJ retards}, eJectronic$ and electr.ic 

technology·, and library technician. The· combjned numbe{ of CCSF and.the Colleg:e 

of- San Mateo graduates exceeded job demand in four programs·: .automotive· 

technology, tommunity health worker, fashion design, and .fire te-chnology. In 

some lnstanc.es, such as the prograrii for el.eQ:rocardfographyr the program 

provided job skills that may be combined with other job classifications, even if the 
tiµmber of program_ grad.uates exceede-0 the number ofjobs. 

In total the market value. of the new and replacement jobs, in which CCSF 
graduates attained ·skills :th;;it matched employe:rs' demand, is approximately $123 

million per year, as shown in Attachment IL u The ave.rage median wag.e for these 

jobs for which CCSF graduates qualify. is $59,800; which is $11,100 more·th<1n the 

average median wage of $48,700 for jobs that require only .·Cl _high scho'q1 
ed.ucation.12 

Up to 2,457 CCSF= Employees Would Lose their Jobs if CCSF 

Were to Close 

CCSF had 2,457' employees as offal! 20ti,i3 of which 1,691 were acfmin1strative, 
tenure or. tenure-track. and temporary. or part-time faculty; and 766. \iv.ere dass1fied 

(miscellaneous) employees. From Fall 2009 through Fall 2012, the number of 

employees decreased by 11.7 percent, as shovyn in Exhibit 12 below. 

11 The estimated market value equals the median wage reported by -the U.S. Department of Labor times the 
number pf CCsF.graduates who graduated from programs with corresponding job skills, up to 100 pereent <;>f the 
annuol nvmber of jobs. 
12 Estimates are based on fhe·average ·of U.S. Dep:artment of Labor projections of the San Francisco,. San Mateo and 
Marin·c;ounties' median wage for.all jobs.requiring high school education. 
13 the ·California Community Colleges Chance]lor's. Office most recent emp.16yri1ent data 'rs for Fall 2012. 
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Exhfb1t 12: Chan,ge. in the·Number of CCSF Employees 
i=a1:1.zoo9 through Fall 2012 

Fall F;:iU Fall Fall 
Change 

2009 2010 2011 2012 
Pe.rc.ent 

Administrator S2 4,3 40 42 {10) (192%) 
Ful:I Time Profes:sional/Fa,culty 757 793 810 754 (3) {0.4%) 
Part Time Prnfessiona!/Faculty 1,092 1,030· 1,804 ~ (197) (18.0%) 

Total Certificate 1,901 1,8"66 1;854 1,691 (210) (ll.0%) 
Total OaS.sifierl (Miscellaneous) 880 831 813 766 (.114) (13.0%) 
Total Employees .?,781 2,697 2,.657 2,457 {324) {11.7%} 

Source~,,t<iHfornia Community Col.leges thanaellor's Office 

·Certificate Salaries 
Adn:rinistrators 
·Faculty 
Librarians 
Co·unselors 
Oth'er 
Total Certifitate 

Cla:ssifi.ed Salarles 
Regular Salaries 
lnstr.uctlonal Akles 

CCSF expenditures for salari·es and benefits have decreaserl by 4.8 perc;:ent from FY 

2009~10 to FY 2012"13. The highe.st percentage decrease in salaries has been for 

administrative and p'erm·anent miscellaneous staff, Because of the growing cost of 

.benefits, decreased st;'lffing. and salaries heve been offset by Increases in 

expenditures for benefits. 

Exhibi(13: GCSF Salary and Be.nefits Expenditures 
FY 2012-2013 

FY2011-12 
FY 2009-10 FY 2010·11 Actual FY 2012-13 

A.ctual Actual (estimated) Budget 

$:6,978i406 $5,131,893 ${).,254,P:I,5 $4,.$37, 708 
7.4;765,351 73,718;981 71,485,745 69.,779,765 

1,715,526 1,738.,.582 1,821,.518 1,57&,773 
6;371,618 5,.754,8q2_ 7,Ci.!)6,013 5.,.688.,395 
6,.827,417 5,622,544 ,5.,688,962 6,497;62.5 

96,659,318 93,976,862 92,317,253 89ii8Z;266 

34,101,364 32,927,117 31,968,215 30,007;471 
2,919,379 2,939;309 2,864,258 2;678,8l'P 

Change F'Y 
2009-10 to 
FY 2012-13 

($2,440,698) 
(4,985,586) 

(137;753) 
315;777 

(329,792) 
(7,577,052) 

( 4:,093;893) 
(240,492) 

Interns, Werk.Study, 
Other 2.,637,690 2,960,333· 2,785,449 2;722,014 84,3.24. 
Goven:iing Board 41,757 41,439 41,43.9' 42,POO 243 
Overtime'<§nd Lead Pay 181,183 1$7,483 175,264 180,024 (1,159) 

Total Classifieq 3~9,881,373 3.9~065,681 37,834,625 35,630,396 (4,250,977) 

Total 'S;:ilaries 136,540;6~1 13~,042,5'43 130,151,878 124,712,662 (11,828,029) 
Total Ben:eflts 41,657,003 43,103,045 44,669,453 4lf,886,175 3;229,172 

Total Salar-ie:s/Benefits $178;197.,694 $176.,145,588 $174,821,331 $1€;9,598,837 ($8,598,857.) 

Source: CCSF Budget Documents 

·Closure of CCSF wbuld _result in the lay-off of up to 2,457 positions and loss of 

sal:aries and benefits of $169 .million. CCSF staff who have been laid off may have 

Percent 

(35,0%) 
(6 .. 7%) 
(8.0%) 

5.0% 
(4.8%) 
(7.8%) 

(12.0%) 

(8.2:%) 

3'.2% 
0.6% 

(0;6%) 
(10,7%) 

(s.7%J 
7.8% 

(4.8%) 
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difficulty finding co·mparable positions.. Other community colleges in the 

surroundin~ aounties r.i:iay have difficulty. absorbing the CCSF staff; none of the 

eight community c;:ollege districts in surrounding .counties ar.e as l'arge as CCSF and 
competition for community colle·ge po:sitiorts is higJ:L for example, ·C:CSF hired only 
6 percent of the qualifie.cJ applicants for full or part time facuity and. prof.es·s10·nal 

positions in 2-010 and 2011, as sbown in Exhibit 1,4 be-low. 

Exhibit14: Number and Percent of Qualified Applkants for ctSF Faculty 
and Professional Positions Who Are Hired 

2010 and 2011 

Number of 
Qualified 

Program Applitants Number Hired Percent Hired 

.Art and Music 110 3 3% 

9%. ·Business/Computers 57 5 

Counselor/Coordinator 174 10 

Dental and Nursing 18 5 

Education 24 2 

Engineering.and Technical 21 :2 

English zis 15 

Other Academic 21 2 

Other Profession a I 49· 3. 

S!:ience atid Math 243 15 

Social Science 200 6 

Total 1,132 68 
SourGe:· CCSF H1ring Data Report, .Fall 2010, Spring· 2011, F.all 20i1 

6% 

28% 

8% 

10% 

7% 

10%. 

6% 
6% 

3% 

6% 

Cfossified CCSF staff who are laid off have bumping rights to City jobs 

California Education Code Section 88i37 provides tha:t CCSF classified employees 
are em.ployed pursuant to the terms of the Cit\i's charter ·and the Cha·rter 

provisions estabHshi_ng tbe Civil. Service Cpmmission. Acco.rdlng to the c;:iyil S¢rvice 
Commission, CCSF employees in job da·sses th:?t ·are shared witb the City may 

transfer, promot.e, and, ·if laid off may displace: or "bump'1, into City-positions. 

CCSF has at I.east 24 existing Classifications tha~ correspond to City dass.ifications 

and for whic;;h incumbents would have the right to transfer, promote or bump into 

City jops, as shown in Exhi~it 16 below. 
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Exhibit 16: CCSF Classifications that would have Bumping Rights to City 

and County·of San Francisco Classifications 

Class 1Jt1e 
1021 ·1s Adml11istra.tor I 
1022 lS AdminJstrator' H · 
12:20 PayroJJ Clerk 
1227 Testing Te.cbnician 
1402 Junior Clerk 
1404 CJ erk 
140$ S-en ior Clerk 
1408. Prl.ndpa,1 Clerk 
1424 Clerk Typist 
-1426 Senior.Clerk Typist 
1446 Secretary II 
1630 Actount Clerk 
1632 .Senior Account Clerk 
1760 Offset Machine Operator 
1762 Senior Offset M:achln13 Operator 
1822 Administra.tive Analyst 
~840 Junior Management Assistant 
1844 Senior Management Assfsta1Jt 
2708 Custodian 
3.616 Library Technical-Assistant I 
3ql8 Ubra:ry Techn.lcal.Assistant II 
7334 Senior Stationary Er!ginee.r 
8204 lnstltutiMal Polke:bffiter 
9702 Etnpi:oyment Train'lng SpeCJglffit 

lnd/viquals. in thes.e cl'i!ssifi:cations may transfer or promote· irito 'City jobs, ~ven 

without lay off, b:ut in addition, laid-off CCSF employees in these cl~ss.ificatlons 

may dlsp:la<:;e existing CitY staff if they .are more se.nior. The act:L,1a·1 impact on City 

employees would depend on the number of vacant ·City pasltions l-n these 

classifications that could be filled by CCSF employees, and if sufficient vacant 

positions are not avi3Hable, the number of CCSF em·ployees in these class"ifieations 

that ate.more -seniot than· and would ch·ose to displace c::ity employees. 
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Attachment I 

Summary. of Re~omrp.endatfons 
GCSF Follow Up to Commission is 
Recommendation11 lel;ter 

i Mission Establ.ish a prescribed "process and timeline to regularly reYiew missJon statement and 
Statement revise as necessary Partial 

Develop a. strategy for fully iriiplementing·its existing pla1ifli"ng· process to lo©k at each 

;z. Planning 
carnpus and site; examine revenues.and expenses, :and sysi;ematkally address 
instruc~i.cmal pr.a.gr.am pla,nni.hg, stl:)ffing requirements, ·studenfand.Hbrary senii.ce."? 
(including fadlitie? he.eqs and c9rilP.eting priorities) Partial 

Asses.sing 
Fully implement model for pro.gram review for all c:ourses, program;>; a,nd support 

;l 
Bffectivene!;s 

services; and advance fi:-amework for defiriii:ig and assessing.stud.ent l.earni.ng Nearly 
outcomes (develop and repo.rt petformance,m:etrics. including n.oo-cred.it students) Complete R,es.olv.ed 

Student Learning 
identify student.le·arning·outcomes by course, program, gen.erar·education., certificate 

4 an.d degree levels·; implement student Je.arning assessments an·d evaluate results to 
Ou~·comes 

impfolie learning Complete 

·s Student Support 
Assess and improve.effectiveness of support 5ervj.ces 

Services Parti,al 
N 
0 _,_ 
C.O CD 

6 HLlman Resources 
Eval.uation offacuity·and other.staffwhp support students, indud(n.g how staff Fully 
effectiveness in bringing about learning ·outcomes· Complete Address.ed 

c.o 
7 Human Resources 

Assess adequacy of number of qualified.classifl.ed staff and ·admihistrators and the· 
ap·p·ropriaten.ess ·Of theiq)repa'!'atl on ·and· exp.erFence Partial 

8 
Physi.cal Incorporate fadlity. malntenance costs into long"term plani1J.n1pnd budgets and 
Resources allocate respurces. Pa.rtial 

9 
Technology 

D.eyelop plan for equipment maintenane.e; .Lil).grade and replacement. 
Fully 

Resources Complete Addressed 

10 financial Pl.anning. 
Use mission statement to inform allocation. of resources (match expenditures to 
revenues; increase reserv:es) Partial 

11 Fimmdal Integrity Provide accurate ~ind.timely reporting· of financial ilifotmation 'Parl'ial 

12 Governance Engage external servjces o.n ·developin·g leadership an·d goverh,a:lice Partial 

13 Governance Evalua~.e and improve college's governance struc:twe Partial 

14 
Effe.ctive Board Act In a manner consistent with policies and by-1.aws; implement plan for board 
Organization effectiveness Partial 
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C) 
C) 

Course 

Accountriig 
Criminal )ustici=. 
Medical Assisting 
Alcohul and Substance Abuse· 
Graphic Design, Web Design, Commercial Art 
Architectural and Other Orafting 
Automotive Technology 
Aviation Airframe and Powerplant Mechanics 
Banking .and Finance 
Biotedi11ology and Biomedical lhstruthentatiori 
Business ail'i;I Commerce 
Child Developmeo.t.and Preschool Educati,on · 
C:hild DeveloplTlent Admfnistration 
Constructi.on Management 
Community H.ealth Care Worker 
IT lnfrastructu're/Support/Administration 
Cu.ltnary Arts 
Dental Assista.nt 
Education.al Ai:d e 
Electrocardiography 
Ele<::tronics and Electric Technology 
Emergency- MedicaLSe.tvices/Paramedic 
Environmental Control Technology 
Fashiori Design 
Marketing; lndu!]ing Fashi.on Merchandising 
Film Production 

·-· ··------- -·--- --·-· -------··---

Meqian 
Wage 

$47,6.11 
$77,755 

$41,247 
$37,107 
'$66,082 
$59,777 . 
$48,.391 
$56,209 
$?2,498 
$68,2.63 
$76,319 
$28,748 
$53,215 

$115,950 
$3$,,580 
$67,945 
$.51,177 
$48·,102 
$32,760 
$53,491 
$68,293 
$45,495 
$52,947 
$68~045 
$68,747 
$67,803 

Community College Gn:itf.uates 
2011-20l2 

San 
CCSf Marin 

Mateo 
Total 

69 10. 179 258' 
70 6 90 166 
50 30 62. 92 
25. 0 15 15 
78' 1 22 101 
17 .2 ·3 22 
76 9· 272 357 
3 6 3 
7 7 
66 B 74 
64' 17 11,1 192 

168 2 150 320 
5.G 50 
1$ 7 26 
so 9 .89 
202 ·1 Zl 224 
tis b 115 
13 18 35 66 
7 7 

53 53 

20 33 53 
71 '68 139 

3 3 6 
12 25 37 
28 6 34 
4 0 4 

Af:~achment II 
Page 1 of2 

Annual Job Growth a:nd .Replacement· in San 
Frandsco, San Mateo and M:arih Counties 

f>·ercent .of Market Value 

Number of 
Comm.unity of Job.s 

Jobs 
College Graduates Poter'rtlally 

Compared to Fill-Sd by CCSF 
Ntf[iiber of Jobs Graduates; 

332 78% 3.,285,159 
22Q 75% 5,442;850 
112 82% 2;062,:350 
23 65% 92'7,675 
273 37% 5.,154,396 
34 65% 1,016,?09 

2.39 149% 3,{j77;716 
102 3% 1(58,627 
86 8%. 577,484 
120 62% 4,505,358 
603. 32% 4,.884,416 
399 80% 4,829,587 
17 2.94% 904,£55 
86 30% 2,,2d3,05Q 
87 1.d,2% 3,443,460 

334 67% 13,724,818 
54 213% 2,.753_,55·3 
85 78% 625,32:6 

203 3% 229,320 
5 106.0% 267,455 
is 294% i,229,2.74 
25 556% 1,137,375 
34 18% 158,84·1 
14 264% 952,644 
111 31% i 1924,915 
34 12% 271,212 



Com·munity C.o.llege Graduates 201,1-

201~ 

Course 
M.edi.an 
Wage 

CCSF 
San 

Marin 
Mateo 

Tota.I 

Fire Technology $72,540 64 43 107 

Floristry $29,847 3 5 8 

Forensics $-73,262 16 0 16 
Health Information Tech:nology-.and Coding $46;956 114 15 .129 

Home Health Aide and Other Health Occupation? $2,8,589 53· 53 

Interior Design and Merch.andising $.68;303 6 .1 42 49 

landscape Design and Maintenance $5l,9S8 1i 3 1 15 

library Technkian -$5.5,241 30 30 

Licehsed Vocational Nurse $62,507 87 87 

Lod_ging Manag.em.ent $63;847 14 14 

N> 
........ 
0 
........ 

N 
........ 

Managerrieht"Developrhent·an.d Supervisors $72,7.28 20 20 

Motor.cycle Repair 26 2.6 

Multimedia a·nci Anlm9tion $72;261 32 8 16 56 

Office Technology $60,762 240 49 289 

Paralegal $6,9;887 7 53 60 

Pharmacy Technology $41,189 25 25 

Plumbing, Pipefitting, St('!amfi'i;ting $54,134 7 29 36 

Printing and. Lith.ography .$.46S8fr 10 10 

Radiation Therapy Technician 6 6 

Radiologic Technician $83,295 20 7 27 

Radio and Television $49,813 39 3 42 

Real Estate · $78;521 16 1 5 22 

Registered Nursing $UZ,801 77 40 57 174 

Restauraht and Food Service Manag.ement $57,443 28 28 

Retail.Stores Operations and Manager\'ient $41>65 1 17 18 

Travel a.nd Tourism .$33,692 25 25 

Total 2 272 149 1,461 3 882 

·Attachment U 
Page 2of2 

·Anm1al Job Grow:th and R!;!p.la.cel)ient in S.an 
Fr:andsco, S;rn Mateo and Marin Coun.ties 

P\;lrcent qf f\l!.arketValue 

Number of 
Community of Jobs 

Jobs 
Col.lege Graduates Potentially 

Compared to Filled by CCSf 
Number of Jobs. G:ra dm1 te:s 

103 104% 7,471,620 
13 62% 89,541 
30 53% 1,172,192 
26 49.6.% 1,2:20,856 

441 12% 1,515,217 
84 58% 409,818 
24 63% 57~,538 
27 111% 1,491,507 

116 75% '5,438,109 
28 50% 893,858 

437 5% 1,454,560 
o 

176 32% 2,3i2,352 
364 79% .14,582,880 
106 57% 489,209 
8.2 ?G3 1,029~725 

115 31% 378;938 
24 42% 465,860 

0 
35 773 1,665,900 

97 4,3% 1,942,707 
173 13% 1,256,336. 
599 29% 8,6"85,677 
169 17%. 1,6Q8.,404 
360 5% 41,765 
37 6.8% 842,3.0.0 

7 204. i23 398;600 

_ .... ·--·----···-··--- . -· ... --·- --~ -
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KQEDNews 

N"EW5 FIX (HTIPS!//WW2.KQED.ORG/NEWS/PROGRAMS/NEWS·FIX/). 

San F·rancisco Measures Va.lue ofCCSF 
By KQED N'ews Staff (.httRs://ww2.kged,orgtnews/aothor/kgfil!l). 
SEPTEMBi:R.19, 2013 

BySara Bloomberg 

With the deadline for City-College of San Francisco to lose its·accredita:tion less than 10 months out, city officials are questioning its 
economic impact on the ctfy; , . 

San Pr;incisco·~ity Supervisors Erk Mar, Mllrl< 
Forrell anil John Avaios at a hearihg Wednesday 
on the .. ecnnomic.lmpact of CCSF. (Sa'ra 
Blo:omberg I KQED) 

The .answer appears to pe at least $311 million. 

A,t a Budget and Fina.nee Committee .hearing on Wednesday, Supervisor Erii:;·Mar called an evaluation 

,(ht!;p_;//www.sfbos.01'&/Modulesf.ShowDocum:errt.a;spX?doclimentid=~QS31). he pad requested on. the college's economic impact 
"groundbreaking." 

"I think th1sreportiS groundhrea,ki:ng because ft quantifies a huge economic impact to the city.and county of San Francisco and.so 

mariy families and people .of San ·Francisco,.young and old, that have improved t):i.eir lives" by taking classes there, Mar said. CCSF is the 

largest corrm'mnity c,ollege in. the state, with ~o,ooo students enrolled .in the. 2012-2013 academic year. 

Severin Campbell, a, rep1·e.sen):ative of t:he cicy"s Budget and Legislative Analyst office, presented the finding-s of the report,. whi,ch breaks 

cfuwn the econoriµc impact into two rriai):i ca~egories: grant funding and jobs. 

The .school received ·$i88 milliph in state. and federal grants in the 2011-12 fiscal- ye:ar, and the ·market v'!lue of the jobs attained by City 

College.graduates during the .s~e peliod was $123 million, according to the report. 

For our toniplete coverage of the possible.closure of C#y College; see here (litrP.J./J.ww2.lcged.org[.newsjtagjcity.:::. 
coUege-,oJ:san-ftanciscoD. 

Additionally, mo.te than 2.;400 faculty, administrative and classified Jobs would be lost if the school were to close, CampbeU said. She 

added thanom:e ·of the classified workers would be .eligible to work for the dty; but faculty positions. at other educational institl1tions 

in the Bay Area would.be harder to.find. 

But even these numbe.rs don't account for the fallout that the accreditation process has had on the school, in addition to several yea.is 

of.state-level budget cuts, saidAli:sa Messer, president of the faculty lin1on AFT Local 212J., 

"The report doesn't fully capture what has happened i11 the last year or so s,incdhe acc,reditation cha:Ilenges really came to ~1e 1 
forefront. .There are at re-a.st ·150 less.factilty-at. City Ccill~ge of Sau Franc;:isco compared to [last] fall .. " --.::>.~ ... ~'"-=- ·~·--~=-··:i,-~. t-"-' ~. 

1 
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The.analyst's office also de):ermin,ed that students Virould incur higher· costs if foi·ced to transfh to a plivate, f01·-profit two-year 

pi,-wira.m e.lsewhere •. Maliysimilarprogra!Ils·.at other Bay Area community colleges are full 

Ad<liti.onally, City'Coileg~ graduates get be:ttel'p<J.ying Jobs and earn ab:out $11,000 more annually than those •vith only a high school 

diplon;ra,.aud.non-En.glish speakers .make about $13J5Pb 1ess per year than .other wotkers who ·speak English wel1, according to the 

report. Students in non-credit classes, including-English as a Second Languag.e courses, make·up about half bf all enrollment at the. 

college. 

In addition to J.ob .. trah:iffig and _preparing to transfer to a fou1,,yeat µnivei:sity, many San Franciscans take classes to :pick u.p an e.xtra 

skill. 

''I went hack [to ~chool at City College J t0 learn the languages )hat my students spoke,'' retired high school teacher H ene Kelly sai4, "so 
I could he a. b<;tterteaclier." 

For othetq, rhe school provides a· way to overcome poverty and other-disadvantaged situations, St.!pervisor Mar said. 

"City College is part.-of.the city's econ.omic ladder that allows sorµ.e J.e:veJ ¢mobility" for people who are 1ooked into. pover:cy, h:e "Sai<;L 

"To lo$e Clty-.C0llege would be like kicking the ladder out from 1111de.tt)J.e mcist vulnerable populations:" 

EXl'tORE:·EDi:JtATION.(HTTPS:/IWW2.KQED.ORG/NEWS/CATEG.ORV/EDUCATION/j, NEWS fHTTPS:/twW:Z.KQED:ORG/NEWStCATEGORY /NEWSJ),·CfTY COLLEGE OF 
SAN FR;!>.NCISCO CHTTJ>S;-[/WW2.KOEO.ORG/NEWSaAG/CIJY-COLLEGE-OF-SAN·ERANCISCOl), SAN FRANCISCO mrres1//WW.2:KQED.ORG/N,EwsITAG/SAN· 
FRANCISCO/) . . . . 

2 Comments (https;/(.ww2.kqed.org/news/2:013J09/19/san~fra.ridsco-measures-value-of-ccsfl#disqus_thread) 
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Balboa Reservoir Proje1 

Findinf!s of Fiscal Feasibility 
(Administrative Code, Chapter 29) 

Budget & Finance Sub-Committee 
March 15, 2018 
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1ndings of Fiscal Feasibili 

Administrative Code, Chapter 29: 
HPrior to submittal to the Planning Department of an environmental 
evaluation application" to begin the CEQA process, the project "shall seek 
and procure a Board of Supervisors determination that the plan for 
undertaking and implementing the project is fiscally feasible and 
responsible, as set forth in this Chapter 29." 

• Balboa Reservoir Resolution: 

• Findings of fiscal feasibility 
111 Authorization to begin environmental review 

• Does not constitute project approval 

SAN FRPS~GSCO 
i·•,,•,, l',·•·1 

•',.jt ·'"-" 

Budget & Finance Sub-Committee 
March 15, 2018 
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Balboa Reservoir Project History 

• Nov. 2014 - Announced as Public Lands for Housing site 

• Nov. 2014 - June 2015 - Initial community outreach 

• April 2015 - CAC established (26 meetings to date) 

11 .Aug. 2015 - Sept. 2016 - Development Principles & Parameters estqblished (16 
CAC meetings) 

• Nov. 2016 -Aug. 2017 - Developer selection process 

Selected Development Team: 

BRIDGE Housing & Avalon Bay Communities (master developers) with Mission Housing 
Habitat for Humani~ Pacific Union Development Co. 

11 Nov. 2017 - Exclusive negotiating agreement (ENA) between City (SFPUC) and 
development team 

SAN 
\,'> ',fJ,:'>1,·., ,. 

~·-~,:~~ Q"tr,;' '' r •.:r.·i=~ ... 
F~·l ~.· . •v .t· r .:- .,.,. ,_,. 
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Overview 
_I 

• 1,100 housing units 

• 50% permanently affordable housing 
• 18% low-income 
• 15% moderate-income 
• 17% low, moderate and middle (with public 

financing) 

• At least 4 acres of open space 

• City College collaboration, including: 
• Housing serving CCSFcommunity 
• Shared parking garage 

• Transportation demand management and 
sustainability plans 

• Childcare center and community room 

( • Workforce requirements including prevailing wage, 
\, apprenticeship, local hire, and LBE 

Budget & Finance Sub-Committee 
March 15, 2018 
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Fiscal Feasibility Report Findings 

N REVENUE TO THE CITY EACH YEAR 
• General Tax Revenue= $4 million 

11 Property tax ($2. 7 million) 

111 Property tax in-lieu of VLF ($560,000) 

11 Property transfer tax ($390,000) 

11 Sales tax ($260,000) 

r1 Parking tax (City share) ($100,000) 

~ 111 Gross receipts tax ($60,000) 
0 

• Other Dedicated Revenue to City= $1 million 
1111 Property tax dedicated to specific use ($410,000) 

• Parking tax (SFMTA share) ($380,000) 

1111 Public safety sales tax ($130,000) 

11 SFCTA sales tax ($130,000) 

• -education Funds {ERAF, SFUSD) = $1.6 million 

SAN FIV2tNCISCO 
"_j 

. '• .[ ·. ·.,-,. . "' ,-.. '•·, ·'.•', 

. .i····,,r:.:•,,;·rr,.•<..1·f•,:1<1:r. 
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Fiscal Feasibility Reporl Findings 

I I COSTS 

11 City services provided to the project= $1.5 million 
• Road .Maintenance ($80,000) 

• Police ($850,000) 

• Fire Department ($610,000) 
· .. : 

:·I. 

~sco Budget & Finance Sub-Committee 
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Fiscal Feasibility Report Findings 

s F REVENUES & COSTS 

General Fund Revenue Collected 

Minus Public Service Expenditures 

Road maintenance ($80,000) 

Police ($850,000) 

Fire ($610,000) 

Minus Set-Asides (MTA, libraries, children's services) 

Unencumbered General Fund Revenue 

Other Dedicated Revenue 

Education Funds {ERAF, SFUSD) 

-~~SAN FRANCISCO t · , ..... . 
drJ' ... ... " 

$4,060,000 

- $1,540,000 

- $810,000 

$1,710,000 

$1,050,000 

$1,560,000 

Budget & Finance Sub-Committee 
March 15, 2018 



Fiscal Feasibility Reporl Findings 

ITI 0 E-TIME REVENUES 

11 Impact Fees = $23 million 
11 Balboa Park Community Infrastructure Fee ($9.2 million) 
11 Childcare Fee ($2.3 million) 

Ill Transportation Sustainability Fee ($11.3 million) 

• A portion of these fees may be credited if project provides certain "in-kind" 
public benefits 

ii School Fees = $4 million 

ii Taxes During Construction = $3.3 million 
• Sales tax ($1.4 million) 
11 Gross receipts tax ($1.9 million) 

( Budget & Finance Sub-Committee 
March 15, 2018 
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Fiscal Feasibility Report Findings 

DITI FIS L & EC MIC BENEFITS 

Job Creation 
11 2,800 construction job-years 

• Each job year is one year of full-time employment for one worker 

11 41 permanent jobs on site 
• Maintenance, property management, childcare services, parking operations 

Benefits to the SFPUC 
• Revenue from land sale (benefits ratepayers) 
11 Opportunity to serve as power provider 

:fil~~ [>J .. , ... ;_ 

• v r"·.:1.-1·r: 
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Fiscal Feasibility Report Findings 

I ~I 

11 First 33°/o affordable housing is developer's responsibility 

11 Public financing required for the additional 17°/o affordable housing 
(to get to 50% total) 

11 17°/o of 1, 100 housing units = 187 affordable homes 

11 Current subsidy estimate is $26 million (total, not annual) 

11 Potential public financing sources may include state sources, 
reinvestment of net tax revenues, future housing bonds, proposed 
gross receipts tax increase 

GSCO Budget & Finance Sub-Committee 
March 15, 2018 
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EXT STE S 

• April 2018 - Submit environmental evaluation application to Planning 
Department 

• 2018 
11 Technical studies and environmental analysis (includes parking and 

transportation) 

• Continued project feedback from CAC, community, CCSF 

• Refinement of design and development program 

• Begin negotiation of development agreement, purchase agreement 

• 2019 
• Draft EIR, response to public comments, Final EIR 

• Conclude feedback, project refinement, and negotiation processes 
11 Project approvals (Board of Supervisors, SFPUC Commission, Planning 

Commission) 

... ,j ,~. ,, N ,..oA"'(i: -·ro lti.;),i-'., t"l'\ i\l tl..::V• .. _ 
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F RDABLE SING CONSI IONS 
Budget & Legislative Analyst Recommendations 

• Standard Practices for Development Agreements 
• Build affordable housing commensurately with market rate housing 
11 Rigorous financial modeling of cash flows, affordable housing cross subsidy 
11 Permanent affordability restrictions 

• Project-Specific Considerations for Adjacent Off-Site Housing 

c Budget & Finance Sub-Committee 
March 15, 2018 
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PORTING BACK TO THE BOARD OF SUPERVISORS 

11 Work with Supervisor Yee to determine timing and format 

• Topics to include: 

• Affordable housing 
11 Funding source for additional 17°/o affordability 
11 Anticipated land ownership 

• Adherence to City requirements 

• City College collaboration 

• Shared parking garage 
11 Transportation and parking analysis 

• Additional topics as directed 

SAN \=RAN CISCO 
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J Print Form 

Introduction Form 
By a Member of the Board of Supervisors or Mayor 

I hereby submit the following item for introduction (select only one): 

[Z] 1. For reference to Committee. (An Ordinance, Resolution, Motion or Charter Amendment). 

D 2. Request for next printed agenda Without Reference to Committee. 

D 3. Request for hearing on a subject matter at Committee. 

D 4. Request for letter beginning :11Supervisor 

D 5. City Attorney Request. 

D 6. Call File No:L =~~~·~·· ·=·····-·····-····=··· ·-·····-··· ·-·····-·····=· ·-·-~·I from Committee. 

D 7. Budget Analyst request (attached written motion). 

D 8. Substitute Legislation File No. L _ 
.-,--~~__::::::::::::::::::::::::=::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::;--~~~ 

D 9. Reactivate File No.1 · . rn • -m ............. -- J 

inquiries11 

D 10. Question(s) submitted for Mayoral Appearance before the BOS on""''-·· ~-~~----~----'' 

Please check the appropriate boxes. The proposed legislation should be forwarded to the· following: 

D Small Business Commission D Youth Commission D Ethics Commission 

D Planning Commission 0Building Inspection Commission 

Note: For the Imperative Agenda (a resolution not on the printed agenda), use the Imperative Form. 

Sponsor(s): 

Jy ee, Safai . 

Subject: 

Fiscal Feasibility Findings - Reservoir Community Partners, LLC - Development of Balboa Reservoir Site - Fiscal 
Feasibility 

The text is listed: 

!See attached. 

Signature of Sponsoring Supervisor: 

For Clerk's Use Only 
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