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1

ORDINANCE NO.

[General Plan Amendments - Balboa Reservoir Project]

2
3

Ordinance amending the General Plan to revise the Balboa Park Station Area Plan,

4

the Recreation and Open Space Element, and the Land Use Index, to reflect the Balboa

5

Reservoir Project; amending the Housing Element in regard to the design of housing

6

for families with children; adopting findings under the California Environmental Quality

7

Act; making findings of consistency with the General Plan, and the eight priority

8

policies of Planning Code, Section 101.1; and making public necessity, convenience,

9

and general welfare findings under Planning Code, Section 340.

10
11
12
13

NOTE:

Unchanged Code text and uncodified text are in plain Arial font.
Additions to Codes are in single-underline italics Times New Roman font.
Deletions to Codes are in strikethrough italics Times New Roman font.
Board amendment additions are in double-underlined Arial font.
Board amendment deletions are in strikethrough Arial font.
Asterisks (* * * *) indicate the omission of unchanged Code
subsections or parts of tables.

14
15

Be it ordained by the People of the City and County of San Francisco:

16
17

Section 1. Environmental Findings.

18

(a) On May 28, 2020, in Motion No. 20730, the Planning Commission certified as

19

adequate and complete the Balboa Reservoir Project Final Environmental Impact Report

20

(Planning Case No. 2018-007883PCAMAP) in accordance with the California Environmental

21

Quality Act (California Public Resources Code Sections 21000 et seq.) and Administrative

22

Code Chapter 31. Said Motion is on file with the Clerk of the Board of Supervisors in File No.

23

200635 and is incorporated herein by reference.

24
25

(b) On that same date, in Motion No. 20731, the Planning Commission adopted
findings under the California Environmental Quality Act (“CEQA Findings”) related to the
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1

Balboa Reservoir Project (“Project”). The Board adopts these CEQA Findings as its own.

2

Said Motion and the CEQA Findings are on file with the Clerk of the Board of Supervisors in

3

File No. 200635 and are incorporated herein by reference.
(c) This ordinance is companion legislation to other ordinances relating to the Project,

4
5

including Planning Code and Zoning Map amendments and a Development Agreement. The

6

companion ordinances are on file with the Clerk of the Board of Supervisors in File Nos.

7

200422 and 200423, respectively.

8
Section 2. General Plan and Planning Code Section 340 Findings.

9

(a) Section 4.105 of the Charter provides that the Planning Commission shall

10
11

periodically recommend to the Board of Supervisors, for approval or rejection, proposed

12

amendments to the General Plan.

13

(b) Planning Code Section 340 provides that the Planning Commission may initiate an

14

amendment to the General Plan by a resolution of intention, which refers to, and incorporates

15

by reference, the proposed General Plan amendments. Section 340 further provides that the

16

Planning Commission shall adopt the proposed General Plan amendments after a public

17

hearing if it finds from the facts presented that the public necessity, convenience, and general

18

welfare require the proposed amendment or any part thereof. If adopted by the Commission

19

in whole or in part, the proposed amendments shall be presented to the Board of Supervisors,

20

which may approve or reject the amendments by a majority vote.
(c) After a duly noticed public hearing on April 9, 2020 in Resolution No. 20679, the

21
22

Planning Commission initiated amendments to the General Plan (“Plan Amendments”). Said

23

Motion is on file with the Clerk of the Board of Supervisors in File No. 200635 and

24

incorporated herein by reference.

25

///
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1

(d) On May 28, 2020, the Planning Commission, in Resolution No. 20732, adopted

2

findings regarding the City’s General Plan, the eight priority policies of Planning Code Section

3

101.1, and Planning Code Section 340. A copy of said Resolution is on file with the Clerk of

4

the Board of Supervisors in File No. 200635 and is incorporated herein by reference.

5

(e) Section 4.105 of the City Charter further provides that if the Board of Supervisors

6

fails to act within 90 days of receipt of the proposed Plan Amendments, then the Plan

7

Amendments shall be deemed approved.

8
9

(f) The Board of Supervisors finds that the Plan Amendments are, on balance, in
conformity with the General Plan, as it is proposed for amendment by this ordinance, and the

10

eight priority policies of Planning Code Section 101.1 for the reasons set forth in Planning

11

Commission Resolution No. 20732. The Board hereby adopts these Planning Commission

12

findings as its own.

13

(g) The Board of Supervisors finds, pursuant to Planning Code Section 340, that the

14

Plan Amendments set forth in this ordinance and in documents on file with the Clerk of the

15

Board in File No. 20732 will serve the public necessity, convenience, and general welfare for

16

the reasons set forth in Planning Commission Resolution No. 200635. The Board hereby

17

adopts these Planning Commission findings as its own.

18
19

Section 3. The General Plan is hereby amended by revising the Balboa Park Station

20

Area Plan, as follows:

21

The Plan Area

22

****

23

•

Balboa Reservoir is located on the west side of Frida Kahlo WayPhelan Avenue. It

24

is bounded by Riordan High School and the Westwood Park residential neighborhoods to the

25

north, and the Ocean Avenue Neighborhood Commercial District to the south. The reservoir is

Planning Commission
BOARD OF SUPERVISORS

Page 3

1

north, and the Ocean Avenue Neighborhood Commercial District to the south. The reservoir is

2

divided into two basins. The San Francisco Public Utilities Commission (SFPUC) owns the

3

Westnorth Basinbasin, while CCSF owns the Eastsouth Basinbasin. Should the SFPUC decide that

4

the West Basin is not needed for water storage, it can be transferred to a different ownership to

5

facilitate the development of the site.

6

****

7

Map 2: (Plan Subareas), Remove the horizontal dotted line across “Balboa Reservoir

8
9
10
11
12
13

Subarea” and remove the labels “PUC Portion” and “City College Portion.”
****
OBJECTIVE 1.4
Develop the reservoirs in a manner that will best benefit the neighborhood, the city, and
the region as a whole.
The Balboa Reservoir site represents one of the largest remaining undeveloped sites in

14

San Francisco. The Reservoirreservoir, which has never been used for water storage purposes

15

contained water, is approximately 1725 acres in size, and currently forms an unpleasant void in

16

the neighborhood. After a multi-year year outreach, visioning, and selection process, the City chose

17

a group of developers as partners This Plan encourages the owners of this site to develop the

18

reservoirReservoir in a manner that will best benefit the neighborhood, the city, and even the

19

region as a whole, through mixed-income housing, public open space and community amenities.

20

****

21

Map 3: (Land Use Districts), Retitle the map “Generalized Land Use Districts” and

22

consolidate all RH and RM Districts into a Residential District and all NCT Districts into a

23

Neighborhood Commercial District. Change Public (P) designation of the Balboa Reservoir

24

project site to Residential/Balboa Reservoir Special Use District.

25

****
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1

POLICY 1.4.2

2

Develop the Westwest Basinbasin of the Reservoir to provide the greatest benefit toof the

3
4

city as a whole as well as for the surrounding neighborhoods.
The development of the West Basin should include mixed-income housing, public open space

5

and community amenitiesIf the PUC should decide that the west basin is not needed for water storage,

6

it should consider facilitating the development of a mixed-use residential neighborhood on part of the

7

site to address the city-wide demand for housing. The development on the site should

8

recognize the opportunity to knit the surrounding neighborhoods together through the creation

9

of a community open spaces, andnew public street and pedestrian connections. If the PUC does

10

move ahead to use the west basin for water storage, it should provide a roof structure on top of the new

11

water tank, to allow the development of a community park or open space

12

****

13

Map 4 (Bicycle Improvements & Transit Preferential Streets): Update map to show new

14

bike network as depicted in the “Balboa Reservoir Design Standards and Guidelines,” which

15

may be amended from time to time, and add a boundary around the Balboa Reservoir project

16

site and language that states: Refer to the Balboa Reservoir Design Standards and Guidelines.

17

****

18

Policy 2.4.4

19

The City should coordinate with the City College of San Francisco to create new sustainable

20
21

transportation opportunities for City College students, faculty, and staff
The development of the Reservoir site provides an opportunity to coordinate transportation

22

goals with the City College community. The development project should consider improving pedestrian

23

access to the City College through the project site. The City also should coordinate with City College

24

on bike facilities and related amenities, and developing an appropriate parking and transportation

25

demand management strategy.
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1

****

2

POLICY 3.4.3

3

Explore the potential for merchants and their employees to park in the reservoir.

4

City College currently offers hundreds of parking spaces every day at the reservoir for $1 a day.

5

There is a large number of surplus spaces that could be used to accommodate longer-term parking by

6

merchants and their employees; freeing up more curbside spaces for customers. Though both City

7

College and the Public Utilities Commission (PUC) have plans for using the reservoir in the future,

8

they are unlikely to move forward for several years. In the meantime, the merchants association should

9

explore whether City College would offer a monthly permit to local merchants and their employees. In

10

addition, City College and the PUC should explore creating a pedestrian pathway that would connect

11

the reservoir parking directly to Ocean Avenue.

12

****

13

OBJECTIVE 4.4

14

CONSIDER HOUSING AS A PRIMARY COMPONENT TO ANY DEVELOPMENT ON

15

THE RESERVOIR.
The Balboa Reservoir represents one of the largest remaining undeveloped sites in

16
17

San Francisco and currently forms an unpleasant void in the neighborhood. The site presents

18

an opportunity for mixed-income housing that will Developing housing on this site would help fill this

19

void in two ways. First, housing here would add more people to the area, ; enlivening the

20

commercial district and increasing ridership levels on the nearby public transportation

21

services. This site also willSecond, new housing development would fill the void between the

22

commercial district and the surrounding neighborhoods, enticing residents to walk to the

23

commercial district and use alternative modes of transportation
****

24
25

///
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1

POLICY 4.4.1

2

Develop housing on the West Basinbasin if it is not needed for water storage.

3

If the PUC should decide that the west basin is not needed for water storage, it should

4

consider development of a mixed-use residential neighborhood on part of the site to address

5

the city-wide demand for housing. Affordable housinghsouing should be considered a high

6

priority per Policy 4.5.1. In 2014, the Mayor's Office, the Planning Department, and the San

7

Francisco Public Utilities Commission identified the Balboa Reservoir site as one of the sites slated for

8

San Francisco's Public Land for Housing Program, which utilizes City-owned land to address the

9

City's pressing housing needs. After a multi-year public outreach, visioning, and selection process, the

10

City chose a development team as a partner to develop the Balboa Reservoir site. Given the size and

11

location of the Reservoir site, any project at this site should be a mixed-income housing neighborhood

12

with public open space and community amenities.

13

* ***

14

POLICY 5.1.1

15

Create a variety of new public open spaces.

16

****

17

A number of open spaces are proposed in the plan area, including the Phelan LoopUnity

18

Plaza, the Geneva Plaza, open space associated with the proposed freeway deck, Brighton

19

Avenue, the Library playground, and the proposed Balboa Reservoir open space. In particular,

20

the Balboa Reservoir project should create an approximately 2-acre central park, an approximately 1-

21

acre open space parallel with Ocean Avenue at its gateway, and several plazas and paseos. See the

22

Balboa Reservoir Design Standards and Guidelines document, as may be amended from time to time,

23

for detailed concept designs for these opens spaces.

24

Design Guidelines for threefour key open spaces are articulated below.

25

****
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1

Design Guidelines for the Open Space on the Balboa Reservoir

2

1. Develop a combination of active and passive recreational facilities that would serve residents

3

of the neighborhood as well as others.
2. Provide a well-defined eastern entrance to the open space to provide access from Phelan

4
5

Avenue through the proposed new campus on the east basin of the reservoir. The entrance should

6

provide a visual terminus for the east to west axis leading through the new development on the eastern

7

half of the reservoir to City College’s main building atop the hill. The entrance should have a special

8

landscaping treatment.
3. Develop clearly marked access gates, pedestrian pathways, and visual site lines aligned with

9
10

the streets of adjoining neighborhoods. Create trails, small open spaces or plazas to form useful

11

transitions and opportunities for connection between destination points. Stairs and ramps should

12

connect the open space atop the west basin to Ocean Avenue via an extension of Brighton Avenue. A

13

proposed neighborhood green within the Brighton Avenue right-of-way would become the primary

14

gateway into the park from Ocean Avenue and the neighborhoods to the south.
4. Provide a visual buffer between the park and the houses that abut the reservoir site to the

15
16

west.

17

5. Pay careful attention to the design of edges between the open space and surrounding

18

neighborhoods as well as Riordon High School. It is important to provide access into the park from the

19

surrounding neighborhoods while respecting the privacy of adjacent homes. Trees and shrubs should

20

be planted to provide a buffer between the houses that abut the reservoir site to the west. Entrances to

21

the park should align with existing streets for direct pedestrian access and to extend clear views into

22

the park from public streets.
****

23
24

///

25

///
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1

POLICY 5.1.3

2

Ensure that new open spaces are linked to and serve as an extension of the street

3
4

system
The plan calls to extend streets in the plan area, enhancing the existing grid system.

5

Extensions of the street grid for new development can serve as a means for linking open

6

space to neighborhoods. The development of the Reservoir should extend the existing street grid,

7

including Brighton Avenue, Lee Avenue, and San Ramon Way, to link the site with open spaces, as well

8

as to improve access to the commercial district and transit stops. Brighton Avenue and San Ramon Way

9

should be designed as paseos and a segment of Lee Avenue extension shall include protected bicycle

10

lanes. The southern end of the Reservoir site shall remain under PUC ownership and be designed as

11

open space that links the site to Unity Plaza.The creation of a path to the open space parcel on the

12

reservoir should be explored when extending Brighton Avenue. The Lee Avenue extension should link

13

the street with the proposed Phelan Loop plaza.

14

****

15

Map 5: (Open Space Improvements), Revise the open space designation on the

16

Balboa Reservoir as depicted in the “Balboa Reservoir Special Use District, Section 249.88 of

17

the Planning Code” and add a boundary around the Balboa Reservoir project site and

18

language that states: Refer to the Balboa Reservoir Design Standards and Guidelines.

19

****

20

Map 6: (Height Districts) Remove the “40-X” designation of the Balboa Reservoir and

21

update the map with a boundary around the Balboa Reservoir project site and language that

22

states: Refer to the Balboa Reservoir Special Use District, Section 249.88 of the Planning Code.

23
24
25

Section 4. The General Plan is hereby amended by revising Map 3 of the Recreation
and Open Space Element (“Existing & Proposed Open Space”), as follows:
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Revise proposed open space depicted in the “Balboa Reservoir Special Use District,

1
2

Section 249.88 of the Planning Code.”

3
Section 5. The Land Use Index shall be updated as necessary to reflect the

4
5

amendments set forth in Sections 3 and 4 above.

6
Section 6. The General Plan is hereby amended by revising the Housing Element, as

7
8

follows:
****

9
10

I. SUMMARY OF OBJECTIVES & POLICIES
****

11
12

Issue 3:

13

EQUAL HOUSING OPPORTUNITIES

14

Objective 4

15

FOSTER A HOUSING STOCK THAT MEETS THE NEEDS OF ALL RESIDENTS ACROSS

16

LIFECYCLES.

17

POLICY 4.1

18

Promote housing for families with children in new development by locating multi-bedroom units near

19

common open space and amenities or with easy access to the street; and by incorporating child-

20

friendly amenities into common open and indoor spaces.

21

POLICY 4.12

22

Develop new housing, and encourage the remodeling of existing housing, for families with

23

children.

24

///

25

///
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1

POLICY 4.23

2

Provide a range of housing options for residents with special needs for housing support and

3

services.

4

POLICY 4.34

5

Create housing for people with disabilities and aging adults by including universal design

6

principles in new and rehabilitated housing units.

7

POLICY 4.45

8

Encourage sufficient and suitable rental housing opportunities, emphasizing permanently

9

affordable rental units wherever possible.

10

POLICY 4.56

11

Ensure that new permanently affordable housing is located in all of the city’s neighborhoods,

12

and encourage integrated neighborhoods, with a diversity of unit types provided at a range of

13

income levels.

14

POLICY 4.67

15

Encourage an equitable distribution of growth according to infrastructure and site capacity.

16

POLICY 4.78

17

Consider environmental justice issues when planning for new housing, especially affordable

18

housing.

19

****

20

Issue 3:

21

Equal Housing Opportunities

22

Objective 4

23

Foster a housing stock that meets the needs of all residents across lifecycles.

24

Population diversity is one of San Francisco’s most important assets; San Francisco’s

25

residents span ethnicities, income levels, household types and sizes. Supporting household
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1

diversity requires the City support a variety of housing opportunities, so that everyone has the

2

opportunity to live in a suitable home that they can afford.

3

****

4

POLICY 4.1

5

Promote housing for families with children in new development by locating multi-bedroom units

6

near common open space and amenities or with easy access to the street; and by incorporating child-

7

friendly amenities into common open and indoor spaces.

8
9

Since 1990 the number of households with children in San Francisco declined slightly, while the region

10

continued to gain these households. While the Bay Area has gained both households with one child and

11

households with two or more children, San Francisco lost households with two or more children,

12

perhaps indicating the difficulty of securing housing that is large enough to accommodate the needs of

13

these households.

14
15

Citywide, development projects of a certain size are required to provide a minimum of two and/or three

16

bedroom units. Additional design features could help make these larger units more appealing to

17

families with children. Locating these large units adjacent to each other would encourage socializing

18

and community. Providing easy access to common open areas from those units, either directly where

19

possible, or accessible by stairs up to three stories, would provide children easy access to play space.

20

Creating overlooks from those units to the common open space would provide parents better

21

opportunities for informal supervision. Designing open spaces and indoor spaces, such as community

22

rooms or lobby space, with child-friendly features and programing those spaces with children-oriented

23

activities and amenities would provide engaging opportunities for children and further appeal to

24

families with children.

25

///
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1

POLICY 4.12

2

Develop new housing, and eEncourage the remodeling of existing housing, for families

3

with children.

4

****

5

POLICY 4.23

6

Provide a range of housing options for residents with special needs for housing

7

support and services.

8
9

****
POLICY 4.3 4

10

Create housing for people with disabilities and aging adults by including universal

11

design principles in new and rehabilitated housing units.

12

****

13

POLICY 4.45

14

Encourage sufficient and suitable rental housing opportunities, emphasizing

15

permanently affordable rental units wherever possible.

16

****

17

POLICY 4.56

18

Ensure that new permanently affordable housing is located in all of the city’s

19

neighborhoods, and encourage integrated neighborhoods, with a diversity of unit types

20

provided at a range of income levels.

21

****

22

POLICY 4.67

23

Encourage an equitable distribution of growth according to infrastructure and site

24

capacity.

25

****
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1

POLICY 4.78

2

Consider environmental justice issues when planning for new housing, especially

3

affordable housing.
****

4
5
6

Section 7. Effective and Operative Dates. (a) This ordinance shall become effective

7

30 days after enactment. Enactment occurs when the Mayor signs the ordinance, the Mayor

8

returns the ordinance unsigned or does not sign the ordinance within ten days of receiving it,

9

or the Board of Supervisors overrides the Mayor’s veto of the ordinance.
(b) Section 6 of this ordinance, which amends the General Plans Housing Element, is

10
11

not intended to conflict with the ordinance amending the Market and Octavia Area Plan, a

12

copy of which is on file with the Clerk of the Board of Supervisors in File No. 200557.

13

Accordingly, Section 6 shall be inoperative if at the time of the effective date of this ordinance,

14

the ordinance in File No. 200557 is in effect, and Section 6 shall remain inoperative so long as

15

the ordinance in File No. 200557 remains in effect. If, at any time after the effective date of

16

this ordinance, the ordinance in File No. 200557 is not in effect, then Section 6 of this

17

ordinance shall become operative.

18
Section 8. Scope of Ordinance. In enacting this ordinance, the Board of Supervisors

19
20

intends to amend only those words, phrases, paragraphs, subsections, sections, articles,

21

numbers, punctuation marks, charts, diagrams, or any other constituent parts of the General

22

Plan that are explicitly shown in this ordinance as additions, deletions, Board amendment

23

additions, and Board amendment deletions in accordance with the “Note” that appears under

24

///

25

///
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1

the official title of the ordinance.

2
3
4

APPROVED AS TO FORM:
DENNIS J. HERRERA, City Attorney

5
6

By:

7

/s/ John D. Malamut
JOHN D. MALAMUT
Deputy City Attorney

8

n:\legana\as2020\2000401\01450933.docx

9
10
11
12
13
14
15
16
17
18
19
20
21
22
23
24
25
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FILE NO. 200635

LEGISLATIVE DIGEST
[General Plan Amendments - Balboa Reservoir Project]
Ordinance amending the General Plan to revise the Balboa Park Station Area Plan,
the Recreation and Open Space Element, and the Land Use Index, to reflect the Balboa
Reservoir Project; amending the Housing Element in regard to the design of housing
for families with children, adopting findings under the California Environmental Quality
Act; making findings of consistency with the General Plan, and the eight priority
policies of Planning Code, Section 101.1; and making public necessity, convenience,
and general welfare findings under Planning Code, Section 340.
Existing Law
The General Plan includes various elements, goals, objectives, policies, and maps that
address City land use matters. These elements include the Housing and Recreation and
Open Space Elements. The General Plan also contains Plan Areas and Subarea Plans,
which are sometimes referred to as neighborhood plan areas, that are more specifically
focused on geographic areas of the City. The Balboa Park Station Area Plan is one of the
Subarea Plans.
Amendments to Current Law
The ordinance would amend the Balboa Park Station Area Plan and Recreation and Housing
Element to update their provisions and maps on the Balboa Reservoir site so that they reflect
the proposed development project at that location as addressed in companion legislation
concerning a Development Agreement and Planning Code and Zoning Map amendments for
that site. The legislation would amend the Land Use Index consistent with these changes.
This ordinance also would amend the Housing Element to promote housing families with
children. The legislation would make environmental findings, findings of consistency with the
General Plan, as proposed for amendment, and the eight priority policies of Planning Code
Section 101.1, and the public necessity findings of Planning Code Section 340.

n:\legana\as2020\2000401\01454337.docx
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Planning Commission Resolution No. 20732
HEARING DATE: MAY 28, 2020
Case No.:
Project:
Existing Zoning:
Height-Bulk:
Proposed Zoning:
Proposed Height:
Blocks/Lots:
Project Sponsor:
Staff Contact:

2018-007883GPA
Balboa Reservoir Project
P (Public)
40-X and 65-A
Balboa Reservoir Mixed-Use District (BR-MU)
Balboa Reservoir Special Use District
48-X and 78-X
Block 3180/Lot 190
Reservoir Community Partners LLC,
Kearstin Dischinger, (415) 321-3515, kdischinger@bridgehousing.com
Seung Yen Hong – (415) 575-9026, seungyen.hong@sfgov.org

RESOLUTION RECOMMENDING THAT THE BOARD OF SUPERVISORS APPROVE AMENDMENTS
TO THE BALBOA PARK STATION AREA PLAN, THE RECREATION AND OPEN SPACE ELEMENT,
AND THE LAND USE INDEX OF THE GENERAL PLAN IN RELATION TO THE BALBOA RESERVOIR
PROJECT AND MAKING FINDINGS OF CONSISTENCY WITH THE GENERAL PLAN AND
PLANNING CODE SECTION 101.1, AND ADOPTING FINDINGS UNDER THE CALIFORNIA
ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY ACT AND PLANNING CODE 340.
WHEREAS, Section 4.105 of the Charter of the City and County of San Francisco provides that the Planning
Commission periodically recommend General Plan Amendments to the Board of Supervisors; and
WHEREAS, The General Plan consists of goals, policies and programs for the future physical development of
the City and County of San Francisco that take into consideration social, economic and environmental factors;
and
WHEREAS, The General Plan shall be periodically amended in response to changing physical, social,
economic, environmental or legislative conditions; and
WHEREAS, Planning Code Section 340 provides that an amendment to the General Plan may be initiated by
the Planning Commission upon an application by one or more property owners, residents or commercial
lessees, or their authorized agents; and
WHEREAS, In 2009, the Planning Commission adopted the Balboa Park Station Area Plan, a communityrequested planning effort launched in 2000. The Balboa Park Station Area Plan sets forth policies designed to
increase affordable housing for a variety of incomes; create open space; knit together isolated areas of the
neighborhood; integrate diverse land uses with the area's commercial and transit corridors; design streets for
walking, biking and public transit; and otherwise strengthen the Balboa Park area.

www.sfplanning.org

Resolution No. 20732
May 28, 2020

CASE NO. 2018-007883GPA
Balboa Reservoir Project

WHEREAS, Key objectives of the Balboa Park Station Area Plan call for the development of a mixed-use
residential neighborhood and public open space on the Reservoir if the San Francisco Public Utilities
Commission (“SFPUC”) does not need the site for water storage; and
WHEREAS, In 2014, the Public Land for Housing Program was launched to utilize City-owned land to
address the City's most pressing housing issues, and in 2014, Proposition K was passed setting a goal of
building or rehabilitating 30,000 homes by 2020, with 33% of all new housing units to be affordable; and
WHEREAS, The Office of Economic and Workforce Development, the Planning Department, and the San
Francisco Public Utilities Commission initiated a study of the SFPUC owned Balboa Reservoir site, which is
among the first sites slated for San Francisco's Public Land for Housing Program.
WHEREAS, In the spring of 2015, the Board of Supervisors created the Balboa Reservoir Community
Advisory Committee (BRCAC) to serve as the primary forum for community feedback on the development
of a master plan for the Reservoir site. From 2015 to 2016, over the course of 16 CAC meetings, the BRCAC
worked with the City and County of San Francisco (City) and the community to establish development
principles and parameters for developer selection, which informed the programming goals included in the
Request for Proposals issued by the City and SFPUC in 2017; and
WHEREAS, In 2017, the city chose a developer team to partner on the development of the Balboa Reservoir
site and began an extensive planning process with City agencies and the community to develop a master plan
for the site that would implement the Balboa Reservoir Project (“Project”); and
WHEREAS, The site is currently referenced in the General Plan as designated for Public use with a height
limit of 40/65 feet, and as such, the Project could not be constructed under the current provisions of the
General Plan. However, existing policies in the Balboa Park Station Area Plan anticipated development of the
Project site to accommodate a residential mixed-use neighborhood with public open space; and
WHEREAS, The Project site is an approximately 17.6 acres of land, located south of the Ocean Avenue
commercial district, west of the City College of San Francisco Ocean Campus, east of the Westwood Park
neighborhood, and north of Archbishop Riordan High School. The project site is owned by the SFPUC. The
Project proposal includes developing approximately 1.3 million gross square feet (gsf) of residential space
(1,100 dwelling units plus residential amenities), approximately 10,000 gsf of community space (childcare
and a community room for public use), approximately 7,500 gsf of retail, up to 550 residential parking spaces
and 450 public parking spaces. Additionally, it includes approximately 4 acres of public open space,
including a new 2-acre central park. The proposal would also feature new public streets, pedestrian paths,
and bicycle facilities. New buildings on the site are proposed to range from 25 feet and 78 feet and would
generally step down westerly. The SFPUC will retain ownership of an 80-foot-wide strip of land located
along the southern edge of the site where an underground water transmission pipeline is located. The Project
sponsor is working with the SFPUC to utilize this 80-foot-wide strip of land as public open space, subject to
the SFPUC review and approval; and
WHEREAS, The Project Sponsor is proposing development of the Project and has submitted an application
to the San Francisco Planning Department (“Department”) for Environmental Review. The Project approvals
include (1) General Plan Amendments, (2) Planning Code Text and Map Amendments, (3) the adoption of a
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Design Standards and Guidelines (“DSG”) document to facilitate implementation, and (4) a Development
Agreement (“DA”) between the Project Sponsor and the City and County of San Francisco; and
WHEREAS, To implement the project, the Board of Supervisors must approve legislation amending the
Planning Code (Planning Code Text and Planning Code Map amendments) by rezoning the underlying
portions of the site from P (Public) to Balboa Reservoir Mixed Use, rezoning the height and bulk district from
40-X and 65-A to 48-X and 78-X, and establishing the Balboa Reservoir Special Use District (“SUD”) across the
site, approving a purchase and sale agreement for the site, and approving an amendment to an easement
agreement with City College; and
WHEREAS, On April 9, 2020, the Planning Commission passed Resolution No. 20679, which initiated the
Commission’s consideration of amendments to the General Plan, and included by reference, the proposed
General Plan Amendment necessary to implement the Project.
WHEREAS, The proposed General Plan Amendments contained in a draft ordinance attached hereto as
Exhibit A would (1) amend the introduction text, Map 2, Objective 1.4, Map 3 ,Policy 1.4.2, Map 4, Policy
2.4.4, Policy 3.4.3, Objective 4.4, Policy 4.4.1, Policy 5.1.1, Policy 5.1.3, Map 5, and Map 6 of the Balboa Park
Station Area Plan to reflect the mixed-income residential neighborhood nature for the subject site; (2) amend
Map 3 of the Recreation and Open Space Element, (3) amend the Land Use Index to reflect amendments to
the maps described above in the Balboa Park Station Area Plan and the Recreation and Open Space Element,
and (4) amend the Housing Element to include a new policy to promote housing that is designed for families
with children; and
WHEREAS, On May 28, 2020, the Planning Commission reviewed and considered the Final EIR (“FEIR”) for
the Project and found the FEIR to be adequate, accurate and objective, thus reflecting the independent
analysis and judgment of the Department and the Commission, and that the summary of comments and
responses contained no significant revisions to the Draft EIR, and certified the FEIR for the Project in
compliance with the California Environmental Quality Act (“CEQA”), the CEQA Guidelines and Chapter 31
by Motion No. 20730; and
WHEREAS, On May 28, 2020, the Commission by Motion No. 20731 approved CEQA Findings, including
adoption of a Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program (MMRP), under Case No. 2018-007883ENV, for
approval of the Project, which findings and MMRP are incorporated by reference as though fully set forth
herein; and
WHEREAS, On May 28, 2020, the Commission conducted a duly noticed public hearing at a regularly
scheduled meeting on the proposed General Plan Amendments and has considered the information included
in the File for these Amendments, the staff reports and presentations, public testimony and written
comments, as well as the information provided about the Project from other City departments.
NOW THEREFORE BE IT RESOLVED, That the Planning Commission hereby adopts the CEQA Findings
for purposes of this action and finds that in accordance with Planning Code Section 340 the General Plan
Amendments promote the public welfare, convenience and necessity for the following reasons:
1.

The General Plan Amendments would help implement the Balboa Reservoir Development Project
development by making available currently under-utilized land for needed housing, parks and open
space, community facilities, and other related uses.
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2.

The General Plan Amendments would help implement the Project, which, in turn, would provide
employment opportunities for local residents during construction and post-occupancy.

3.

The General Plan Amendments would help implement the Project by enabling the creation of a
mixed-use and sustainable neighborhood with new infrastructure. The new neighborhood would
improve the site’s connectivity to and integration with the surrounding City fabric and existing
neighborhoods.

4.

The General Plan Amendments would enable the construction of a new vibrant, safe, and connected
neighborhood with active streets and open spaces, high quality and well-designed buildings, and
thoughtful relationships between buildings and the public realm.

5.

The General Plan Amendments would enable construction of new housing, including new on-site
affordable housing, a wide mix of recreational opportunities, and other related uses, including a
childcare facility and a community room. These new uses would strengthen and complement nearby
neighborhoods.

AND BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED, That the Planning Commission finds these General Plan Amendments
are in general conformity with the General Plan, as proposed for amendment, and that the Project and its
approvals associated therein, all as more particularly described in Exhibit E to the Development Agreement
on file with the Planning Department in Case No. 2018-007883DVA, are each on balance consistent with the
General Plan, as it is proposed to be amended. These General Plan Findings are for the entirety of the Project
and related approval actions that, in addition to the General Plan Amendments, include but are not limited to
Planning Code Text and Zoning Map Amendments, DA approval, DSG approval, a purchase and sale
agreement for the site, and an amended easement agreement with City College. The Planning Commission’s
findings are based on various policies in the General Plan, including, but not limited to, those listed below.
AIR QUALITY
OBJECTIVE 3
DECREASE THE AIR QUALITY IMPACTS OF DEVELOPMENT BY COORDINATION OF LAND
USE AND TRANSPORTATION DECISIONS.
POLICY 3.1
Take advantage of the high density development in San Francisco to improve the transit infrastructure and also
encourage high density and compact development where an extensive transportation infrastructure exists.
POLICY 3.9
Encourage and require planting of trees in conjunction with new development to enhance pedestrian
environment and select species of trees that optimize achievement of air quality goals.
The Project is a mixed-use development with approximately 1,100 units and is located within short
walking distance of multiple high-frequency Muni rail and bus lines and the Balboa Park BART
Station. The Project will provide many new street trees and other landscape features
HOUSING ELEMENT
OBJECTIVE 1
IDENTIFY AND MAKE AVAILABLE FOR DEVELOPMENT ADEQUATE SITES TO MEET THE
CITY’S HOUSING NEEDS, ESPECIALLY PERMANENTLY AFFORDABLE HOUSING.
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POLICY 1.1
Plan for the full range of housing needs in the City and County of San Francisco, especially affordable housing.
POLICY 1.8
Promote mixed use development, and include housing, particularly permanently affordable housing, in new
commercial, institutional or other single use development projects.
POLICY 1.10
Support new housing projects, especially affordable housing, where households can easily rely on public
transportation, walking and bicycling for the majority of daily trips.
The Project is a mixed-use development with approximately 1,100 units and is located within short
walking distance of multiple high-frequency Muni rail and bus lines and the Balboa Park BART
Station. As described in the Development Agreement, the Project will include a wide range of
housing options, 50% of which will be affordable to low and moderate income households. Part of
the 50% affordable housing will include educator housing with a preference for City College
employees.
OBJECTIVE 11
SUPPORT AND RESPECT THE DIVERSE AND DISTINCT CHARACTER OF SAN FRANCISCO'S
NEIGHBORHOODS.
POLICY 11.1
Promote the construction and rehabilitation of well-designed housing that emphasizes beauty, flexibility, and
innovative design, and respects existing neighborhood character.
The Project, as described in the Development Agreement, the SUD and the DSG, includes a program
of development accompanied by substantial community benefits designed to revitalize an
underutilized site and complement the surrounding neighborhood with a mix of housing,
community amenities, and open spaces. Additionally, the SUD and DSG include standards and
guidelines that ensure the design of new buildings complement and enhance the character of the
surrounding neighborhoods, including reduced heights adjacent to the Westwood Park
neighborhood.
OBJECTIVE 12
BALANCE HOUSING GROWTH WITH ADEQUATE INFRASTRUCTURE THAT SERVES THE
CITY’S GROWING POPULATION.
POLICY 12.1
Encourage new housing that relies on transit use and environmentally sustainable patterns of movement.
POLICY 12.2
Consider the proximity of quality of life elements, such as open space, child care, and neighborhood services,
when developing new housing units.

5

Resolution No. 20732
May 28, 2020

CASE NO. 2018-007883GPA
Balboa Reservoir Project

POLICY 12.3
Ensure new housing is sustainably supported by the City’s public infrastructure systems.
OBJECTIVE 13
PRIORITIZE SUSTAINABLE DEVELOPMENT IN PLANNING FOR AND CONSTRUCTING NEW
HOUSING.
POLICY 13.1
Support “smart” regional growth that locates new housing close to jobs and transit.
POLICY 13.3
Promote sustainable land use patterns that integrate housing with transportation in order to increase transit,
pedestrian, and bicycle mode share.
The Project promotes “smart” regional growth as it will convert an underutilized surface parking lot
in close proximity to the Balboa Park BART Station and multiple other transit lines into a mixedincome residential neighborhood. The Project will establish an active neighborhood with several
community amenities around the transit station and improve the streets with pedestrian and bicycle
amenities.
The Project appropriately balances the construction of new housing with new infrastructure and
related public benefits in a sustainable manner. For example, the Project will:
• Implement a Transportation Demand Management (TDM) Program to incentive the use of
transit, walking, and bicycling as alternatives to the private automobile.
• Construct a new grid of streets that connects the site to the Ocean Avenue District and
surrounding neighborhoods, and additional high frequency transit lines off-site like the K
Muni, the City College Loop, and the Balboa Park BART Station. The Project will prioritize
safe and comfortable bicycle and pedestrian access.
• Construct and maintain nearly 4 acres of new open space, including an approximately 2-acre
central park, for a variety of active and passive recreational activities.
• Make additional quality-of-life contributions to the surrounding neighborhoods including a
childcare facility and a community room.
TRANSPORTATION ELEMENT
OBJECTIVE 1
MEET THE NEEDS OF ALL RESIDENTS AND VISITORS FOR SAFE, CONVENIENT AND
INEXPENSIVE TRAVEL WITHIN SAN FRANCISCO AND BETWEEN THE CITY AND OTHER
PARTS OF THE REGION WHILE MAINTAINING THE HIGH QUALITY LIVING ENVIRONMENT OF
THE BAY AREA.
POLICY 1.3
Give priority to public transit and other alternatives to the private automobile as the means of meeting San
Francisco's transportation needs, particularly those of commuters.
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The Project is a short walk to serval major public transit lines and facilities, including the City
College Bus Loop, the K Muni line, and the Balboa Park BART and Muni Stations, which offer high
frequency service and connections to Downtown and other City and regional destinations. In
addition, the Project will extend Lee Avenue and Brighton Avenue through the site, providing robust
pedestrian and bicycle facilities. The extended segment of Lee Avenue will accommodate protected
bike lanes, and Brighton Avenue Paseo and San Ramon Paseo will provide shared paths. The Project
will also implement its site-tailored TDM plan, which includes a range of measures, such as a
bikeshare station, an on-site childcare facility, and ample space for bike storage on site. These
measures and pedestrian and bicycle improvements on and off-site will encourage Project residents
and neighbors to choose public transit and other alternatives over the private automobile.
OBJECTIVE 2
USE THE TRANSPORTATION SYSTEM AS A MEANS FOR GUIDING DEVELOPMENT AND
IMPROVING THE ENVIRONMENT.
POLICY 2.1
Use rapid transit and other transportation improvements in the city and region as the catalyst for desirable
development, and coordinate new facilities with public and private development.
POLICY 2.5
Provide incentives for the use of transit, carpools, vanpools, walking and bicycling and reduce the need for new
or expanded automobile and automobile parking facilities.
The Project is located within walking distance to serval major public transit lines and facilities,
including the City College Bus Loop, the K Muni Metro line, and the Balboa Park BART and Muni
Stations, which offer high frequency transit service. The Project includes a site-tailored TDM
program, including various performance measures, physical improvements and monitoring and
enforcement measures designed to create incentives for transit and other alternative to the single
occupancy vehicle for Project residents. In addition, the Project's design, including its streetscape
elements, is intended to promote and enhance walking and bicycling. The Project features protected
bike lanes on the extended segment of Lee Avenue and shared paths via Brighton Avenue Paseo and
San Ramon Paseo. By providing the aforementioned TDM measures and incentives, the Project will
minimize the need for new or expanded automobile and automobile parking facilities.
OBJECTIVE 14
DEVELOP AND IMPLEMENT A PLAN FOR OPERATIONAL CHANGES AND LAND USE POLICIES
THAT WILL MAINTAIN MOBILITY AND SAFETY DESPITE A RISE IN TRAVEL DEMAND THAT
COULD OTHERWISE RESULT IN SYSTEM CAPACITY DEFICIENCIES.
POLICY 14.4
Reduce congestion by encouraging alternatives to the single occupant auto through the reservation of right-ofway and enhancement of other facilities dedicated to multiple modes of transportation.
POLICY 14.8
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Implement land use controls that will support a sustainable mode split and encourage development that limits
the intensification of automobile use.
The Project is located within walking distance to many transit opportunities and an active
commercial corridor on Ocean Avenue and will include a network of streets that are designed with
robust bicycle and pedestrian infrastructure to encourage Project residents to use modes of
transportation other than the automobile. In particular, many amenities on the Ocean Avenue
corridor will help residents meet their daily needs by foot, such as a local library, a major grocery
store, several eateries and other institutions.
The Project will also provide educator housing for the immediately adjacent college (thus reducing
the need to travel), a range of open spaces, and a childcare which will support an environment of
reduced automobile use by ensuring jobs, homes, open space, and community uses are all in close
proximity to each other.
OBJECTIVE 18
ESTABLISH A STREET HIERARCHY SYSTEM IN WHICH THE FUNCTION AND DESIGN OF EACH
STREET ARE CONSISTENT WITH THE CHARACTER AND USE OF ADJACENT LAND.
POLICY 18.4
Discourage high-speed through traffic on local streets in residential areas through traffic "calming" measures
that are designed not to disrupt transit service or bicycle movement, including: Sidewalk bulbs and widenings
at intersections and street entrances; Lane off-sets (chicanes) and traffic bumps; Narrowed traffic lanes with
trees, landscaping and seating areas; Colored and/or textured sidewalks and crosswalks; and Median and
intersection islands.
As described in the DSG, the Project will construct a network of multi-modal neighborhood streets to
complement adjacent uses. Given the local-serving purpose of the streets, they are designed to
feature multiple traffic calming strategies including raised crosswalks, narrow travel lanes, and street
parking, to discourage high traffic speeds.
OBJECTIVE 23
IMPROVE THE CITY'S PEDESTRIAN CIRCULATION SYSTEM TO PROVIDE FOR EFFICIENT,
PLEASANT, AND SAFE MOVEMENT.
POLICY 23.1
Provide sufficient pedestrian movement space with a minimum of pedestrian congestion in accordance with a
pedestrian street classification system.
POLICY 23.2
Widen sidewalks where intensive commercial, recreational, or institutional activity is present, sidewalks are
congested, where sidewalks are less than adequately wide to provide appropriate pedestrian amenities, or where
residential densities are high.
POLICY 23.6
Ensure convenient and safe pedestrian crossings by minimizing the distance pedestrians must walk to cross a
street.
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The Project will establish a new street and open space network and provide pedestrian and
streetscape improvements as described in the DSG document. All project sidewalks will be designed
to provide ample space for pedestrians, and intersections and mid-block crosswalks will provide safe
pedestrian crossings. Project open spaces will provide additional pedestrian access through the
Project site.
OBJECTIVE 24
IMPROVE THE AMBIANCE OF THE PEDESTRIAN ENVIRONMENT.
POLICY 24.2
Maintain and expand the planting of street trees and the infrastructure to support them.
As described in the DSG, the Project will include a robust tree planting program along all
development blocks utilizing a tree palette that includes native and climate-adaptive species. As
described in the DSG, street types on the Project site and their sidewalk widths generally conform to
those described in the Better Streets Plan.
URBAN DESIGN ELEMENT
OBJECTIVE 1
EMPHASIS OF THE CHARACTERISTIC PATTERN WHICH GIVES TO THE CITY AND ITS
NEIGHBORHOODS AN IMAGE, A SENSE OF PURPOSE, AND A MEANS OF ORIENTATION.
POLICY 1.2
Recognize, protect and reinforce the existing street pattern, especially as it is related to topography
POLICY 1.7
Recognize the natural boundaries of districts, and promote connections between districts.
The Project extends the existing street pattern into the site, maintains boundaries between adjacent
districts and provides pedestrian and bicycle connections through the Project site.
OBJECTIVE 3
MODERATION OF MAJOR NEW DEVELOPMENT TO COMPLEMENT THE CITY PATTERN, THE
RESOURCES TO BE CONSERVED, AND THE NEIGHBORHOOD ENVIRONMENT.
POLICY 3.6
Relate the bulk of buildings to the prevailing scale of development to avoid an overwhelming or dominating
appearance in new construction.
The Project’s SUD and DSG document include an extensive set of height and bulk standards that will
help ensure that new development on the Project site complements adjacent development, the
surrounding neighborhoods, and broader city pattern. The Project will create a new network of
streets with compact blocks to resemble nearby residential blocks and small scale city fabric.
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To provide a transition in scale from the institutional buildings at City College to the single family
homes to the west, the tallest permitted building heights are generally located toward Lee Avenue
extension near the City College campus and step down westerly. The western side of the project site
will feature lower-scale townhomes that are set back from the property line and feature upper story
stepbacks in order to provide a transition to the lower prevailing heights in the adjacent Westwood
Park area. In addition, upper story setbacks will be required on almost every block on the Project site,
creating pedestrian-scaled streetwalls ranging from 48 to 78 feet in height, depending on the
character of the street they face.
RECREATION AND OPEN SPACE ELEMENT
POLICY 1.7
Support public art as an essential component of open space design.
POLICY 1.11
Encourage private recreational facilities on private land that provide a community benefit, particularly to low
and moderate-income residents.
The Project will construct and maintain nearly 4 acres of new open space along with community
amenities, including an approximately 2-acre central park, a community room, and a childcare
facility. Fifty percent of the housing units on the Project site will be dedicated to low and moderateincome residents, and therefore they will live in close proximity to such open space and community
amenities. In addition, public art will be encouraged in all Project open space, and the DSG includes
guidelines for public art on site.
OBJECTIVE 2
INCREASE RECREATION AND OPEN SPACE TO MEET THE LONG-TERM NEEDS OF THE CITY
AND BAY REGION.
POLICY 2.2
Provide and promote a balanced recreation system which offers a variety of high quality recreational
opportunities for all San Franciscans.
POLICY 2.11
Assure that privately developed residential open spaces are usable, beautiful, and environmentally sustainable.
The Project will provide a total of approximately 4 acres of publicly accessible open space, including
an approximately 2-acre central park. Project parks will provide a wide range of active and passive
recreation amenities that meet the needs of San Francisco’s diverse population such as multi-use
lawns, picnic areas, a playground, a flexible plaza, and community gardens. The DSG for the Project
contains a number of standards that call for usable, aesthetically-pleasing, and environmentallysustainable residential open spaces.
OBJECTIVE 3
IMPROVE ACCESS AND CONNECTIVITY TO OPEN SPACE.
POLICY 3.4
Encourage non-auto modes of transportation–transit, bicycle and pedestrian access—to and from open spaces
while reducing automobile traffic and parking in public open spaces.
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The Project and its publicly accessible opens spaces is located within walking distance to serval major
public transit lines and facilities, including the City College Bus Loop, the K Muni Metro line, and the
Balboa Park BART and Muni Stations, which offer high frequency transit service. In addition, the
Project will provide ample access to new open spaces on the site via transit, bicycle, and walking.
OBJECTIVE 4
PROTECT AND ENHANCE THE BIODIVERSITY, HABITAT VALUE, AND ECOLOGICAL
INTEGRITY OF OPEN SPACES AND ENCOURAGE SUSTAINABLE PRACTICES IN THE DESIGN
AND MANAGEMENT OF OUR OPEN SPACE SYSTEM.
POLICY 4.3
Integrate the protection and restoration of local biodiversity into open space construction, renovation,
management and maintenance.
POLICY 4.4
Include environmentally sustainable practices in construction, renovation, management and maintenance of
open space and recreation facilities.
The DSG includes provisions for integrating local biodiversity into Project open spaces—thereby
furthering City biodiversity goals—by, for example, establishing a robust native and climateadaptive plant palette. The DSG also includes requirements for sustainable practices in the
construction, management and maintenance of open space facilities, such as the use of non-potable
water for irrigation and the consideration to use sustainable materials for paving.
ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION ELEMENT
OBJECTIVE 15
INCREASE THE ENERGY EFFICIENCY OF TRANSPORTATION AND ENCOURAGE LAND USE
PATTERNS AND METHODS OF TRANSPORTATION WHICH USE LESS ENERGY.
POLICY 15.3
Encourage an urban design pattern that will minimize travel requirements among working, shopping,
recreation, school and childcare areas.
The Project is located within walking distance to many transit opportunities and the Ocean Avenue
Commercial District, and will include a network of streets that are designed with robust bicycle and
pedestrian infrastructure to encourage Project residents to use modes of transportation other than the
automobile. The Project will also provide educator housing, a range of open space, and a childcare
which will support an environment of reduced automobile use by ensuring jobs, homes, open space,
and community uses are all in close proximity to each other
COMMUNITY FACILITIES ELEMENT
OBJECTIVE 3
ASSURE THAT NEIGHBORHOOD RESIDENTS HAVE ACCESS TO NEEDED SERVICES AND A
FOCUS FOR NEIGHBORHOOD ACTIVITIES.
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POLICY 3.5
Develop neighborhood centers that are multipurpose in character, attractive in design, secure and comfortable,
and inherently flexible in meeting the current and changing needs of the neighborhood served.
As described in the DA, the Project will include a central park, childcare facility, and a community
room that provides publicly accessible kitchen and bathrooms. These facilities will be designed to be
attractive and accessible for the neighborhood residents and to meet their changing needs.
BALBOA PARK STATION AREA PLAN
1. Land Use
OBJECTIVE 1.1
INTEGRATE THE DIVERSE USES IN THE PLAN AREA AROUND THE COMMERCIAL SPINE AND
TRANSIT NODE.
POLICY 1.1.1
Strengthen the link between transportation and land use.
OBJECTIVE 1.2
STRENGTHEN THE OCEAN AVENUE NEIGHBORHOOD COMMERCIAL DISTRICT.
POLICY 1.2.1
Improve access to and from the commercial district.
OBJECTIVE 1.3
ESTABLISH AN ACTIVE, MIXED-USE NEIGHBORHOOD AROUND THE TRANSIT STATION.
OBJECTIVE 1.4
DEVELOP THE RESERVOIRS IN A MANNER THAT WILL BEST BENEFIT THE NEIGHBORHOOD,
THE CITY, AND THE REGION AS A WHOLE.
The Project will convert the Reservoir site, an underutilized surface parking lot, into a mixed-income
residential neighborhood with new streets, open spaces, and community uses, such as a childcare
facility and a community room. By providing open spaces and pedestrian and bicycle connections to
and through the project site, the Project will increase accessibility to, from, and within the plan area.
The Project will also benefit the neighborhood, the city, and the region by establishing an active
neighborhood with several community amenities around the transit station and improving the
streets with pedestrian and bicycle amenities. Lastly, additional housing and open space will
strengthen the vitality of the Ocean Avenue Neighborhood Commercial District by adding foot
traffic and new potential customers in close proximity to the corridor.
2. Transportation
OBJECTIVE 2.4
ENCOURAGE WALKING,
TRANSPORTATION

BIKING,

PUBLIC

TRANSIT

AS

THE

PRIMARY

MEANS
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POLICY 2.4.2
Improve and expand bicycle connections throughout the plan area.
The Project will create a new network of streets with bicycle facilities that connect to the existing City
street grid. In particular, the extended segment of Lee Avenue will provide protected bike lanes.
3. Parking
OBJECTIVE 3.1
ESTABLISH PARKING STANDARDS AND CONTROLS THAT PROMOTE QUALITY OF PLACE,
AFFORDABLE HOUSING, AND TRANSIT-ORIENTED DEVELOPMENT.
POLICY 3.1.1
Provide flexibility for new residential development by eliminating minimum off-street parking requirements
and establishing reasonable parking caps.
POLICY 3.1.3
Make parking costs visible to users by requiring parking to be rented, leased or sold separately from residential
and commercial space for all new major development.
OBJECTIVE 3.2
ENSURE THAT NEW DEVELOPMENT DOES NOT ADVERSELY AFFECT PARKING AVAILABILITY
FOR RESIDENTS.
POLICY 3.2.3
Promote car-sharing programs as an important way to reduce parking needs while still providing residents
with access to an automobile when needed.
OBJECTIVE 3.3
ENSURE THAT NEW OFF-STREET PARKING DOES NOT ADVERSELY AFFECT NEIGHBORHOOD
CHARACTER OR THE PEDESTRIAN FRIENDLINESS OF STREETS IN THE PLAN AREA.
POLICY 3.4.4
Consider the long-term need for additional public off-street parking only after all existing on and off-street
parking opportunities have been exhausted.
Consistent with current standards across the entire city, there are no off-street parking minimums on
the Project site. Nonetheless, the Project will include off-street parking for its residents, mostly within
subterranean parking structures underneath the residential buildings. The DSG contains standards
and guidelines to ensure the design and locations of parking structures minimize their traffic and
visual impacts on the pedestrian realm. The Project will unbundle parking from residential units to
make parking costs visible to users and will provide car-sharing programs to ensure that residents
have access to an automobile when needed. The Project also plans to provide a shared parking
garage or similar parking solutions to allow City College employees and students to park if needed.
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4. Housing
OBJECTIVE 4.1
MAXIMIZE OPPORTUNITIES FOR RESIDENTIAL INFILL THROUGHOUT THE PLAN AREA.
POLICY 4.1.1
Housing, supported by a modest amount of neighborhood-oriented commercial establishments, should form the
backbone of all new development in the plan area.
POLICY 4.1.2
Eliminate dwelling unit density maximums.
OBJECTIVE 4.2
STRENGTHEN THE OCEAN AVENUE NEIGHBORHOOD
PROVIDING AN APPROPRIATE MIX OF HOUSING.

COMMERCIAL

DISTRICT

BY

OBJECTIVE 4.3
ESTABLISH AN ACTIVE, MIXED-USE NEIGHBORHOOD AROUND THE TRANSIT STATION
THAT EMPHASIZES THE DEVELOPMENT OF HOUSING.
OBJECTIVE 4.4
CONSIDER HOUSING AS A PRIMARY COMPONENT TO ANY DEVELOPMENT ON THE
RESERVOIR.
POLICY 4.4.1
Develop housing on the West basin if it is not needed for water storage.
OBJECTIVE 4.5
PROVIDE INCREASED HOUSING OPPORTUNITIES AFFORDABLE TO A MIX OF HOUSEHOLDS
AT VARYING INCOME LEVELS.
POLICY 4.5.1
Give first consideration to the development of affordable housing on publicly-owned sites.
The Project will convert the Reservoir site, an under-utilized parking lot, into a mixed-income
residential neighborhood with new streets, open spaces, and community uses, such as a childcare
facility and a community room. As described in the DA, 50% of the dwelling units will be dedicated
to low- and moderate-income households. By maximizing housing opportunity nearby the Ocean
Avenue Commercial District and the Muni and BART stations, the Project will help strengthen the
commercial district and support the use of transit and other alternative transportation modes.
OBJECTIVE 4.7
PROMOTE HEALTH THROUGH RESIDENTIAL DEVELOPMENT DESIGN AND LOCATION.
POLICY 4.7.1
New development should meet minimum levels of “green” construction.
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The Design Standards and Guidelines (DSG) includes requirements for sustainable practices in the
construction, management and maintenance of buildings and on-site facilities, such as the use of nonpotable water for irrigation and the consideration to use sustainable materials.
5. Streets and Open Space
OBJECTIVE 5.1
CREATE A SYSTEM OF PUBLIC PARKS, PLAZAS AND OPEN SPACES IN THE PLAN AREA.
POLICY 5.1.1
Create a variety of new public open spaces.
POLICY 5.1.3
Ensure that new open spaces are linked to and serve as an extension of the street system
OBJECTIVE 5.2
CREATE OPEN SPACE WITHIN NEW DEVELOPMENT THAT CONTRIBUTES TO THE OPEN
SPACE SYSTEM
POLICY 5.2.1
Require good quality public open space as part of major new developments
POLICY 5.2.2
Create wind-protected open spaces.
OBJECTIVE 5.3
PROMOTE AN URBAN FORM AND ARCHITECTURAL CHARACTER THAT SUPPORTS WALKING
AND SUSTAINS A DIVERSE, ACTIVE AND SAFE PUBLIC REALM.
OBJECTIVE 5.4
CREATE AN SPACE SYSTEM THAT BOTH BEAUTIFIES THE NEIGHBORHOOD AND
STRENGTHENS THE ENVIRONMENT.
POLICY 5.4.1
Make the open space system more environmentally sustainable by improving the ecological functioning of all
open spaces in the plan area.
The Project will establish a new street and open space network and provide pedestrian and
streetscape improvements as described in the DSG document. The network of open spaces will
consist of a central park, plazas, flex spaces, rain gardens, and paseos. As depicted in the DSG, all
open spaces will be designed to minimize wind impacts, to promote an active and safe public realm,
and to compensate the city’s existing open space system. In addition, open space design will
implement a broad range of sustainable practices, such as prioritizing native and bio-diverse
plantings for non-turf areas, eliminating the need for pesticides, and minimizing water use.
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6. Built Form
OBJECTIVE 6.2
KNIT TOGETHER ISOLATED SECTIONS OF THE PLAN AREA WITH NEW MIXED-USE INFILL
BUILDINGS.
OBJECTIVE 6.4
RESPECT AND BUILD FROM THE SUCCESSFUL ESTABLISHED PATTERNS AND TRADITIONS
OF BUILDING MASSING, ARTICULATION, AND ARCHITECTURAL CHARACTER OF THE AREA
AND THE CITY.
POLICY 6.4.1
Urban design guidelines should ensure that new development contributes to and enhances the best
characteristics of the plan area.
BALBOA PARK STATION AREA PLAN URBAN DESIGN PRINCIPLES
POLICY 6.4.2
New buildings should epitomize the best in contemporary architecture, but should do so with full awareness of
the older buildings that surround them.
POLICY 6.4.4
Height and bulk controls should maximize opportunities for housing development while ensuring that new
development is appropriately scaled for the neighborhood.
The Project will build a mixed-use neighborhood on underutilized land, carefully knitting together
isolated sections of the plan area, including the City College of San Francisco, the Ocean Avenue
commercial district, and residential neighborhoods, with a new network of streets and open spaces.
As explained in the DSG, the Project will extend existing street grid system as much as possible, and
new buildings will be scaled and designed with full awareness of the surrounding neighborhoods.
The DSG contains numerous standards and guidelines that implement the principles listed under
Policy 6.4.1. In particular, Chapter 7 of DSG focuses on the built form of the development, such as
massing, building height, ground-floor activation, setbacks, building modulation, roof design,
streetscape, and materials. These provisions will ensure that new development on the Project site
complements adjacent development and the surrounding neighborhoods. For example, the tallest
permitted building heights are generally located toward the Lee Avenue extension near the City
College campus and step down westerly. Townhomes facing Westwood Park will be required to
provide 12-foot building setbacks to respect the character of Westwood Park and top floor stepbacks.
OBJECTIVE 6.5
PROMOTE THE ENVIRONMENTAL SUSTAINABILITY, ECOLOGICAL FUNCTION AND THE
OVERALL QUALITY OF THE NATURAL ENVIRONMENT IN THE PLAN AREA.
POLICY 6.5.1
The connection between building form and ecological sustainability should be enhanced by promoting use of
renewable energy, energy-efficient building envelopes, passive heating and cooling, and sustainable materials.
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POLICY 6.5.2
New buildings should comply with strict environmental efficiency standards.
The DSG includes goals and guidelines that direct development to reduce energy use consistent with
or above local and State requirements.
7. Public art
OBJECTIVE 8.1
INTEGRATE ART INTO THE FABRIC OF THE NEIGHBORHOOD.
Public art will be encouraged in all Project open space and the DSG includes guidelines on its
placement and curation.
AND BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED, That the Planning Commission finds these General Plan Amendments
are in general conformity with the Planning Code Section 101.1, and the Project and its approvals associated
therein, all as more particularly described in Exhibit E to the Development Agreement on file with the
Planning Department in Case No. 2018-007883DVA, are each on balance, consistent with the Eight Priority
Policies as follows:
1) That existing neighborhood-serving retail uses be preserved and enhanced and future opportunities for resident
employment in and ownership of such businesses be enhanced.
No neighborhood-serving retail uses are currently present on the Project site. Once constructed, the
Project will contain a small amount of retail, community facilities and other temporary commercial uses
that would provide opportunities for employment and ownership of retail businesses in the community.
These new uses would serve nearby residents and the surrounding community. The Development
Agreement includes commitments related to local hiring. The construction of the Project will provide
opportunities to generate annual construction jobs and permanent jobs at project completion,
encouraging participation by small and local business enterprises through a comprehensive employment
and contracting policy.
2) That existing housing and neighborhood character be conserved and protected in order to preserve the cultural and
economic diversity of our neighborhoods.
The Project would provide at full build-out approximately 1,100 new residential units, including
affordable housing; no housing is currently present on the Project site. The Project is designed to develop
an underutilized site that is a surface parking lot, creating a mixed-income residential neighborhood that
would enhance the surrounding neighborhood. The Project provides a new neighborhood complete with
residential, retail and community uses, new street infrastructure, and public open space. The Project
design provides a desirable, pedestrian-friendly experience with interactive and engaged ground floors.
Thus, the Project would preserve and contribute to housing within the surrounding neighborhood and
the larger City and would otherwise preserve and be consistent with the neighborhood’s unique context.
3) That the City's supply of affordable housing be preserved and enhanced,
The Project would enhance the City's supply of affordable housing through its affordable housing
commitments in the Development Agreement. As detailed in the Development Agreement, the Project
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will build over 500 affordable units, exceeding the inclusionary affordable housing requirements of the
Planning Code by reaching up to 50% affordability level.
4) That commuter traffic not impede MUNI transit service or overburden our streets or neighborhood parking.
The Project would not impede transit service or overburden streets and neighborhood parking. The
Project includes a robust transportation program with an on-site Transportation Demand Management
(TDM) program. The Project does not include any transit network features.
The Project also includes robust pedestrian and bike facilities, including on Lee Avenue, North, South
and West Streets, San Ramon Way and the SFPUC Open Space.
Lastly, the Project contains space for potential new public parking for City College staff and students,
and visitors to the new park and open spaces, retail and community facilities uses, should demand exist.
This would ensure that appropriate parking capacity is available so that the Project would not
overburden neighborhood parking, while still implementing a rigorous TDM program to be consistent
with the City's "transit first" policy for promoting transit over personal vehicle trips.
5) That a diverse economic base be maintained by protecting our industrial and service sectors from displacement due
to commercial office development, and that future opportunities for resident employment and ownership in these
sectors be enhanced.
In additional to residential, the Project includes up to 7,500 square feet of retail use, a childcare facility
and a community room. All of these new uses would provide future opportunities for service-sector
employment. No industrial or service sector businesses exist on the site currently.
6) That the City achieve the greatest possible preparedness to protect against injury and loss of life in an earthquake.
The Project will comply with all structural and seismic requirements under the San Francisco Building
Code.
7) That landmarks and historic buildings be preserved.
The Project site is a parking lot and does not contain any Landmarks or historic buildings.
8) That our parks and open space and their access to sunlight and vistas be protected from development.
The Project would add approximately 4 acres of new open space including Reservoir Park and a
greenway on the SFPUC retained fee parcel. The site plan includes provisions for pedestrian and bicycle
access through the site with connections to existing neighborhood facilities.
The proposed project would not create new shadow in a manner that substantially affects any existing
outdoor recreation facilities or other public areas.
A draft ordinance, attached hereto as Exhibit A, would (1) amend the introduction text, Map 2, Objective
1.4, Map 3 ,Policy 1.4.2, Map 4, Policy 2.4.4, Policy 3.4.3, Objective 4.4, Policy 4.4.1, Policy 5.1.1, Policy 5.1.3,
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Map 5, and Map 6 of the Balboa Park Station Area Plan to reflect the mixed-income residential neighborhood
nature for the subject site; (2) amend Map 3 of the Recreation and Open Space Element, (3) amend the Land
Use Index to reflect amendments to the maps described above in the Balboa Park Station Area Plan and the
Recreation and Open Space Element, and (4) amend the Housing Element to include a new policy to promote
housing that is designed for families with children.
AND BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED, That pursuant to Planning Code Section 340, the Planning Commission
adopts a Resolution to recommend that the Board of Supervisors approve the Draft Ordinance.
I hereby certify that the foregoing Resolution was ADOPTED by the San Francisco Planning Commission on
May 28, 2020.

Jonas P. Ionin
Commission Secretary
AYES:

Chan, Diamond, Fung, Imperial, Johnson, Koppel, Moore

NOES:

None

ABSENT:

None

ADOPTED:

May 28, 2020
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FILE NO.

1

ORDINANCE NO.

[General Plan Amendments – Balboa Reservoir Project]

2
3

Ordinance amending the General Plan to revise the Balboa Park Station Area Plan,

4

the Recreation and Open Space Element, and the Land Use Index, to reflect the Balboa

5

Reservoir Project; amending the Housing Element in regard to the design of housing

6

for families with children, adopting findings under the California Environmental Quality

7

Act; making findings of consistency with the General Plan and the eight priority

8

policies of Planning Code, Section 101.1; and making public necessity, convenience,

9

and general welfare findings under Planning Code, Section 340.

10
11
12
13

NOTE:

Unchanged Code text and uncodified text are in plain Arial font.
Additions to Codes are in single-underline italics Times New Roman font.
Deletions to Codes are in strikethrough italics Times New Roman font.
Board amendment additions are in double-underlined Arial font.
Board amendment deletions are in strikethrough Arial font.
Asterisks (* * * *) indicate the omission of unchanged Code
subsections or parts of tables.

14
15

Be it ordained by the People of the City and County of San Francisco:

16
17

Section 1. Environmental Findings.

18

(a) On _____________, 2020, in Motion No _____________, the Planning

19

Commission certified as adequate and complete the Balboa Reservoir Project Final

20

Environmental Impact Report (Planning Case No. _____________) in accordance with the

21

California Environmental Quality Act (California Public Resources Code Sections 21000 et

22

seq.) and Administrative Code Chapter 31. Said Motion is on file with the Clerk of the Board

23

of Supervisors in File No. ____________ and is incorporated herein by reference.

24
25

(b) On that same date, in Motion No. _____________, the Planning Commission
adopted findings under the California Environmental Quality Act (“CEQA Findings”) related to
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1

the Balboa Reservoir Project (“Project”). The Board adopts these CEQA Findings as its own.

2

Said Motion and the CEQA Findings are on file with the Clerk of the Board of Supervisors in

3

File No. ____________ and are incorporated herein by reference.
(c) This ordinance is companion legislation to other ordinances relating to the Project,

4
5

including Planning Code and Zoning Map amendments and a Development Agreement. The

6

companion ordinances are on file with the Clerk of the Board of Supervisors in File Nos.

7

_____________ and _____________, respectively.

8
Section 2. General Plan and Planning Code Section 340 Findings.

9

(a) Section 4.105 of the Charter provides that the Planning Commission shall

10
11

periodically recommend to the Board of Supervisors, for approval or rejection, proposed

12

amendments to the General Plan.

13

(b) Planning Code Section 340 provides that the Planning Commission may initiate an

14

amendment to the General Plan by a resolution of intention, which refers to, and incorporates

15

by reference, the proposed General Plan amendments. Section 340 further provides that the

16

Planning Commission shall adopt the proposed General Plan amendments after a public

17

hearing if it finds from the facts presented that the public necessity, convenience, and general

18

welfare require the proposed amendment or any part thereof. If adopted by the Commission

19

in whole or in part, the proposed amendments shall be presented to the Board of Supervisors,

20

which may approve or reject the amendments by a majority vote.

21

(c) After a duly noticed public hearing on _____________, 2020 in Motion No.

22

_____________, the Planning Commission initiated amendments to the General Plan (“Plan

23

Amendments”). Said Motion is on file with the Clerk of the Board of Supervisors in File No.

24

_____________ and incorporated herein by reference.

25

///
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1

(d) On _____________, the Planning Commission, in Resolution No. _____________,

2

adopted findings regarding the City’s General Plan, the eight priority policies of Planning Code

3

Section 101.1, and Planning Code Section 340. A copy of said Resolution is on file with the

4

Clerk of the Board of Supervisors in File No. _____________ and is incorporated herein by

5

reference.

6

(e) Section 4.105 of the City Charter further provides that if the Board of Supervisors

7

fails to act within 90 days of receipt of the proposed Plan Amendments, then the Plan

8

Amendments shall be deemed approved.

9

(f) The Board of Supervisors finds that the Plan Amendments are, on balance, in

10

conformity with the General Plan, as it is proposed for amendment by this ordinance, and the

11

eight priority policies of Planning Code Section 101.1 for the reasons set forth in Planning

12

Commission Resolution No. _____________. The Board hereby adopts these Planning

13

Commission findings as its own.

14

(g) The Board of Supervisors finds, pursuant to Planning Code Section 340, that the

15

Plan Amendments set forth in this ordinance and in documents on file with the Clerk of the

16

Board in File No. _____________ will serve the public necessity, convenience, and general

17

welfare for the reasons set forth in Planning Commission Resolution No. _____________.

18

The Board hereby adopts these Planning Commission findings as its own.

19
20

Section 3. The General Plan is hereby amended by revising the Balboa Park Station

21

Area Plan, as follows:

22

The Plan Area

23

****

24

•

25

Balboa Reservoir is located on the west side of Frida Kahlo WayPhelan Avenue. It

is bounded by Riordan High School and the Westwood Park residential neighborhoods to the
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1

north, and the Ocean Avenue Neighborhood Commercial District to the south. The reservoir is

2

divided into two basins. The San Francisco Public Utilities Commission (SFPUC) owns the

3

Westnorth Basinbasin, while CCSF owns the Eastsouth Basinbasin. Should the SFPUC decide that

4

the West Basin is not needed for water storage, it can be transferred to a different ownership to

5

facilitate the development of the site.

6

****

7

Map 2: (Plan Subareas), Remove the horizontal dotted line across “Balboa Reservoir

8
9
10
11
12
13

Subarea” and remove the labels “PUC Portion” and “City College Portion.”
****
OBJECTIVE 1.4
Develop the reservoirs in a manner that will best benefit the neighborhood, the city, and
the region as a whole.
The Balboa Reservoir site represents one of the largest remaining undeveloped sites in

14

San Francisco. The Reservoirreservoir, which has never been used for water storage purposes

15

contained water, is approximately 1725 acres in size, and currently forms an unpleasant void in

16

the neighborhood. After a multi-year year outreach, visioning, and selection process, the City chose

17

a group of developers as partners This Plan encourages the owners of this site to develop the

18

reservoirReservoir in a manner that will best benefit the neighborhood, the city, and even the

19

region as a whole, through mixed-income housing, public open space and community amenities.

20

****

21

Map 3: (Land Use Districts), Retitle the map “Generalized Land Use Districts” and

22

consolidate all RH and RM Districts into a Residential District and all NCT Districts into a

23

Neighborhood Commercial District. Change Public (P) designation of the Balboa Reservoir

24

project site to Residential/Balboa Reservoir Special Use District.

25

****
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POLICY 1.4.2

2

Develop the Westwest Basinbasin of the Reservoir to provide the greatest benefit toof the

3
4

city as a whole as well as for the surrounding neighborhoods.
The development of the West Basin should include mixed-income housing, public open space

5

and community amenitiesIf the PUC should decide that the west basin is not needed for water storage,

6

it should consider facilitating the development of a mixed-use residential neighborhood on part of the

7

site to address the city-wide demand for housing. The development on the site should

8

recognize the opportunity to knit the surrounding neighborhoods together through the creation

9

of a community open spaces, andnew public street and pedestrian connections. If the PUC does

10

move ahead to use the west basin for water storage, it should provide a roof structure on top of the new

11

water tank, to allow the development of a community park or open space

12

****

13

Map 4 (Bicycle Improvements & Transit Preferential Streets): Update map to show new

14

bike network as depicted in the “Balboa Reservoir Design Standards and Guidelines,” which

15

may be amended from time to time, and add a boundary around the Balboa Reservoir project

16

site and language that states: Refer to the Balboa Reservoir Design Standards and Guidelines.

17

****

18

Policy 2.4.4

19

The City should coordinate with the City College of San Francisco to create new sustainable

20
21

transportation opportunities for City College students, faculty, and staff
The development of the Reservoir site provides an opportunity to coordinate transportation

22

goals with the City College community. The development project should consider improving pedestrian

23

access to the City College through the project site. The City also should coordinate with City College

24

on bike facilities and related amenities, and developing an appropriate parking and transportation

25

demand management strategy.
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****

2

POLICY 3.4.3

3

Explore the potential for merchants and their employees to park in the reservoir.

4

City College currently offers hundreds of parking spaces every day at the reservoir for $1 a day.

5

There is a large number of surplus spaces that could be used to accommodate longer-term parking by

6

merchants and their employees; freeing up more curbside spaces for customers. Though both City

7

College and the Public Utilities Commission (PUC) have plans for using the reservoir in the future,

8

they are unlikely to move forward for several years. In the meantime, the merchants association should

9

explore whether City College would offer a monthly permit to local merchants and their employees. In

10

addition, City College and the PUC should explore creating a pedestrian pathway that would connect

11

the reservoir parking directly to Ocean Avenue.

12

****

13

OBJECTIVE 4.4

14

CONSIDER HOUSING AS A PRIMARY COMPONENT TO ANY DEVELOPMENT ON

15

THE RESERVOIR.
The Balboa Reservoir represents one of the largest remaining undeveloped sites in

16
17

San Francisco and currently forms an unpleasant void in the neighborhood. The site presents

18

an opportunity for mixed-income housing that will Developing housing on this site would help fill this

19

void in two ways. First, housing here would add more people to the area, ; enlivening the

20

commercial district and increasing ridership levels on the nearby public transportation

21

services. This site also willSecond, new housing development would fill the void between the

22

commercial district and the surrounding neighborhoods, enticing residents to walk to the

23

commercial district and use alternative modes of transportation
****

24
25

///
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POLICY 4.4.1

2

Develop housing on the West Basinbasin if it is not needed for water storage.

3

If the PUC should decide that the west basin is not needed for water storage, it should

4

consider development of a mixed-use residential neighborhood on part of the site to address

5

the city-wide demand for housing. Affordable housinghsouing should be considered a high

6

priority per Policy 4.5.1. In 2014, the Mayor's Office, the Planning Department, and the San

7

Francisco Public Utilities Commission identified the Balboa Reservoir site as one of the sites slated for

8

San Francisco's Public Land for Housing Program, which utilizes City-owned land to address the

9

City's pressing housing needs. After a multi-year public outreach, visioning, and selection process, the

10

City chose a development team as a partner to develop the Balboa Reservoir site. Given the size and

11

location of the Reservoir site, any project at this site should be a mixed-income housing neighborhood

12

with public open space and community amenities.

13

* ***

14

POLICY 5.1.1

15

Create a variety of new public open spaces.

16

****

17

A number of open spaces are proposed in the plan area, including the Phelan LoopUnity

18

Plaza, the Geneva Plaza, open space associated with the proposed freeway deck, Brighton

19

Avenue, the Library playground, and the proposed Balboa Reservoir open space. In particular,

20

the Balboa Reservoir project should create an approximately 2-acre central park, an approximately 1-

21

acre open space parallel with Ocean Avenue at its gateway, and several plazas and paseos. See the

22

Balboa Reservoir Design Standards and Guidelines document, as may be amended from time to time,

23

for detailed concept designs for these opens spaces.

24

Design Guidelines for threefour key open spaces are articulated below.

25

****
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1

Design Guidelines for the Open Space on the Balboa Reservoir

2

1. Develop a combination of active and passive recreational facilities that would serve residents

3

of the neighborhood as well as others.
2. Provide a well-defined eastern entrance to the open space to provide access from Phelan

4
5

Avenue through the proposed new campus on the east basin of the reservoir. The entrance should

6

provide a visual terminus for the east to west axis leading through the new development on the eastern

7

half of the reservoir to City College’s main building atop the hill. The entrance should have a special

8

landscaping treatment.
3. Develop clearly marked access gates, pedestrian pathways, and visual site lines aligned with

9
10

the streets of adjoining neighborhoods. Create trails, small open spaces or plazas to form useful

11

transitions and opportunities for connection between destination points. Stairs and ramps should

12

connect the open space atop the west basin to Ocean Avenue via an extension of Brighton Avenue. A

13

proposed neighborhood green within the Brighton Avenue right-of-way would become the primary

14

gateway into the park from Ocean Avenue and the neighborhoods to the south.
4. Provide a visual buffer between the park and the houses that abut the reservoir site to the

15
16

west.

17

5. Pay careful attention to the design of edges between the open space and surrounding

18

neighborhoods as well as Riordon High School. It is important to provide access into the park from the

19

surrounding neighborhoods while respecting the privacy of adjacent homes. Trees and shrubs should

20

be planted to provide a buffer between the houses that abut the reservoir site to the west. Entrances to

21

the park should align with existing streets for direct pedestrian access and to extend clear views into

22

the park from public streets.
****

23
24

///

25

///
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1

POLICY 5.1.3

2

Ensure that new open spaces are linked to and serve as an extension of the street

3
4

system
The plan calls to extend streets in the plan area, enhancing the existing grid system.

5

Extensions of the street grid for new development can serve as a means for linking open

6

space to neighborhoods. The development of the Reservoir should extend the existing street grid,

7

including Brighton Avenue, Lee Avenue, and San Ramon Way, to link the site with open spaces, as well

8

as to improve access to the commercial district and transit stops. Brighton Avenue and San Ramon Way

9

should be designed as paseos and a segment of Lee Avenue extension shall include protected bicycle

10

lanes. The southern end of the Reservoir site shall remain under PUC ownership and be designed as

11

open space that links the site to Unity Plaza.The creation of a path to the open space parcel on the

12

reservoir should be explored when extending Brighton Avenue. The Lee Avenue extension should link

13

the street with the proposed Phelan Loop plaza.

14

****

15

Map 5: (Open Space Improvements), Revise the open space designation on the

16

Balboa Reservoir as depicted in the “Balboa Reservoir Special Use District, Section 249.88 of

17

the Planning Code” and add a boundary around the Balboa Reservoir project site and

18

language that states: Refer to the Balboa Reservoir Design Standards and Guidelines.

19

****

20

Map 6: (Height Districts) Remove the “40-X” designation of the Balboa Reservoir and

21

update the map with a boundary around the Balboa Reservoir project site and language that

22

states: Refer to the Balboa Reservoir Special Use District, Section 249.88 of the Planning Code.

23
24
25

Section 4. The General Plan is hereby amended by revising Map 3 of the Recreation
and Open Space Element (“Existing & Proposed Open Space”), as follows:
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Revise proposed open space depicted in the “Balboa Reservoir Special Use District,

1
2

Section 249.88 of the Planning Code.”

3
Section 5. The Land Use Index shall be updated as necessary to reflect the

4
5

amendments set forth in Sections 3 and 4 above.

6
Section 6. The General Plan is hereby amended by revising the Housing Element, as

7
8

follows:
****

9
10

I. SUMMARY OF OBJECTIVES & POLICIES
****

11
12

Issue 3:

13

EQUAL HOUSING OPPORTUNITIES

14

Objective 4

15

FOSTER A HOUSING STOCK THAT MEETS THE NEEDS OF ALL RESIDENTS ACROSS

16

LIFECYCLES.

17

POLICY 4.1

18

Promote housing for families with children in new development by locating multi-bedroom units near

19

common open space and amenities or with easy access to the street; and by incorporating child-

20

friendly amenities into common open and indoor spaces.

21

POLICY 4.12

22

Develop new housing, and encourage the remodeling of existing housing, for families with

23

children.

24

///

25

///
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1

POLICY 4.23

2

Provide a range of housing options for residents with special needs for housing support and

3

services.

4

POLICY 4.34

5

Create housing for people with disabilities and aging adults by including universal design

6

principles in new and rehabilitated housing units.

7

POLICY 4.45

8

Encourage sufficient and suitable rental housing opportunities, emphasizing permanently

9

affordable rental units wherever possible.

10

POLICY 4.56

11

Ensure that new permanently affordable housing is located in all of the city’s neighborhoods,

12

and encourage integrated neighborhoods, with a diversity of unit types provided at a range of

13

income levels.

14

POLICY 4.67

15

Encourage an equitable distribution of growth according to infrastructure and site capacity.

16

POLICY 4.78

17

Consider environmental justice issues when planning for new housing, especially affordable

18

housing.

19

****

20

Issue 3:

21

Equal Housing Opportunities

22

Objective 4

23

Foster a housing stock that meets the needs of all residents across lifecycles.

24

Population diversity is one of San Francisco’s most important assets; San Francisco’s

25

residents span ethnicities, income levels, household types and sizes. Supporting household
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1

diversity requires the City support a variety of housing opportunities, so that everyone has the

2

opportunity to live in a suitable home that they can afford.

3

****

4

POLICY 4.1

5

Promote housing for families with children in new development by locating multi-bedroom units

6

near common open space and amenities or with easy access to the street; and by incorporating child-

7

friendly amenities into common open and indoor spaces.

8
9

Since 1990 the number of households with children in San Francisco declined slightly, while the region

10

continued to gain these households. While the Bay Area has gained both households with one child and

11

households with two or more children, San Francisco lost households with two or more children,

12

perhaps indicating the difficulty of securing housing that is large enough to accommodate the needs of

13

these households.

14
15

Citywide, development projects of a certain size are required to provide a minimum of two and/or three

16

bedroom units. Additional design features could help make these larger units more appealing to

17

families with children. Locating these large units adjacent to each other would encourage socializing

18

and community. Providing easy access to common open areas from those units, either directly where

19

possible, or accessible by stairs up to three stories, would provide children easy access to play space.

20

Creating overlooks from those units to the common open space would provide parents better

21

opportunities for informal supervision. Designing open spaces and indoor spaces, such as community

22

rooms or lobby space, with child-friendly features and programing those spaces with children-oriented

23

activities and amenities would provide engaging opportunities for children and further appeal to

24

families with children.

25

///
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1

POLICY 4.12

2

Develop new housing, and eEncourage the remodeling of existing housing, for families

3

with children.

4

****

5

POLICY 4.23

6

Provide a range of housing options for residents with special needs for housing

7

support and services.

8
9

****
POLICY 4.3 4

10

Create housing for people with disabilities and aging adults by including universal

11

design principles in new and rehabilitated housing units.

12

****

13

POLICY 4.45

14

Encourage sufficient and suitable rental housing opportunities, emphasizing

15

permanently affordable rental units wherever possible.

16

****

17

POLICY 4.56

18

Ensure that new permanently affordable housing is located in all of the city’s

19

neighborhoods, and encourage integrated neighborhoods, with a diversity of unit types

20

provided at a range of income levels.

21

****

22

POLICY 4.67

23

Encourage an equitable distribution of growth according to infrastructure and site

24

capacity.

25

****
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1

POLICY 4.78

2

Consider environmental justice issues when planning for new housing, especially

3

affordable housing.
****

4
5
6

Section 7. Effective and Operative Dates. (a) This ordinance shall become effective

7

30 days after enactment. Enactment occurs when the Mayor signs the ordinance, the Mayor

8

returns the ordinance unsigned or does not sign the ordinance within ten days of receiving it,

9

or the Board of Supervisors overrides the Mayor’s veto of the ordinance.
(b) Section 6 of this ordinance, which amends the General Plans Housing Element, is

10
11

not intended to conflict with the ordinance amending the Market and Octavia Area Plan, a

12

copy of which is on file with the Clerk of the Board of Supervisors in File No. _____________.

13

Accordingly, Section 6 shall be inoperative if at the time of the effective date of this ordinance,

14

the ordinance in File No. _____________ is in effect, and Section 6 shall remain inoperative

15

so long as the ordinance in File No. _____________ remains in effect. If, at any time after the

16

effective date of this ordinance, the ordinance in File No. _____________ is not in effect, then

17

Section 6 of this ordinance shall become operative.

18
Section 8. Scope of Ordinance. In enacting this ordinance, the Board of Supervisors

19
20

intends to amend only those words, phrases, paragraphs, subsections, sections, articles,

21

numbers, punctuation marks, charts, diagrams, or any other constituent parts of the General

22

Plan that are explicitly shown in this ordinance as additions, deletions, Board amendment

23

additions, and Board amendment deletions in accordance with the “Note” that appears under

24

///

25

///
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1

the official title of the ordinance.

2
3
4

APPROVED AS TO FORM:
DENNIS J. HERRERA, City Attorney

5
6

By:

7

/s/ John D. Malamut
JOHN D. MALAMUT
Deputy City Attorney

8

n:\legana\as2020\2000401\01450933.docx

9
10
11
12
13
14
15
16
17
18
19
20
21
22
23
24
25
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Planning Commission Resolution No. 20733
HEARING DATE: MAY 28, 2020
Case No.:
Project:
Existing Zoning:
Height-Bulk:
Proposed Zoning:
Proposed Height:
Blocks/Lots:
Project Sponsor:
Staff Contact:

2018-007883PCAMAP
Balboa Reservoir Project
P (Public)
40-X, 65-A
Balboa Reservoir Mixed-Use District (BR-MU)
Balboa Reservoir Special Use District
48-X and 78-X
Block 3180/Lot 190
Reservoir Community Partners LLC,
Kearstin Dischinger, (415) 321-3515, kdischinger@bridgehousing.com
Seung Yen Hong – (415) 575-9026, seungyen.hong@sfgov.org

RESOLUTION RECOMMENDING THAT THE BOARD OF SUPERVISORS APPROVE
AMENDMENTS TO THE PLANNING CODE TO: (1) ESTABLISH THE BALBOA RESERVOIR
SPECIAL USE DISTRICT; (2) ESTABLISH THE BALBOA RESERVOIR MIXED USE DISTRICT; (3)
AMEND ZONING MAP 12 TO REZONE THE PROJECT SITE FROM P (PUBLIC) TO BR-MU
(BALBOA RESERVOIR-MIXED USE); (4) AMEND PLANNING CODE HEIGHT AND BULK MAP 12
TO INCREASE THE HEIGHT LIMIT AT THE PROJECT SITE FROM 40-X / 65-A TO 48-X / 78-X; (5)
AMEND PLANNING CODE SPECIAL USE DISTRICT MAP 12 BY ZONING THE PROJECT SITE AS
BALBOA RESERVOIR SPECIAL USE DISTRICT; AND (6) ADOPT FINDINGS OF CONSISTENCY
WITH THE GENERAL PLAN AND PLANNING CODE SECTION 101.1 AND FINDINGS UNDER
PLANNING CODE SECTION 302, AND FINDINGS UNDER THE CALIFORNIA
ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY ACT.
WHEREAS, On April 28, 2020, Supervisor Norman Yee introduced an ordinance (Board File 200422) for
Planning Code Amendments to establish the Balboa Reservoir Special Use District (herein “SUD”), and
for Zoning Map Amendments by amending Zoning Maps ZN12, SU12 and HT12, for the Assessor’s
Blocks and Lots as listed above; and
WHEREAS, The Planning Code and Zoning Map Amendments would enable the development of the
Balboa Reservoir Project (“Project”). Reservoir Community Partners (“Project Sponsor”) submitted an
application to the San Francisco Planning Department (“Department”) for environmental review on May
31, 2018. The Project is located north of the Ocean Avenue Neighborhood Commercial District, west of
the City College of San Francisco Ocean Campus, east of the Westwood Park neighborhood, and south of
Archbishop Riordan High School, also known as the Balboa Reservoir. The Project site, which is
approximately 17.6 acres, is owned by the City and County of San Francisco (“City”) under the
jurisdiction of the San Francisco Public Utilities Commission (“SFPUC”). The Project site subject to
Planning Code and Zoning Map Amendments does not include the 80-foot wide strip along the southern
boundary containing SFPUC pipelines. The Project is a mixed-use development containing an integrated
network of new publicly accessible parks and a mixed-use neighborhood. The Project includes up to 1.64
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million gross square feet in new construction on 10 blocks and would provide approximately 1,100
residential units totaling about 1.3 million gross square feet. A total of up to 50 percent of the new units
would be designated affordable to low- and moderate-income households and would include up to 150
units restricted to occupancy by educator households. The Project would contain approximately 10,000
gross square feet of childcare and community space, approximately 7,500 gross square feet of retail space,
approximately 550 off-street residential parking spaces and up to 450 off-street parking spaces for use by
the public. Maximum heights of new buildings would range between 25 feet and 78 feet. The tallest
permitted building heights would generally be located toward Lee Avenue extension near the City
College campus and step down westerly. The western side of the project site would build townhomes in
order to provide a gradual transition to the lower prevailing heights in Westwood Park. The townhomes
facing Westwood Park will be required to provide building setbacks to respect the character of Westwood
Park. In addition, upper story setbacks will be required on almost every block on the Project site; and
WHEREAS, Approvals required for the Project include (1) certification of an Environmental Impact
Report (“EIR”), (2) Planning Code and Zoning Map amendments, (3) General Plan Amendments, (4)
Planning Code Text and Map Amendments, (5) the adoption of a Design Standards and Guidelines
(“DSG”) document to facilitate implementation, and (6) approval of the Project and a Development
Agreement (“DA”) between the Project Sponsor and the City and County of San Francisco; and
WHEREAS, These Planning Code Text Amendments would establish the BR-MU zoning district,
establish the Balboa Reservoir SUD, would outline the land use controls for the Project site through the
SUD, and would rezone the land currently zoned P (Public) to BR-MUD (Balboa Reservoir Mixed-Use
District) designation that are more appropriate for the area and that allow the implementation of the
Project. This rezoning also includes re-designating the height and bulk districts within the SUD from 40-X
and 65-A to 48-X and 78-X; and
WHEREAS, On May 28, 2020, the Planning Commission reviewed and considered the Final EIR (“FEIR”)
for the Project and found the FEIR to be adequate, accurate and objective, thus reflecting the independent
analysis and judgment of the Department and the Commission, and that the summary of comments and
responses contained no significant revisions to the Draft EIR, and certified the FEIR for the Project in
compliance with the California Environmental Quality Act (“CEQA”), the CEQA Guidelines and Chapter
31 by Motion No. 20730; and
WHEREAS, On May 28, 2020, the Planning Commission adopted staff recommendations to approve the
Project, as particularly defined in the Planning Commission’s DA Resolution, and authorize the Planning
Director to make a design decision on garage locations at the time of Development Phase Application
approval; and
WHEREAS, On May 28, 2020, the Commission by Motion No. 20731 approved CEQA Findings, including
adoption of a statement of overriding considerations and a Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting
Program (“MMRP”), under Case No. 2018-007883ENV, for approval of the Project, which findings,
statement of overriding considerations and MMRP are incorporated by reference as though fully set forth
herein; and
WHEREAS, On May 28, 2020, the Commission by Resolution No. 20732 found that the Project, including
the actions contemplated in this Resolution, is on balance consistent with the General Plan, as it is
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proposed to be amended, and the eight Priority Policies of Planning Code Section 101.1. That Resolution
is incorporated by reference as though fully set forth herein; and
WHEREAS, On May 28, 2020, the Commission conducted a duly noticed public hearing at a regularly
scheduled meeting on the proposed Planning Code Text and Map Amendments and has considered the
information included in the Planning Commission’s files for these Amendments, the staff reports and
presentations, public testimony and written comments, as well as the information provided about the
Project from other City departments; and.
WHEREAS, An ordinance, in the form attached hereto as Exhibit A, approved as to form by the City
Attorney, would establish the Balboa Reservoir SUD, and make other related Planning Code Map
amendments; and
WHEREAS, Supervisor Yee, the sponsor of the ordinance, has proposed additional amendments to the
Balboa Reservoir SUD that are attached to the staff report and are before the Planning Commission as
part of its record for consideration and recommendation.
NOW THEREFORE BE IT RESOLVED, That the Planning Commission hereby adopts the CEQA
Findings for purposes of this action and finds that the Planning Code Text Amendments and Zoning Map
Amendments promote the public welfare, convenience and necessity for the following reasons:
1. The Planning Code Amendments would help implement the Balboa Reservoir Project
development, thereby evolving currently under-utilized land for needed housing, parks and
open space, community facilities and amenities, and other related uses.
2. The Planning Code Amendments would help implement the Balboa Reservoir Project, which in
turn will provide employment opportunities for local residents during construction and
occupancy, as well as community facilities and parks for new and existing residents.
3. The Planning Code Amendments would help implement the Balboa Reservoir Project by
enabling the creation of a mixed-use and sustainable neighborhood, with new infrastructure.
4. The Planning Code Amendments would enable the construction of a new vibrant, safe, and
connected neighborhood, including new parks and open spaces. The Planning Code
Amendments would help ensure a vibrant neighborhood with active streets and open spaces,
high quality and well-designed buildings, and thoughtful relationships between buildings and
the public realm.
5. The Planning Code Amendments would enable construction of new housing, including new onsite affordable housing and educator housing. The Project would create a new mixed-use
neighborhood that would strengthen and complement nearby neighborhoods.
6. The Planning Code Amendments would help promote child-friendly development in the Balboa
Reservoir neighborhood by providing a higher portion of 2 plus bedroom units and a range of
amenities like a childcare center, cargo bicycle parking, and an ample amount of well-designed
open spaces.
AND BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED, That the Commission finds the Balboa Reservoir Planning Code
Amendments are in conformity with the General Plan, as it is proposed to be amended, and Planning
Code Section 101.1 as set forth in Resolution No. 20732.
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AND BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED, That the Commission hereby recommends that the Board of
Supervisors adopt the Balboa Reservoir Planning Code and Zoning Map Amendments, in substantially
the form attached hereto as Exhibit A, including Supervisor Yee’s proposed amendments as shown in the
Planning Department staff report.
I hereby certify that the Planning Commission ADOPTED the foregoing Motion on May 28, 2020.

Jonas P. Ionin
Commission Secretary
AYES:

Chan, Diamond, Fung, Imperial, Johnson, Koppel, Moore

NOES:

None

ABSENT:

None

ADOPTED:

May 28, 2020
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FILE NO.

1

ORDINANCE NO.

[Planning Code and Zoning Map - Balboa Reservoir Special Use District]

2
3

Ordinance amending the Planning Code and Zoning Map to create the Balboa

4

Reservoir Special Use District and rezone the Balboa Reservoir west basin project site

5

generally bounded by the City College of San Francisco Ocean Campus to the east,

6

Archbishop Riordan High School to the north, the Westwood Park neighborhood to the

7

west, and a San Francisco Public Utilities Commission parcel containing a water

8

pipeline running parallel to a mixed-use multifamily residential development along

9

Ocean Avenue to the south; adopting findings under the California Environmental

10

Quality Act; making findings of consistency under the General Plan and the eight

11

priority policies of Planning Code, Section 101.1; and making findings of public

12

necessity, convenience, and welfare under Planning Code, Section 302.

13
14
15
16

NOTE:

Unchanged Code text and uncodified text are in plain Arial font.
Additions to Codes are in single-underline italics Times New Roman font.
Deletions to Codes are in strikethrough italics Times New Roman font.
Board amendment additions are in double-underlined Arial font.
Board amendment deletions are in strikethrough Arial font.
Asterisks (* * * *) indicate the omission of unchanged Code
subsections or parts of tables.

17
18

Be it ordained by the People of the City and County of San Francisco:

19
20

Section 1. Planning and Environmental Findings.

21

(a) The Balboa Reservoir Project (the “Project”) addresses the City’s housing

22

challenges by contributing to the City’s goal of creating 5,000 housing units each year. The

23

Project site was specifically identified in the General Plan for additional housing in close

24

proximity to local and regional public transportation. The Project implements the goals and

25

objectives of the General Plan Housing Element and of the 2009 Balboa Park Station Area
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1

Plan that calls for the development of a mixed-use residential neighborhood on the west

2

reservoir to address the citywide demand for housing. The Project also implements the goals

3

of the City’s 2014 Public Land for Housing program and the Surplus Public Lands Initiative

4

(Proposition K), that the electorate passed in November 2015, by replacing an underused

5

surface parking lot located on surplus public land with a substantial amount of new housing,

6

including a high percentage of affordable housing.

7

(b) In companion legislation adopting a Development Agreement associated with the

8

Project, the Board of Supervisors adopted environmental findings pursuant to the California

9

Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) (California Public Resources Code Sections 21000 et

10

seq.), the CEQA Guidelines (14 Cal. Code Reg. Sections 15000 et seq.), and Chapter 31 of

11

the Administrative Code. The Board adopts these environmental findings as though fully set

12

forth herein in relation to this ordinance. A copy of said companion legislation is in Board of

13

Supervisors File No. _____________ and its environmental findings are incorporated herein

14

by reference.

15

(c) The Planning Commission, in its Motion No. _____________ adopted on

16

_____________, 2020, made findings that the Project and actions contemplated in this

17

ordinance are consistent, on balance, with the City’s General Plan and eight priority policies of

18

Planning Code Section 101.1. The Board incorporates these findings by reference and

19

adopts these findings as though fully set forth herein in relation to this ordinance. A copy of

20

said Planning Commission Motion is in Board of Supervisors File No. _____________.

21

(d) Pursuant to Planning Code Section 302, this Board finds that this Planning Code

22

amendment will serve the public necessity, convenience, and welfare for the reasons set forth

23

in Planning Commission Resolution No. _____________ and adopted on _____________,

24

2020, and the Board adopts such reasons as its own. A copy of said resolution is on file with

25

the Clerk of the Board of Supervisors in File No. _____________ and is incorporated herein
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1

by reference.

2
3
4

Section 2. The Planning Code is hereby amended by adding Section 249.88, to read
as follows:

5

SEC. 249.88. BALBOA RESERVOIR SPECIAL USE DISTRICT.

6

(a) Purpose and Boundaries. A Special Use District entitled the "Balboa Reservoir Special

7

Use District" (the SUD) is hereby established, bounded by the City College of San Francisco Ocean

8

Campus to the east, Archbishop Riordan High School to the north, the Westwood Park neighborhood to

9

the west, and a San Francisco Public Utilities Commission parcel containing a water pipeline that is

10

adjacent to a mixed-use multifamily residential development along Ocean Avenue to the south. The

11

precise boundaries of the SUD are shown on Sectional Map SU12 of the Zoning Map. The purpose of

12

the SUD is to implement the land use controls for the Balboa Reservoir Project, which is subject to a

13

Development Agreement, approved by the Board of Supervisors in the ordinance contained in Clerk of

14

the Board of Supervisors File No. _____________. The Project will provide several benefits to the City,

15

such as a significant amount of new housing, including a high percentage of affordable and educator

16

housing, publicly accessible open space, a child care and community facility, retail space, and extensive

17

infrastructure improvements, while creating jobs and a vibrant environmentally sustainable community.

18

(b) Relationship to Other Planning Code Provisions. Applicable provisions of the Planning

19

Code shall control except as otherwise provided in this Section 249.88. If there is a conflict between

20

other provisions of the Planning Code and this Section 249.88, this Section 249.88 shall prevail.

21

(c) Relationship to Design Standards and Guidelines. The Design Standard and Guidelines

22

(“DSG”), adopted by the Planning Commission by Motion No. _____________ on _____________,

23

2020, and as may be periodically amended, sets forth design standards and guidelines applicable

24

within the SUD. A copy of the DSG is on file with the Clerk of the Board of Supervisors in File No.

25

_____________. Any capitalized term in this Section 249.88, and not otherwise defined in this Section
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1

or elsewhere in the Planning Code shall have the meaning ascribed to it in the DSG. This Section, the

2

remainder of the Planning Code, and the DSG shall be read and construed together so as to avoid any

3

conflict to the greatest extent possible. If there is a conflict between the DSG and either this Section or

4

the remainder of the Planning Code, this Section or the other provision of the Planning Code shall

5

prevail. Subject to this Section 249.88(c), if a later amendment to any provision of the Planning Code,

6

including this Section 249.88, results in a conflict with the DSG, such amended Planning Code

7

provision shall prevail. Amendments to the DSG may be made by the Planning Commission upon

8

initiation by the Planning Department or upon application by Developer, but if there is a conflict

9

between an amendment to the DSG and this Section or the remainder of the Planning Code, as

10

applicable, this Section or other provision of the Planning Code shall prevail unless and until such time

11

as this Section or the remainder of the Planning Code is amended to be consistent with the amendment

12

to the DSG. The Planning Director may approve minor amendments to the DSG to clarify its

13

provisions. For the purposes of this subsection (c), “minor amendments” shall be defined as

14

amendments necessary to clarify omissions or correct inadvertent mistakes in the DSG and are

15

consistent with the intent of the DSG, the SUD, the General Plan, and the Development Agreement.
(d) Relationship to the Development Agreement. This Section 249.88 shall be read and

16
17

construed consistent with the Development Agreement, and all development within the Project Site that

18

is subject to the Development Agreement shall satisfy the requirements of the Development Agreement

19

for so long as the Development Agreement remains in effect.

20

(e) Definitions. For purposes of this Section 249.88, the following definitions shall apply. If

21

not expressly superseded by definitions set forth in this subsection (e), all definitions of the Planning

22

Code shall apply.
“Active Use” means use that consists of a Retail Sales and Service, Entertainment, Arts,

23
24

Recreation, Child Care, Community Facility, or Residential use.

25

///

Supervisor Yee
BOARD OF SUPERVISORS

Page 4

1
2
3
4
5

“Block” means a Building Project block or a Publicly Accessible Open Space block as depicted
on Figure 249.88-1.
“Building Project” or “Building" means the construction of a building or group of buildings
within the Project Site.
“Building Standards” means the standards applicable to Building Projects and any associated

6

privately-owned open spaces within the SUD, consisting of the standards specified in subsection (g)

7

below and the standards and guidelines designated as such in the DSG. It does not mean Building Code

8

requirements under either the California or San Francisco Building Codes, which this Section 249.88

9

and the DSG do not override.

10

“Cart” means a mobile structure used in conjunction with food service and/or retail uses, that

11

operates intermittently in a publicly accessible open space, and that is removed daily from such open

12

space during non-business hours.

13

“Design Standards and Guidelines” or “DSG” shall mean the Balboa Reservoir Design

14

Standards and Guidelines adopted by Planning Commission Motion No. _____________, as may be

15

amended from time to time. The Design Standards and Guidelines is incorporated into this Section

16

249.88 by reference.

17
18
19

“Developer” means the BHC Balboa Builders, LLC, a California limited liability company, or
its successor(s). Developer also may be an applicant.
“Development Agreement” means the Development Agreement by and between the City and the

20

Developer, approved by the Board of Supervisors by the ordinance in Board File No. _____________,

21

and as the Development Agreement may be amended from time to time.

22

“Development Phase Application” means an application for each Building phase of the Project

23

that describes at a minimum, the Block numbers, the Master Infrastructure Plan elements, and vertical

24

improvements proposed in the phase, including number and sizes of affordable housing units, number

25

and sizes of market rate housing units, and square footage of retail, arts activity, community facility
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1

and child care square space, and publicly accessible open space. The Development Phase Application

2

also shall include a list of any requested Minor or Major Modifications that are contemplated to be

3

requested in the phase.
“Frontage” means the vertical exterior face or wall of a Building and its linear extent that is

4
5

adjacent to or fronts on a street, right-of-way, or open space.
“Kiosk” means a Building or other structure that is set upon the ground and is not attached to a

6
7

foundation, such as a shipping container, trailer, or similar structure, from which food service and/or

8

retail business is conducted. A Kiosk may operate in a Publicly Accessible Open Space, and remain in

9

place until the business operation is terminated or relocated.
“Major Modification” means a deviation of more than 10% from any dimensional or numerical

10
11

standard in the Planning Code, this Section 249.88, or in the DSG, except as explicitly prohibited per

12

subsection (g) below.
“Mass Reduction” means one or more breaks in a Building that reduce the horizontal scale of

13
14

the Building into discrete sections.
“Master Infrastructure Plan” or “MIP” shall mean the Balboa Reservoir Master

15
16

Infrastructure Plan approved by the Board of Supervisors as part of the Development Agreement and

17

found in Clerk of the Board of Supervisors File No. _____________, and as may be amended from time

18

to time.
“Minor Modification” means a deviation of up to 10% from any dimensional or numerical

19
20

standard in the Planning Code, this Section 249.88, or in the DSG, except as explicitly prohibited per

21

subsection (g) below, or any deviation from any non-dimensional or non-numerical standard in the

22

DSG.

23

“Privately-Owned Community Improvement,” means those facilities and services that are

24

privately-owned and privately-maintained, at no cost to the City (other than any public financing set

25

forth in the Financing Plan, a Development Agreement exhibit), for the public benefit, but not
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1

dedicated to the City. Privately-Owned Community Improvements include certain pedestrian paseos,

2

storm drainage facilities, publicly accessible open spaces.

3

“Project” means the Balboa Reservoir Project.

4

“Project Site” means the approximately 16.5 acre site shown on Figure 249.88-1 that is within

5

the SUD. The 80-foot wide strip of land along the southern boundary of the west basin that contains

6

SFPUC pipelines is regulated by the Development Agreement, but is not part of the Project Site or

7

within the SUD and remains within a P (Public) zoning district.

8
9

“Publicly Accessible Open Space” means a usable open space that is accessible to the public,
including an unenclosed park or garden at street grade or following the natural topography,

10

improvements to hillsides or other unimproved public areas, an unenclosed plaza at street grade, or an

11

unenclosed pedestrian pathway, or a shared pedestrian/vehicular right-of-way.

12
13
14
15
16
17
18
19
20
21
22

“Residential Use” means uses that provide housing for San Francisco residents, rather than
visitors, including Dwelling Units, Group Housing, Senior Housing, and Student Housing.
“Multifamily Housing” means a residential Building where multiple separate housing units for
residential inhabitants are contained within one Building.
“Retail Sales and Services” means the use described in Section 102, except for Retail
Automobile Uses, Adult Business, Hotel, Motel, and Self-Storage.
“Step Back” means a reduction of one or more stories in a portion of one or more upper stories
of a Building.
“Streetwall” means a continuous façade of a Building and/or Buildings along a street
Frontage.
“Townhouse” means a single-family dwelling unit with at least two floors that shares a wall

23

with another dwelling and with direct access into the dwelling unit from a street or Publicly Accessible

24

Open Space that does not require access through a lobby, corridor, or other common indoor space

25

shared with other housing units.
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(f) Development Controls. This SUD, as established in Section 249.88, and other Planning

1
2

Code Sections referenced herein establish all zoning controls for the Project Site.
(g) Uses.

3

(1) Balboa Reservoir Special Use District Zoning Designations. As shown on the

4
5

Zoning Map, the SUD is co-terminus with the Balboa Reservoir Mixed Use District (BR-MU). This

6

SUD, as established in Section 249.88, and other Planning Code Sections referenced herein establish

7

all zoning controls for the BR-MU district.
(2) Permitted Uses. The following Uses set forth in Table 249.88-1: Balboa Reservoir

8
9

Land Uses shall be permitted within the different Blocks of the SUD shown in Figure 249.88-1, where P

10

means Permitted Use and NP means Non-permitted Use. All other uses not stated are prohibited.

11

///

12

///

13

///

14

///

15

///

16

///

17

///

18

///

19

///

20

///

21

///

22

///

23

///

24

///

25

///
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Figure 249.88-1 Balboa Reservoir Land Use Map
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Table 249.88-1 Balboa Reservoir Land Uses

1
2
3

Permitted
Use Category

A

B

C

D E

F

G

H

TH1

TH2

J

K, L,
M, O,
P

Publicly
Accessible
Open Space
Residential
Use

P

P

P

P

P

P

P

P

P

P

P

P

P

P

P

P

P

P

P

P

P(1)

P(1)

NP

NP

Child Care
Facility

P

P

P

P

P

P

P

P

P

P

P(4)

P(4)

Community
Facility (2),
(3)
Retail Sales
and Services
(2)
Arts
Activities (2)

P

P

P

P

P

P

P

P

NP

NP

NP

NP

P

P

P

P

P

P

P

NP

NP

NP

NP

NP

P

P

P

P

P

P

P

NP

NP

NP

NP

NP

Carts and
Kiosks (5)

NP

NP

N
P

N
P

N
P

N
P

NP

NP

NP

NP

P

NP

Public
Parking
Garage

P

P

P

P

P

P

P

P

NP

NP

P(6)

NP

4
5
6
7
8
9
10
11
12
13
14
15
16
17
18
19
20
21
22
23
24

(1) Only Townhouse units are allowed

25

(2) All non-residential uses except multi-story parking garages are allowed only
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on the ground floor and below

1
2

(3) As defined in Section 102, except Health Care uses are not allowed

3

(4) Child care open space only

4

(5) Carts and Kiosks are allowed in Block J subject to Subsection (g)(8)(N)

5

(6) Below grade only as shown in Figure 249.88-1
(3) Temporary Uses. Temporary Uses are permitted consistent with Planning Code

6
7

Sections 205.1 through 205.4 for Neighborhood Commercial Districts.
(4) Interim Uses.

8
9

(A) Prior to completion of the Project, one or more Public or Private Parking

10

Lots, including construction worker parking lots, shall be permitted without regard to the provisions

11

regulating automobile parking set forth in Sections 155, 156, 303(t) or (u), and other provisions of

12

Article 1.5 of this Code, and such parking lot(s) shall not be required to be surrounded by a fence or

13

wall.

14

(B) Prior to completion of the Project, certain other interim uses may be

15

authorized for a period not to exceed five years by the Planning Director, without a public hearing if

16

the Planning Director finds that such Interim Use will not impede orderly development consistent with

17

this Section 249.88, the DSG, and the Development Agreement. Any authorization granted pursuant to

18

this subsection 249.88(g)(4)(B) shall not exempt the Developer from obtaining any other permit

19

required by law. Additional time for such uses may be authorized upon a new application for the

20

proposed Interim Use. Permitted Interim Uses shall include, but are not limited to:

21

(i) Retail Sales and Services;

22

(ii) Entertainment, Arts, and Recreation, including but not limited to

23

temporary art installations, exhibits, and sales, recreational facilities and uses (such as play and

24

climbing structures and outdoor fitness classes), and temporary structures to accommodate events

25

(such as stages, seating, and support facilities for patrons and operations);
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(iii) Institutional Education Use, including but not limited to after-school

1
2

day camp and activities;
(iv) Site management service, administrative functions, and customer

3
4

amenities and associated loading;

5

(v) Rental or sales offices incidental to new development; and

6

(vi) Trailers, recreational vehicles, or other temporary housing for

7

construction workers, seasonal labor, or other workforce employment needs.
(5) Residential Density. The dwelling unit and group housing density limits applicable

8
9

in the RM-3 District, as it may be modified pursuant to Section 304, shall govern residential density

10

within the SUD. However, greater residential density than permitted in an RM-3 District may be

11

provided on individual Blocks, as long as the overall density of the SUD does not exceed the density

12

allowed in a RM-3 District, as it may be modified pursuant to Section 304, for the entire SUD.
(6) Minimum Dwelling Unit Mix. No less than 25% of the total aggregate number of

13
14

proposed dwelling units in the SUD shall contain at least two bedrooms, and no less than 10% of the

15

total aggregate number of proposed dwelling units in the SUD shall contain at least three bedrooms.

16

The minimum dwelling unit mix may be less on any individual Block than otherwise required provided

17

the total dwelling unit mix in the SUD shall not be less than the minimum dwelling unit mix upon

18

completion of the Project.

19

(7) Floor Area Ratio. There shall be no floor-area-ratio limit within the SUD.

20

(8) Building Standards.
(A) Building Height. For purposes of the SUD, the height limits shall be as set

21
22

forth in Section Map HT12 of the Zoning Map and as further limited and detailed in Figure 249.88-2:

23

Building Height Maximums, and as further governed by this Section 249.88(g)(8)(A). The features set

24

///

25

///
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Figure 249.88-2 Height Limit Map
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1

forth in Section 260(b)(1) and those below may extend above the maximum allowable height provided

2

the sum of the horizontal areas of said features do not exceed 40 percent of the rooftop area and do

3

not encroach into the required step back at upper floors as required below:
(i) Solar energy collection devices shall be allowed to a maximum height

4
5

of 10 feet.

6

(ii) Rooftop enclosed utility sheds designed exclusively for the storage of

7

landscaping, gardening supplies, and related equipment for living roofs shall be allowed, provided they

8

do not exceed 100 square feet of gross area and a maximum height of 10 feet.
(iii) Projections above the allowable height necessary to accommodate

9
10

additional ceiling height at common amenity spaces located on the top floor shall be allowed to a

11

maximum ceiling height of 10 feet average measured to finished surface at ceiling.
(iv) Non-occupied architectural features, including wind screens shall be

12
13

allowed up to 8 feet above the allowable height.

14

(B) Building Bulk. There are no bulk limits in this SUD.

15

(C) Setbacks. Minimum setbacks of the façade of Buildings from street rights of

16

way and from publicly accessible open space shall be provided in the locations and depth shown in

17

Figure 249.88-3.

18

///

19

///

20

///

21

///

22

///

23

///

24

///

25

///
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Figure 249.88-3 Minimum Building Setbacks

1
2
3
4
5
6
7
8
9
10
11
12
13
14
15
16
17
18
19
20
21
22
23
24
25

(D) Streetwall. A streetwall is required at all Building frontages facing public
right of ways, publicly accessible open spaces, and paseos. The required streetwalls shall be located at

Supervisor Yee
BOARD OF SUPERVISORS

Page 15

1

the setback line or at the property line where there is no setback control. Streetwalls may be offset

2

from the setback line or property line by not more than two feet towards the interior of the Block.

3

Streetwalls shall be provided at not less than 60% of the total area of the Building facade area.

4

Openings to interior courtyards and other breaks in the streetwall that are required under Mass

5

Reduction shall not count towards the required streetwall.
(E) Mass Reduction. Buildings taller than 40 feet with a frontage exceeding

6
7

180 feet in length shall incorporate at least one of the following Mass Reduction strategies:
(i) Exterior Recess. Provide a recess at Building exterior with a minimum

8
9

width of 15 feet and minimum depth of 10 feet from the Building wall extending vertically for height at least

10

75% of the height of the facade. The recess may start at second floor or may terminate at the top floor.

11

(ii) Vertical Elements. Provide a combination of elements consisting of

12

recess and/or projection with a minimum width of 10 feet, minimum depth of five feet, and extending

13

vertically for a height equal to at least 75% of the height of the facade. The cumulative base footprint area

14

of all vertical elements on a frontage shall equal a minimum of 150 square feet to qualify as a mass

15

reduction strategy. Balconies at vertical elements are allowed if the railings are visually differentiated from

16

the main facade.
(iii) Alternative means of satisfying the mass reduction requirement for all

17
18

Blocks shall be as set forth in the DSG.
(F) Step Backs at Upper Floors. Each of the Buildings on Blocks A, B, C, D, E,

19
20

F, and G shall provide one or more step backs at the top floor. The intent of the step backs is to

21

articulate Building silhouettes and to provide potential locations for roof terraces overlooking the

22

shared open space. The required height reduction along West Street shall not count towards the

23

required step back.

24

(i) Blocks A, C, and E shall provide a one-story contiguous step back

25

equal to 15% of the roof area or one-story non-contiguous step backs equal to 25% of the roof area.
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1

The contiguous step backs shall have a minimum horizontal dimension of not less than 20 feet.
(ii) Blocks B, D, F, and G shall provide a top floor step back equal to

2
3

10% of the roof area. These step backs may be located in a single contiguous element or may be

4

comprised of multiple elements provided each step back area has a minimum horizontal dimension of

5

not less than 10 feet in all directions.

6

(G) Setback Requirements; Waiver of Planning Code Sections 132, 133, and

7

134. Rear yard, side yard, or front yard setback requirements shall be set forth in the SUD and DSG in

8

lieu of the provisions of Section 132, 133, and 134.

9

(H) Unit Exposure. For all residential units, the required window (as defined

10

by Section 504 of the San Francisco Housing Code) of at least one room that meets the requirement of

11

Section 503 of the Housing Code shall face directly onto an open area of one of the following types:
(i) A public street, public alley, or paseo at least 25 feet in width in

12
13

Blocks A, B, C, D, E, F, and G, and 20 feet in width in Blocks TH1, TH2, and H.

14

(ii) An open area, an inner court, or a space between separate Buildings

15

on the same Block, which is unobstructed (except for obstructions listed in Planning Code Section 136)

16

and is no less than 25 feet in every horizontal dimension in Blocks A, B, C, D, E, F, and G or 20 feet in

17

every horizontal dimension in Blocks TH1, TH2, and H.

18

(I) Usable Open Space. The usable open space requirement for dwelling units

19

shall be 40 square feet of private or common usable open space per unit. For Group Housing, the

20

minimum usable open space requirements shall be one-third the amount specified in this subsection (I)

21

for a dwelling unit. Required usable open space shall be on the same Block as the unit it serves.

22

Publicly Accessible Open Space, streets, and paseos on Blocks J, K, L, M, N, O, and P shall not count

23

towards the required on-site usable open space.
(i) Any space credited as private usable open space shall have a

24
25

minimum horizontal dimension of five feet and a minimum area of 35 square feet.
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(ii) Any space credited as common usable open space shall have a

1
2

minimum horizontal dimension of 10 feet and a minimum area of 150 square feet.
(iii) Inner courts in which the enclosing Building walls are four stories

3
4

or more in height shall be large enough to inscribe a rectangular area 30 feet by 40 feet within the

5

enclosing walls.
(iv) Outer courts in which enclosing Building walls are four stories or

6
7

more shall be large enough to inscribe a rectangular area 25 feet by 25 feet within the enclosing walls.
(v) Space that is accessible for automobiles shall not count towards

8
9

usable open space in any Block.

10

(J) Ground Floor Floor-to-Floor Height. The minimum ground floor floor-to-

11

floor height of non-residential uses, lobbies and residential common areas shall be 15 feet in Blocks A,

12

B, C, and D and 12 feet in Blocks E and F. The minimum ground floor floor-to-floor height for

13

residential uses shall be 10 feet, except for townhouse units which shall have no minimum floor-to-floor

14

height.
(K) Ground Floor Activation. The ground floor activation standards set forth

15
16

in Sections 7.10, 7.20, and 7.21 of the DSG shall apply in the SUD.
(L) Parking Garages. The standards and guidelines for the location, depth,

17
18

and exterior frontages of parking garages set forth in Section 7.20 and 7.21 of the DSG shall apply in

19

the SUD. With the exception of space allowed for parking and loading access, Building egress, and

20

Building services, above grade parking on any Block shall be wrapped at all stories with a liner of

21

Active Use not less than 20 feet in depth from all facades facing streets and Publicly Accessible Open

22

Spaces.

23

(M) Signage. One identifying sign shall be permitted for each residential

24

Building, except for townhouse Blocks, where one identifying sign shall be permitted per Block. Sign

25

controls set forth in Section 607.1 for RC Districts shall apply to signs for non-residential uses.
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(N) Carts and Kiosks. The standards and guidelines for Kiosks and Carts set

1
2

forth in the DSG shall apply in the SUD.
(9) Off-Street Automobile Parking and Loading. The location and design standards

3
4

for off-street automobile parking shall be governed by the DSG. There is no minimum off-street

5

parking or loading requirement for any use in the SUD, except that there shall be a minimum of 200

6

off-street parking spaces in the SUD, and that Buildings in Blocks A, B, C, D, E, F, and G containing

7

100,000 gross square feet or more of residential space and a parking garage shall provide at least one

8

off-street loading space meeting the dimensional requirements of standard 7.24.2 of the DSG.
(A) Maximum Off-Street Parking. The number of off-street parking spaces

9
10

within this SUD shall not exceed the following:
Table 249.88-2: Maximum Off-Street Parking Spaces per Land Use

11
12
13
14
15

Land Use

Off-Street Parking Ratio

Dwelling Units

0.5 space per unit

Group Housing

1 space per three bedrooms

All Non-Residential Uses

1 space per 500 gross square feet of Occupied

16
17

Floor Area
Public Parking

450 spaces

18
19

Parking amounts for dwelling units, group housing, and non-residential uses may be greater on any

20

individual Block than otherwise allowed by Table 249.88-2 provided the total number of spaces in the

21

SUD shall not exceed the maximum upon completion of the Project. The maximum number of spaces

22

for the Public Parking Garages shown in Table 249.88-2 shall be reduced if the parking spaces for

23

dwelling units or group housing are allowed to be used as public parking during any part of the day.

24

The maximum number of spaces for the Public Parking Garages also shall be reduced in the event the

25

Developer enters into an agreement with adjacent property owner(s) to fund or build public parking on
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1

the adjacent site to the east of the Project. The Planning Director shall determine whether these

2

conditions are met pursuant to Transportation Exhibit, Exhibit J, of the Development Agreement. Car

3

share parking spaces shall be provided in the amounts set forth in Section 166. The width and location

4

of vehicular openings shall be as set forth in the DSG.
(B) Driveway and Loading Operations Plan. The purpose of a Driveway and

5
6

Loading Operations Plan (DLOP) is to reduce potential conflicts between driveway and loading

7

operations, such as passenger and freight loading activities, and pedestrians, bicycles, and vehicles.

8

The goal of the plan is to maximize utilization of off-street space to accommodate loading demand, and

9

to ensure that off-street loading is considered and attempted, to the extent physically and feasibly

10

possible, in the design of new Buildings. The Developer shall prepare a DLOP in accordance with the

11

Planning Code, Planning Department guidelines, and any standard environmental conditions.
(10) Bicycle Parking. Bicycle parking shall be provided as required by the Planning

12
13

Code.
(11) Waiver of Planning Code Section 138.1. The streetscape design set forth in the

14
15

Master Infrastructure Plan and DSG sets forth the standards for pedestrian and streetscape

16

improvements in the SUD.
(12) Waiver of Planning Code Section 169. The transportation demand management

17
18

provisions included in the Development Agreement shall govern in the SUD in lieu of the provisions of

19

Section 169.

20
21
22
23

(13) Compliance with Article 4 of the Planning Code.
(A) Inclusionary Housing Requirements. The provisions of Sections 415 et
seq. shall not apply, except as otherwise stipulated in the Development Agreement.
(B) Other Impact Fees. For so long as the Development Agreement remains in

24

effect, the Developer impact fees payable for any Building Project will be determined in accordance

25

with the Development Agreement.
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(14) Relationship to State or Local Density Bonus Programs. In exchange for the

1
2

benefits expressed in the Development Agreement and this Section 249.88, and as set forth in the

3

Development Agreement, any Building Projects within the SUD shall not be eligible for additional

4

density or modifications to development standards allowed in any State or local law allowing

5

additional density or modifications to development in exchange for on-site affordable housing,

6

including but not limited to the State Density Bonus Law (California Government Code Sections 65915

7

et seq.), the Affordable Housing Bonus Program (Planning Code Sections 206 et seq.), and Planning

8

Code Sections 207 et seq.
(15) Modifications to Building Standards and Use Requirements.

9

(A) No Modifications or Variances. No variances, exceptions, modifications, or

10
11

other deviations from the requirements and standards of the Planning Code, including the SUD, and of

12

the DSG are permitted except through the procedures for granting of Minor and Major Modifications

13

established in the SUD. No modifications or variances are permitted for maximum Building height or

14

maximum automobile parking spaces.
(B) Modification of Other Building Standards and Use Requirements. A

15
16

dimensional or numerical standard may be modified only as provided in subsection (i), on a project-by-

17

project basis. In order to grant a Minor or Major Modification, the Planning Director or Commission

18

must find that the proposed Minor or Major Modification achieves equal or superior design quality and

19

public benefit as strict compliance with the applicable standard and meets the intent of the SUD and

20

the DSG.
(C) Minor Modifications. The Planning Director may approve a Minor

21
22

Modification administratively in accordance with the procedures set forth in subsection (i).
(D) Major Modifications. The Planning Commission may approve an

23
24

application for a Major Modification in accordance with the procedures set forth in subsection (i).

25

///
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1
2

(h) Project Review and Approval. In lieu of the procedures set forth in Planning Code Article
3, the following project review and approval procedures shall apply in the SUD.

3

(1) Purpose. The design review process for this SUD is intended to ensure that new

4

Building Projects are designed to complement the aesthetic quality of the development, exhibit high

5

quality architectural design, and promote the purpose of this SUD.

6

(2) Development Phase Application. Consistent with the Development Agreement, the

7

Developer shall submit a Development Phase Application to the Planning Director for approval, and

8

no development may be approved within a Development Phase until after the Planning Director issues

9

a Development Phase Application approval. The Development Phase Application process, as set forth

10

in the Development Agreement, is to ensure that all Publicly Accessible Open Space and Building

11

Projects within a development phase are consistent with the Development Agreement and the SUD.

12

Planning shall review Development Phase Applications within 30 days of receipt in order to determine

13

completeness. If the Planning Director fails to respond within such 30-day period, the Development

14

Phase Application will be deemed complete. The Planning Director shall act on a Development Phase

15

Application within 60 days after submittal of a complete Development Phase Application. Changes

16

proposed by the Planning Department will be reasonably considered by Developer, and changes

17

proposed by Developer will be reasonably considered by the Planning Department. If there are no

18

objections, or upon resolution of any differences, the Planning Director shall approve the Development

19

Phase Application with such revisions, comments, or requirements as may be permitted in accordance

20

with the terms of the Development Agreement and the phasing plan.

21

(3) Concurrent Submittal of Development Phase Application and Design Review

22

Application. Applications for design review may be submitted concurrently with or subsequent to a

23

Development Phase Application. When submitted concurrently, the time limits for the Planning

24

Department review of completeness and design review described in subsection (i) shall not commence

25

until after the Planning Director has issued a Development Phase Application approval. The Planning
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1

Department shall approve only those applications for individual Buildings that are consistent with a

2

Development Phase Application approval. To ensure that Building Projects and Privately-Owned

3

Community Improvements meet the requirements of the Planning Code, including this Section 249.88,

4

and the DSG, Developer shall submit a Design Phase Application and receive approval from the

5

Planning Director, or, if required, the Planning Commission before obtaining any permits for the

6

applicable construction. Standards and limitations on design review approval are set forth in

7

subsection (i) below. Nothing in this Section 249.88 limits the Charter authority of any City

8

department or commission or the rights of City agencies to review and approve proposed infrastructure

9

as set forth in the Development Agreement.

10
11

(i) Design Review Applications and Process.
(1) Applications. Each design review application shall include the documents and

12

other materials necessary to determine consistency with the Planning Code, this Section 249.88, and

13

the DSG, including site plans, floor plans, sections, elevations, renderings, landscape plans, a DLOP,

14

and exterior material samples to illustrate the overall concept design of the proposed Buildings.

15

Design review applications also should contain information on dwelling unit count and type, parking,

16

and other building characteristics typical of Planning Department development applications. If

17

Developer requests a Major or Minor Modification, the application shall describe proposed changes in

18

reasonable detail, and to the satisfaction of the Planning Director, including narrative and supporting

19

images, if appropriate, and a statement of the purpose or benefits of the proposed Minor or Major

20

Modification(s). As part of design review application process, the Planning Director shall consult with

21

the San Francisco Municipal Transportation Agency regarding the Developer’s DLOP.

22

(2) Completeness. Planning Department staff shall review the application for

23

completeness and advise the Developer in writing of any deficiencies within 30 days of the date of the

24

application or, if applicable, within 15 days after receipt of any supplemental information requested

25

pursuant to this section.
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1
2

(3) Design Review of Buildings and Privately-Owned Community Improvements.
(A) Building Pre-Application Meeting. Prior to submittal of a design review

3

application for a Building, the Developer shall conduct a minimum of one pre-application public

4

meeting. The meeting shall be conducted at, or within a one-mile radius of, the Project Site, but

5

otherwise subject to the Planning Department’s pre-application meeting procedures, including but not

6

limited to the submittal of required meeting documentation. A Planning Department representative

7

shall be invited to such meeting.

8

(B) Publicly Accessible Open Space Outreach. Prior to submittal of a design

9

review application for a Publicly Accessible Open Space, the Developer shall conduct a minimum of

10

one pre-application public meeting on design of the Publicly Accessible Open Space. The Developer

11

shall conduct a minimum of one additional public meeting prior to any approval action on the

12

application. Additional meetings may be required at the discretion of the Planning Director. The

13

meetings shall be conducted at, or within a one-mile radius of, the Project Site, and the pre-application

14

meeting shall be subject to the Planning Department’s pre-application meeting procedures, including

15

but not limited to, the submittal of required meeting documentation. Developer shall invite a Planning

16

Department representative to such meetings.

17

(C) Design Review Process. Following submittal of the design review

18

application, upon a determination of completeness, Planning Department staff shall conduct design

19

review and prepare a staff report determining compliance with this Section 249.88, the Planning Code,

20

and the DSG, including a recommendation regarding any Minor or Major Modifications sought. The

21

Planning Department staff shall deliver the report to the Developer and any third parties requesting

22

notice in writing, shall be kept on file, and shall be posted on the Department’s website for public

23

review within 60 days of the determination of completeness. If Planning Department staff determines

24

that the design is not compliant with this Section 249.88, the Planning Code, or the DSG, the Developer

25

may resubmit the application, in which case the requirements of this subsection (i) for determination of
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1

completeness, staff review, and determination of compliance, and delivery, filing, and posting of the

2

staff report, shall apply anew.

3
4

(4) Approvals and Public Hearings for Buildings and Privately-Owned Community
Improvements.

5

(A) Buildings and Privately-Owned Community Improvements Seeking No

6

Modifications. Within 10 days after the delivery and posting of the staff report on the design review

7

application, the Planning Director shall approve or disapprove the design based on its compliance with

8

the Planning Code, including this Section 249.88, the DSG, and the General Plan. If the design review

9

application is consistent with the numeric standards set forth in this Section 249.88 and the DSG, the

10

Planning Director’s discretion to approve or disapprove the design review application shall be limited

11

to the Developer’s consistency with the non- numeric and non-dimensional elements of the DSG and

12

the General Plan.

13

(B) Buildings and Privately-Owned Community Improvements Seeking Minor

14

Modifications. Within 10 days after the delivery and posting of the staff report on the design review

15

application including a Minor Modification, the Planning Director, shall approve or disapprove any

16

Minor Modification based on its compliance with the Planning Code, including this Section 249.88, the

17

DSG, and the General Plan. Notwithstanding any other provisions of this Section 249.88, the Planning

18

Director, at his or her discretion, may refer any application that proposes a Minor Modification to the

19

Planning Commission if the Planning Director determines that the proposed Minor Modification does

20

not meet the intent of the DSG or the SUD.

21

(C) Buildings and Privately-Owned Community Improvements Seeking Minor

22

or Major Modifications. If the design review application seeks one or more Major Modifications, or if

23

the Planning Director refers a design review application that proposed a Minor Modification to the

24

Planning Commission, the Planning Commission shall calendar the item for a public hearing, subject

25

to any required noticing. For purposes of this subsection (C), Minor Modifications and Major
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1

Modifications shall be collectively referred to as Major Modifications. The Planning Commission’s

2

review shall be limited to the proposed Major Modification. The Planning Commission shall consider

3

all comments from the public and the recommendations of the staff report and the Planning Director in

4

making a decision to approve or disapprove the granting of any Major Modifications.
(D) Notice of Hearings. In addition to complying with the notice requirements

5
6

of the Brown Act and the Sunshine Ordinance, notice of Planning Commission hearings shall be

7

provided as follows:

8

(i) by mail not less than 20 days prior to the date of the hearing, to the

9

Developer, to residents within 300 feet of the exterior boundaries of the property that is the subject of

10

the application, using for this purpose the names and addresses as shown on the citywide assessment

11

roll in the Office of the Tax Collector, and to any person who has requested such notice; and
(ii) by posting on the subject property not less than 10 days prior to the

12
13

date of the hearing.
(j) Building Permits. Each building permit application submitted to the Department of

14
15

Building Inspection for Buildings shall be forwarded to the Planning Department for review of the

16

application’s consistency with the authorizations granted pursuant to this Section 249.88.

17

(k) Discretionary Review. The Planning Department shall not accept, and the Planning

18

Commission shall not hear, requests for discretionary review for projects subject to this Section 249.88.
(l) Change of Use. The Planning Department shall review each building permit application

19
20

that the Developer submits to the Department of Building Inspection for vertical improvements for

21

consistency with the authorizations granted pursuant to this Section 249.88. The Department of

22

Building Inspection shall not issue a permit for any Vertical Improvement or for occupancy that would

23

authorize a new use unless the Planning Department determines such permit is consistent with the

24

Building Standards set forth in the DSG.

25

///

Supervisor Yee
BOARD OF SUPERVISORS

Page 26

1
2
3
4
5

Section 3. The Planning Code is hereby amended by adding Section 263.35, to read
as follows:
SEC. 263.35. BALBOA RESERVOIR SPECIAL USE DISTRICT AND THE 48/78-X
HEIGHT AND BULK DISTRICTS.
In the Balboa Reservoir Special Use District and the 48-X and 78-X Height and Bulk Districts,

6

heights are more specifically prescribed for each Block, as defined in Section 249.88, pursuant to

7

Figure 249.88-2

8
9

Section 4. The Planning Code is hereby amended in accordance with Planning Code

10

Section 106 by revising Sectional Map ZN12, Height Map HT12, and Special Use District Map

11

SU12 of the Zoning Map, as follows:

12

(a) To change the Zoning Map ZN12 as follows:

13

Assessor’s Parcels (Block/Lot

14

Numbers)

15

3180/190, except for the 80-foot wide

16

strip along the southern boundary

17

containing SFPUC pipelines

18
19
20

Proposed Zoning to

be Superseded

be Approved

P

BR-MU

(b) To change the Height and Bulk Map HT12 as follows:
Assessor’s Parcels
(Block/Lot Numbers)

Height and Bulk

New Height and Bulk

Districts

Districts

Superseded

21
22

Current Zoning to

3180/190, except for the 80-

40-X and 65-A

48-X for Blocks TH1,

23

foot wide strip along the southern

TH2, and H; 78-X for

24

boundary containing SFPUC

the remainder of the

25

pipelines
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(c) To change the Special Use District Map SU12 by creating the new Balboa

1
2

Reservoir Special Use District and assigning the following Parcels to be within the Balboa

3

Reservoir Special Use District:
Assessor’s Parcels (Block/Lot Numbers)

4

Special Use District

5

3180/190, except for the 80-foot wide strip along the

Balboa Reservoir

6

southern boundary containing SFPUC pipelines

Special Use District

7
8

Section 5. The Planning Code is hereby amended to revise Section 201 as follows:

9

To add the Balboa Reservoir Mixed Use District, after the “Potrero Power Station Mixed

10

Use District”, as follows:

11

Balboa Reservoir Mixed Use District

12

(Also See Section 249.88(g)(1))

13

BR-MU

14

Balboa Reservoir Mixed Use District
(Defined in Section 249.88(g)(1)_

15
Section 6. The Figures presented in this ordinance (Figures 249.88-1 through 249.88-

16
17

3) have been placed in the Clerk of the Board of Supervisors File No. _____________, and

18

are incorporated herein by reference.

19
20

Section 7. Effective Date and Operative Date.

21

(a) This ordinance shall become effective 30 days after enactment. Enactment occurs

22

when the Mayor signs the ordinance, the Mayor returns the ordinance unsigned or does not

23

sign the ordinance within ten days of receiving it, or the Board of Supervisors overrides the

24

Mayor’s veto of the ordinance.

25

///
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(b) This ordinance shall become operative only on (and no rights or duties are affected

1
2

until) the later of (1) its effective date, as stated in subsection (a) above, or (2) the effective

3

date of the ordinance approving the Development Agreement for the Project. A copy of said

4

ordinance is on file with the Clerk of the Board of Supervisors in File No. _____________.

5
Section 8. Scope of Ordinance. In enacting this ordinance, the Board of Supervisors

6
7

intends to amend only those words, phrases, paragraphs, subsections, sections, articles,

8

numbers, punctuation marks, charts, diagrams, or any other constituent parts of the Municipal

9

Code that are explicitly shown in this ordinance as additions, deletions, Board amendment

10

additions, and Board amendment deletions in accordance with the “Note” that appears under

11

the official title of the ordinance.

12
13
14
15
16
17
18

APPROVED AS TO FORM:
DENNIS J. HERRERA, City Attorney
By:

/s/ JOHN D. MALAMUT
JOHN D. MALAMUT
Deputy City Attorney

n:\legana\as2020\2000401\01444417.docx
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Planning Commission Resolution No. 20735
HEARING DATE: MAY 28, 2020
Case No.:
Project:
Existing Zoning:
Height-Bulk:
Proposed Zoning:
Proposed Height:
Blocks/Lots:
Project Sponsor:
Staff Contact:

2018-007883DVA
Balboa Reservoir Project
P (Public)
40-X and 65-A
Balboa Reservoir Mixed-Use District (BR-MU)
Balboa Reservoir Special Use District
48-X and 78-X
Block 3180/Lot 190
Reservoir Community Partners LLC,
Kearstin Dischinger, (415) 321-3515, kdischinger@bridgehousing.com
Seung Yen Hong – (415) 575-9026, seungyen.hong@sfgov.org

RESOLUTION RECOMMENDING THAT THE BOARD OF SUPERVISORS APPROVE A
DEVELOPMENT AGREEMENT BETWEEN THE CITY AND COUNTY OF SAN FRANCISCO AND
RESERVOIR COMMUNITY PARTNERS, LLC, FOR A CERTAIN REAL PROPERTY GENERALLY
LOCATED NORTH OF THE OCEAN AVENUE NEIGHBORHOOD COMMERCIAL DISTRICT,
WEST OF THE CITY COLLEGE OF SAN FRANCISCO OCEAN CAMPUS, EAST OF THE
WESTWOOD PARK NEIGHBORHOOD, AND SOUTH OF ARCHBISHOP RIORDAN HIGH
SCHOOL, FOR A 25-YEAR TERM AND ADOPTING VARIOUS FINDINGS, INCLUDING
FINDINGS UNDER THE CALIFORNIA ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY ACT AND FINDINGS OF
CONSISTENCY WITH THE GENERAL PLAN AND PLANNING CODE SECTION 101.1.
WHEREAS, Chapter 56 of the San Francisco Administrative Code sets forth the procedure by which a
request for a development agreement will be processed and approved in the City and County of San
Francisco; and
WHEREAS, The Development Agreement would enable the Balboa Reservoir Project (“Project”). The
Project includes up to 1.64 million gross square feet in new construction on 10 blocks and would provide
approximately 1,100 residential units totaling about 1.3 million gross square feet. Approximately 550 of
the new units would be designated affordable to low- and moderate-income households and would
include up to 150 units restricted to occupancy by educator households. The Project would contain
approximately 10,000 gross square feet of childcare and community space, approximately 550 off-street
residential parking spaces and up to 450 off-street parking spaces for use by the public. Maximum heights
of new buildings would range between 25 feet and 78 feet; and
WHEREAS, The Project, as described in the Development Agreement, would provide certain public
benefits including affordable housing (50% of all units), approximately 4 acres of open space, a publiclyaccessible community room and a childcare facility; and
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CASE NO. 2018-007883DVA
Balboa Reservoir Project

WHEREAS, The Board will be taking a number of actions in furtherance of the Project, including the
adoption of Planning Code amendments to establish the Balboa Reservoir Special Use District (“SUD”)
which refers to an associated Design Standards and Guidelines document (“DSG”), and Zoning Map
amendments, which together outline land use controls and design guidance for both horizontal and
vertical development improvements to the site; and
WHEREAS, In furtherance of the Project and the City’s role in subsequent approval actions relating to
the Project, the City and Reservoir Community Partners, LLC (“Project Sponsor”) negotiated a
development agreement for development of the Project site, a copy of which is attached as Exhibit A (the
“Development Agreement”); and
WHEREAS, The City has determined that as a result of the development of the Project site in accordance
with the Development Agreement, clear benefits to the public will accrue that could not be obtained
through application of existing City ordinances, regulations, and policies, as more particularly described
in the Development Agreement. The Development Agreement will eliminate uncertainty in the City’s
land use planning for the Project site and secure orderly development of the Project site consistent with
the DSG; and
WHEREAS, The Development Agreement shall be executed by the Director of Planning, and City
Attorney subject to prior approval by multiple City Commissions and the Board of Supervisors; and
WHEREAS, On May 28, 2020, the Planning Commission reviewed and considered the Final EIR (“FEIR”)
for the Project and found the FEIR to be adequate, accurate and objective, thus reflecting the independent
analysis and judgment of the Department and the Commission, and that the summary of comments and
responses contained no significant revisions to the Draft EIR, and certified the FEIR for the Project in
compliance with the California Environmental Quality Act (“CEQA”), the CEQA Guidelines and Chapter
31 by Motion No. 20730; and
WHEREAS, The FEIR studied two different options for the site’s residential density to capture a range of
possible development on the Project site: The first is the Developer’s Proposed Option (1,100 dwelling
units) and the second is the Additional Housing Option (1,550 dwelling units) to fulfill the objectives of
the San Francisco General Plan to maximize affordable housing and housing in transit-rich
neighborhoods. Development under each of the two options would entail the same land uses and street
configurations, and similar site plans. The proposed Project also included four variants that consider
modifications to a limited feature or aspect of the Project: Variant 1, Aboveground Public Parking, would
locate the 750-space public parking garage above grade on Blocks A and B, with residential units
wrapped around the garage; Variant 2, South Street Alignment and Aboveground Public Parking at
North End of Site, would shift South Street to the southernmost portion of the site and locate the 750space public parking garage above grade on Block G, with residential units wrapped around the garage;
Variant 3, Assumes Pedestrians and Bicycles Would Not Access the Site via San Ramon Way; and Variant
4, North Street Extension, would shift the offsite north access road from Frida Kahlo Way to align with
the project site’s North Street; and
WHEREAS, The Project is, analyzed as the “Developer’s Proposed Option” in the FSEIR, except that the
height limit of the easternmost 58 feet of Blocks TH1, TH2 and H changed from 35 feet to 48 feet. The 48foot height on these blocks is consistent with the analysis for, as analyzed in the Additional Housing
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Option in the FSEIR, rather than 35 feet as analyzed in the Developer’s Proposed Option in the FSEIR.
There would be no additional units in the Project associated with this change in height limit; and
WHEREAS, On May 28, 2020, the Planning Commission adopted staff recommendations to not proceed
with the Additional Housing Option at this time, except for the height limits on Blocks TH1, TH2, and H,
as incorporated into the Project. The Commission also adopted staff recommendations to 1) withhold a
decision on Variant 1 and authorize the Planning Director to make a design decision on garage locations
at the time of Development Phase Application approval that includes a garage(s); 2) reject Variants 2 and
3; 3) withhold a decision on Variant 4 at the time of Project approval because the Planning Commission
has no control over this decision but if and when the designated City and City College officials agree to a
specific location for the North Street Extension, the Planning Commission authorizes the Director to
approve any conforming changes on the Project site that would be associated with a Development Phase
Approval application; and
WHEREAS, On May 28, 2020, the Commission by Motion No. 20731 approved CEQA Findings, including
adoption of a Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program (MMRP), under Case No. 2018-007883ENV,
for approval of the Project, which findings and MMRP are incorporated by reference as though fully set
forth herein; and
WHEREAS, On May 28, 2020, by Resolution No. 20733 the Commission adopted findings in connection
with its consideration of, among other things, the adoption of amendments to the Planning Code, under
CEQA, the State CEQA Guidelines and Chapter 31 of the San Francisco Administrative Code and made
certain findings in connection therewith, which findings are hereby incorporated herein by this reference
as if fully set forth; and
WHEREAS, On May 28, 2020, by Resolution No. 20732, the Commission adopted findings regarding the
Project’s consistency with the General Plan as it is proposed to be amended, and Planning Code Section
101.1, including all other approval actions associated with the project therein, which findings are hereby
incorporated herein by this reference as if fully set forth; and
WHEREAS, On May 28, 2020, the Commission conducted a duly noticed public hearing at a regularly
scheduled meeting on the proposed Development Agreement; and
NOW THEREFORE BE IT RESOLVED, That the Planning Commission adopts the CEQA Findings and
hereby recommends that the Board of Supervisors approve the Development Agreement, in substantially
the form attached hereto as Exhibit A.
AND BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED, That the Commission adopts the Project as described above and
more particularly as described in the following elements: The Developer’s Proposed Option (1,100
dwelling units), including a height of 48 feet on the easternmost 58 feet of Blocks TH1, TH2 and H (the
only addition from the Additional Housing Option), withholding decisions on Variants 1 and 4, and
rejecting Variants 2 and 3.
AND BE IT FURTHER RESOVLED, That Commission adopts the staff recommendation to authorize the
Director to make certain decisions in regard to Variants 1 and 4 as described above.
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AND BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED, That the Commission finds that the application, public notice,
Planning Commission hearing, and Planning Director reporting requirements regarding the
Development Agreement negotiations contained in Administrative Code Chapter 56 required of the
Planning Commission and the Planning Director have been substantially satisfied in light of the regular
meetings and Balboa Reservoir Community Advisory Committee (BRCAC) meetings held for the last five
years, the multiple public informational hearings provided by the Planning Department staff at the
Planning Commission, the information contained in the Director’s Report regarding the Balboa Reservoir
Development Agreement negotiations, and the mailed and published notice issued for the Development
Agreement.
AND BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED, That the Commission authorizes the Planning Director to take such
actions and make such changes as deemed necessary and appropriate to implement this Commission's
recommendation of approval and to incorporate recommendations or changes from the San Francisco
Municipal Transportation Agency (“SFMTA”) Board of Directors, the San Francisco Public Utilities
Commission (“SFPUC”), and/or the Board, provided that such changes taken as a whole do not
materially increase any obligations of the City or materially decrease any benefits to the City contained in
the Development Agreement attached as Exhibit A.
I hereby certify that the Planning Commission ADOPTED the foregoing Resolution on Thursday, May 28,
2020.

Jonas P. Ionin
Commission Secretary
AYES:

Chan, Diamond, Fung, Imperial, Johnson, Koppel, Moore

NAYS:

None

ABSENT:

None

ADOPTED:

May 28, 2020
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1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place
San Francisco, CA 94102
(Exempt from Recording Fees Pursuant to
Government Code Section 27383)

DEVELOPMENT AGREEMENT
BY AND BETWEEN
THE CITY AND COUNTY OF SAN FRANCISCO
AND RESERVOIR COMMUNITY PARTNERS, LLC
FOR THE BALBOA RESERVOIR PROJECT

Block ______ Lots ____
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DEVELOPMENT AGREEMENT
BY AND BETWEEN
THE CITY AND COUNTY OF SAN FRANCISCO
AND RESERVOIR COMMUNITY PARTNERS, LLC
THIS DEVELOPMENT AGREEMENT dated for reference purposes only as of this
____ day of ________, 2020, is by and between the CITY AND COUNTY OF SAN
FRANCISCO, a municipal corporation (the “City”), acting by and through its Planning
Department, and RESERVOIR COMMUNITY PARTNERS, LLC, a Delaware limited liability
company (“Developer”), pursuant to the authority of Section 65864 et seq. of the California
Government Code and Chapter 56 of the Administrative Code. The City and Developer are also
sometimes referred to individually as a “Party” and together as the “Parties”. Capitalized terms
not defined when introduced have the meanings given in Article 1.
RECITALS
This Agreement is made with reference to the following facts:
A.

The City, through the San Francisco Public Utilities Commission (“SFPUC”), is

the owner of an approximately 17 acre site located generally north of the Ocean Avenue
commercial district, west of the City College of San Francisco Ocean Campus, east of the
Westwood Park neighborhood, and south of Archbishop Riordan High School, in San Francisco,
California, as described in greater detail in Exhibit A (the “Project Site”).
B.

The Developer proposes a mixed income housing development of up to

approximately 1,100 housing units, including approximately 550 units affordable to low and
moderate income households, approximately 4 acres of publicly accessible open spaces
(including property immediately adjacent to the south of the Project Site that contains an SFPUC
underground pipeline and will remain under the ownership of the City and the jurisdiction and
control of SFPUC (the “SFPUC Retained Fee Area”)), a childcare center serving
approximately 100 children, a community room, approximately ____ square feet of commercial
space, 550 parking spaces for use by residents and up to 450 parking spaces for use by the
general public, in addition to new streets, sidewalks, sewer, power and water infrastructure,
including an auxiliary water supply system, and bicycle and pedestrian facilities, located on the
Project Site , as described in greater detail in Exhibit B (the “Project”).
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C.

The Project is anticipated to generate an annual average of approximately 460

construction jobs during construction and approximately 30 net new permanent on-site jobs upon
completion, and an approximately $1.7 Million annual increase in general fund revenues to the
City.
D.

In order to strengthen the public planning process, encourage private participation

in comprehensive planning, and reduce the economic risk of development, the Legislature of the
State of California adopted Government Code Section 65864 et seq. (the “Development
Agreement Statute”), which authorizes the City to enter into a development agreement with any
person having a legal or equitable interest in real property regarding the development of such
property. Pursuant to Government Code Section 65865, the City adopted Chapter 56 of the
Administrative Code (“Chapter 56”) establishing procedures and requirements for entering into
a development agreement pursuant to the Development Agreement Statute. The Parties are
entering into this Agreement in accordance with the Development Agreement Statute and
Chapter 56.
E.

In addition to the significant housing, jobs, and economic benefits to the City

from the Project, the City has determined that as a result of the development of the Project in
accordance with this Agreement, additional clear benefits to the public will accrue that could not
be obtained through application of existing City ordinances, regulations, and policies. Major
additional public benefits to the City from the Project include: (i) an increase in affordable
housing that exceeds amounts otherwise required and will equal approximately fifty percent
(50%) of the total number of housing units for the Project, of which Developer will be
responsible for approximately sixty-seven percent (67%) of the gap financing for the affordable
housing units, and City will be responsible for approximately thirty-three percent (33%) of the
gap financing for the affordable housing units; (ii) construction and maintenance of new parks,
pedestrian pathways, and landscape areas for a total of approximately 4 acres of publicly
accessible open areas; (iii) street and infrastructure improvements; and (iv) an on-site childcare
center serving approximately one hundred (100) children, each as further described in this
Agreement.
F.

It is the intent of the Parties that all acts referred to in this Agreement shall be

accomplished in a way as to fully comply with the California Environmental Quality Act
(California Public Resources Code Section 21000 et seq.; “CEQA”), the CEQA Guidelines
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(Title 14, California Code of Regulations, Section 15000 et seq.); “CEQA Guidelines”), the
Development Agreement Statute, Chapter 56, the Planning Code, the Enacting Ordinance and all
other applicable Laws in effect as of the Effective Date. This Agreement does not limit the
City's obligation to comply with applicable environmental Laws, including CEQA, before taking
any discretionary action regarding the Project, or the Developer's obligation to comply with all
applicable Laws in connection with the development of the Project.
G.

The Final Environmental Impact Report (“FEIR”) prepared for the Project and

certified by the Planning Commission on ____________, together with the CEQA findings (the
“CEQA Findings”) and the Mitigation Measures adopted concurrently therewith and set forth in
the MMRP, comply with CEQA, the CEQA Guidelines, and Chapter 31 of the Administrative
Code. The FEIR thoroughly analyzes the Project and Project alternatives, and the Mitigation
Measures were designed to mitigate significant impacts to the extent they are susceptible to
feasible mitigation.

On _____________, 2020, the Board of Supervisors, in Motion No.

[______], affirmed the decisions of the Planning Commission to certify the FEIR.

The

information in the FEIR and the CEQA Findings were considered by the City in connection with
approval of this Agreement.
H.

On or about the Effective Date of this Agreement, the Parties anticipate entering

into a Purchase and Sale Agreement (“PSA”) pursuant to which the City will convey title to the
Project Site to Developer (except for the SFPUC Retained Fee Area), and, pursuant to an
agreement with SFPUC, grant Developer such other rights of access and use of the Project Site
as are necessary for the development of the Project Site (the “Infrastructure License
Agreement”), as contemplated by this Agreement. In addition, the Parties anticipate entering
into a separate license agreement with SFPUC pursuant to which Developer may access,
construct, and maintain certain open space improvements on the SFPUC Retained Fee Area (the
“SFPUC Retained Fee License Agreement”)
I.

On _____________, 2020, the Planning Commission held a public hearing on this

Agreement and the Project, duly noticed and conducted under the Development Agreement
Statute and Chapter 56. Following the public hearing, the Planning Commission adopted the
CEQA Findings and determined among other things that the FEIR thoroughly analyzes the
Project, and the Mitigation Measures are designed to mitigate significant impacts to the extent
they are susceptible to a feasible mitigation, and further determined that the Project and this
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Agreement will, as a whole, and taken in their entirety, continue to be consistent with the
objectives, policies, general land uses and programs specified in the General Plan, as amended,
and the policies set forth in Section 101.1 of the Planning Code (together the “General Plan
Consistency Findings”).

The information in the FEIR and the CEQA Findings has been

considered by the City in connection with this Agreement.
J.

On _____________, 2020, SFPUC held a duly noticed public hearing on this

Agreement, the PSA, the Infrastructure License Agreement, and the SFPUC Retained Fee
License Agreement. Following the public hearing, SFPUC made the CEQA Findings required
by CEQA, and adopted Resolution No. _____________, consenting to this Agreement,
approving the PSA, the Infrastructure License Agreement, and the SFPUC Retained Fee License
Agreement, and incorporating by reference the General Plan Consistency Findings.
K.

On ________________, the Board of Supervisors, having received the Planning

Commission's recommendations, held a public hearing on this Agreement pursuant to the
Development Agreement Statute and Chapter 56. Following the public hearing, the Board made
the CEQA Findings required by CEQA, approved this Agreement, the PSA, the Infrastructure
License Agreement, the SFPUC Retained Fee License Agreement, incorporating by reference the
General Plan Consistency Findings, and adopted Resolution No. _________ in connection with
the Project.
L.

On _______________, the Board adopted Ordinance Nos. ________, [________],

and ________, amending the Planning Code, the Zoning Map, and the General Plan to create the
Balboa Reservoir Special Use District (“Project SUD”), approving this Agreement (File No.
_____), and authorizing the Planning Director to execute this Agreement on behalf of the City
(the “Enacting Ordinance”). The Enacting Ordinance took effect on _______________.
Now therefore, for good and valuable consideration, the receipt and sufficiency of which
are hereby acknowledged, the Parties agree as follows:
AGREEMENT
1.

DEFINITIONS

In addition to the definitions set forth in the above preamble paragraph, Recitals and
elsewhere in this Agreement, the following definitions shall apply to this Agreement:
1.1.
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1.2.

“Affordable Housing Program” means the Affordable Housing Program

attached hereto as Exhibit D.
1.3.

“Affordable Parcel(s)” has the meaning set forth in Exhibit B, as further

described and depicted in Exhibit D and Exhibit D-1, respectively.
1.4.

“Affordable Units” has the meaning set forth in the Affordable Housing

Program attached as Exhibit D.
1.5.

“Agreement” means this Development Agreement, the Exhibits which are

expressly incorporated herein and any amendments thereto.
1.6.

“AMI” means median income as published annually by MOHCD, which

is derived from the income limits determined by HUD for the San Francisco area, adjusted solely
for household size but not high housing cost area. If HUD ceases to publish such data for 18 or
more months, MOHCD and the Housing Entity will make good faith efforts to agree on other
publicly available and credible substitute data for MOHCD AMI. attached as Exhibit D.
1.7.

“Annual Review Date” has the meaning set forth in Section 8.1.

1.8.

“Applicable Laws” has the meaning set forth in Section 5.2 (where not

capitalized, “applicable Law” has its plain meaning and refers to Laws as otherwise defined
herein).
1.9.

“Approvals” means the City approvals, entitlements, and permits listed on

Exhibit E, including any Later Approvals at the time and to the extent they are included pursuant
to Section 5.1.
1.10.

“Assignment and Assumption Agreement” has the meaning set forth in

1.11.

“Associated Community Benefit” is defined in Section 4.1.

1.12.

“Board of Supervisors” or “Board” means the Board of Supervisors of

Section 12.2.

the City and County of San Francisco.
1.13.

“Building” or “Buildings” means each of new buildings to be constructed

on the Project Site, as described in the Project description attached as Exhibit B.
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1.18.

“Child Care Program” means the child care facility program attached as

1.19.

“City” means the City as defined in the opening paragraph of this

Exhibit L.

Agreement. Unless the context or text specifically provides otherwise, references to the City
means the City acting by and through the Planning Director or, as necessary, the Planning
Commission or the Board of Supervisors.
1.20.

“City Agency” or “City Agencies” means the City departments, agencies,

boards, commissions, and bureaus that execute or consent to this Agreement, or are controlled by
persons or commissions that have executed or consented to this Agreement, that have
subdivision or other permit, entitlement or approval authority or jurisdiction over development of
the Project or any improvement located on or off the Project Site, including, without limitation,
the City Administrator, Planning Department, SFPUC, MOHCD, OEWD, SFMTA, PW, DBI,
together with any successor City agency, department, board, or commission. Nothing in this
Agreement shall affect the jurisdiction under the City’s Charter of a City department that has not
approved or consented to this Agreement in connection with the issuance of a Later Approval.
The City actions and proceedings subject to this Agreement shall be through the Planning
Department, as well as affected City Agencies (and when required by applicable Law, the Board
of Supervisors).
1.21.

“City Attorney's Office” means the Office of the City Attorney of the

City and County of San Francisco.
1.22.

“City Costs” means the actual and reasonable costs incurred by a City

Agency in preparing, adopting or amending this Agreement, in performing its obligations or
defending its actions under this Agreement or otherwise contemplated by this Agreement, as
determined on a time and materials basis, including reasonable attorneys' fees and costs but
excluding work, hearings, costs or other activities contemplated or covered by Processing Fees;
provided, however, City Costs shall not include any costs incurred by a City Agency in
connection with a City Default or which are payable by the City under Section 9.6 when
Developer is the prevailing party, and shall not include any of the City’s Affordable Funding
Share, as defined in the Affordable Housing Program.
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1.25.

“City-Wide” means all real property within the territorial limits of the

City and County of San Francisco, not including any property owned or controlled by the United
States or by the State of California and therefore not subject to City regulation.
1.26.

“CMA” is defined in Section 12.1.

1.27.

“Commence

Construction”,

“Commenced

Construction”

or

“Commencement of Construction” means groundbreaking in connection with the
commencement of physical construction of horizontal infrastructure or, when used in reference
to any Building, the applicable Building foundation, but specifically excluding the demolition or
partial demolition of existing structures.
1.28.

“Community Benefits” has the meaning set forth in Section 4.1.

1.29.

“Community Benefits Program” has the meaning set forth in Section

1.30.

“Community Room” is described in Exhibit C.

1.31.

“Costa Hawkins Act” has the meaning set forth in Exhibit D.

1.32.

“Default” has the meaning set forth in Section 9.3.

1.33.

“DBI” means the Department of Building Inspection of the City and

4.1.

County of San Francisco.
1.34.

“Developer” has the meaning set forth in the opening paragraph of this

Agreement, and shall also include (i) any Transferee as to the applicable Transferred Property,
and (ii) any Mortgagee or assignee thereof that acquires title to any Foreclosed Property but only
as to such Foreclosed Property.
1.35.

“Development Agreement Statute” has the meaning set forth in

Recital D, as in effect as of the Effective Date.
1.36.

“Development Parcel” means a parcel within the Project Site on which a

Building or other improvements will be constructed, as set forth in a Subdivision Map.
1.37.

“Development Phase Application” has the meaning set forth in Section

1.38.

“Effective Date” has the meaning set forth in Section 2.1.

1.39.

“Enacting Ordinance” has the meaning set forth in Recital L.

1.40.

“Engineering Design” has the meaning set forth in Section 5.4.2.

1.41.

“Excusable Delay” has the meaning set forth in Section 11.5.2.

3.1.
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1.42.

“Existing Standards” has the meaning set forth in Section 5.2.

1.43.

“Existing Uses” means all existing lawful uses of the existing land and

improvements (and including, without limitation, pre-existing, non-conforming uses under the
Planning Code) on the Project Site as of the Effective Date, as the same may be modified by the
Approvals and any Later Approvals.
1.44.

“Federal or State Law Exception” has the meaning set forth in

1.45.

“FEIR” has the meaning set forth in Recital G.

1.46.

“First Construction Document” is defined in San Francisco Building

Section 5.8.1.

Code Section 107A.13.1(a)(8).
1.47.

“Finally Granted” means (i) any and all applicable appeal periods for the

filing of any administrative or judicial appeal challenging the issuance or effectiveness of any of
the Approvals, this Agreement or the FEIR shall have expired and no such appeal shall have
been filed, or if such an administrative or judicial appeal is filed, the Approvals, this Agreement
or the FEIR, as applicable, shall have been upheld by a final decision in each such appeal
without adverse effect on the applicable Approval, this Agreement or the FEIR and the entry of a
final judgment, order or ruling upholding the applicable Approval, this Agreement or the FEIR
and (ii) if a referendum petition relating to this Agreement is timely and duly circulated and
filed, certified as valid and the City holds an election, the date the election results on the ballot
measure are certified by the Board of Supervisors in the manner provided by the Elections Code
reflecting the final defeat or rejection of the referendum.
1.48.

“Foreclosed Property” is defined in Section 10.5.

1.49.

“General Plan Consistency Findings” has the meaning set forth in

1.50.

“Gross Floor Area” has the meaning set forth in Planning Code as of the

Recital I.

applicable date of determination of such area.
1.51.

“Impact Fees and Exactions” means any fees, contributions, special

taxes, exactions, impositions, and dedications charged by the City, whether as of the date of this
Agreement or at any time thereafter during the Term, in connection with the development of
Projects, including but not limited to transportation and transit fees, child care requirements or
in-lieu fees, housing (including affordable housing) requirements or fees, dedication or
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reservation requirements, and obligations for on-or off-site improvements. Impact Fees and
Exactions shall not include the Mitigation Measures, Processing Fees, taxes or special
assessments or school district fees, SFPUC Capacity Charges, and any fees, taxes, assessments
impositions imposed by any Non-City Agency, all of which shall be due and payable by
Developer as and when due in accordance with applicable Laws.
1.52.

“Infrastructure License Agreement” has the meaning set forth in Recital

1.53.

“Later Approval” or “Later Approvals” means (i) any other land use

H.

approvals, entitlements, or permits from the City or any City Agency, other than the Approvals,
that are consistent with the Approvals and necessary or advisable for the implementation of the
Project, including without limitation, demolition permits, grading permits, site permits, building
permits, lot line adjustments, sewer and water connection permits, major and minor
encroachment permits, street and sidewalk modifications, street improvement permits, permits to
alter, certificates of occupancy, transit stop relocation permits, subdivision maps, improvement
plans, lot mergers, lot line adjustments, and re-subdivisions. A Later Approval shall also include
any amendment to the foregoing land use approvals, entitlements, or permits, or any amendment
to the Approvals that are sought by Developer and approved by the City in accordance with the
standards set forth in this Agreement.
1.54.

“Law(s)” means the Constitution and laws of the United States, the

Constitution and laws of the State of California, the laws of the City and County of San
Francisco, and any codes, statutes, rules, regulations, or executive mandates thereunder, and any
State or Federal court decision (including any order, injunction or writ) thereunder. The term
“Laws” shall refer to any or all Laws as the context may require.
1.55.

“Law Adverse to City” is defined in Section 5.8.4.

1.56.

“Law Adverse to Developer” is defined in Section 5.8.4.

1.57.

“Litigation Extension(s)” has the meaning set forth in Section 11.5.1.

1.58.

“Losses” has the meaning set forth in Section 4.7.

1.59.

“Market Rate Parcels” has the meaning set forth in Exhibit B.

1.60.

“Market Rate Units” has the meaning set forth in Exhibit B.

1.61.

“Material Change(s)” means any modification that (i) would materially

alter the rights, benefits or obligations of the City or Developer under this Agreement, (ii) is not
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consistent with the Project SUD, (iii) extends the Term, (iv) changes the permitted uses of the
Project Site, (v) decreases the Community Benefits, (vi) increases the maximum height, density,
bulk or size of the Project, (vii) increases parking ratios, or (viii) changes the Impact Fees and
Exactions.
1.62.

“Mitigation Measures” means the mitigation measures (as defined by

CEQA) applicable to the Project as set forth in the MMRP or that are necessary to mitigate
adverse environmental impacts identified through the CEQA process as part of a Later Approval.
1.63.

“MMRP” means that certain mitigation monitoring and reporting program

attached hereto as Exhibit F.
1.64.

“MOHCD” means the Mayor’s Office of Housing and Community

1.65.

“Mortgage” means a mortgage, deed of trust or other lien on all or part of

Development.

the Project Site to secure an obligation made by the applicable property owner.
1.66.

“Mortgagee” means (i) any mortgagee or beneficiary under a Mortgage,

and (ii) a person or entity that obtains title to all or part of the Project Site as a result of
foreclosure proceedings or conveyance or other action in lieu thereof, or other remedial action.
1.67.

“Municipal Code” means the San Francisco Municipal Code.

All

references to any part of the Municipal Code mean that part of the Municipal Code in effect on
the Effective Date, as the Municipal Code may be modified by changes and updates that are
adopted from time to time in accordance with Section 5.4 or by permitted New City Laws as set
forth in Section 5.6.
1.68.

“New City Laws” has the meaning set forth in Section 5.6.

1.69.

“Non-City Agency” means Federal, State, and local governmental

agencies that are independent of the City and not parties to this Agreement.
1.70.

“Non-City Approval(s)” means any permits, agreements, or entitlements

from Non-City Agencies as may be necessary for the development of the Project.
1.71.

“OEWD” means the San Francisco Office of Economic and Workforce

1.72.

“Official Records” means the official real estate records of the City and

Development.

County of San Francisco, as maintained by the City's Assessor-Recorder's Office.
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1.73.

“Party” and “Parties” has the meaning set forth in the opening paragraph

of this Agreement and also includes any party that becomes a party to this Agreement, such as a
Transferee.
1.74.

“Phase” has the meaning set forth in Section 3.1.

1.75.

“Phasing Plan and Community Benefits Linkages” means the schedule

attached to this Agreement as Schedule 1.
1.76.

“Planning Code” means the San Francisco Planning Code.

1.77.

“Planning Commission” means the Planning Commission of the City and

County of San Francisco.
1.78.

“Planning Department” means the Planning Department of the City and

County of San Francisco.
1.79.

“Planning Director” means the Director of Planning of the City and

County of San Francisco.
1.80.

“Processing Fees” means the standard fee imposed by the City upon the

submission of an application for a permit or approval, which is not an Impact Fee or Exaction, in
accordance with City practice on a City-Wide basis.
1.81.

“Project” means the mixed-income development project as described in

Recital B, Exhibit B, and the Approvals, together with Developer's rights and obligations under
this Agreement.
1.82.

“Project Open Space” means the privately owned, publicly accessible

open space described in Exhibits C and C-1, C-2, C-3, and C-4, including Reservoir Park,
Gateway Landscape, Brighton Paseo, and San Ramon Paseo.
1.83.

“Project Site” has the meaning set forth in Recital A, and as more

particularly described in Exhibit A.
1.84.

“Project SUD” means Planning Code Section ___________ as adopted by

the Board in Ordinance No. [____].
1.85.

“PSA” has the meaning set forth in Recital H.

1.86.

“Public Health and Safety Exception” has the meaning set forth in

1.87.

“Public Improvements” means the facilities, both on- and off-site, to be

Section 5.8.1.

improved, constructed and dedicated by Developer and, upon completion in accordance with this
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Agreement, accepted by the City. Public Improvements include the streets within the Project Site
shown on Exhibit M, and all infrastructure and public utilities within such streets (such as
electricity, water and sewer lines but excluding any non-municipal utilities), including sidewalks,
landscaping, bicycle lanes, bus boarding island, street furniture, and paths and intersection
improvements (such as curbs, medians, signaling, traffic controls devices, signage, and striping)
as specified in the Master Infrastructure Plan. The Public Improvements also include the SFPUC
Infrastructure and the SFMTA Infrastructure, as specified in the Master Infrastructure Plan. The
Public Improvements do not include Publicly Accessible Private Improvements or, if any,
privately owned facilities or improvements in the public right of way. All Public Improvements
will be constructed in accordance with all City standards and at Developer’s sole expense.
1.88.

“Publicly Accessible Private Improvements” has the meaning set forth

1.89.

“PW” means San Francisco Public Works.

1.90.

“SFMTA” means the San Francisco Municipal Transportation Agency.

1.91.

“SFPUC” means the San Francisco Public Utilities Commission.

1.92.

“SFPUC Capacity Charges” means all water and sewer capacity and

in Exhibit C.

connection fees and charges payable to the SFPUC, as and when due in accordance with theapplicable City requirements.
1.93.

“SFPUC Retained Fee Area” has the meaning set forth in Recital B.

1.94.

“SFPUC Retained Fee License Agreement” has the meaning set forth in

1.95.

“Streetscape Improvements” means the streets, sidewalks, curbs, gutters,

Recital H.

bicycle pathways, and associated landscaping, all as set forth in the Master Infrastructure Plan
attached to this Agreement as Exhibit M.
1.96.

“Subdivision Code” means the San Francisco Subdivision Code.

1.97.

“Subdivision Map” means any map that Developer submits for the

Project Site with respect to the Project under the Subdivision Map Act and the Subdivision Code,
which may include, but not be limited to, tentative or vesting tentative subdivision maps, final or
vesting final subdivision maps and any tentative or final parcel map, or transfer map, including
phased final maps to the extent authorized under an approved tentative subdivision map.
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1.98.

“Subdivision Map Act” means the California Subdivision Map Act,

California Government Code Section 66410 et seq.
1.99.

“Term” has the meaning set forth in Section 2.2.

1.100. “Third-Party Challenge” means any administrative, legal or equitable
action or proceeding instituted by any party other than the City or Developer challenging the
validity or performance of any provision of this Agreement, the Project, the Approvals or Later
Approvals, the adoption or certification of the FEIR or other actions taken pursuant to CEQA, or
other approvals under Laws relating to the Project, any action taken by the City or Developer in
furtherance of this Agreement, or any combination thereof relating to the Project or any portion
thereof.
1.101. “Townhouse Parcels” has the meaning set forth in Exhibit B.
1.102. “Transfer,” “Transferee” and “Transferred Property” have the
meanings set forth in Section 12.1, and in all events excludes (1) a transfer of ownership or
membership interests in Developer or any Transferee, (2) grants of easement or of occupancy
rights for existing or completed Buildings or other improvements (including, without limitation,
space leases in Buildings), and (3) the placement of a Mortgage on the Project Site.
1.103. “Transportation Demand Management” benefits are described in
Exhibit J-1.
1.104. “Vested Elements” has the meaning set forth in Section 5.1.
1.105. “Workforce Agreement” means the Workforce Agreement attached
hereto as Exhibit I.
2.

EFFECTIVE DATE; TERM
2.1

Effective Date. This Agreement shall take effect on the first date upon

which both of the following have occurred: (i) the full execution and delivery of this Agreement
by the Parties; and (ii) the date the Enacting Ordinance is effective and operative (“Effective
Date”). The Parties shall execute this Agreement within thirty (30) days of the date the Enacting
Ordinance is effective and operative.
2.2

Term. The term of this Agreement shall commence upon the Effective

Date and shall continue in full force and effect for twenty-five (25) years thereafter unless
extended or earlier terminated as provided herein (“Term”); provided, however, that (i) the Term
shall be extended for each day of a Litigation Extension and (ii) Developer shall have the right to
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terminate this Agreement with respect to a legal parcel upon completion of the Building within
that parcel and the Associated Community Benefits for that Building, as set forth in Section 7.1.
The term of any conditional use permit, planned unit development, any tentative subdivision map
shall be for the longer of (a) the Term (as it relates to the applicable parcel) or (b) the term
otherwise allowed under the Subdivision Map Act or conditional use/planned unit development
approval, as applicable.
3.

GENERAL RIGHTS AND OBLIGATIONS
3.1

Development of the Project. Developer shall have the vested right to

develop the Project in accordance with and subject to the provisions of this Agreement, and the
City shall consider and process all Later Approvals for development of the Project in accordance
with and subject to the provisions of this Agreement. The Project will be developed in phases
(each, a “Phase”). Prior to Commencing any Construction on the Project Site, Developer will
prepare a “Development Phase Application” substantially as set forth in Exhibit N, for City’s
review and approval. The Development Phase Application will set forth the detailed scope and
work plan for each development phase, including the Associated Community Benefits required
in connection with each Phase. The Parties acknowledge that Developer (i) has obtained all
Approvals from the City required to Commence Construction of the Project, other than any
required Later Approvals, including but not limited to approval of a Development Phase
Application for each Phase, and (ii) may proceed in accordance with this Agreement with the
construction and, upon completion, use and occupancy of the Project as a matter of right, subject
to the terms and conditions of the PSA, the Infrastructure License Agreement, the SFPUC
Retained Fee License Agreement, the Project SUD, and subject to the attainment of any required
Later Approvals and any Non-City Approvals.
3.2

Workforce.

Developer shall require project sponsors, contractors,

consultants, subcontractors and subconsultants, as applicable, to undertake workforce
development activities in both the construction and end use phases of the Project in accordance
with the Workforce Agreement attached as Exhibit I.
3.3

Public Power.

Within sixty (60) days after the Effective Date,

Developer will provide the SFPUC with all Project information the SFPUC requires to determine
the feasibility of providing electric service to the Project Site (the “Feasibility Study”). The
SFPUC will complete the Feasibility Study within six (6) months after the date that Developer
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provides to the SFPUC all Project information needed to complete the Feasibility Study.
Developer agrees that if the SFPUC determines it is feasible to provide electricity for the Project
Site, then the SFPUC will be the exclusive power provider to the Project Site. The SFPUC power
will be provided under the SFPUC’s Rules and Regulations Governing Electric Service and at
rates that are comparable to rates in San Francisco for comparable service from other providers.
4.

PUBLIC BENEFITS; DEVELOPER OBLIGATIONS AND CONDITIONS

TO DEVELOPER'S PERFORMANCE
4.1

Community Benefits Exceed Those Required by Existing Ordinances

and Regulations. The Parties acknowledge and agree that the development of the Project in
accordance with this Agreement provides a number of public benefits to the City beyond those
achievable through existing Laws, including, but not limited to, those set forth in this Article 4
(the “Community Benefits”).

The City acknowledges and agrees that a number of the

Community Benefits would not be otherwise achievable without the express agreement of
Developer under this Agreement. Developer acknowledges and agrees that, as a result of the
benefits to Developer under this Agreement, Developer has received good and valuable
consideration for its provision of the Community Benefits, and the City would not be willing to
enter into this Agreement without the Community Benefits. Payment or delivery of each of the
Community Benefits is tied to a specific Building or other development milestone in connection
with implementation of the Project, as described in the Phasing Plan and Community Benefits
Linkages Schedule attached as Schedule 1 to this Agreement or as described elsewhere in this
Agreement (each, an “Associated Community Benefit”). Upon Developer’s Commencement of
Construction of a Building, the Associated Community Benefits tied to that Building shall
survive the expiration or termination of this Agreement to the date of completion of the
Associated Community Benefit. Time is of the essence with respect to the completion of the
Associated Community Benefits.
4.1.1

Community Benefits.

Developer shall provide the following

Community Benefits (collectively, the “Community Benefits Program“) at the times specified
in Schedule 1, the Phasing Plan and Community Benefits Linkages Schedule:
(a)
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(b)

the Affordable Housing Program benefits, as further

described in Exhibit D and Schedule 1;
(c)

the transportation and other infrastructure improvements as

described in Exhibit J and Exhibit M; and
(d)

the Child Care Program benefits, as further described in

Exhibit L.
4.2

Performance of Community Benefits.

Whenever this Agreement

requires completion of an Associated Community Benefit at or before the completion of or
receipt of temporary or final certificate of occupancy for a Building, the City may withhold a
temporary or final certificate of occupancy for that Building until the required Associated
Community Benefit is completed or Developer has provided the City with adequate security for
completion of such Associated Community Benefit in a commercially reasonable form (e.g., a
bond or letter of credit) as approved by (i) the Planning Director in the Director’s reasonable
discretion (following consultation with the City Attorney), and (ii) the MOHCD Director in the
Director’s reasonable discretion if the subject Associated Community Benefit is construction of
Affordable Units. In determining the need for and reasonableness of any such security, the
Planning Director and MOHCD Director (in consultation with the City Attorney) shall consider
(i) any existing or proposed security, such as any bonds required under the Subdivision Map Act,
and (ii) payment and performance bonds provided to a construction lender if the subject
Associated Community Benefit is construction of Affordable Units and construction financing
for the Affordable Units has closed.
4.3

No Additional CEQA Review Required; Reliance on FEIR for Future

Discretionary Approvals. The Parties acknowledge that the FEIR prepared for the Project
complies with CEQA. The Parties further acknowledge that (a) the FEIR contains a thorough
analysis of the Project and possible alternatives, (b) the Mitigation Measures have been adopted
to eliminate or reduce to an acceptable level certain adverse environmental impacts of the
Project, and (c) the Board of Supervisors adopted CEQA Findings, including a statement of
overriding considerations in connection with the Approvals, pursuant to CEQA Guidelines
Section 15093, for those significant impacts that could not be mitigated to a less than significant
level. Accordingly, the City does not intend to conduct any further environmental review or
mitigation under CEQA for any aspect of the Project vested under this Agreement. The City
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shall rely on the FEIR, to the greatest extent possible in accordance with applicable Laws, in all
future discretionary actions related to the Project; provided, however, that nothing shall prevent
or limit the discretion of the City to conduct additional environmental review in connection with
any Later Approvals to the extent that such additional environmental review is required by
applicable Laws, including CEQA.
4.3.1

Compliance with CEQA Mitigation Measures. Developer shall

comply with all Mitigation Measures imposed as applicable to the Project except for any
Mitigation Measures that are expressly identified as the responsibility of a different party or
entity. Without limiting the foregoing, Developer shall be responsible for the completion of all
Mitigation Measures identified as the responsibility of the “owner” or the “project sponsor”. The
Parties expressly acknowledge that the FEIR and the associated MMRP are intended to be used
in connection with each of the Later Approvals to the extent appropriate and permitted under
applicable Law.

Nothing in this Agreement shall limit the ability of the City to impose

conditions on any new, discretionary permit resulting from Material Changes as such conditions
are determined by the City to be necessary to mitigate adverse environmental impacts identified
through the CEQA process and associated with the Material Changes or otherwise to address
significant environmental impacts as defined by CEQA created by an approval or permit;
provided, however, any such conditions must be in accordance with applicable Law.
4.4

Nondiscrimination. In the performance of this Agreement, Developer

agrees not to discriminate against any employee, City employee working with Developer's
contractor or subcontractor, applicant for employment with such contractor or subcontractor, or
against any person seeking accommodations, advantages, facilities, privileges, services, or
membership in all business, social, or other establishments or organizations, on the basis of the
fact or perception of a person's race, color, creed, religion, national origin, ancestry, age, height,
weight, sex, sexual orientation, gender identity, domestic partner status, marital status, disability
or Acquired Immune Deficiency Syndrome or HIV status (AIDS/HIV status), or association with
members of such protected classes, or in retaliation for opposition to discrimination against such
classes.
4.5

City Cost Recovery.
4.5.1

Developer shall timely pay to the City all Impact Fees and

Exactions applicable to the Project or the Project Site as set forth in Section 5.7.
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4.5.2

Developer shall timely pay to the City all Processing Fees

applicable to the processing or review of applications for the Approvals and Later Approvals.
4.5.3

Developer shall pay to the City all City Costs incurred in

connection with the drafting and negotiation of this Agreement, defending the Approvals and
Later Approvals, and in processing and issuing any Later Approvals or administering this
Agreement (except for the costs that are covered by Processing Fees), within sixty (60) days
following receipt of a written invoice complying with Section 4.5.4 from the City.
4.5.4

OEWD shall provide Developer on a quarterly basis (or such

alternative period as agreed to by the Parties) a reasonably detailed statement showing costs
incurred by OEWD, the City Agencies and the City Attorney's Office, including the hourly rates
for each City staff member at that time, the total number of hours spent by each City staff
member during the invoice period, any additional costs incurred by the City Agencies and a brief
non-confidential description of the work completed (provided, for the City Attorney's Office, the
billing statement will be reviewed and approved by OEWD but the cover invoice forwarded to
Developer will not include a description of the work). OEWD will use reasonable efforts to
provide an accounting of time and costs from the City Attorney's Office and each City Agency in
each invoice; provided, however, if OEWD is unable to provide an accounting from one or more
of such parties, then OEWD may send an invoice to Developer that does not include the charges
of such party or parties without losing any right to include such charges in a future or
supplemental invoice but subject to the eighteen (18) month deadline set forth below in this
Section 4.5.4. Developer's obligation to pay the City Costs shall survive the termination of this
Agreement. Developer shall have no obligation to reimburse the City for any City Cost that is
not invoiced to Developer within eighteen (18) months from the date the City Cost was incurred.
The City will maintain records, in reasonable detail, with respect to any City Costs and upon
written request of Developer, and to the extent not confidential, shall make such records
available for inspection by Developer.
4.5.5

If Developer in good faith disputes any portion of an invoice, then

within sixty (60) days following receipt of the invoice Developer shall provide notice of the
amount disputed and the reason for the dispute, and the Parties shall use good faith efforts to
reconcile the dispute as soon as practicable. Developer shall have no right to withhold the
disputed amount. If any dispute is not resolved within ninety (90) days following Developer's
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notice to the City of the dispute, Developer may pursue all remedies at law or in equity to
recover the disputed amount.
4.6

Prevailing Wages. As set forth in the Workforce Agreement (Exhibit I),

Developer agrees that the Project Site is sold by the City for a Housing Development, as defined
in Section 23.61(a) of the Administrative Code, and that therefore all persons performing labor in
construction work on the Project Site shall be paid not less than the highest prevailing rate of
wages for the labor so performed consistent with the requirements of Article VII of Chapter 23
and Section 6.22(e) of the Administrative Code (including those requirements applicable to a
“Housing Development” as defined in Section 23.61 of the Administrative Code), shall be
subject to the same hours and working conditions, and shall receive the same benefits as in each
case are provided for similar work performed in San Francisco, California, and Developer shall
include this requirement in any construction contract entered into by Developer for any such
public improvements. Upon request, Developer and its contractors will provide to City any
workforce payroll records as needed to confirm compliance with this Section. Without limiting
the foregoing, Developer shall comply with all applicable state law requirements relating to the
payment of prevailing wages, and to the extent there is any difference between the requirements
of such state law requirements and the Administrative Code, the stricter requirements shall
apply.
4.7

Indemnification of City. Developer shall indemnify, reimburse, and hold

harmless the City and its officers, agents and employees (the “City Parties”) from and, if
requested, shall defend them against any and all loss, cost, damage, injury, liability, and claims
(“Losses”) arising or resulting directly or indirectly from (i) any third party claim arising from a
Default by Developer under this Agreement, (ii) Developer's failure to comply with any
Approval, Later Approval or Non-City Approval, (iii) the failure of any improvements
constructed pursuant to the Approvals or Later Approvals to comply with any Federal or State
Laws, the Existing Standards or any permitted New City Laws, (iv) any accident, bodily injury,
death, personal injury, or loss of or damage to property occurring on the Project Site (or the
public right of way adjacent to the Project Site) in connection with the construction by Developer
or its agents or contractors of any improvements pursuant to the Approvals, Later Approvals or
this Agreement, (v) a Third-Party Challenge instituted against the City or any of the City Parties,
(vi) any dispute between Developer, its contractors or subcontractors relating to the construction
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of any part of the Project, and (vii) any dispute between Developer and any Transferee or any
subsequent owner of any of the Project Site relating to any assignment of this Agreement or the
obligations that run with the land, or any dispute between Developer and any Transferee or other
person relating to which party is responsible for performing certain obligations under this
Agreement, each regardless of the negligence of and regardless of whether liability without fault
is imposed or sought to be imposed on the City or any of the City Parties, except to the extent
that any of the foregoing indemnification obligations is void or otherwise unenforceable under
applicable Law, and except to the extent such Loss is the result of the negligence or willful
misconduct of the City Parties. The foregoing indemnity shall include, without limitation,
reasonable attorneys' fees and costs and the City's reasonable cost of investigating any claims
against the City or the City Parties. All indemnifications set forth in this Agreement shall
survive the expiration or termination of this Agreement, to the extent such indemnification
obligation arose from an event occurring before the expiration or termination of this Agreement.
To the extent the indemnifications relate to Developer's obligations that survive the expiration or
termination of this Agreement, the indemnifications shall survive for the term of the applicable
obligation plus four (4) years.
5.

VESTING AND CITY OBLIGATIONS
5.1

Vested Rights. By the Approvals, the City has made a policy decision that

the Project, as described in and as may be modified in accordance with the Approvals, is in the
best interests of the City and promotes the public health, safety and welfare. Developer shall
have the vested right to develop the Project as set forth in this Agreement, including without
limitation with the following vested elements: the locations and numbers of Buildings proposed,
the land uses, height and bulk limits, including the maximum density, intensity and gross square
footages, the permitted uses, the provisions for open space, vehicular access, and parking
(collectively, the “Vested Elements”; provided the Existing Uses on the Project Site shall also
be included as Vested Elements). The Vested Elements are subject to and shall be governed by
Applicable Laws. The expiration of any building permit or Approval shall not limit the Vested
Elements, and Developer shall have the right to seek and obtain subsequent building permits or
approvals, including Later Approvals, at any time during the Term, any of which shall be
governed by Applicable Laws. Each Later Approval, once granted, shall be deemed an Approval
for purposes of this Section 5.1.
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5.2

Existing Standards. The City shall process, consider, and review all Later

Approvals in accordance with (i) the Approvals, (ii) the San Francisco General Plan, the
Municipal Code (including the Subdivision Code), and all other applicable City policies, rules
and regulations, as each of the foregoing is in effect on the Effective Date (“Existing
Standards”), as the same may be amended or updated in accordance with permitted New City
Laws as set forth in Section 5.6, (iii) California and Federal law, as applicable, and (iv) this
Agreement (collectively, “Applicable Laws”).

The Enacting Ordinance includes express

waivers and amendments to Chapter 56 consistent with this Agreement.
5.2.1

Code Waivers.

Pursuant to the Enacting Ordinance and this

Agreement, certain provisions of the San Francisco Municipal Code are waived, as set forth in
Schedule 2-2 (Schedule of Code Waivers and Amendments).
5.2.2

No Implied Waiver of Codes. Except as expressly set forth in

Schedule 2-2, nothing in this Agreement constitutes an implied waiver or exemption of the
Subdivision Code or the Public Works Code. For any waiver or exemption other than those set
forth in Schedule 2-2, Developer shall comply with the City's existing processes to seek any
necessary waivers or exemptions. The City's failure to enforce any part of the Subdivision Code
or Public Works Code shall not be deemed a waiver of its right to do so thereafter, but it shall not
override the Approvals standards set forth in Sections 5.2, 5.3, and 5.4.
5.2.3

General Plan Consistency Findings. The Parties acknowledge the

Project is consistent with the City's General Plan and the General Plan Consistency Findings are
intended to support all Later Approvals that are consistent with the Approvals. To the maximum
extent practicable, the Planning Department shall rely exclusively on the General Plan
Consistency Findings when processing and reviewing all Later Approvals, including proposed
Subdivision Maps and any other actions related to the Project requiring General Plan
determinations; provided Developer acknowledges that the General Plan Consistency Findings
do not limit the City's discretion in connection with any Later Approval that (a) requires new or
revised General Plan consistency findings because of Material Changes or amendments to any of
the Approvals or (b) is analyzed in the context of a future General Plan amendment that is a nonconflicting New City Law.
5.3

Criteria for Later Approvals. Developer shall be responsible for obtaining

all required Later Approvals before the start of any construction. and timely providing project
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schedules to OEWD as described in Exhibit K. The City, in granting the Approvals and vesting
the Project through this Agreement, is limiting its future discretion with respect to Later
Approvals to the extent that they are consistent with the Approvals and this Agreement. The
City shall not disapprove applications for Later Approvals based upon an item or element that is
consistent with the Approvals, and shall consider all such applications in accordance with its
customary practices (subject to the requirements of this Agreement). The City may subject a
Later Approval to any condition that is necessary to bring the Later Approval into compliance
with Applicable Laws. For any part of a Later Approval request that has not been previously
reviewed or considered by the applicable City Agency (such as additional details or plans), the
City Agency shall exercise its discretion consistent with the Municipal Code and the Approvals
and otherwise in accordance with the City’s customary practice. Nothing in this Agreement shall
preclude the City from applying New City Laws for any development not within the definition of
the “Project” under this Agreement.
5.4

Strict Building Code Compliance.
5.4.1

City-Wide Building Codes.

Notwithstanding anything in this

Agreement to the contrary, except as otherwise provided in Schedule 2-1 (Schedule of Impact
Fees) and Schedule 2-2 (Schedule of Code Waivers and Amendments) and Section 5.4.2, when
considering any application for a Later Approval, the City or the applicable City Agency shall
apply the then-applicable provisions, requirements, rules, or regulations that are contained in the
San Francisco Building Codes, including the Public Works Code (which includes the Stormwater
Management Ordinance), Subdivision Code, Mechanical Code, Electrical Code, Green Building
Code, Housing Code, Plumbing Code, Fire Code, or other uniform construction codes applicable
on a City-Wide basis.
5.4.2

Sidewalks, Streets and Infrastructure.

By entering into this

Agreement, the City's Board of Supervisors and the City Agencies have reviewed and approved
(i) the Streetscape Improvements and the Publicly Accessible Private Improvements, including
sidewalks, pathways, street widths, and general right of way configurations with respect to
location and relationship of major elements, curbs, bicycle facilities, parking, loading areas, as
set forth in the Approvals described in Exhibit E (including but not limited to the Master
Infrastructure Plan attached to this Agreement as Exhibit M and the Project Open Space
described in Exhibit C) and the Project SUD, as consistent with the City's central policy
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objective to ensure street safety for all users while maintaining adequate clearances, including for
fire apparatus vehicles and utilities. No City Agency with jurisdiction may object to a Later
Approval for any of the Buildings, Streetscape Improvements, or Publicly Accessible Private
Improvements due to the proposed width of a sidewalk, pathway, or street, unless such objection
is based upon the applicable City Agency's reserved authority to review Engineering Design for
compliance with Applicable Laws or other authority under State law. In the case of such
objection, then within five (5) business days of the objection being raised (whether raised
formally or informally), representatives from Developer, PW, the Planning Department and the
objecting City Agency shall meet and confer in good faith to attempt to find a mutually
satisfactory resolution to the objection. If the matter is not resolved within fourteen (14) days
following the objection, then the Planning Director shall notify the Clerk of the Board of
Supervisors and the members of the Board of Supervisors' Land Use and Transportation
Committee. The City Agencies and Developer agree to act in good faith to resolve the matter
quickly and in a manner that does not conflict with the City policy, Approvals, this Agreement,
or applicable Law. As used in this Agreement, “Engineering Design” means professional
engineering work as set forth in the Professional Engineers Act, California Business and
Professions Code Sections 6700 et seq.
5.5

Denial of a Later Approval. If the City denies any application for a Later

Approval that implements a Building, such denial must be consistent with Applicable Laws, and
the City must specify in writing the reasons for such denial and suggest modifications required
for approval of the application. Any such specified modifications shall be consistent with
Applicable Laws, and City staff shall approve the application if it is subsequently resubmitted for
City review and corrects or mitigates, to the City's reasonable satisfaction, the stated reasons for
the earlier denial in a manner that is consistent and compliant with Applicable Laws and does not
include new or additional information or materials that give the City a reason to object to the
application under the standards set forth in this Agreement.
5.6

New City Laws. All future changes to Existing Standards and any other

Laws, plans or policies adopted by the City or adopted by voter initiative after the Effective Date
(“New City Laws”) shall apply to the Project and the Project Site except to the extent they
conflict with this Agreement or the terms and conditions of the Approvals. In the event of such a
conflict, the terms of this Agreement and the Approvals shall prevail, subject to the terms of
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Section 5.8.
5.6.1

New City Laws shall be deemed to conflict with this Agreement

and the Approvals if they:
(a)

limit or reduce the density or intensity of the Project, or any

part thereof, or otherwise require any reduction in the square footage or number of proposed
Buildings or change the location of proposed Buildings or change or reduce other improvements
from that permitted under the Approvals;
(b)

limit or reduce the height or bulk of the Project, or any part

thereof, or otherwise require any reduction in the height or bulk of individual Buildings or other
improvements that are part of the Project under the Approvals;
(c)

limit, reduce or change the location of vehicular access,

parking or loading from that permitted under the Approvals;
(d)

limit any land uses for the Project from that permitted

under the Approvals or the Existing Uses;
(e)

change or limit the Approvals or Existing Uses;

(f)

materially delay, limit or control the rate, timing, phasing,

or sequencing of the Project, including the demolition of existing buildings at the Project Site,
except as expressly set forth in this Agreement;
(g)

require the issuance of permits or approvals by the City

other than those required under the Existing Standards, except for permits or approvals that are
required on a City-Wide basis, relate to the construction of improvements, and do not prevent
construction of the Project as intended by this Agreement;
(h)

limit or control the availability of public utilities, services

or facilities, or any privileges or rights to public utilities, services, or facilities for the Project;
(i)

materially and adversely limit the processing or procuring

of applications and approvals of Later Approvals that are consistent with Approvals;
(j)

increase

the

percentage

of

required

affordable

or

Affordable Units, change the AMI percentage levels for the affordable housing pricing or income
eligibility, change the requirements regarding unit size or unit type, or increase the amount or
change the configuration of required Project Open Space; or
(k)
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Project (as is expressly prohibited in Section 5.7.2).
5.6.2

Developer shall have the right, from time to time and at any time,

to file Subdivision Map applications (including phased final map applications and developmentspecific condominium map or plan applications) with respect to some or all of the Project Site
and subdivide the Project Site as may be necessary or desirable in order to develop a particular
part of the Project as generally described in Exhibit B and depicted in Exhibit B-1. The specific
boundaries of Development Parcels shall be set by Developer and approved by the City during
the subdivision process. Nothing in this Agreement shall authorize Developer to subdivide or
use any of the Project Site for purposes of sale, lease or financing in any manner that conflicts
with the Subdivision Map Act or with the Subdivision Code. Nothing in this Agreement shall
prevent the City from enacting or adopting changes in the methods and procedures for processing
subdivision and parcel maps so long as such changes do not conflict with the provisions of this
Agreement or with the Approvals.

Developer shall cause any Mortgagee to provide its

authorized signature on any final subdivision map with respect to the Project, which shall include
consent and acknowledgement of the Affordable Unit requirements, for the life of the Project, in
accordance with the Affordable Housing Program and this Agreement.
5.7

Fees and Exactions.
5.7.1

Generally. The Project shall only be subject to the Processing Fees

and Impact Fees and Exactions as set forth in this Section 5.7 and Schedule 2-1 (Schedule of
Impact Fees), and the City shall not impose any new Processing Fees or Impact Fees and
Exactions on the development of the Project or impose new conditions or requirements for the
right to develop the Project (including required contributions of land, public amenities or
services) except as set forth in this Agreement. The Parties acknowledge that the provisions
contained in this Section 5.7 are intended to implement the intent of the Parties that Developer
have the right to develop the Project pursuant to specified and known criteria and rules, and that
the City receive the benefits which will be conferred as a result of such development without
abridging the right of the City to act in accordance with its powers, duties and obligations, except
as specifically provided in this Agreement.
5.7.2

Impact Fees and Exactions. During the Term, as extended by the

any Litigation Extensions, no Impact Fees and Exactions shall apply to the Project or
components thereof except for (i) those Impact Fees and Exactions specifically set forth on
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Schedule 1, (ii) the SFPUC Capacity Charges, and (iii) New City Laws that do not conflict with
this Agreement as set forth in Section 5.6, and (iv) as expressly set forth below in this Section.
The Impact Fees and Exactions and SFPUC Capacity Charges will be calculated and determined
at the time payable in accordance with the City requirements on that date, and the parties
acknowledge and agree that the Impact Fees and Exactions are subject to the Planning
Department's final confirmation once the applicable final land uses and Gross Floor Area are
determined. Accordingly, Developer will be subject to any increase or decrease in the fee
amount payable and any changes in methodology of calculation (e.g., use of a different index to
calculate annual increases) but will not be subject to any new types of Impact Fees and Exactions
or modification to existing Impact Fees and Exactions after the Effective Date except as
described in Section 5.6 and this Section. Developer agrees that any new impact fee or exaction
enacted after the Effective Date that (i) is of City-Wide applicability (e.g., applies to all retail
development in the City), (ii) does not pertain to affordable housing, open space, child care,
transportation, parking, or community improvements (for which this Agreement reflects the full
extent of the required Developer contributions), and (iii) would otherwise apply to the Project,
shall apply to the Project or the applicable portion thereof.
5.7.3

Processing Fees. Developer shall pay all Processing Fees in effect,

on a City-Wide basis, at the time that Developer applies for a Later Approval for which such
Processing Fee is payable in connection with the applicable part of the Project.
5.8

Changes in Federal or State Laws.
5.8.1

City's Exceptions.

Notwithstanding any provision in this

Agreement to the contrary, each City Agency having jurisdiction over the Project shall exercise
its discretion under this Agreement in a manner that is consistent with the public health and
safety and shall at all times retain its respective authority to take any action that is necessary to
protect the physical health and safety of the public (the “Public Health and Safety Exception”)
or reasonably calculated and narrowly drawn to comply with applicable changes in Federal or
State Law affecting the physical environment (the “Federal or State Law Exception”),
including the authority to condition or deny a Later Approval or to adopt a new Law applicable
to the Project so long as such condition or denial or new regulation (i)(a) is limited solely to
addressing a specific and identifiable issue in each case required to protect the physical health
and safety of the public, or (b) is required to comply with a Federal or State Law and in each
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case not for independent discretionary policy reasons that are inconsistent with the Approvals or
this Agreement and (ii) is applicable on a City-Wide basis to the same or similarly situated uses
and applied in an equitable and non-discriminatory manner. Developer retains the right to
dispute any City reliance on the Public Health and Safety Exception or the Federal or State Law
Exception.
5.8.2

Changes in Federal or State Laws. If Federal or State Laws issued,

enacted, promulgated, adopted, passed, approved, made, implemented, amended, or interpreted
after the Effective Date have gone into effect and (i) preclude or prevent compliance with one or
more provisions of the Approvals or this Agreement, or (ii) materially and adversely affect
Developer's or the City's rights, benefits or obligations under this Agreement, then such
provisions of this Agreement shall be modified or suspended as may be necessary to comply
with such Federal or State Law. In such event, this Agreement shall be modified only to the
extent necessary or required to comply with such Law, subject to the provisions of Section 5.8.4,
as applicable.
5.8.3

Changes to Development Agreement Statute. This Agreement has

been entered into in reliance upon the provisions of the Development Agreement Statute. No
amendment of or addition to the Development Agreement Statute that would affect the
interpretation or enforceability of this Agreement or increase the obligations or diminish the
development rights of Developer hereunder, or increase the obligations or diminish the benefits
to the City hereunder shall be applicable to this Agreement unless such amendment or addition is
specifically required by Law or is mandated by a court of competent jurisdiction. If such
amendment or change is permissive rather than mandatory, this Agreement shall not be affected.
5.8.4

Effect on Agreement. If any of the modifications, amendments or

additions described in this Section 5.8 would materially and adversely affect the construction,
development, use, operation, or occupancy of the Project as currently contemplated by the
Approvals, or any material portion thereof, such that the Project, or the applicable portion
thereof, becomes economically infeasible (a “Law Adverse to Developer”), then Developer
shall notify the City and propose amendments or solutions that would maintain the benefit of the
bargain (that is this Agreement) for both Parties. If any of the modifications, amendments or
additions described in Section 5.8 would materially and adversely affect or limit the Community
Benefits (a “Law Adverse to the City”), then the City shall notify Developer and propose
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amendments or solutions that would maintain the benefit of the bargain (that is this Agreement)
for both Parties. Upon receipt of a notice under this Section 5.8.4, the Parties agree to meet and
confer in good faith for a period of not less than ninety (90) days in an attempt to resolve the
issue. If the Parties cannot resolve the issue in ninety (90) days or such longer period as may be
agreed to by the Parties, then the Parties shall mutually select a mediator at JAMS in San
Francisco for nonbinding mediation for a period of not less than thirty (30) days. If the Parties
remain unable to resolve the issue following such mediation, then either party shall have the right
to seek available remedies at law or in equity to maintain the benefit of the bargain or
alternatively to seek termination of this Agreement if the benefit of the bargain cannot be
maintained in light of the Law Adverse to Developer or Law Adverse to the City.
5.9

No Action to Impede Approvals. Except and only as required under

Section 5.8, the City shall take no action under this Agreement nor impose any condition on the
Project that would conflict with this Agreement or the Approvals. An action taken or condition
imposed shall be deemed to be in conflict with this Agreement or the Approvals if such actions
or conditions result in the occurrence of one or more of the circumstances identified in
Section 5.6.1.
5.10

Estoppel Certificates. Developer may, at any time, and from time to time,

deliver notice to the Planning Director requesting that the Planning Director certify to Developer,
a potential Transferee, or a potential lender to Developer, in writing that to the best of the
Planning Director's knowledge: (i) this Agreement is in full force and effect and a binding
obligation of the Parties; (ii) this Agreement has not been amended or modified, and if so
amended or modified, identifying the amendments or modifications and stating their date and
providing a copy or referring to the recording information; (iii) Developer is not in Default in the
performance of its obligations under this Agreement, or if in Default, to describe therein the
nature and amount of any such Defaults; and (iv) the findings of the City with respect to the most
recent annual review performed pursuant to Section 8. The Planning Director, acting on behalf
of the City, shall execute and return such certificate within thirty (30) days following receipt of
the request.
5.11

Existing, Continuing Uses and Interim Uses. The Parties acknowledge

that the Existing Uses are lawfully authorized uses and may continue as such uses may be
modified by the Project, provided that any modification thereof not a component of or
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contemplated by the Project is subject to Planning Code Section 178 and the applicable
provisions of Section 5. Developer may install interim or temporary uses on the Project Site,
which uses must be consistent with those uses allowed under the Project Site's zoning and the
Project SUD.
5.12

Taxes. Nothing in this Agreement limits the City's ability to impose new

or increased taxes or special assessments, or any equivalent or substitute tax or assessment,
provided (i) the City shall not institute, on its own initiative, proceedings for any new or
increased special tax or special assessment for a land-secured financing district (including the
special taxes under the Mello-Roos Community Facilities Act of 1982 (Government Code
Section 53311 et seq.) but not including business improvement districts or community benefit
districts formed by a vote of the affected property owners) that includes the Project Site unless
the new district is City-Wide or Developer gives its prior written consent to or requests such
proceedings, and (ii) no such tax or assessment shall be targeted or directed at the Project,
including, without limitation, any tax or assessment targeted solely at all or any part of the
Project Site. Nothing in the foregoing prevents the City from imposing any tax or assessment
against the Project Site, or any portion thereof,that is enacted in accordance with Law and
applies to all similarly-situated property on a City-Wide basis.
6.

NO DEVELOPMENT OBLIGATION

There is no requirement under this Agreement that Developer initiate or complete
development of the Project, or any Phase or portion thereof. There is also no requirement that
development be initiated or completed within any period of time or in any particular order,
subject to the requirement to complete Associated Community Benefits as set forth in
Section 4.1 and the Phasing Plan and Community Benefits Linkages Schedule (Schedule 1). The
development of the Project is subject to numerous factors that are not within the control of
Developer or the City, such as availability of financing, interest rates, access to capital, and
similar factors. Except as expressly required by this Agreement, the City acknowledges that
Developer may develop the Project in such order and at such rate and times as Developer deems
appropriate within the exercise of its sole and subjective business judgment.

In Pardee

Construction Co. v. City of Camarillo, 37 Cal.3d 465 (1984), the California Supreme Court ruled
that the failure of the parties therein to provide for the timing of development resulted in a later
adopted initiative restricting the timing of development and controlling the parties’ agreement. It
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is the intent of the Parties to avoid such a result by acknowledging and providing for the timing
of development of the Project in the manner set forth herein. The City acknowledges that such a
right is consistent with the intent, purpose and understanding of the Parties to this Agreement,
and that without such a right, Developer’s development of the Project would be subject to the
uncertainties sought to be avoided by the Development Agreement Statute, Chapter 56 and this
Agreement. Notwithstanding the foregoing, the City retains authority to reject any Developer
request for temporary or interim Public Improvements or deferral of the construction of the
permanent Public Improvements and can require permanent Public Improvements with each
Development Phase.
7.

MUTUAL OBLIGATIONS
7.1

Notice of Completion, Revocation or Termination. Within thirty (30) days

after any early revocation or termination of this Agreement (as to all or any part of the Project
Site), the Parties agree to execute a written statement acknowledging such revocation or
termination, signed by the appropriate agents of the City and Developer, and record such
instrument in the Official Records. In addition, within thirty (30) days after Developer's request,
when a Building and all of the Associated Community Benefits tied to that Building have been
completed, the City and Developer shall execute and record a notice of completion in the form
attached as Exhibit H for the applicable Building property.
7.2

General Cooperation; Agreement to Cooperate.

The Parties agree to

cooperate with one another to expeditiously implement the Project in accordance with the
Approvals, any Later Approvals and this Agreement, and to undertake and complete all actions
or proceedings reasonably necessary or appropriate to ensure that the objectives of this
Agreement, the Approvals and any Later Approvals are implemented. Except for ordinary
administrative costs of the City, nothing in this Agreement obligates the City to spend any sums
of money or incur any costs other than City Costs or costs that Developer reimburses through the
payment of Processing Fees. The Parties agree that the Planning Department will act as the
City's lead agency to facilitate coordinated City review of applications for the Project.
7.3 Third-Party Challenge. Developer shall assist and cooperate with the City
at Developer's own expense in connection with any Third-Party Challenge. The City Attorney's
Office may use its own legal staff or outside counsel in connection with defense of the ThirdParty Challenge, at the City Attorney's sole discretion. Developer shall reimburse the City for its
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actual costs in defense of the action or proceeding, including but not limited to the time and
expenses of the City Attorney's Office (at the non-discounted rates then charged by the City
Attorney's Office) and any consultants; provided, however, Developer shall have the right to
monthly invoices for all such costs.
7.3.1

To the extent that any such action or proceeding challenges or a

judgment is entered limiting Developer's right to proceed with the Project or any material portion
thereof under this Agreement (whether the Project commenced or not), including the City's
actions taken pursuant to CEQA, Developer may elect to terminate this Agreement. Upon any
such termination (or, upon the entry of a judgment terminating this Agreement, if earlier), the
City and Developer shall jointly seek to have the Third-Party Challenge dismissed and
Developer shall have no obligation to reimburse City defense costs that are incurred after the
dismissal (other than, in the case of a partial termination by Developer, any defense costs with
respect to the remaining portions of the Project). Notwithstanding the foregoing, if Developer
conveys or transfers some but not all of the Project, or a party takes title to Foreclosed Property
constituting only a portion of the Project, and, therefore, there is more than one party that
assumes obligations of “Developer” under this Agreement, then only the Party holding the
interest in such portion of the Project shall have the right to terminate this Agreement as to such
portion of the Project (and only as to such portion), and no termination of this Agreement by
such Party as to such Party's portion of the Project shall effect a termination of this Agreement as
to any other portion of the Project.
7.3.2

The filing of any Third Party Challenge shall not delay or stop the

development, processing or construction of the Project or the issuance of Later Approvals unless
the third party obtains a court order preventing the activity.
7.4

Good Faith and Fair Dealing. The Parties shall cooperate with each other

and act in good faith in complying with the provisions of this Agreement and implementing the
Approvals and any Later Approvals.
7.5

Other Necessary Acts. Each Party shall use good faith efforts to take such

further actions as may be reasonably necessary to carry out this Agreement, the Approvals and
any Later Approvals, in accordance with the terms of this Agreement (and subject to all
applicable Laws) in order to provide and secure to each Party the full and complete enjoyment of
its rights and privileges hereunder.
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8.

PERIODIC REVIEW OF DEVELOPER'S COMPLIANCE
8.1

Annual Review.

Pursuant to Section 65865.1 of the Development

Agreement Statute and Section 56.17 of the Administrative Code (as of the Effective Date), at
the beginning of the second week of each January following final adoption of this Agreement
and for so long as the Agreement is in effect (the “Annual Review Date”), the Planning Director
shall commence a review to ascertain whether Developer has, in good faith, complied with the
Agreement. The failure to commence such review in January in any calendar year shall not
waive the Planning Director's right to do so later in the calendar year. The Planning Director
may elect to forego an annual review if no significant construction work occurred on the Project
Site during that year, or if such review is otherwise not deemed necessary.
8.2

Review Procedure. In conducting the required initial and annual reviews

of Developer's compliance with this Agreement, the Planning Director shall follow the process
set forth in this Section 8.2.
8.2.1

Required Information from Developer. Within sixty (60) days

following request by the Planning Director, Developer shall provide a letter to the Planning
Director explaining, with appropriate backup documentation, Developer’s compliance with this
Agreement for the preceding calendar year, including, but not limited to, the status of subsequent
development applications and approvals and compliance with the requirements regarding
Community Benefits, payments and fees, the Affordable Housing Program, the Workforce
Agreement, the Transportation Demand Management Program, and the environmental mitigation
measures identified in the FEIR. The burden of proof, by substantial evidence, of compliance is
upon Developer. The Planning Director shall post a copy of Developer’s submittals on the
Planning Department’s website.
8.2.2

City Report. Within sixty (60) days after Developer submits such

letter, the Planning Director shall review the information submitted by Developer and all other
available evidence regarding Developer's compliance with this Agreement, and shall consult
with applicable City Agencies as appropriate. All such available evidence, including final staff
reports, shall, upon receipt by the City, be made available as soon as possible to Developer. The
Planning Director shall notify Developer in writing whether Developer has complied with the
terms of this Agreement (the “City Report”), and post the City Report on the Planning
Department’s website. If the Planning Director finds Developer not in compliance with this
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Agreement, then the City may pursue available rights and remedies in accordance with this
Agreement and Chapter 56. The City's failure to initiate or to timely complete the annual review
shall not be a Default and shall not be deemed to be a waiver of the right to do so at a later date.
All costs incurred by the City under this Section shall be included in the City Costs.
8.2.3

Effect on Transferees. If a Developer has effected a Transfer so

that its interest in the Project Site is divided among multiple Developers at the time of an annual
review, then that annual review shall be conducted separately with respect to each Developer,
each Developer shall submit the materials required by this Article 8 with respect to the portion of
the Project Site owned by such Developer, and the City review process will proceed as one for
the entire Project. Notwithstanding the foregoing, the Planning Commission and Board of
Supervisors shall make its determinations and take its action separately with respect to each
Developer pursuant to Chapter 56. If there are multiple Developers and the Board of Supervisors
terminates, modifies or takes such other actions as may be specified in Chapter 56 and this
Agreement in connection with a determination that a Developer has not complied with the terms
and conditions of this Agreement, such action by the Planning Director, Planning Commission,
or Board of Supervisors shall be effective only as to the Party to whom the determination is
made and the portions of the Project Site in which such Party has an interest.
8.2.4

Default. The rights and powers of the City under this Section 8.2

are in addition to, and shall not limit, the rights of the City to terminate or take other action under
this Agreement on account a Default by Developer.
9.

ENFORCEMENT OF AGREEMENT; DEFAULT; REMEDIES
9.1

Enforcement. As of the date of this Agreement, the only Parties to this

Agreement are the City and Developer. Except as expressly set forth in this Agreement (for
successors, Transferees and Mortgagees), this Agreement is not intended, and shall not be
construed, to benefit or be enforceable by any other person or entity whatsoever.
9.2

Meet and Confer Process.

Before sending a notice of default in

accordance with Section 9.3, the Party which may assert that the other Party has failed to
perform or fulfill its obligations under this Agreement shall first attempt to meet and confer with
the other Party to discuss the alleged failure and shall permit such Party a reasonable period, but
not less than ten (10) days, to respond to or cure such alleged failure; provided, however, the
meet and confer process shall not be required (i) for any failure to pay amounts due and owing
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under this Agreement, or (ii) if a delay in sending a notice pursuant to Section 9.3 would impair,
prejudice or otherwise adversely affect a Party or its rights under this Agreement. The Party
asserting such failure shall request that such meeting and conference occur within three (3)
business days following the request and if, despite the good faith efforts of the requesting Party,
such meeting has not occurred within seven (7) business days of such request, then such Party
shall be deemed to have satisfied the requirements of this Section and may proceed in
accordance with the issuance of a notice of default under Section 9.3.
9.3

Default. The following shall constitute a “Default” under this Agreement:

(i) the failure to make any payment within sixty (60) days following notice that such payment
was not made when due and demand for compliance; and (ii) the failure to perform or fulfill any
other material term, provision, obligation, or covenant of this Agreement and the continuation of
such failure for a period of sixty (60) days following notice and demand for compliance.
Notwithstanding the foregoing, if a failure can be cured but the cure cannot reasonably be
completed within sixty (60) days, then it shall not be considered a Default if a cure is
commenced within said 60-day period and diligently prosecuted to completion thereafter. Any
notice of default given by a Party shall specify the nature of the alleged failure and, where
appropriate, the manner in which said failure satisfactorily may be cured (if at all).
Notwithstanding any other provision in this Agreement to the contrary, if Developer conveys or
transfers some but not all of the Project or a party takes title to Foreclosed Property constituting
only a portion of the Project, and, therefore there is more than one Party that assumes obligations
of “Developer” under this Agreement, there shall be no cross-default between the separate
Parties that assumed Developer obligations. Accordingly, a default by one “Developer” shall not
be a Default by any other “Developer” that owns or controls a different portion of the Project
Site. City shall provide a copy of any notice to Developer of a Default under Section 9.3(ii)
concurrently to any entity that has assumed any rights or obligations of this Agreement pursuant
to a Transfer, provided that such entity has requested such notice from City in writing, and such
assignee shall have the right, at its option, to remedy any such Default on behalf of Developer in
accordance with the terms of this Agreement.
9.4

Remedies.
9.4.1

Specific Performance. Subject to, and as limited by, the provisions

of Sections 9.4.3, 9.4.4, and 9.5, in the event of a Default, the remedies available to a Party shall
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include specific performance of this Agreement in addition to any other remedy available at law
or in equity.
9.4.2

Termination. Subject to the limitation set forth in Section 9.4.4, in

the event of a Default, the non-defaulting Party may elect to terminate this Agreement by
sending a notice of termination to the other Party, which notice of termination shall state the
Default.

Any such termination shall be effective upon the date set forth in the notice of

termination, which shall in no event be earlier than sixty (60) days following delivery of the
notice. Consistent with Sections 9.3 and 12.3, there are no cross-defaults under this Agreement,
and therefore if there is more than one “Developer” (as it relates to different parts of the Project
Site), then any termination of this Agreement for Default will be limited to the Developer that
sent or received the termination notice.
9.4.3

Limited Damages. The Parties have determined that except as set

forth in this Section 9.4.3, (i) monetary damages are generally inappropriate, (ii) it would be
extremely difficult and impractical to fix or determine the actual damages suffered by a Party as
a result of a Default hereunder, and (iii) equitable remedies and remedies at law, not including
damages but including specific performance and termination, are particularly appropriate
remedies for enforcement of this Agreement. Consequently, Developer agrees that the City shall
not be liable to Developer for damages under this Agreement, and the City agrees that Developer
shall not be liable to the City for damages under this Agreement, and each covenants not to sue
the other for or claim any damages under this Agreement and expressly waives its right to
recover damages under this Agreement, except as follows: (1) either Party shall have the right to
recover actual damages only (and not consequential, punitive or special damages, each of which
is hereby expressly waived) for a Party's failure to pay sums to the other Party as and when due
under this Agreement, (2) the City shall have the right to recover actual damages for Developer's
failure to make any payment due under any indemnity in this Agreement, (3) to the extent a court
of competent jurisdiction determines that specific performance is not an available remedy with
respect to an unperformed Associated Community Benefit, the City shall have the right to
monetary damages equal to the costs that the City incurs or will incur to complete the Associated
Community Benefit as determined by the court, (4) either Party shall have the right to recover
reasonable attorneys' fees and costs as set forth in Section 9.6, and (5) the City shall have the
right to administrative penalties or liquidated damages if and only to the extent expressly stated
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in an Exhibit to this Agreement or in the applicable portion of the San Francisco Municipal Code
incorporated into this Agreement. For purposes of the foregoing, “actual damages” means the
actual amount of the sum due and owing under this Agreement, with interest as provided by
Law, together with such judgment collection activities as may be ordered by the judgment, and
no additional sums.
9.4.4

City Processing/Certificates of Occupancy. The City shall not be

required to process any requests for approval or take other actions under this Agreement during
any period in which payments due the City from Developer are past due; provided, however, if
Developer has conveyed or transferred some but not all of the Project or a party takes title to
Foreclosed Property constituting only a portion of the Project, and, therefore, there is more than
one party that assumes obligations of “Developer” under this Agreement, then the City shall
continue to process requests and take other actions as to the other portions of the Project so long
as the applicable Developer as to those portions is current on payments due the City. The City
shall have the right to withhold any temporary or final certificate of occupancy for a Building
until all of the Associated Community Benefits tied to that Building have been completed in
accordance with Section 4.2. For a Building to be deemed completed, all of the Community
Benefits described in Schedule 1, or a Later Approval, tied to that Building must be complete;
provided, if the City issues a temporary or final certificate of occupancy before such items are
completed, then Developer shall work diligently and use commercially reasonable efforts to
complete or cause completion of such items following issuance.
9.5

Time Limits; Waiver; Remedies Cumulative. Failure by a Party to insist

upon the strict or timely performance of any of the provisions of this Agreement by the other
Party, irrespective of the length of time for which such failure continues, shall not constitute a
waiver of such Party's right to demand strict compliance by such other Party in the future. No
waiver by a Party of any condition or failure of performance, including a Default, shall be
effective or binding upon such Party unless made in writing by such Party, and no such waiver
shall be implied from any omission by a Party to take any action with respect to such failure. No
express written waiver shall affect any other condition, action or inaction, or cover any other
period of time, other than any condition, action or inaction and/or period of time specified in
such express waiver. One or more written waivers under any provision of this Agreement shall
not be deemed to be a waiver of any subsequent condition, action or inaction, and the
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performance of the same or any other term or provision contained in this Agreement. Nothing in
this Agreement shall limit or waive any other right or remedy available to a Party to seek
injunctive relief or other expedited judicial and/or administrative relief to prevent irreparable
harm.
9.6

Attorneys' Fees. Should legal action be brought by either Party against the

other for a Default under this Agreement or to enforce any provision herein, the prevailing Party
in such action shall be entitled to recover its reasonable attorneys' fees and costs. For purposes
of this Agreement, “reasonable attorneys' fees and costs” means the reasonable fees and
expenses of counsel to the Party, which may include printing, duplicating and other expenses, air
freight charges, hiring of experts and consultants, and fees billed for law clerks, paralegals,
librarians, and others not admitted to the bar but performing services under the supervision of an
attorney.

The term “reasonable attorneys' fees and costs” shall also include, without

limitation, all such reasonable fees and expenses incurred with respect to appeals, mediation,
arbitrations, and bankruptcy proceedings, and whether or not any action is brought with respect
to the matter for which such fees and costs were incurred. For the purposes of this Agreement,
the reasonable fees of attorneys of City Attorney's Office shall be based on the fees regularly
charged by private attorneys with the equivalent number of years of experience in the subject
matter area of the Law for which the City Attorney's Office's services were rendered who
practice in the City of San Francisco in law firms with approximately the same number of
attorneys as employed by the City Attorney's Office.
10.

FINANCING; RIGHTS OF MORTGAGEES
10.1

Developer’s Right to Mortgage. Nothing in this Agreement limits the

right of Developer to mortgage or otherwise encumber all or any portion of the Project Site for
the benefit of any Mortgagee as security for one or more loans once Developer is the fee owner
of such encumbered portion of the Project Site.
10.2

Mortgagee Not Obligated to Construct.

Notwithstanding any of the

provisions of this Agreement (except as set forth in this Section and Section 10.5), a Mortgagee,
including any Mortgagee who obtains title to the Project Site or any part thereof as a result of
foreclosure proceedings, conveyance or other action in lieu thereof, or other remedial action shall
in no way be obligated by the provisions of this Agreement to construct or complete the Project
or any part thereof or to guarantee such construction or completion. The foregoing provisions
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shall not be applicable to any party who, after a foreclosure, conveyance or other action in lieu
thereof, or other remedial action obtains title to some or all of the Project Site from or through
the Mortgagee, or any other purchaser at a foreclosure sale other than the Mortgagee itself, on
which certain Associated Community Benefits must be completed as set forth in Section 4.1.
Nothing in this Section or any other Section or provision of this Agreement shall be deemed or
construed to permit or authorize any Mortgagee or any other person or entity to devote the
Project Site or any part thereof to any uses other than uses consistent with this Agreement and
the Approvals, and nothing in this Section shall be deemed to give any Mortgagee or any other
person or entity the right to construct any improvements under this Agreement (other than as set
forth above for required Community Benefits or as needed to conserve or protect improvements
or construction already made) unless or until such person or entity assumes Developer’s
obligations under this Agreement.
10.3

Copy of Notice of Default and Notice of Failure to Cure to Mortgagee.

Whenever the City shall deliver any notice or demand to the Developer with respect to any
breach or default by the Developer in its obligations under this Agreement, the City shall at the
same time forward a copy of such notice or demand to each Mortgagee having a Mortgage on the
real property which is the subject of the breach or default who has previously made a written
request to the City therefor, at the last address of such Mortgagee specified by such Mortgagee in
such notice. In addition, if such breach or default remains uncured for the period permitted with
respect thereto under this Agreement, the City shall deliver a notice of such failure to cure such
breach or default to each such Mortgagee at such applicable address. A delay or failure by the
City to provide such notice required by this Section shall extend for the number of days until
notice is given, the time allowed to the Mortgagee for cure. In accordance with Section 2924b of
the California Civil Code, the City requests that a copy of any notice of default and a copy of any
notice of sale under any Mortgage be mailed to the City at the address for notices under this
Agreement. Any Mortgagee relying on the protections set forth in this Article 10 shall send to
the City a copy of any notice of default and notice of sale.
10.4

Mortgagee's Option to Cure Defaults. After receiving any notice of failure

to cure referred to in Section 10.3, each Mortgagee shall have the right, at its option, to
commence within the same period as the Developer to remedy or cause to be remedied any
Default, plus an additional period of: (a) thirty (30) days to cure a monetary Default; and (b)
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sixty (60) days to cure a non-monetary event of default which is susceptible of cure by the
Mortgagee without obtaining title to the applicable property. If an event of default is not cured
within the applicable cure period, the City nonetheless shall refrain from exercising any of its
remedies with respect to the event of default if, within the Mortgagee's applicable cure period:
(i) the Mortgagee notifies the City that it intends to proceed with due diligence to foreclose the
Mortgage or otherwise obtain title to the subject property; and (ii) the Mortgagee commences
foreclosure proceedings within sixty (60) days after giving such notice, and thereafter diligently
pursues such foreclosure to completion; and (iii) after obtaining title, the Mortgagee diligently
proceeds to cure those events of default: (A) which are required to be cured by the Mortgagee
and are susceptible of cure by the Mortgagee, and (B) of which the Mortgagee has been given
notice by the City. Any such Mortgagee or Transferee of a Mortgagee who shall properly
complete the improvements relating to the Project Site or applicable part thereof shall be entitled,
upon written request made to the Agency, to a Certificate of Completion.
10.5

Mortgagee's Obligations with Respect to the Property. Notwithstanding

anything to the contrary in this Agreement, no Mortgagee shall have any obligations or other
liabilities under this Agreement unless and until it acquires title by any method to all or some
portion of the Project Site (referred to hereafter as “Foreclosed Property”). A Mortgagee that,
by foreclosure under a Mortgage, acquires title to any Foreclosed Property shall take title subject
to all of the terms and conditions of this Agreement, to the extent applicable to the Foreclosed
Property, including any claims for payment or performance of obligations which are due as a
condition to enjoying the benefits of this Agreement and shall have all of the rights and
obligations of Developer under this Agreement as to the applicable Foreclosed Property,
including completion of the Associated Community Benefits under Section 4.1.

Upon the

occurrence and continuation of an uncured default by a Mortgagee or Transferee in the
performance of any of the obligations to be performed by such Mortgagee or Transferee pursuant
to this Agreement, the City shall be afforded all its remedies for such uncured default as
provided in this Agreement.
10.6

No Impairment of Mortgage.

No default by Developer under this

Agreement shall invalidate or defeat the lien of any Mortgagee. No foreclosure of any Mortgage
or other lien shall defeat, diminish, render invalid or unenforceable or otherwise impair
Developer’s rights or obligations under this Agreement or constitute a default under this
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Agreement.
10.7

Cured Defaults.

Upon the curing of any event of default by any

Mortgagee within the time provided in this Article 10 the City's right to pursue any remedies
with respect to the cured event of default shall terminate.
11.

AMENDMENT; TERMINATION; EXTENSION OF TERM
11.1

Amendment or Termination. This Agreement may only be amended with

the mutual written consent of the City and Developer; provided, however, that following a
Transfer, the City and Developer or any Transferee may amend this Agreement as it affects
Developer or the Transferee and the portion of the Project Site owned by Developer or the
Transferee without affecting other portions of the Project Site or other Transferees. Other than
upon the expiration of the Term and except as provided in Sections 2.2, 7.1, 7.3.1, 9.4.2, and
11.2, this Agreement may only be terminated with the mutual written consent of the Parties.
Any amendment to this Agreement that does not constitute a Material Change may be agreed to
by the Planning Director (and, to the extent it affects any rights or obligations of a City
department, with the approval of that City department). Any amendment that is a Material
Change will require the approval of the Planning Director, the Planning Commission and the
Board of Supervisors (and, to the extent it affects any rights or obligations of a City department,
after consultation with that City department). The determination of whether a proposed change
constitutes a Material Change shall be made, on City's behalf, by the Planning Director following
consultation with the City Attorney and any affected City Agency.
11.2

Early Termination Rights. Developer shall, upon thirty (30) days prior

notice to the City, have the right, in its sole and absolute discretion, to terminate this Agreement
in its entirety at any time if Developer does not Commence Construction on any part of the
Project Site by the date which is five (5) years following the Effective Date as such five (5) year
date may be extended by any Litigation Extension. Thereafter, the City shall, upon sixty (60)
days prior notice to Developer, have the right, in its sole and absolute discretion, to terminate this
Agreement if the Developer has not Commenced Construction; provided Developer can prevent
any such termination by the City by providing to the City notice, within the above sixty (60) day
period, of Developer’s intent to start construction and the Developer thereafter Commences
Construction within one hundred twenty (120) days following delivery of Developer’s notice to
the City, or, if unable to actually Commence Construction within said time period, demonstrates
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reasonable, good faith and continuing efforts to Commence Construction, such as by pursuing all
necessary Later Approvals, and thereafter promptly Commences Construction upon receipt of the
Later Approvals.
11.3

Termination and Vesting. Any termination under this Agreement shall

concurrently effect a termination of the Approvals with respect to the terminated portion of the
Project Site, except as to any Approval pertaining to a Building that has Commenced
Construction in reliance thereon.

In the event of any termination of this Agreement by

Developer resulting from a Default by the City and except to the extent prevented by such City
Default, Developer's obligation to complete the Associated Community Benefits shall continue
as to the Building that has Commenced Construction and all relevant and applicable provisions
of this Agreement shall be deemed to be in effect as such provisions are reasonably necessary in
the construction, interpretation or enforcement to this Agreement as to any such surviving
obligations. The City's and Developer's rights and obligations under this Section 11.3 shall
survive the termination of this Agreement.
11.4

Amendment Exemptions. No issuance of a Later Approval, or amendment

of an Approval or Later Approval, shall by itself require an amendment to this Agreement, and
no change to the Project that is permitted under the Project SUD shall by itself require an
amendment to this Agreement. Upon issuance or approval, any such matter shall be deemed to
be incorporated automatically into the Project and vested under this Agreement (subject to any
conditions set forth in the amendment or Later Approval). Notwithstanding the foregoing, if
there is any direct conflict between the terms of this Agreement and a Later Approval, or
between this Agreement and any amendment to an Approval or Later Approval, then the Parties
shall concurrently amend this Agreement (subject to all necessary approvals in accordance with
this Agreement) in order to ensure the terms of this Agreement are consistent with the proposed
Later Approval or the proposed amendment to an Approval or Later Approval. The Planning
Department and the Planning Commission, as applicable, shall have the right to approve changes
to the Project as described in the Exhibits in keeping with its customary practices and the Project
SUD, and any such changes shall not be deemed to conflict with or require an amendment to this
Agreement or the Approvals so long as they do not constitute a Material Change. If the Parties
do not amend this Agreement as set forth above when there is a direct conflict, however, then the
terms of this Agreement shall prevail over any Later Approval or any amendment to an Approval
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or Later Approval that conflicts with this Agreement.
11.5

Extension Due to Legal Action or Referendum; Excusable Delay.
11.5.1 Litigation and Referendum Extension. If any litigation is filed

challenging this Agreement or any of the Approvals described on Exhibit E (the “Initial
Approvals”) and it directly or indirectly delays this Agreement or any such Initial Approval, or
if this Agreement or any of the Initial Approvals is suspended pending the outcome of an
electoral vote on a referendum, then the Term of this Agreement and the effectiveness of the
Initial Approvals (starting from the date of the initial grant of the Initial Approval) shall be
extended for the number of days equal to the period starting from the commencement of the
litigation or the suspension

to the end of such litigation or suspension (a “Litigation

Extension”). The Parties shall document the start and end of a Litigation Extension in writing
within thirty (30) days from the applicable dates.
11.5.2 “Excusable Delay” means the occurrence of an event beyond a
Party’s reasonable control which causes such Party's performance of an obligation to be delayed,
interrupted or prevented, including, but not limited to: changes in Federal or State Laws; strikes
or the substantial interruption of work because of labor disputes; inability to obtain materials;
freight embargoes; civil commotion, war or acts of terrorism; inclement weather, fire, floods,
earthquakes, or other acts of God; epidemics or quarantine restrictions; litigation; unforeseen site
conditions (including archaeological resources or the presence of hazardous materials); or the
failure of any governmental agency, public utility or communication service provider to issue a
permit, authorization, consent or approval required to permit construction within the standard or
customary time period for such issuing authority following Developer's submittal of a complete
application for such permit, authorization, consent or approval, together with any required
materials. Excusable Delay shall not include delays resulting from failure to obtain financing or
have adequate funds, changes in market conditions, or the rejection of permit, authorization or
approval requests based upon Developer's failure to satisfy the substantive requirements for the
permit, authorization or approval request. In the event of Excusable Delay, the Parties agree that
(i) the time periods for performance of the delayed Party's obligations impacted by the Excusable
Delay shall be strictly limited to the period of such delay, interruption or prevention and the
delayed Party shall, to the extent commercially reasonable, act diligently and in good faith to
remove the cause of the Excusable Delay or otherwise complete the delayed obligation, and (ii)
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following the Excusable Delay, a Party shall have all rights and remedies available under this
Agreement, if the obligation is not completed within the time period as extended by the
Excusable Delay. If an event which may lead to an Excusable Delay occurs, the delayed Party
shall notify the other Party in writing of such occurrence as soon as possible after becoming
aware that such event may result in an Excusable Delay, and the manner in which such
occurrence is likely to substantially interfere with the ability of the delayed Party to perform
under this Agreement.
12.

TRANSFER OR ASSIGNMENT; RELEASE; CONSTRUCTIVE NOTICE
12.1

Permitted Transfer of this Agreement.

Except as provided in

Section 12.1.1 and 12.1.2, at any time, Developer shall have the right to convey, assign or
transfer all of its right, title and interest in and to all or part of the Project Site (a “Transfer”)
without the City's consent, provided that it also transfers to such party (the “Transferee”) all of
its interest, rights or obligations under this Agreement with respect to such portion of the Project
Site together with any portion required to complete the Associated Community Benefits for such
portion (the “Transferred Property”). Developer shall not, by Transfer, separate a portion of
the Project Site from the Associated Community Benefits tied to that portion of the Project Site
without the prior written consent of the Planning Director. Notwithstanding anything to the
contrary in this Agreement, if Developer Transfers one or more parcels such that there are
separate Developers within the Project Site, then the obligation to perform and complete the
Associated Community Benefits for a Building shall be the sole responsibility of the applicable
Developer (i.e., the person or entity that is the Developer for the Development Parcel on which
the Building is located), subject to the limitation and requirements set forth in the Phasing Plan
and Community Benefits Linkages Schedule; provided, however, that any ongoing obligations
(such as open space operation and maintenance) may be transferred to a residential, commercial
or other management association (“CMA”) on commercially reasonable terms so long as the
CMA has the financial capacity and ability to perform the obligations so transferred. Developer
acknowledges and agrees that a failure to complete an Associated Community Benefit may, if
not completed, delay or prevent a different party’s ability to obtain a temporary or final
certificate of occupancy for a specific Building or improvement under this Agreement if and to
the extent the completion of the Associated Community Benefit is a condition to such temporary
or final certificate of occupancy pursuant to the Phasing Plan and Community Benefits Linkages
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Schedule, and Developer and all Transferees assume this risk.
12.1.1 Prior to subdivision of the Project Site, Developer may only
Transfer the entire Project Site with the Planning Director’s prior written consent and pursuant to
an assignment and assumption agreement in recordable form, in substantially the form attached
as Exhibit G.
12.1.2 Other than in connection with a Transfer of all of Developer’s
interest in the Project Site, Developer’s initial Transfer of the portions of the Project Site
identified on the Site Plan as Parcel C, Parcel D, or Parcel G (individually and collectively, the
“Market Rate Parcels”) may be made only with the Planning Director’s prior written consent
and pursuant to an assignment and assumption agreement in recordable form, in substantially the
form attached as Exhibit G-1 the (“Initial Market Rate Parcel Transfer(s)”). In connection
with the Initial Market Rate Parcel Transfer(s), Developer must make (i) a minimum payment of
$_____________ in connection with the Transfer of theMarket Rate Parcels located within the
first Phase of development of the Project, (ii) a minimum payment of $_____________ in
connection with the Transfer of the Market Rate Parcels located within the second Phase of
development of the Project, and (iii) assurances reasonably satisfactory to the Planning Director
that such payments will be applied towards Project development costs. After the Initial Market
Rate Parcel Transfers, the requirements of this Section 12.1.2 will no longer apply, and any
subsequent Transfers of the Market Rate Parcels will be governed by the other terms and
provisions of this Article 12.
12.2

Notice of Transfer. Developer shall provide not less than thirty (30) days'

notice to the City before any proposed Transfer of its interests, rights and obligations under this
Agreement, together with a copy of the assignment and assumption agreement for that parcel
(the “Assignment and Assumption Agreement”).

The Assignment and Assumption

Agreement shall be in recordable form, in substantially the form attached as Exhibit H (including
the indemnifications, the agreement and covenant not to challenge the enforceability of this
Agreement, and not to sue the City for disputes between Developer and any Transferee) and any
material changes to the attached form will be subject to the review and approval of the Director
of Planning, not to be unreasonably withheld or delayed. The Director of Planning shall use
good faith efforts to complete such review and grant or withhold approval within thirty (30) days
after the Director of Planning's receipt of such material changes. Notwithstanding the foregoing,
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any Transfer of Community Benefit obligations to a CMA as set forth in Section 12.1 shall not
require the transfer of land or any other real property interests to the CMA.
12.3

Release of Liability.

Upon recordation of any Assignment and

Assumption Agreement (following the City's approval of any material changes thereto if
required pursuant to Section 12.2 above), the assignor shall be released from any prospective
liability or obligation under this Agreement related to the Transferred Property, as specified in
the Assignment and Assumption Agreement, and the assignee/Transferee shall be deemed to be
“Developer” under this Agreement with all rights and obligations related thereto with respect to
the Transferred Property. Notwithstanding anything to the contrary contained in this Agreement,
if a Transferee Defaults under this Agreement, such default shall not constitute a Default by
Developer or any other Transferee with respect to any other portion of the Project Site and shall
not entitle the City to terminate or modify this Agreement with respect to such other portion of
the Project Site, except as otherwise provided herein. Additionally, the annual review provided
by Section 8 shall be conducted separately as to Developer and each Transferee and only as to
those obligations that Developer or such Transferee has under this Agreement.
12.4

Responsibility for Performance. The City is entitled to enforce each and

every such obligation assumed by each Transferee directly against the Transferee as if the
Transferee were an original signatory to this Agreement with respect to such obligation.
Accordingly, in any action by the City against a Transferee to enforce an obligation assumed by
the Transferee, the Transferee shall not assert as a defense against the City's enforcement of
performance of such obligation that such obligation (i) is attributable to Developer's breach of
any duty or obligation to the Transferee arising out of the Transfer or the Assignment and
Assumption Agreement or any other agreement or transaction between Developer and the
Transferee, or (ii) relates to the period before the Transfer. The foregoing notwithstanding, the
Parties acknowledge and agree that a failure to complete a Mitigation Measure may, if not
completed, delay or prevent a different party’s ability to start or complete a specific Building or
improvement under this Agreement if and to the extent the completion of the Mitigation Measure
is a condition to the other party's right to proceed, as specifically described in the Mitigation
Measure, and Developer and all Transferees assume this risk.
12.5

Constructive Notice. Every person or entity who now or hereafter owns or

acquires any right, title or interest in or to any portion of the Project Site is, and shall be,
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constructively deemed to have consented to every provision contained herein, whether or not any
reference to this Agreement is contained in the instrument by which such person acquired an
interest in the Project Site. Every person or entity who now or hereafter owns or acquires any
right, title or interest in or to any portion of the Project Site and undertakes any development
activities at the Project Site, is, and shall be, constructively deemed to have consented and agreed
to, and is obligated by all of the terms and conditions of this Agreement (as such terms and
conditions apply to the Project Site or applicable portion thereof), whether or not any reference
to this Agreement is contained in the instrument by which such person acquired an interest in the
Project Site.
12.6

Rights of Developer.

The provisions in this Section 12 shall not be

deemed to prohibit or otherwise restrict Developer from (i) granting easements or licenses to
facilitate development of the Project Site, (ii) encumbering the Project Site or any portion of the
improvements thereon by any Mortgage, (iii) granting an occupancy leasehold interest in
portions of the Project Site, (iv) entering into a joint venture agreement or similar partnership
agreement to fulfill its obligations under this Agreement, or (v) transferring all or a portion of the
Project Site pursuant to a foreclosure, conveyance in lieu of foreclosure, or other remedial action
in connection with a Mortgage, and none of the foregoing shall constitute a Transfer for which
the City's consent is required.
13.

DEVELOPER REPRESENTATIONS AND WARRANTIES
13.1

Interest of Developer; Due Organization and Standing.

Developer

represents that it has the right and authority to enter into this Agreement. Developer is a limited
liability company, duly organized and validly existing and in good standing under the Laws of
the State of Delaware. Developer has all requisite power to own its property and authority to
conduct its business as presently conducted.
13.2

No Inability to Perform; Valid Execution.

Developer represents and

warrants that it is not a party to any other agreement that would conflict with Developer's
obligations under this Agreement and it has no knowledge of any inability to perform its
obligations under this Agreement.

The execution and delivery of this Agreement and the

agreements contemplated hereby by Developer have been duly and validly authorized by all
necessary action. This Agreement will be a legal, valid and binding obligation of Developer,
enforceable against Developer in accordance with its terms.
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13.3

Conflict of Interest. Through its execution of this Agreement, Developer

acknowledges that it is familiar with the provisions of Section 15.103 of the City's Charter,
Article III, Chapter 2 of the City's Campaign and Governmental Conduct Code, and Section
87100 et seq. and Section 1090 et seq. of the California Government Code, and certifies that it
does not know of any facts which constitute a violation of said provisions and agrees that it will
immediately notify the City if it becomes aware of any such fact during the Term.
13.4

Notification of Limitations on Contributions. Through its execution of

this Agreement, Developer acknowledges that it is familiar with Section 1.126 of the San
Francisco Campaign and Governmental Conduct Code, which prohibits any person who
contracts with the City, whenever such transaction would require approval by a City elective
officer or the board on which that City elective officer serves, from making any campaign
contribution to (1) the City elective officer, (2) a candidate for the office held by such individual,
or (3) a committee controlled by such individual or candidate, at any time from the
commencement of negotiations for the contract until the later of either the termination of
negotiations for that contract or twelve (12) months after the date that contract is approved. San
Francisco Ethics Commission Regulation 1.126-1 provides that negotiations are commenced
when a prospective contractor first communicates with a City officer or employee about the
possibility of obtaining a specific contract.

This communication may occur in person, by

telephone or in writing, and may be initiated by the prospective contractor or a City officer or
employee. Negotiations are completed when a contract is finalized and signed by the City and
the contractor. Negotiations are terminated when the City and/or the prospective contractor end
the negotiation process before a final decision is made to award the contract.
Developer acknowledges that (i) the prohibition on contributions applies to
Developer, each member of Developer's board of directors, Developer's chief executive officer,
chief financial officer and chief operating officer, any person with an ownership interest of more
than ten percent (10%) in Developer, any subcontractor listed in the contract, and any committee
that is sponsored or controlled by Developer, and (ii) within thirty (30) days of the submission of
a proposal for the contract, the City department seeking to enter into the contract must notify the
Ethics Commission of the parties and any subcontractor to the contract. Additionally, Developer
certifies it has informed each of the persons described in the preceding sentence of the
prohibitions contained in Section 1.126 by the time it submitted a proposal for the contract to the
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City, and has provided the names of the persons required to be informed to the City department
seeking to enter into that contract within thirty (30) days of submitting its contract proposal to
the City department receiving that submittal, and acknowledges the City department receiving
that submittal was required to notify the Ethics Commission of those persons.
13.5

Other Documents. To the current, actual knowledge of Developer, after

reasonable inquiry, no document furnished by Developer to the City with its application for this
Agreement nor this Agreement contains any untrue statement of material fact or omits a material
fact necessary to make the statements contained therein, or herein, not misleading under the
circumstances under which any such statement shall have been made.
13.6

No Bankruptcy.

Developer represents and warrants to the City that

Developer has neither filed nor is the subject of any filing of a petition under the federal
bankruptcy law or any federal or state insolvency laws or Laws for composition of indebtedness
or for the reorganization of debtors, and, to the best of Developer’s knowledge, no such filing is
threatened.
14.

MISCELLANEOUS PROVISIONS
14.1

Entire Agreement. This Agreement, including the preamble paragraph,

Recitals and Exhibits, and the agreements between the Parties specifically referenced in this
Agreement, constitutes the entire agreement between the Parties with respect to the subject
matter contained herein.
14.2

Incorporation of Exhibits.

Except for the Approvals which are listed

solely for the convenience of the Parties, each Exhibit to this Agreement is incorporated herein
and made a part hereof as if set forth in full. Each reference to an Exhibit in this Agreement
shall mean that Exhibit as it may be updated or amended from time to time in accordance with
the terms of this Agreement.
14.3

Binding Covenants; Run With the Land. Pursuant to Section 65868 of the

Development Agreement Statute, from and after recordation of this Agreement, all of the
provisions, agreements, rights, powers, standards, terms, covenants and obligations contained in
this Agreement shall be binding upon the Parties and, subject to the provisions of this
Agreement, including without limitation Article 12, their respective heirs, successors (by merger,
consolidation, or otherwise) and assigns, and all persons or entities acquiring the Project Site,
any lot, parcel or any portion thereof, or any interest therein, whether by sale, operation of law,

34469\13289427.3

48

or in any manner whatsoever, and shall inure to the benefit of the Parties and their respective
heirs, successors (by merger, consolidation or otherwise) and assigns. Subject to the provisions
of this Agreement, including without limitation Article 12, all provisions of this Agreement shall
be enforceable during the Term as equitable servitudes and constitute covenants and benefits
running with the land pursuant to applicable Law, including but not limited to California Civil
Code Section 1468.
14.4

Applicable Law and Venue.

This Agreement has been executed and

delivered in and shall be interpreted, construed, and enforced in accordance with the Laws of the
State of California. All rights and obligations of the Parties under this Agreement are to be
performed in the City and County of San Francisco, and the City and County of San Francisco
shall be the venue for any legal action or proceeding that may be brought, or arise out of, in
connection with or by reason of this Agreement.
14.5

Construction of Agreement. The Parties have mutually negotiated the

terms and conditions of this Agreement and its terms and provisions have been reviewed and
revised by legal counsel for both the City and Developer. Accordingly, no presumption or rule
that ambiguities shall be construed against the drafting Party shall apply to the interpretation or
enforcement of this Agreement. Language in this Agreement shall be construed as a whole and
in accordance with its true meaning. The captions of the paragraphs and subparagraphs of this
Agreement are for convenience only and shall not be considered or referred to in resolving
questions of construction. Each reference in this Agreement to this Agreement or any of the
Approvals shall be deemed to refer to this Agreement or the Approvals as amended from time to
time pursuant to the provisions of this Agreement, whether or not the particular reference refers
to such possible amendment. In the event of a conflict between the provisions of this Agreement
and Chapter 56, the provisions of this Agreement will govern and control.
14.6

Project Is a Private Undertaking; No Joint Venture or Partnership. The

development proposed to be undertaken by Developer on the Project Site is a private
development. The City has no interest in, responsibility for, or duty to third persons concerning
any of said improvements. Developer shall exercise full dominion and control over the Project
Site, subject only to the limitations and obligations of Developer contained in this Agreement.
Nothing contained in this Agreement, or in any document executed in connection with this
Agreement, shall be construed as creating a joint venture or partnership between the City and

34469\13289427.3

49

Developer. Neither Party is acting as the agent of the other Party in any respect hereunder.
Developer is not a state or governmental actor with respect to any activity conducted by
Developer hereunder.
14.7

Recordation.

Pursuant to the Development Agreement Statute and

Chapter 56, the Clerk of the Board of Supervisors shall have a copy of this Agreement recorded
in the Official Records within ten (10) days after the Effective Date of this Agreement or any
amendment thereto, with costs to be borne by Developer.
14.8

Obligations Not Dischargeable in Bankruptcy. Developer's obligations

under this Agreement are not dischargeable in bankruptcy.
14.9

Survival. Following expiration of the Term, this Agreement shall be

deemed terminated and of no further force and effect except for any provision which, by its
express terms, survive the expiration or termination of this Agreement.
14.10 Signature in Counterparts. This Agreement may be executed in duplicate
counterpart originals, each of which is deemed to be an original, and all of which when taken
together shall constitute one and the same instrument.
14.11 Notices. Any notice or communication required or authorized by this
Agreement shall be in writing and may be delivered personally or by registered mail, return
receipt requested.

Notice, whether given by personal delivery or registered mail, shall be

deemed to have been given and received upon the actual receipt by any of the addressees
designated below as the person to whom notices are to be sent. Either Party to this Agreement
may at any time, upon notice to the other Party, designate any other person or address in
substitution of the person and address to which such notice or communication shall be given.
Such notices or communications shall be given to the Parties at their addresses set forth below:
To City:

Rich Hillis
Director of Planning
San Francisco Planning Department
1650 Mission Street, Suite 400
San Francisco, California 94102
with a copy to:
Dennis J. Herrera, Esq.
City Attorney
City Hall, Room 234
1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place
San Francisco, CA 94102
Attn: Real Estate/Finance,
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Balboa Reservoir Project
To Developer:

Reservoir Community Partners, LLC
c/o BRIDGE Housing Corporation
600 California St. #900
San Francisco, CA 94108
Attn: Brad Wiblin, Sr. Vice President
Reservoir Community Partners, LLC
c/o AvalonBay Communities
455 Market Street, Suite 1650
San Francisco, CA 94105
Attn: Joe Kirchofer, Vice President

with a copy to:
Charles J. Higley, Esq.
Farella Braun + Martel
235 Montgomery Street, 17th Floor
San Francisco, CA 94104
14.12 Limitations on Actions. Pursuant to Section 56.19 of the Administrative
Code, any decision of the Board of Supervisors made pursuant to Chapter 56 shall be final. Any
court action or proceeding to attack, review, set aside, void, or annul any final decision or
determination by the Board of Supervisors shall be commenced within ninety (90) days after
such decision or determination is final and effective. Any court action or proceeding to attack,
review, set aside, void or annul any final decision by (i) the Planning Director made pursuant to
Administrative Code Section 56.15(d)(3) or (ii) the Planning Commission pursuant to
Administrative Code Section 56.17(e) shall be commenced within ninety (90) days after said
decision is final.
14.13 Severability.

Except as is otherwise specifically provided for in this

Agreement with respect to any Laws which conflict with this Agreement, if any term, provision,
covenant, or condition of this Agreement is held by a court of competent jurisdiction to be
invalid, void, or unenforceable, the remaining provisions of this Agreement shall continue in full
force and effect unless enforcement of the remaining portions of this Agreement would be
unreasonable or grossly inequitable under all the circumstances or would frustrate the purposes
of this Agreement.
14.14 MacBride Principles.

34469\13289427.3

The City urges companies doing business in

51

Northern Ireland to move toward resolving employment inequities and encourages them to abide
by the MacBride Principles as expressed in San Francisco Administrative Code Section 12F.1 et
seq. The City also urges San Francisco companies to do business with corporations that abide by
the MacBride Principles. Developer acknowledges that it has read and understands the above
statement of the City concerning doing business in Northern Ireland.
14.15 Tropical Hardwood and Virgin Redwood. The City urges companies not
to import, purchase, obtain or use for any purpose, any tropical hardwood, tropical hardwood
wood product, virgin redwood, or virgin redwood wood product, except as expressly permitted
by the application of Sections 802(b) and 803(b) of the San Francisco Environment Code.
14.16 Sunshine.

Developer understands and agrees that under the City's

Sunshine Ordinance (Administrative Code, Chapter 67) and the California Public Records Act
(California Government Code Section 250 et seq.), this Agreement and any and all records,
information, and materials submitted to the City hereunder are public records subject to public
disclosure. To the extent that Developer in good faith believes that any financial materials
reasonably requested by the City constitutes a trade secret or confidential proprietary information
protected from disclosure under the Sunshine Ordinance and other Laws, Developer shall mark
any such materials as such. When a City official or employee receives a request for information
that has been so marked or designated, the City may request further evidence or explanation from
Developer. If the City determines that the information does not constitute a trade secret or
proprietary information protected from disclosure, the City shall notify Developer of that
conclusion and that the information will be released by a specified date in order to provide
Developer an opportunity to obtain a court order prohibiting disclosure.
14.17 Non-Liability of City Officials and Others. Notwithstanding anything to
the contrary in this Agreement, no individual board member, director, commissioner, officer,
employee, official or agent of City or other City Parties shall be personally liable to Developer,
its successors and assigns, in the event of any Default by City, or for any amount which may
become due to Developer, its successors and assigns, under this Agreement.
14.18 Non-Liability of Developer Officers and Others.

Notwithstanding

anything to the contrary in this Agreement, no individual board member, director, officer,
employee, official, partner, employee, or agent of Developer or any affiliate of Developer shall
be personally liable to City, its successors and assigns, in the event of any Default by Developer,
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or for any amount which may become due to City, its successors and assigns, under this
Agreement.
14.19 No Third Party Beneficiaries. There are no third party beneficiaries to this
Agreement.

[REMAINDER OF PAGE INTENTIONALLY BLANK]
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IN WITNESS WHEREOF, the Parties hereto have executed this Agreement as of the day
and year first above written.
CITY:

Approved as to form:

CITY AND COUNTY OF SAN FRANCISCO,
a municipal corporation

DENNIS J. HERRERA, City Attorney

By:

By:
Rich Hillis
Director of Planning

Elizabeth A. Dietrich
Deputy City Attorney

RECOMMENDED:
By:
Eric Shaw
Director, MOHCD
Approved on ______, 20__
Board of Supervisors Ordinance No. _____
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DEVELOPER:
_________________________
a _____________________
By:
Name:
Its:
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A notary public or other officer completing this certificate verifies only the identity of the individual who signed the
document to which this certificate is attached, and not the truthfulness, accuracy, or validity of that document.

State of California
County of San Francisco

)
)

On ____________________, before me, ____________________________, a Notary Public,
personally appeared _______________________________, who proved to me on the basis of
satisfactory evidence to be the person(s) whose name(s) is/are subscribed to the within
instrument and acknowledged to me that he/she/they executed the same in his/her/their
authorized capacity(ies), and that by his/her/their signature(s) on the instrument the person(s), or
the entity upon behalf of which the person(s) acted, executed the instrument.
I certify under PENALTY OF PERJURY under the laws of the State of California that the
foregoing paragraph is true and correct.
WITNESS my hand and official seal.

Signature
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A notary public or other officer completing this certificate verifies only the identity of the individual who signed the
document to which this certificate is attached, and not the truthfulness, accuracy, or validity of that document.

State of California
County of San Francisco

)
)

On ____________________, before me, ____________________________, a Notary Public,
personally appeared _______________________________, who proved to me on the basis of
satisfactory evidence to be the person(s) whose name(s) is/are subscribed to the within
instrument and acknowledged to me that he/she/they executed the same in his/her/their
authorized capacity(ies), and that by his/her/their signature(s) on the instrument the person(s), or
the entity upon behalf of which the person(s) acted, executed the instrument.
I certify under PENALTY OF PERJURY under the laws of the State of California that the
foregoing paragraph is true and correct.
WITNESS my hand and official seal.

Signature
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S-9668
4-10-20

LEGAL DESCRIPTION

“DEVELOPMENT PARCEL”

ALL THAT REAL PROPERTY SITUATED IN THE CITY AND COUNTY OF SAN FRANCISCO,
STATE OF CALIFORNIA, DESCRIBED AS FOLLOWS:
A PORTION OF PARCEL ONE (CITY AND COUNTY OF SAN FRANCISCO), AS SAID PARCEL IS
DESCRIBED IN THAT CERTAIN CERTIFICATE OF COMPLIANCE RECORDED FEBRUARY 15,
2012 IN DOCUMENT NO. 2012-J355048, OFFICIAL RECORDS AND MORE PARTICULARLY
DESCRIBED AS FOLLOWS:
BEGINNING AT THE NORTHEAST CORNER OF SAID PARCEL ONE; THENCE ALONG THE
NORTHERLY LINE OF SAID PARCEL ONE S89°36’00”W 656.18 FEET TO THE WESTERLY
LINE OF SAID PARCEL ONE; THENCE ALONG SAID WESTERLY LINE S00°24’00”E 995.92
FEET TO A POINT DISTANT THEREON N00°24’00”W 82.83 FEET FROM THE SOUTHWEST
CORNER OF SAID PARCEL ONE, SAID POINT BEING ON A LINE THAT IS PERPENDICULARLY
DISTANT 80.00 FEET NORTHEASTERLY FROM THE SOUTHWESTERLY LINE OF SAID PARCEL
ONE; THENCE ALONG SAID LINE THAT IS PARALLEL WITH SAID SOUTHWESTERLY LINE OF
PARCEL ONE S75°22’33”E 685.33 FEET TO THE EASTERLY LINE OF SAID PARCEL ONE;
THENCE ALONG SAID EASTERLY LINE N00°40’45”W 1173.59 FEET TO THE POINT OF
BEGINNING.
CONTAINING 714,637 SQ.FT. OR 16.40 ACRES, MORE OR LESS
THE BASIS OF BEARINGS FOR THE ABOVE DESCRIPTION IS THE MONUMENT LINE ON OCEAN
AVENUE FROM MIRAMAR AVENUE TO LEE AVENUE SHOWN AS S75°22’33”E ON “RECORD OF
SURVEY #7017” FILED FOR RECORD ON MAY 21, 2012 IN BOOK EE OF SURVEY MAPS, AT
PAGES 14-15 INCLUSIVE, OFFICIAL RECORDS OF THE CITY AND COUNTY OF SAN
FRANCISCO.

EXHIBIT B
PROJECT DESCRIPTION
The Project Site is located on an approximately 17 acre site in the West of Twin Peaks area of
south central San Francisco. The Project Site is north of the Ocean Avenue commercial district, west of
the City College of San Francisco Ocean Campus, east of the Westwood Park neighborhood, and south
of Archbishop Riordan High School. The Project would develop the site with approximately 1,100
mixed-income family-friendly housing units (approximately 1.3 million gross square feet (gsf)), open
space, a childcare facility/community room available for public use, on- and off-street parking, and new
streets, utilities, and other infrastructure. A Site Plan is attached to this Exhibit B as Exhibit B-1.
The Site Plan attached as Exhibit B-1 depicts the various development parcels and anticipated
locations of buildings comprising the Project (“Buildings”). The Affordable Units (defined below) are
anticipated to be constructed on Parcels A, B, E, F, and H (the “Affordable Parcels”). The Project
includes construction of approximately 450 market-rate rental units (the “Market Rate Units”), which
are anticipated to be constructed on Parcels C, D, and G (the “Market Rate Parcels). In addition, the
Project includes approximately 100 for-sale condominium townhouse units to be constructed on the
western portion of the Project Site on Parcels TH-1 and TH-2 (the “Townhouse Parcels”).
The buildings comprising the Project will range in height from 25 to 78 feet. Fifty percent (50%)
percent of the new units comprising the Project will be designated affordable to persons earning between
30 and 120 percent of the area median income, with the final affordability levels for particular buildings
determined as described in the Affordable Housing Program attached to this Agreement as Exhibit D.
Developer will be responsible for providing gap financing for 66.7% of the affordable housing in the
Project, with the City providing the remaining 33.3%. Affordable housing will be distributed throughout
the site. The Affordable Housing Program is described in greater detail in Exhibit D to the Agreement.
In addition to the development of residential units, the Project includes an approximately 1,000
gsf community room for public use, and a childcare center to serve approximately 100 children. The
Child Care Program is described in greater detail in Exhibit L to the Development Agreement.
The Project includes up to 550 residential parking spaces, and up to 450 parking spaces that will
be available at market rates to the general public, including the students, faculty, and staff of the City
College of San Francisco. The parking plan is discussed in greater detail in the Transportation exhibit
attached to this Agreement as Exhibit J.
Approximately 4 acres on the Project Site will be devoted to publicly accessible open space. The
open spaces include pedestrian and bicycle pathways, or paseos, and an approximately 2 acre park in the
center of the Project Site called Reservoir Park. The open space also includes an approximately 80-footwide parcel located along the southern edge of the Project Site where an underground water transmission
pipeline is located, and that will remain under the ownership of SFPUC. The Open Space Plan is
described and depicted in greater detail in Exhibit C to the Agreement.
The Project includes transportation and circulation changes, including the extension of
existing north–south Lee Avenue across the site, and a new internal street network. The project
would include a roadway network that would be accessible for people walking, including people with
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disabilities, bicycling, and driving. The project would also include new utility infrastructure to supply
the site with potable water, wastewater collection, stormwater collection and treatment, electricity,
natural gas, and communications. The street and infrastructure improvements are described in
greater detail in the Master Infrastructure Plan attached to the Agreement as Exhibit M.
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EXHIBIT B-1
SITE PLAN
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EXHIBIT C
PROJECT OPEN SPACE PLAN

This Exhibit C (“Open Space Plan”)describes the Project Open Space. All capitalized terms
used in this Exhibit C and not specifically defined herein will have the meanings ascribed to
them in the Development Agreement by and between the City and County of San Francisco, a
municipal corporation, and Reservoir Community Partners LLC, a California Delaware limited
liability company (the “Agreement”). The Project will provide the following Project Open
Space, in accordance with Exhibit C-1 (Open Space Site Plan), Exhibit C-2 (Open Space Rules
and Regulations), Exhibit C-3 (Public Access Declaration), Exhibit C-4 (Regulations for
Privately-Owned Streets) and Schedule 1 (Community Benefits Linkages) to the Agreement:
1. Publicly Accessible Private Improvements. The Project includes the construction, operation, and
maintenance of the “Publicly Accessible Private Improvements” as identified in this Open
Space Plan. Developer will construct the Publicly Accessible Private Improvements substantially
as described in the Project SUD and Design Standards and Guidelines (“DSG”), as follows:
a. Reservoir Park: An approximately 2-acre park located at the center of the project site,
generally surrounded by the residential buildings proposed for the Project. Potential
programming will include a multi-use lawn and terraces, a playground, community
garden, picnic area, dog facility, and stormwater gardens and a terrace overlooking the
park from the community room (anticipated to be provided as part of the building on
Parcel E.)
b. Gateway Landscape: An approximately 0.10-acre landscaped area, potentially
programmed with dog facilities, and located at the Project site’s entrance east of the Lee
Avenue and South Street intersection.
c. Brighton Paseo: An approximately 0.25-acre pedestrian and slow bike only shared path
connecting the Project, including Reservoir Park, to the adjacent neighborhood across
Ocean Avenue to the south.
d. San Ramon Paseo: An approximately 0.15-acre pedestrian and slow bike only shared
path connecting the Project’s open space network to San Ramon Way at the west. The
landscaped area will include pedestrian and bike amenities, creating a garden-like
passage for residents and community members.
e. Community Room: An approximately 1,000 square foot space that will host services
and programs that are available to the public but are designed for specified
programmed activities (i.e. classes). The Community Room must be located in a
Building immediately adjacent to Reservoir Park and must front the park.
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2. The Publicly Accessible Private Improvements will be privately owned but accessible to the
public on the terms described in Exhibit C-2 and Exhibit C-3. The Publicly Accessible
Private Improvements, depicted in Exhibit C-1, will be provided substantially as described in
the Project SUD and DSG, constructed in accordance with the terms of the Development
Agreement, Exhibit C-2 and Schedule 1, and operated and maintained on the terms of
Exhibit C-2 and Exhibit C-3.
3. SFPUC Open Space. An approximately 1.2-acre, 80-foot wide parcel abutting the south side
of Project site that contains a large underground water transmission pipeline. The City,
through the SFPUC, will continue to own the space for utility use. The space will be
improved to serve as an active flexible urban recreation space subject to a license from the
SFPUC. The space may be used for temporary programming, subject to the terms of the
SFPUC Retained Fee License Agreement and additional permits required for such temporary
uses issued by the SFPUC.
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EXHIBIT C-1
OPEN SPACE SITE PLAN
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EXHIBIT C-2
OPEN SPACE RULES AND REGULATIONS
Regulations Regarding Access and Maintenance of
Publicly Accessible Private Improvements
These Regulations Regarding Access and Maintenance of Publicly Accessible Private
Improvements (these “Regulations”) govern the use, maintenance, and operation of each
completed Publicly Accessible Private Improvement (each, a “Publicly Accessible Private
Improvement” and collectively, the “Publicly Accessible Private Improvements”) as defined
in Section 1 of the Development Agreement for the Balboa Reservoir Project by and between the
City and County of San Francisco, a municipal corporation, and Reservoir Community Partners
LLC, a Delaware limited liability company (the “Agreement”). The Publicly Accessible Private
Improvements are located on the Dedicated Project Open Space for the Project that is privately
owned, but will remain accessible to the public, as described in this Exhibit and more
particularly described in the Declaration of Public Access Covenants and Restrictions attached
hereto as Exhibit C-3 and recorded against the Dedicated Public Open Space (the
“Declaration”), and includes Reservoir Park, Gateway Landscape, Brighton Paseo, and San
Ramon Paseo identified in Exhibit C. All capitalized terms used in these Regulations and not
specifically defined herein will have the meanings ascribed to them in the Agreement.
A.

Developer Obligation to Maintain and Operate Publicly Accessible Private
Improvements and Dedicated Public Open Space

1.
Management in Accordance with Regulations and Declaration. Developer
will control, manage, maintain and operate the Publicly Accessible Private Improvements and
Dedicated Public Open Space pursuant to the Declaration and in accordance with these
Regulations and the Agreement.
2.
Transfer of Obligations. Once the Publicly Accessible Private
Improvements are completed, Developer’s ongoing obligations under these Regulations may be
transferred to a residential, commercial or other management association (the “Manager”) on
commercially reasonable terms so long as (i) the Manager has the financial capacity and ability
to perform the obligations so transferred, (ii) the Planning Director reasonably approves the
Manager, and (iii) Developer notifies the City of the transfer in accordance with the notice
provisions of the Agreement. If so transferred, the approved Manager will assume Developer’s
obligations and will operate, manage, and maintain the Publicly Accessible Private
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Improvements and the Dedicated Public Open Space in good repair and in a clean and safe
condition in accordance with the anticipated and foreseeable use thereof.
3.
Annual Public Meeting. Developer will host a minimum of one (1) public
meeting per year and post notice online inviting neighborhood organizations and members of the
public to attend. Such notice also will be provided to the Planning Department. At such meeting,
Developer will provide the opportunity for the City, members of neighborhood organizations,
and members of the public to comment on Developer’s use, maintenance, and/or operation of the
Publicly Accessible Private Improvements and the Dedicated Public Open Space.
4.
Monitoring and Reporting. One year after the completion and opening of
any Publicly Accessible Private Improvement, and then every three years thereafter, Developer
will submit a Maintenance and Operations Report to the City’s Zoning Administrator for review
by the Planning Department. After the initial report relating to the first year of operations for
each Publicly Accessible Private Improvement, the Maintenance and Operations Report for all of
the Publicly Accessible Private Improvements may be combined into a single report, regardless
of the timing of completion of the individual improvements. At a minimum the Maintenance and
Operations Report will include:
(a)
A description of the amenities, a list of events and programming
with dates, and any changes to the programing during the reporting period;
(b)
If the design of the Publicly Accessible Private Improvement was
altered during the reporting period, a schematic plan of the Publicly Accessible Private
Improvement, including the location of amenities, food service, landscape, furnishing, lighting,
and signage;
(c)
Photos of the existing Publicly Accessible Private Improvement at
the time of reporting;
(d)
A description and schedule of the means and hours of access to the
Publicly Accessible Private Improvement and Dedicated Public Open Space, if changed during
the reporting period, and all temporary closures occurring during the reporting period;
(e)
A schedule of completed maintenance activities during the
reporting period and an assessment of maintenance standards in accordance with the Recreation
and Park Department park maintenance standards set forth in Proposition C (San Francisco
Charter Section F1.102) and the Park Code;
(f)
A schedule of proposed maintenance activities for the next
reporting period; and
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(g)

B.

Contact information for a community liaison.

Permitted Uses.

Upon completion of any Publicly Accessible Private Improvement in accordance with
this Agreement, Developer shall make that Publicly Accessible Private Improvement and
associated Dedicated Public Open Space available for the use, enjoyment and benefit of the
public for circulation, open space and recreational purposes in accordance with the Declaration
and these Regulations. The following Dedicated Public Open Spaces and associated Publicly
Accessible Private Improvements will be available for the following specific uses:
1.
Brighten Paseo and San Ramon Paseo. Brighton Paseo and San Ramon
Paseo, as described in Exhibit C and depicted in Exhibit C-1 to the Agreement (collectively, the
“Paseos”), will provide access for the use, benefit and enjoyment of the public for purposes of
circulation, including walking and bicycling, seven days a week, twenty-four hours a day, in the
same manner as would a public right-of-way.
2.
Park Areas. Reservoir Park and Gateway Landscape (collectively, the
“Park Areas”), as more particularly described in the Declaration, shall be open and accessible to
the public from 5am to Midnight, seven days per week, unless otherwise provided in these
Regulations. No person will enter or remain in the Park Areas when the Park Areas are closed to
the public, except persons authorized in conjunction with a public event reservation, Special
Events, or other Non-Closure Events, or authorized service and maintenance personnel. As part of
the Park Areas, Developer shall build, maintain and operate at a minimum, a total of 2000 square
feet of dog relief areas at one or more of the locations shown in DSG Figure 6.18–1: Potential
Locations for Dog Relief Areas. Additional locations within the Park Areas may be considered.
Dog relief areas shall be open and accessible to the public from 5am to Midnight, seven days per
week, unless otherwise provided in these Regulations. No person will enter or remain in the dog
relief areas when the dog relief areas are closed to the public, except persons authorized in
conjunction with authorized service and maintenance personnel.
3.
Community Room. The Project includes a Community Room that will
host services and programs that are available to the public but are designed for specified
programmed activities (i.e. classes). As such, the Community Room will be considered partial
public access. The Community Room must be located in a Building immediately adjacent to
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Reservoir Park and must front the park. Public access to the community room will be provided
from Reservoir Park and/or from the public street. The public area of the room will be not less
than 1,000 square feet, not including support areas. The Community Room will be operated and
maintained in accordance with all applicable laws. The Community Room will be used as a
community clubhouse, neighborhood center, or other community facility open for public use in
which the chief activity is not carried on as a gainful business and whose chief function is the
gathering of persons from the immediate neighborhood for the purposes of recreation, social
interaction, and education. The Community Room will be made available at reasonable times of
the day and days of the week (such as evenings and weekends) for use and rent by residents,
neighborhood organizations, non-profits, public agencies, and other members of the public for
non-commercial meetings, events and other gatherings. The operator of the Community Room
will publicize the availability of such facility, may require a reasonable fee for such use, and set
reasonable hours and terms for such use, but any fees may not exceed the administrative and
maintenance costs of hosting such events. In addition, each multi-family Building, excluding the
Townhouse Units, will have an adaptable indoor common area for residents of the Building.
Adaptable spaces allow for many different accommodations in response to demographic shifts,
instead of targeting one audience. Each Building’s indoor adaptable space should be able to
accommodate programming for families, such as a space to host meetings, dinners, birthday
parties, or other groups.
C.

Temporary Closure.

Developer shall have the right, without obtaining the prior consent of the City or any
other person or entity, to temporarily close a Publicly Accessible Private Improvement and
associated Dedicated Public Open Space to the public from time to time for one of the following
reasons. Except in the event of a closure in excess on one week as provided in Section ___
below, such temporary closure shall continue for as long as Developer reasonably deems
necessary to address either of the circumstances below, provided that Developer uses
commercially reasonable efforts to limit the duration of the closure and the area subject to
closure.
1.
Emergency; Public Safety. In the event of an emergency or danger to the
public health or safety created from whatever cause (including, but not limited to, flood, storm,
fire, earthquake, explosion, accident, criminal activity, riot, civil disturbances, civil unrest,
unlawful assembly, or loitering),Developer may temporarily close a Publicly Accessible Private
Improvement (or affected portions thereof) and associated Dedicated Public Open Space in any

34469\13285665.3

Exhibit C-2

manner deemed necessary or desirable to promote public safety, security, and the protection of
persons and property.
2.
Maintenance and Repairs. Developer may temporarily close a Publicly
Accessible Private Improvement and associated Dedicated Public Open Space (or affected
portions thereof) in order to make any repairs or perform any maintenance as Developer, in its
reasonable discretion, deems necessary or desirable to repair, maintain, or operate that Publicly
Accessible Private Improvement or associated Dedicated Public Open Space; provided such
closure may not impede emergency vehicle access.
3.
Temporary Construction Staging. Developer may temporarily restrict
access to a Publicly Accessible Private Improvement and associated Dedicated Public Open
Space (or affected portions thereof) for limited duration and as reasonably necessary for
temporary construction staging related to any phase of development of the Project (during which
time the subject improvements and area will not be used by the public) if such temporary
construction staging is in accordance with the Development Agreement, the Approvals, and any
Later Approvals
4.
Primary Paths of Travel Remain Open. Notwithstanding anything to the
contrary in these Regulations, the portions of the Dedicated Public Open Spaces shown on
Figure 1 function as primary paths of pedestrian travel through the Site or provide access to
adjacent buildings and uses, and shall be open to public passage 24 hours per day every day.
5.
Records; Notices; Security. Developer will keep records of all temporary
closures and regularly disclose them at the annual meeting described in Section ___ and in the
Maintenance and Operation Report pursuant to Section ___ of these Regulations. Developer
will post notices within the Dedicated Public Open Space a minimum of 72 hours prior to a
planned closure for maintenance and repairs. Developer will post signs within 24 hours of a
closure for unplanned maintenance and repairs. Signs will explain the nature and duration of the
closure and provide appropriate contact information. Developer will have the right to block
entrances to, to install and operate security devices, and to maintain security personnel in and
around the Paseos and Open Spaces to prevent the entry of persons or vehicles during the time
periods when public access to any Publicly Accessible Private Improvement, Dedicated Public
Open Space, or any portion thereof is restricted pursuant to this Section.
6.
Extended Closure. In the event of a closure in excess of one week that is
not in connection with temporary construction staging pursuant to Section ___, Developer will
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request the Planning Director’s approval of such closure in writing. Requested extended closures
will be reviewed by the Planning Department and may be approved by the Planning Director in
the Director’s sole discretion, in consultation with the General Manager of the Recreation and
Parks Department, who will determine if the extended closure is necessary and reasonable.

D.

General Use Provisions.

The following provisions are applicable to all Publicly Accessible Private Improvements
and Dedicated Public Open Space, whether Paseos or Park Areas.
1.
Prohibited Use. The following is prohibited in any Publicly Accessible
Private Improvement and Dedicated Public Open Space, (i) smoking of any form, including
cigarettes, cigars, pipes, e-cigarettes and smokeless cigarettes (including tobacco or other
controlled substances), (ii) consumption or possession of open alcoholic beverages (unless
permitted by special permit), (iii) camping or sleeping, (iv) climbing or affixing items to trees,
other landscaping, furniture or infrastructure, (v) disorderly conduct, as defined in Article 4 of
the City’s Park Code, as amended from time to time, (vi) building fires or cooking (unless
permitted by special permit), (vii) peddling or vending merchandise (unless permitted by special
permit), (viii) temporary structures or installations (unless permitted by special permit), (ix)
littering or dumping of waste, (x) removal of plants, soil, furniture, or other facilities of the open
space, (xi) graffiti or the damage or destruction of property, and (xii) amplified sound.
Developer may limit off-leash animals to designated areas but shall permit up to eight leashed
animals per person, including leashed service animals, in the Dedicated Public Open Space.
Organized sporting events are not permitted in the Dedicated Public Open Space due to their
slope and limited size. However, active recreation (e.g., kicking a soccer ball or throwing a
football) among groups of up to four (4) people shall be permitted on Euclid Green provided it
does not endanger other users of Euclid Green. Developer may use a completed Dedicated
Public Open Space for limited duration and as reasonably necessary for temporary construction
staging related to adjacent development on the Project Site (during which time the subject
Dedicated Public Open Space shall not be used by the public) to the extent that such construction
is contemplated under, and performed in accordance with, this Agreement, the Approvals, and
any Later Approvals.
2.

No Discrimination. Developer shall not discriminate against or segregate

any person, or group of persons, on account of the basis of fact or perception of a person’s race,
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color, creed, religion, national origin, ancestry, age, sex, sexual orientation, gender identity,
domestic partner status, marital status, disability or acquired immune deficiency syndrome, HIV
status, weight, height, medical condition, or association with members of any of the foregoing
classes, in the use, occupancy, tenure, or enjoyment of a Publicly Accessible Private
Improvement or Dedicated Public Open Space.
3.
Maintenance Standard. Each Publicly Accessible Private Improvement
and Dedicated Public Open Space shall be operated, managed, and maintained in a clean and
safe condition in accordance with the anticipated and foreseeable use thereof, and in accordance
with the Recreation and Park Department park maintenance standards set forth in Proposition C
(San Francisco Charter Section F1.102) and the Park Code or any successor standard that may be
established by law for the maintenance of parks that are accessible to the public.
4.
Operation of the Publicly Accessible Private Improvements. Operation of
each Publicly Accessible Private Improvement and associated Dedicated Public Open Space
shall be subject to the additional requirements of this Paragraph.
(a)
Hours of Operation. Each Publicly Accessible Private
Improvement shall be open and accessible to the public seven (7) days per week during the
daylight hours (or 30 minutes prior to sunset) (the “Operating Hours”), unless reduced hours
are (i) approved in writing by the City, (ii) otherwise expressly provided for in this Agreement
(including, without limitation, Sections ___ of these Regulations), or (iii) reasonably imposed by
Developer, with the Planning Director’s reasonable consent, to address security concerns. None
of the Publicly Accessible Private Improvements or associated Dedicated Public Open Space
shall be closed to the public during Operating Hours for special events. No person shall enter,
remain, stay, or loiter in a Publicly Accessible Private Improvement or associated Dedicated
Public Open Space when it is closed to the public, except persons authorized in conjunction with
a temporary closure, authorized service and maintenance personnel, or an authorized resident,
guest or employee of the project.
(b)
Signs. Developer shall post signs at the major public entrances to
each of its Publicly Accessible Private Improvements and other key locations (such as public
restrooms or structures), indicating that it is a privately-owned Dedicated Public Open Space in
accordance with all laws and signage requirements. The signs, at a minimum, shall (i) indicate
the public right to use the space in accordance with these Regulations, setting forth the applicable
regulations imposed by these Regulations, hours of operation, and a telephone number to call
regarding security, management or other inquiries, and (ii) meet the minimum standards for
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design, location, and content otherwise applicable to signage similar spaces under Planning Code
Section 138, as amended.
5.
Permissive Use. Developer may post at each entrance to each of its
Publicly Accessible Private Improvement, or at intervals of not more than 200 feet along the
boundary, signs reading substantially as follows: “Right to pass by permission, and subject to
control of owner: Section 1008, Civil Code.” Notwithstanding the posting of any such sign, no
use by the public nor any person of any portion of the Publicly Accessible Private Improvement
or associated Dedicated Public Open Space for any purpose or period of time shall be construed,
interpreted, or deemed to create any rights or interests to or in the Publicly Accessible Private
Improvement or associated Dedicated Public Open Space other than the rights and interests
expressly granted in this Agreement. The right of the public or any person to make any use
whatsoever of a Publicly Accessible Private Improvement, associated Dedicated Public Open
Space or any portion thereof, is not meant to be an implied dedication for the benefit of, or to
create any rights or interests in, any third parties.
6.
Arrest or Removal of Persons. Developer shall have the right (but not the
obligation) to use all lawful means to effect the removal of any person or persons who creates a
public nuisance or causes safety concerns for the occupants or neighbors of the Project, or who
otherwise violates the applicable rules and regulations, or who commits any crime including,
without limitation, infractions or misdemeanors, in or around a Publicly Accessible Private
Improvement or Dedicated Public Open Space. To the extent permitted by law, Developer may
prohibit members of the public who have repeatedly broken the Regulations in any material
respect from entering the Dedicated Public Open Space, and if such person enters a Dedicated
Public Open Space, may ask such person to leave the Dedicated Public Open Space. Developer
shall have the right to exercise its power and authority as owner consistent with other publicly
accessible but privately-owned areas in the City, such as other privately owned public open
space.
7.
Project Security During Period of Non-Access. Developer shall have the
right to block entrances to install and operate security devices and to maintain security personnel
in and around the Publicly Accessible Private Improvements and associated Dedicated Public
Open Space to prevent the entry of persons or vehicles during the time periods when public
access thereto is restricted or not permitted. Subject to the access requirements for City’s
emergency vehicles, as described in the Subdivision Map, and Developer’s obligations under
Applicable Law, Developer may install permanent architectural features that serve as security
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devices such as gates, fences and bollards, and close such devices during non-operating hours or
during periods of closure as identified in these Regulations. Design of such devices is subject to
approval of the San Francisco Planning Department which shall not be unreasonably withheld
and subject to any permits required under Applicable Law. Such design review by the San
Francisco Planning Department shall not be construed as a change in entitlement and shall not be
subject to a planning application or require a separate entitlement. It shall not be unreasonable
for the Planning Department to withhold its consent if any such devices would impede
emergency access that may be required under Applicable Law or in the Approvals. Nothing
shall restrict Developer’s right to install security cameras and monitoring devices anywhere on
the Project.
8.
Removal of Obstructions. Developer may remove and dispose of, in any
lawful manner it deems appropriate, any object or thing left or deposited on a Publicly
Accessible Private Improvement or Dedicated Public Open Space deemed to be an obstruction,
interference, or restriction of use of that Publicly Accessible Private Improvement or Dedicated
Public Open Space for the purposes set forth in these Regulations, including, but not limited to,
personal belongings or equipment in or on a Publicly Accessible Private Improvement or
Dedicated Public Open Space during hours when public access is not allowed pursuant to these
Regulations.
9.
No Temporary Structures. No trailer, tent, shack, or other outbuilding, or
structure of a temporary character, shall be allowed on any portion of the Dedicated Public Open
Space at any time during Operating Hours, either temporarily or permanently, except (a) with
regard to Developer’s right to use Dedicated Public Open Space for temporary construction
staging related to adjacent development as set forth in Sections ___ of these Regulations, and (b)
Developer may approve the use of temporary tents, booths, art installations, temporary displays,
and other structures in connection with public events, temporary exhibitions, or Special Events.
E.

Temporary Closure.

Developer shall have the right, without obtaining the prior consent of the City or any
other person or entity, to temporarily close a Publicly Accessible Private Improvement and
associated Dedicated Public Open Space to the public from time to time for one of the following
reasons. Except in the event of a closure in excess on one week as provided in Section ___
below, such temporary closure shall continue for as long as Developer reasonably deems
necessary to address either of the circumstances below, provided that Developer uses
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commercially reasonable efforts to limit the duration of the closure and the area subject to
closure.
1.
Emergency; Public Safety. In the event of an emergency or danger to the
public health or safety created from whatever cause (including, but not limited to, flood, storm,
fire, earthquake, explosion, accident, criminal activity, riot, civil disturbances, civil unrest,
unlawful assembly, or loitering), Developer may temporarily close a Publicly Accessible Private
Improvement (or affected portions thereof) and associated Dedicated Public Open Space in any
manner deemed necessary or desirable to promote public safety, security, and the protection of
persons and property.
2.
Maintenance and Repairs. Developer may temporarily close a Publicly
Accessible Private Improvement (or affected portions thereof) and associated Dedicated Public
Open Space in order to make any repairs or perform any maintenance as Developer, in its
reasonable discretion, deems necessary or desirable to repair, maintain, or operate that Publicly
Accessible Private Improvement or associated Dedicated Public Open Space; provided such
closure may not impede emergency vehicle access.
3.
Primary Paths of Travel Remain Open. Notwithstanding anything to the
contrary in these Regulations, the portions of the Dedicated Public Open Spaces shown on
Figure 1 function as primary paths of pedestrian travel through the Site or provide access to
adjacent buildings and uses, and shall be open to public passage 24 hours per day every day.
4.
Records; Notices; Security. Developer will keep records of all temporary
closures and regularly disclose them at the annual meeting described in Section ___ and in the
Maintenance and Operation Report pursuant to Section ___ of these Regulations. Developer
will post notices within the Dedicated Public Open Space a minimum of 72 hours prior to a
planned closure for maintenance and repairs. Developer will post signs within 24 hours of a
closure for unplanned maintenance and repairs. Signs will explain the nature and duration of the
closure and provide appropriate contact information. Developer will have the right to block
entrances to, to install and operate security devices, and to maintain security personnel in and
around the Paseos and Open Spaces to prevent the entry of persons or vehicles during the time
periods when public access to any Publicly Accessible Private Improvement, Dedicated Public
Open Space, or any portion thereof is restricted pursuant to this Section.
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5.
Extended Closure. In the event of a closure in excess of one week, the
manager will request the Planning Director’s approval of such closure in writing. Requested
extended closures will be reviewed by the Planning Department and may be approved by the
Planning Director as his or her sole discretion, in consultation with the General Manager of the
Recreation and Parks Department, who will determine if the extended closure is warranted or
would constitute a violation of required public access.

F.

Special Events and Open Events

1.
Special Events. Developer may temporarily close to the public all or any
portion of Reservoir Park for private or public special events such as fundraisers, picnics,
concerts, and weddings (each, a "Special Event" and collectively, "Special Events”) in
accordance with this Section. All Special Events must comply with applicable laws and will be
subject to any required approvals or permits. Developer will post a notice of closure at all major
entrances to Reservoir Park for a period of seventy-two (72) hours prior to closing Reservoir
Park for a Special Event. Closures of Reservoir Park will be limited as follows: a total of six (6)
events per year, but no more than one (1) per month, for up to 48 hours for each event. Events
on Saturdays and Sundays between the hours of 7am and 6pm are permitted up to a maximum of
two times per year. The portions of Reservoir Park that function as primary pedestrian paths
through the Site or provide access to adjacent buildings and uses must always remain open to
public passage in accordance with Section ___ and may not be closed for a Special Event.
Developer will have the right to block entrances to, and to install and operate security devices,
and to maintain security personnel in and around the Park Areas to prevent the entry of persons
or vehicles during the time periods when public access to the Park Areas or any portion thereof is
restricted or not permitted for a Special Event.
2.
Open Events. Members of the public or other event sponsors (“Event
Sponsors”) may request the use of the Park Areas for privately- or publicly-sponsored events,
including meetings, festivals, gatherings, assemblies, celebrations, receptions, seminars, lectures,
fitness classes, concerts, art displays, exhibits, booths for charitable, patriotic or welfare purposes,
conventions, farmers markets, and open air sale of agriculturally produced seasonal decorations,
such as Christmas trees and Halloween pumpkins, that do not require the closure of any portion of
the Open Space to the public (collectively, “Open Events”).
(a)
All Open Events must be approved in advance by Developer and
are subject to any required approvals or permits from applicable City Agencies with jurisdiction
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over the Open Event. It will be the sole responsibility of the requesting member of the public to
obtain any such required permits or approvals.
(b)
Developer may require payment in the form of a permit fee or
other charge for use of the Park Area for Open Events, so long as the permit fee or use charge
does not exceed the reasonable costs for administration, maintenance, security, liability, and
repairs associated with such event, and such fees will be commensurate with fees charged by
City’s Recreation and Parks Department for similar permits of similar facilities in San Francisco.
Developer will post on the internet a clear explanation of the application process and criteria for
review and approval of such Open Events, including related fees, and make available such
criteria and application forms to the Planning Director and General Manager of the Recreation
and Parks Department for the purpose of the Department or other City entity or Agency
publishing such criteria and application forms if they so choose.
(c)
Good Neighbor Policies. Event Sponsors will manage the Park
Areas in accordance with the following good neighbor policies during the Open Event:
i.
The quiet, safety, and cleanliness of the space and its
adjacent area will be maintained in accordance with these Regulations;
ii.

Proper and adequate storage and disposal of debris and

garbage will be provided;
iii.
Noise and odors, unless otherwise permitted, will be
contained within the immediate area of the Park Areas so as not to be a nuisance to neighbors;
iv.
Notices will be prominently displayed during Open Events
urging patrons to: (i) leave the Park Areas and neighborhood in a quiet, peaceful, and orderly
fashion; (ii) remove all litter; and (iii) avoid blocking driveways in the neighborhood. Such
notices will be removed promptly after each Open Event.
v.
The Event Sponsor or its employees or volunteers will walk
a 100-foot radius from the edge of the Park Areas within thirty (30) minutes after the Open Event
has ended and will pick up and dispose of any discarded beverage containers and other trash left
by patrons.
G.

Amendment of Regulations.

Developer and City anticipate that, as time progresses, these Regulations may benefit
from modification and amendment. Publicly Accessible Private Improvements and Dedicated
Public Open Space may be more appropriately operated using an amended set of Regulations.
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Amendments may include limited operating hours and limitations on Special Events in order to
maintain safety and to be considerate of neighboring residences, but in no event may an
amendment materially alter the Publicly Accessible Private Improvements or materially impact
the public’s ability to access or use any of the Publicly Accessible Private Improvements or
Dedicated Public Open Space without first undergoing a design review process pursuant to the
Project SUD, together with any other required approvals. If Developer desires to amend any of
these Regulations, Developer will request such amendments in writing to the Planning Director.
Requested amendments will be reviewed by the Planning Department and may be approved by
the Planning Director in the Director’s sole discretion after undergoing a design review process
pursuant to the Project SUD if such amendments would not materially alter the Publicly
Accessible Private Improvements or affect the public’s ability to access or use the Publicly
Accessible Private Improvements or the Dedicated Public Open Space. The Planning Director
will make its determination in consultation with the General Manager of the Recreation and
Parks Department and the City Attorney.
H.

Code of Conduct for Public Use of Publicly Accessible Private Improvements

1.
Applicability. The following Code of Conduct for Public Use of Publicly
Accessible Private Improvements (“Code of Conduct”) applies to members of the public during
use of the Publicly Accessible Private Improvements. The Code of Conduct is intended to
address normal operating conditions; emergency or unusual circumstances may necessitate
deviations from the Code of Conduct. The Code of Conduct is subject to update and change.
2.
Arrest or Removal of Persons. Manager will have the right (but not the
obligation) to use lawful means to effect the removal of any person who creates a public
nuisance, who otherwise violates the applicable Regulations of any Publicly Accessible Private
Improvements, or who commits any crime, including infractions or misdemeanors in or around
any Publicly Accessible Private Improvement.
3.

Limits on Public Use.

(a)
No Loitering. No person will enter, remain, stay, or loiter in the
Publicly Accessible Private Improvements outside of the hours of operation, or when the
Publicly Accessible Private Improvements are closed to the public as set forth in this Exhibit,
except persons authorized in conjunction with a Special Event or other temporary closure, or
authorized service and maintenance personnel.
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(b)

Intoxication as Cause for Exclusion. Manager is authorized to

order any person to stay out of or to leave a Publicly Accessible Private Improvement or any
building, structure, equipment, apparatus, or appliance therein when it has reasonable cause to
conclude that the person so ordered: (i) Is under the influence of intoxicating liquor, any drug, or
any "controlled substance" as that term is defined and described in the California Health and
Safety Code, or any combination of any intoxicating liquor, drug, or controlled substance, and is
in such a condition that he or she is unable to exercise care for his or her own safety or the safety
of others or interferes with or obstructs or prevents the free use of a Publicly Accessible Private
Improvement. (ii) Is consuming alcoholic beverages in violation of this Code of Conduct. (iii) Is
using any drug or controlled substance or any combination of any intoxicating liquor, drug, or
controlled substance; (iv) Is doing any act injurious to the Publicly Accessible Private
Improvements or any building, structure, equipment, apparatus, or appliance therein; (v) Is
taking any action in violation of SF Park Code Section 4.01 and this Code of Conduct.
(c)
Permits, Reservations, and Rentals. No person will, without a
permit, as applicable, perform any of the following acts in the Publicly Accessible Private
Improvements:
i.

Conduct or sponsor a parade involving fifty (50) or more

persons.
ii.
Conduct or sponsor or engage in petitioning, leafletting,
demonstrating, or soliciting when the number of petitioners, leafletters, demonstrators, or
solicitors engaging in one or more of these activities involves fifty (50) or more such persons at
the same time within an area circumscribed by a five hundred foot (500-foot) radius.
iii.

Sell or offer for sale books, newspapers, periodicals or

other printed material.
iv.
Conduct or sponsor any exhibit, promotion, dramatic
performance, theatrics, pantomime, dance, fair, circus, festival, juggling or other acrobatics or
show of any kind or nature which has been publicized four (4) hours or more in advance.
v.
Perform any feat of skill or produce any amusement show,
movie or entertainment which has been publicized four (4) hours or more in advance.
vi.

Make a speech which has been publicized (4) four hours or

vii.

Conduct or sponsor a religious event involving fifty (50) or

more in advance.

more persons.
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viii.

Conduct or sponsor a concert or musical performance

which (1) has been publicized four (4) hours or more in advance, or (2) utilizes sound
amplification equipment, or (3) involves a band or orchestra.
ix.

Participate in a picnic, dance, or other social gathering

involving forty-five (45) or more persons.
x.

Sell or provide food to persons, except that no permit is

required when a person participating in a picnic or social gathering of forty-five (45) or fewer
persons provides food to others who are also participating in the picnic or social gathering.
xi.
Conduct or sponsor a race or marathon which involves
twenty (25) or more persons as participants or which obstructs or interferes with the normal flow
of pedestrian traffic.
xii.
Conduct or sponsor any event which utilizes sound
amplification equipment, as defined in Part II, Chapter VIII (Police Code) of the San Francisco
Municipal Code.
xiii.

Conduct or sponsor an exhibition.

xiv.

Conduct or sponsor an animal show.

xv.

Conduct a wedding ceremony.

xvi.

Conduct or sponsor an art show.

xvii.

Operate any amusement park device.

xviii.

Conduct or sponsor an organized kite-flying event of any

club or organization.
xix.
Station or erect any scaffold, stage, platform, rostrum,
tower, stand, bandstand, building, fence, wall, monument, dome or other structure.
xx.
Launch or land any drone, airplane, helicopter, parachute,
hang glider, hot air balloon, or other machine or apparatus of aviation, or bring any balloon with
a diameter of more than six (6) feet or a gas capacity of more than one hundred fifteen (115)
cubic feet.
xxi.
Bring or cause to be brought, for the purposes of sale or
barter, or have for sale, or sell or exchange, or offer for sale or exchange any goods, wares, or
merchandise.
xxii.
Construct or maintain or inhabit any structure, tent, or any
other thing in the Publicly Accessible Private Improvements that may be used for housing
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accommodations or camping, and construct or maintain any device that can be used for cooking,
nor will any person construct or maintain any device that can be used for cooking, except with
permission from the Manager. No person will modify the landscape in any way in order to create
a shelter or accumulate household furniture or appliances or construction debris in a Publicly
Accessible Private Improvements.
xxiii.

Engage in commercial photography, filming, or recording

in the Publicly Accessible Private Improvements.
xxiv.

Conduct a farmers’ market.

xxv.
Bring any animal into the Publicly Accessible Private
Improvements, other than a dog or other domesticated animal, or guide, signal, or support
animal.
xxvi.
Provide instruction in any athletic activity for
compensation.
xxvii.
Additional Activities Requiring a Permit. Manager will
have the authority to require a permit or written permission for additional activities in the
Publicly Accessible Private Improvements when such a requirement furthers the purposes set
forth in the Code of Conduct or the Municipal Code. A list of the additional activities for which
permits are required will be posted in the Publicly Accessible Private Improvements and made
available to the public upon request.

4.

Rules Regarding Conduct.

(a)
Rules to Be Obeyed. No person will willfully disobey or violate
any of the Regulations governing the use and enjoyment by the public of the Publicly Accessible
Private Improvements, or of any building, structure, equipment, apparatus or appliance in the
Publicly Accessible Private Improvements, which Regulations, at the time, are posted in some
conspicuous place in that area or at an entrance to the Publicly Accessible Private Improvements,
or in or near the building, structure, equipment, apparatus, or appliance to which the Regulation
applies.
(b)
Signs to Be Obeyed. No person will willfully disobey the notices,
prohibitions, or directions on any sign posted by the Manager.
(c)
Interference with Manager Employees. No person will, with
malice, interfere with or in any manner hinder any employee or agent of the Manager, or a duly
authorized contractor while that person is engaged in constructing, repairing, or caring for any
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portion of the Publicly Accessible Private Improvements or is otherwise engaged in the
discharge of such employee’s, agent’s, or contractor’s duties.
(d)
Refusal to Obey Lawful Order. It will be unlawful for any person
to refuse to obey the lawful order of law enforcement or an employee of Manager made pursuant
to the Code of Conduct.
5.

Prohibited Activities or Conduct.

(a)
Smoking. No person will smoke in a Publicly Accessible Private
Improvement, either in enclosed or unenclosed areas.
(b)
Intoxication by Alcohol or Drugs. State law provides that any
person in a public place who is under the influence of intoxicating liquor, drugs, or certain
specified substances and endangers themselves or others or interferes with the free use of a
public right of way is guilty of disorderly conduct.
(c)
Fighting, Disturbing Peace, Offensive Words. State law prohibits
unlawful fighting in a public place, the malicious and willful disturbance of others by loud and
unreasonable noise in a public place, and the use of offensive words in a public place which are
inherently likely to provoke an immediate violent reaction.
(d)
Malicious Destruction of Property. State law prohibits the
malicious defacement, damage, or destruction of real or personal property.
(e)
Human Body Substances. No person will emit, eject, or cause to
be deposited any excreta of the human body, except in a proper receptacle designated for such
purpose.
(f)
Entrance to Controlled Areas. No person will enter a Publicly
Accessible Private Improvements or its facilities by means other than at designated public
entrances. No person will enter Publicly Accessible Private Improvements facilities where a "No
Admittance" or "Employees Only" sign is posted. No person will gain or attempt admittance to a
Publicly Accessible Private Improvement or its facilities where a charge is made, without paying
that charge.
(g)
Polluting Waters. No person will throw or place, or cause to be
thrown or placed, any garbage, trash, refuse, paper, container, or noxious or offensive matter into
any fountain.
(h)
Littering and Dumping of Waste Matter. No personal will litter,
dump, or dispose of garbage, bottles, cans, paper, or other waste matter anywhere other than in
designated trash receptacles.
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(i)

Soliciting. (a) It will be unlawful for any person to engage in

petitioning, leafletting, demonstrating, or soliciting in such a manner as to substantially obstruct
any traffic of pedestrians or vehicles after being warned by a law enforcement officer, or the
Manager not to do so. (b) No person will solicit in an aggressive manner.
(j)

Obstructing Any Sidewalk, Passageway, or Other Public Way. No

person will willfully and substantially obstruct the free passage of any person or persons on any
sidewalk, passageway, or other public places in a Publicly Accessible Private Improvement.
Notwithstanding the foregoing, (1) it is not intended that this Section will apply where its
application would result in an interference with or inhibition of any exercise of the
constitutionally protected right of freedom of speech or assembly, and (2) nothing contained
herein will be deemed to prohibit persons from sitting on public benches or other public
structures, equipment, apparatus, appliances, or facilities provided for such purpose.
(k)
Consumption of Alcohol. No person will consume alcoholic
beverages of any kind in a Publicly Accessible Private Improvement, except during a Special
Event in which sale and consumption of alcohol is specifically allowed and regulated by permit..
(l)
Weapons and Fireworks. (a) No person will fire or carry firearms
of any size or description or possess any instrument, appliance, or substance designed, made, or
adopted for use primarily as a weapon, including but not limited to slingshots, clubs, swords,
razors, billies, explosives, dirk knives, bowie knives, or similar knives, without the permission of
the Manager, with the exception that this Section will not apply to sworn law enforcement
officers. (b) No person will fire or carry any firecracker, rocket, torpedo, or any other fireworks
of any description, except with permission of the Manager.
(m)
No person will drive or propel any vehicle on any planted area or
on any access road or unpaved service road or firetrail in any Publicly Accessible Private
Improvement.
(n)
No person will park any vehicle on any lawn, or planted area, or
unimproved area or on any pedestrian or equestrian lane, or on any access road or unpaved
service road or firetrail or in any manner so as to block access to or exit from any service road or
access road or firetrail, or in any other place in a Publicly Accessible Private Improvement where
parking is prohibited, unless allowed otherwise by permit.
(o)
No person will allow any automobile or other vehicle to remain
parked in any parking lot in a Publicly Accessible Private Improvement which is open for public
use and for which a fee is charged for parking, for a period of more than 24 hours after the
expiration of the period for which a fee is charged, unless otherwise allowed by permit.
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(p)

No person will park any "oversized vehicle," defined herein as any

vehicle longer than 19 feet and/or wider than seven feet, eight inches, in any parking lot in a
Publicly Accessible Private Improvements, unless allowed otherwise by permit.
(q)

No person will allow any automobile or any other vehicle that is

disabled to remain parked in any parking lot in a Publicly Accessible Private Improvements,
unless otherwise allowed by permit.
(r)

Swimming and Bathing. No person will enter, wade, bathe, or

swim in the waters of any fountain in a Publicly Accessible Private Improvement.
(s)
Children. (a) No parent, guardian, or custodian of a minor will
permit or allow such minor to do any act or thing in a Publicly Accessible Private Improvement
prohibited by provisions of the SF Park Code and these Code of Conduct. (b) No adults are
allowed in the children’s play area of a Publicly Accessible Private Improvement except when
accompanying a child.
(t)
Percussion Instruments. No person will play any percussion
instrument, including drums, at any time or location prohibited by Developer when a sign has
been posted in the area affected to give notice of this prohibition, provided that such prohibition
does not unreasonably curtail the playing of such instruments.
(u)
Graffiti. No person will possess, carry, use or keep graffiti or
etching tools, etching cream, or slap tags. For purposes of this subsection: (a) "Graffiti or etching
tools" means a masonry or glass drill bit, a glass cutter, a grinding stone, an awl, a chisel, a
carbide scribe, an aerosol paint container, or any permanent marker with a nib (marking tip) onehalf inch or more at its largest dimension and that is capable of defacing property with
permanent, indelible, or waterproof ink, paint or other liquid. (b) "Etching cream" means any
caustic cream, gel, liquid, or solution capable, by means of chemical action, of defacing,
damaging, or destroying hard surfaces in a manner similar to acid. (c) "Slap tag" means any
material including but not limited to decals, stickers, posters, or labels which contain a substance
commonly known as adhesive glue which may be affixed upon any structural component of any
building, structure, equipment, apparatus, appliance, post, pole, or other facility.

I.

Wildlife and Environmental Protection.

1.
Disturbing Animals, Exceptions. Except as provided in the Article 7,
Chapter VIII (Police Code) of the San Francisco Municipal Code, it will be unlawful for any
person to hunt, chase, shoot, trap, discharge or throw missiles at, harass, disturb, taunt, endanger,
capture, injure, or destroy any animal in a Publicly Accessible Private Improvement, or to permit
34469\13285665.3

Exhibit C-2

any animal in such person’s custody or control to do so; provided, however, that any mole or any
gopher, mouse, rat, or other rodent which is determined by the Manager to be a nuisance may be
destroyed by the Manager; and provided, further, that any animal other than a mole or a gopher,
mouse, rat, or other rodent which is determined by the Manager to be a nuisance or a hazard to
persons using a Publicly Accessible Private Improvement or to be a hazard to plants or other
horticulture, may, in a humane manner, be live trapped by the Manager and delivered as
appropriate. The provisions of this Section will not be applicable to the destruction of any animal
in any park where such animal poses an immediate and serious threat to persons or property or is
suffering excessively.
(a)
Feeding Animals. It will be unlawful for any person to feed or
offer to feed to any animal in a Publicly Accessible Private Improvement any substance which
would be likely to be harmful to it. It will be unlawful for any person to feed or offer food or any
substance to any animal in a Publicly Accessible Private Improvement which is wild in nature
and not customarily domesticated in the City and County of San Francisco, except with
permission of the Manager.

2.
Introduction or Removal of Trees, Wood, Etc. No person will introduce,
or remove or take away any tree, wood, bush, turf, shrub, flower, plant, grass, soil, rock, water,
wildlife, or anything or like kind natural resource, except with permission of the Manager.
3.
Performance of Labor. No person, other than authorized personnel, will
perform any labor on or upon a Publicly Accessible Private Improvement, including but not
limited to taking up or replacing soil, turf, ground, pavement, structure, tree, shrub, plant, grass,
flower, and the like, except with permission of the Manager.
4.
Climbing. No person will climb or lie upon any tree, shrub, monument,
wall, fence, railing, shelter, fountain, statue, building, structure, equipment, apparatus, appliance,
or construction, except with permission of the Manager. Notwithstanding the foregoing, this
provision does not apply to any structure, equipment, apparatus, or appliance that is a play
structure for children and designed for climbing play.
5.
Posting of Signs. No person will post or affix to any tree, shrub, plant,
fence, building, structure, equipment, apparatus, appliance, monument, wall, post, vehicle,
bench, or other physical object within a Publicly Accessible Private Improvement any written or
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printed material, including but not limited to signs, notices, handbills, circulars, and pamphlets,
except with permission of the Manager.
6.

Throwing or Propelling Objects. No person will throw or propel objects

of a potentially dangerous nature, including but not limited to stones, bottles, glass, cans, or
crockery, within or over the edges of a Publicly Accessible Private Improvement, except with
permission of the Manager.
7
Fire. No person will make, kindle, maintain, or in any way use a fire,
including but not limited to recreational fires other than in designating cooking/grilling areas, fire
twirling, and fire dancing, except with permission of the Manager.

J.

Authorization of San Francisco Police Department to Enforce Code of Conduct

1.
Law enforcement officers of the San Francisco Police Department are
authorized to order any person to stay out or leave any Publicly Accessible Private Improvement,
when such officers have reasonable cause to conclude that the person (1) is doing any act
injurious to any Publicly Accessible Improvement or any building, structure or facility therein;
(2) while using any facility or area, disobeys any rule or regulation governing such area or
facility after being warned not to do so by a Manager employee or designee, or (3) when the
employee or designee has reasonable cause to conclude that such behavior damages or risks
damage to Publicly Accessible Private Improvement property or interferes with the use and
enjoyment of such area or facility by other persons.

K.

Notices, Default and Remedies

1.
Default. If Developer fails to perform or fulfill any material term,
provision, or obligation of these Regulations and the continues such failure for a period of sixty
(60) days following notice and demand for compliance, then Developer shall be in “Default”
under these Regulations. Notwithstanding the foregoing, if a failure can be cured but the cure
cannot reasonably be completed within sixty (60) days, then it shall not be considered a Default
if a cure is commenced within said 60-day period and diligently prosecuted to completion
thereafter. Any notice of default given by a party shall specify the nature of the alleged failure
and, where appropriate, the manner in which said failure satisfactorily may be cured (if at all).
2. Remedies.
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(a) Specific Performance. In the event of a Default, the remedies
available to a party shall include specific performance of these Regulations in addition to any
other remedy available at law or in equity.
(b) Tax to Support Publicly Accessible Private Improvements and
Dedicated Public Open Space. In the event of a Default, in addition to specific performance and
other remedies available at law or in equity, City may elect to commence the levy and collection
of the [tax under the CFD] in order to fund the operation, maintenance and /or management of
the Publicly Accessible Private Improvements and Dedicated Public Open Space.
3.
Notices. Any notice or communication required or authorized by these
Regulations shall be in writing and may be delivered personally or by registered mail, return
receipt requested. Notice, whether given by personal delivery or registered mail, shall be
deemed to have been given and received upon the actual receipt by any of the addressees
designated below as the person to whom notices are to be sent. City and Developer may at any
time, upon notice to the other party, designate any other person or address in substitution of the
person and address to which such notice or communication shall be given. Such notices or
communications shall be given to the parties at their addresses set forth below:
To City:
Rich Hillis
Director of Planning
San Francisco Planning Department
1650 Mission Street, Suite 400
San Francisco, California 94102
with a copy to:
Dennis J. Herrera, Esq.
City Attorney
City Hall, Room 234
1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place
San Francisco, CA 94102
Attn: Real Estate/Finance,
Balboa Reservoir Project
To Developer:
________________
________________
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________________
________________
________________
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FIGURE 1 to EXHIBIT C-2
PRIMARY PEDESTRIAN PATHWAYS
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EXHIBIT C-3
DECLARATION OF PUBLIC ACCESS COVENANTS AND RESTRICTIONS

WHEN RECORDED MAIL TO:
Real Estate Division
City and County of San Francisco
25 Van Ness Avenue, Suite 400
San Francisco, CA 94102
Attn: Director of Property
The undersigned hereby declares this instrument to be
exempt from Recording Fees (Govt. Code § 27383) and
from Documentary Transfer Tax (CA Rev. & Tax. Code
§ 11922 and SF Bus. and Tax Reg. Code § 1105)
SPACE ABOVE THIS LINE RESERVED FOR RECORDER'S USE

[Balboa Reservoir]
[APN 3180-190]

DECLARATION OF PUBLIC ACCESS COVENANTS AND RESTRICTIONS

This Declaration of Public Access Covenants and Restrictions ("Declaration") is made
as of ________________, 2019, by [______________] ("Declarant"), in favor of the CITY
AND COUNTY OF SAN FRANCISCO, a municipal corporation ("City").
RECITALS
A.
Declarant owns that certain parcel in the City and County of San Francisco
comprised of approximately [___] acres (approximately [__________] square feet), and further
described in the attached Exhibit A (the "Project Site").
B.
Declarant intends to redevelop the Project Site as a residential mixed-use
development that will include residential, retail, child care, open space, parking, and related uses
(the “Project”), under a Development Agreement between Declarant and City dated
____________, 2020 (the “Development Agreement”), approved by the City’s Board of
Supervisors by Ordinance No. ______________ on May __, 2020 and recorded in Official
Records of San Francisco County on _______________ as under Recorder’s Serial Number
_______________, a Special Use District approved by the City’s Board of Supervisors by
Ordinance No. ______________ on May __, 2020, and amendments to the City’s Planning
Code, Zoning Map, and Height Map adopted by the Board of Supervisors under Ordinance No.
______________ on May __, 2020.
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C.
Declarant’s proposed Project buildings (each a “Building”) are described in the
attached Exhibit B-1 and depicted in the attached Exhibit B-2. As part of the Project and
pursuant to the Development Agreement, if Declarant constructs any Building during the term of
the Development Agreement (“DA Term”), Declarant will develop certain publicly-accessible
open spaces on the Project Site and operate and maintain such open space in accordance with the
terms and conditions of this Declaration.
AGREEMENT
Now, therefore, in consideration of the City's approval and execution of the Development
Agreement, Declarant declares as follows on behalf of itself and all future owners of the Project
Site:
1.

Construction.

(a)
Timing. If Declarant constructs any Building during the DA Term, Declarant
shall build the applicable Dedicated Open Spaces (as defined in the attached Exhibit C) specified
in the attached Exhibit C.
(b)
Conceptual Plans; Changes. If Declarant is obligated to construct a Dedicated
Open Space pursuant to Section 1(a) above, then Declarant shall construct that Dedicated Open
Space substantially as described in the Design Standards and Guidelines in the City’s Planning
Department docket for Case No. _________________, as the same may be modified pursuant to
conditions of approval for the Project adopted by the City’s Planning Commission on
___________, 2020 (the "DSG"). The improvements described in the DSG, as may be modified
pursuant to this subsection (b), are referred to herein as the "Open Space Improvements".
2.
Maintenance and Modifications. Following the completion of the Open Space
Improvements for a Dedicated Open Space, Declarant shall maintain that Dedicated Open Space
in a clean and litter-free condition, and shall maintain the Open Space Improvements in that
Dedicated Open Space in good condition for the life of the last remaining Building at the Project
Site. Notwithstanding the foregoing, after the substantial completion of the Open Space
Improvements for a Dedicated Open Space, Declarant shall have the right to modify, renovate,
replace and/or update the Open Space Improvements or other improvements installed in a
Dedicated Open Space (each, "Change") subject to the provisions of this Declaration. Before
submitting any permit application for a Change that could materially alter the Open Space
Improvements or that could materially impact the public's ability to access any Dedicated Open
Space or to use the Dedicated Open Space or use the Open Space Improvements as initially
constructed or subsequently Changed (each, a "Material Change"), Declarant shall conduct a
design review process pursuant to the Project SUD.
In addition to the foregoing paragraph, Declarant shall give the Planning Director at least
thirty (30) days advance notice of any proposed Change that is not a Material Change if the hard
cost of such proposed modification is anticipated to exceed the Threshold Amount (defined as
follows), but the Planning Director shall have no consent rights with respect to such
modification. The “Threshold Amount” means an amount equal to One Hundred Thousand
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Dollars ($100,000), which shall be increased by three percent (3%) on each anniversary of the
recordation of the Development Agreement in the Official Records of San Francisco County.
3.
City Regulatory Approvals. Prior to commencing the construction or maintenance of any
Open Space Improvements, Changes, or Material Changes, Declarant shall obtain all City
approvals Declarant is required to obtain from City for such activities in its regulatory capacity.
4.
Use; Operation. On substantial completion of the Open Space Improvements for a
Dedicated Open Space, Declarant shall maintain and make that Dedicated Open Space available
for the use, enjoyment and benefit of the public for open space and recreational purposes (the
“Permitted Public Use”) in accordance with the regulations reasonably approved by City’s
Director of Planning (“Regulations”). If, pursuant to the Regulations, Declarant closes any
Dedicated Open Space for maintenance and repairs or for an emergency, Declarant shall keep
records of such closures and regularly disclose them in the Maintenance and Operation Report
pursuant to the Regulations.
5.
Notice and Cure Rights. Except as provided in this Section, City shall provide written
notice to the Declarant of any actual or alleged violation of the covenants or restrictions set forth
in this Declaration before taking any enforcement action. Such notices shall be given to
Declarant at the address last furnished to the City. Declarant shall have (i) a period of five (5)
business days after receipt of such notice to cure any violation in making a Dedicated Open
Space available for the Permitted Public Use as required in this Declaration ("Public Access
Violations") and (ii) a period of thirty (30) days after receipt of such notice to cure any other
violation, provided that if the violation is not capable of cure within such 30-day period,
Declarant shall have such additional time as shall be reasonably required to complete a cure as
long as Declarant promptly undertakes action to commence the cure within the 30-day period
and thereafter diligently prosecutes the same to completion. The time in which Declarant may
cure is herein called the "Declarant Cure Period," and except for any Public Access Violations,
City shall not exercise any legal or equitable remedies during the Declarant Cure Period (or the
Lender Cure Period, as defined in Section 6 below) as long as Declarant (or any applicable
Lender, as defined in Section 6 below) is diligently pursuing such cure. Notwithstanding
anything to the contrary herein, in no event shall the Declarant Cure Period exceed six (6)
months.
Any notices required or permitted to be given under this Declaration shall be in writing
and shall be delivered (a) in person, (b) by certified mail, postage prepaid, return receipt
requested, or (c) by U.S. Express Mail or commercial overnight courier that guarantees next day
delivery and provides a receipt, and such notices shall be addressed as follows, or such other
address as either party may from time to time specify in writing to the other party:
Declarant:

[TBD]

City:

Planning Director
City and County of San Francisco
1650 Mission Street, Suite 400
San Francisco, CA 94103
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with a copy to:

Real Estate Division
City and County of San Francisco
25 Van Ness Avenue, Suite 400
San Francisco, CA 94102
Attn: Director of Property

and to:

Office of the City Attorney
City Hall, Room 234
1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place
San Francisco, CA 94102
Attn: Real Estate/Finance Team

6.
Lender Notice and Cure Rights. As long as any deed of trust encumbering any portion of
the Project Site made in good faith and for value (each, an "Encumbrance") shall remain
unsatisfied of record, the City shall give to the beneficiary of such Encumbrance (each, a
"Lender") a copy of each notice the City gives to Declarant from time to time of the occurrence
of a violation under this Declaration if that Lender has given to the City a written request for
such notices. Copies of such notices shall be given to any requesting Lender at the address that
requesting Lender last furnished to the City. Nothing in this Section shall be construed to mean
that City must provide a Lender with a copy of any Self-Help Notices (as defined in Section 7
below).
Each Lender shall have the right, but not the obligation, to do any act or thing required of
Declarant hereunder, and to do any act or thing which may be necessary and proper to be done in
the performance and observance of the agreements, covenants and conditions hereof; provided,
however, that no such action shall constitute an assumption by such Lender of the obligations of
Declarant under this Declaration. In the case of any notice of violation given by the City to
Declarant, the Lender shall have the same concurrent cure periods as are given Declarant under
this Declaration for remedying a default or causing it to be remedied and, except in the event of a
Public Access Violation, if prior to the expiration of the applicable cure period specified in
Section 5 above, a Lender gives City written notice that it intends to undertake the curing of such
default or to cause the same to be cured, and then proceeds with all due diligence to do so,
Lender shall have, in each case, an additional period of thirty (30) days (or, except for a default
relating to the payment of money, such longer period as reasonably necessary) as long as Lender
commences cure within such thirty (30) day period and diligently proceeds to completion) after
the later to occur of (i) the expiration of such cure period, or (ii) the date that the City has served
such notice of default upon Lender, and the City shall accept such performance by or at the
instance of the Lender as if the same had been made by Declarant. The time in which Lender
may cure is herein called the "Lender Cure Period". Notwithstanding anything to the contrary
herein, in no event shall the additional Lender Cure Period exceed six (6) months beyond the
applicable Declarant Cure Period.
7.
Enforcement. Declarant acknowledges that its failure to construct the Open Space
Improvements for any Dedicated Open Space in a timely manner or to properly maintain or
operate them as required in this Declaration will cause irreparable harm to the City and that the
City will not have an adequate remedy at law for such breach. Accordingly, City shall be
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entitled to specific performance or injunctive or other equitable relief by reason of such breach.
City may, in its sole discretion, rely on this Declaration to enforce any of the covenants or
restrictions hereunder. City, but not the general public, shall have all rights and remedies
available at law or in equity in order to enforce the covenants and restrictions set forth in this
Declaration. All rights and remedies available to City under this Declaration or at law or in
equity shall be cumulative and not alternative, and invocation of any such right or remedy shall
not constitute a waiver or election of remedies with respect to any other available right or
remedy. If there is any breach of the covenants or restrictions hereunder, City shall be entitled to
recover all attorneys’ fees and costs in connection with City's enforcement activities and actions.
If Declarant fails to maintain a Dedicated Open Space in the manner required in this
Declaration, and Declarant fails to timely cure such failure pursuant to Section 5 above and no
Lender cures such failure pursuant to Section 6 above, City shall further have the right, at its sole
option, to remedy such failure at Declarant’s expense by providing Declarant with ten (10) days’
prior written notice of City’s intention to cure such failure (a "Self-Help Notice"). Such action
by City shall not be construed as a waiver of such default or any rights or remedies of City, and
nothing herein shall imply any duty of City to do any act that Declarant is obligated to perform.
Declarant shall reimburse City for all of its costs and expenses, including without limitation,
reasonable attorneys’ fees, in remedying or attempting to remedy such failure, within thirty (30)
days’ of receiving City’s invoice for such costs and expenses, together with documentation
reasonably evidencing such costs and expenses. If Declarant fails to timely reimburse City for
such costs and expenses, City shall have the right to record a notice of such unpaid costs and
expenses against record title to the Project Site. At City’s request, Declarant shall provide
security in a form and amount satisfactory to City to ensure Declarant’s prompt reimbursement
of any amounts owed by Declarant to City pursuant to this Section.
8.
Priority of Lien. No violation or breach of any provision of this Declaration shall impair,
defeat or invalidate the lien of any Encumbrance, but all provisions hereof shall thereafter be
binding upon and effective against any owner whose title is derived through foreclosure of any
Encumbrance or acceptance of any deed in lieu of foreclosure.
9.
No Waiver. No waiver by City of any violation under this Declaration shall be effective
or binding unless and to the extent expressly made in writing by City, and no such waiver may
be implied from any failure by City to take action with respect to such violation. No express
written waiver of any violation shall constitute a waiver of any subsequent violation in the
performance of the same or any other provision of this Declaration.
10.
Compliance With Laws. Declarant shall comply with all laws, statutes, ordinances, rules,
and regulations of federal, state and local authorities (including, without limitation, City laws of
general applicability) having jurisdiction over the Project Site, now in force or hereafter adopted
with respect to its use, in the performance of its obligations under this Declaration.
11.
Litigation Expenses. If City brings an action or proceeding (including any crosscomplaint, counterclaim, or third-party claim) against Declarant or the then-owner(s) of the
Project Site by reason of a default, or otherwise arising out of this Declaration, the prevailing
party in such action or proceeding shall be entitled to its costs and expenses of suit, including,
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but not limited to, reasonable attorneys' fees, which shall be payable whether or not such action
is prosecuted to judgment. "Prevailing Party" shall include, without limitation, a party who
dismisses an action for recovery hereunder in exchange for payment of the sums allegedly due,
performance of covenants allegedly breached, or consideration substantially equal to the relief
sought in the action. Attorneys' fees under this Section shall include attorneys' fees on any
appeal, and, in addition, a party entitled to attorneys' fees shall be entitled to all other reasonable
costs and expenses incurred in connection with such action. For purposes of this Declaration,
reasonable fees of attorneys of City’s Office of City Attorney shall be based on the fees regularly
charged by private attorneys with an equivalent number of hours of professional experience in
the subject matter area of the law for which City’s services were rendered who practice in the
City and County of San Francisco, in law firms with approximately the same number of
attorneys as employed by the Office of City Attorney.
12.
Binding on Successors; No Merger. This Declaration and the covenants and restrictions
set forth herein constitute restrictions and covenants running with the land and shall bind and
burden Declarant, in its capacity as owner of the Project Site, and each successor owner and
occupier of the Project Site. Declarant may transfer its obligations under this Declaration to a
residential, commercial or other management association for the Project Site, but shall remain
ultimately responsible for Declarant’s rights and obligations under this Declaration.
13.
Severability. Should any provision or portion hereof be declared invalid or in conflict
with any law, the validity of all remaining provisions shall remain unaffected an in full force and
effect.
14.

Time. Time is of the essence of this Declaration and each and every part hereof.

15.
Term; Amendment. This Declaration shall be effective on the date it is recorded in the
Official Records of San Francisco County, shall continue for the life of the last remaining
Building at the Project Site; provided, however, that if Declarant does not build any Building at
the Project Site during the DA Term, this Declaration shall automatically terminate on the
expiration of the DA Term. This Declaration may be amended or otherwise modified only in a
writing signed and acknowledged by Declarant (or its successors in interest to any fee interest of
the Project Site) and City.
16.
Governing Law. This Agreement shall be governed by and construed in accordance with
the laws of the State of California.
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IN WITNESS WHEREOF, Declarant and City have executed this Declaration as of the
date first written above.

DECLARANT:
By:

CITY AND COUNTY OF SAN FRANCISCO,
a municipal corporation

CITY:

By: ______________________________

APPROVED AS TO FORM:
DENNIS J. HERRERA,
City Attorney
By:

___________________________
Deputy City Attorney
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A notary public or other officer completing this certificate verifies only the
identity of the individual who signed the document to which this certificate is
attached, and not the truthfulness, accuracy, or validity of that document.
State of California

)
) ss
County of San Francisco
)
On ________________, before me, ____________________________, a notary public in and
for said State, personally appeared _____________________________________, who proved to
me on the basis of satisfactory evidence to be the person(s) whose name(s) is/are subscribed to
the within instrument and acknowledged to me that he/she/they executed the same in
his/her/their authorized capacity(ies), and that by his/her/their signature(s) on the instrument the
person(s), or the entity upon behalf of which the person(s) acted, executed the instrument.
I certify under PENALTY OF PERJURY under the laws of the State of California that the foregoing
paragraph is true and correct.
WITNESS my hand and official seal.
Signature ________________________

(Seal)
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A notary public or other officer completing this certificate verifies only the
identity of the individual who signed the document to which this certificate is
attached, and not the truthfulness, accuracy, or validity of that document.
State of California

)
) ss
County of San Francisco
)
On ________________, before me, ____________________________, a notary public in and
for said State, personally appeared _____________________________________, who proved to
me on the basis of satisfactory evidence to be the person(s) whose name(s) is/are subscribed to
the within instrument and acknowledged to me that he/she/they executed the same in
his/her/their authorized capacity(ies), and that by his/her/their signature(s) on the instrument the
person(s), or the entity upon behalf of which the person(s) acted, executed the instrument.
I certify under PENALTY OF PERJURY under the laws of the State of California that the foregoing
paragraph is true and correct.
WITNESS my hand and official seal.
Signature ________________________

(Seal)
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EXHIBIT A to EXHIBIT C-3
LEGAL DESCRIPTION OF PROJECT SITE
[to be attached prior to recording]
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EXHIBIT B-1 to EXHIBIT C-3
DESCRIPTION OF BUILDINGS
[to be attached prior to recording]
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EXHIBIT B-2 to EXHIBIT C-3
DEPICTION OF BUILDINGS AND DEDICATED OPEN SPACES
[to be attached prior to recording]
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EXHIBIT C to EXHIBIT C-3
COMPLETION SCHEDULE
Declarant’s obligation to construct a Dedicated Open Space (as defined below) shall be as
follows:
1.
Description of Dedicated Open Spaces. Each of the following shall be a “Dedicated
Public Space” and shall collectively be the “Dedicated Public Spaces”:
a.
Reservoir Park: An approximately 2-acre park located at the center of the project
site, generally surrounded by the residential buildings proposed for the Project. Potential
programming will include a multi-use lawn and terraces, a playground, community garden,
picnic area, dog facility, and stormwater gardens and a terrace overlooking the park from the
community room (anticipated to be provided as part of the building on Parcel E.)
b.
Gateway Landscape: An approximately 0.10-acre landscaped area, potentially
programmed with dog facilities, and located at the Project site’s entrance east of the Lee Avenue
and South Street intersection.
c.
Brighton Paseo: An approximately 0.25-acre pedestrian and slow bike only
shared path connecting the Project, including Reservoir Park, to the adjacent neighborhood
across Ocean Avenue to the south.
d.
San Ramon Paseo: An approximately 0.15-acre pedestrian and slow bike only
shared path connecting the Project’s open space network to San Ramon Way at the west. The
landscaped area will include pedestrian and bike amenities, creating a garden-like passage for
residents and community members.
2.
Installation Schedule. An “Occupancy Certificate” means a certificate of occupancy,
including any temporary certificate of occupancy. Subject to Section 3 below, Declarant shall
complete the construction of the Dedicated Open Spaces as follows:
a.
Reservoir Park: Reservoir Park, as described in Exhibit C to the Development
Agreement, must be completed as a condition to the issuance of the first addendum to any Site
Permit for Building on a Market Rate Parcel in Phase 2 described in Schedule 1-A (i.e.,
Parcel G). For purposes of this Section 2, Reservoir Park will be considered “complete” when it
is sufficiently complete to allow the public to occupy or utilize the space for its intended use, as
reasonably determined by the Planning Director.
b.
Gateway Landscape: Gateway Landscape, as described in Exhibit C to the
Development Agreement, must have commenced construction of improvements as a condition of
issuance of an FCO for the Market Rate Units in Phase 2, as described in Schedule 1-A (i.e.,
Parcel G). Gateway Landscape must be complete by the earlier to occur of (i) three months after
the date of the FCO for the building on Affordable Parcel B, or (ii) the expiration of the Term of
this Agreement. For purposes of this Section 2, Gateway Landscape will be considered
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“complete” when it is sufficiently complete to allow the public to occupy or utilize the space for
its intended use, as reasonably determined by the Planning Director.
c.
Brighton Paseo, San Ramon Paseo: Brighton Paseo must be complete prior to
issuance of the FCO for the later of the Buildings on Parcel A or Parcel B. San Ramon paseo
must be complete prior to issuance of the FCO for the 50th Townhouse Unit. For purposes of this
Section 2, the Brighton Paseo and San Ramon Paseo will be considered “complete” when they
are sufficiently complete to allow the public to occupy or utilize the spaces for their intended use
as described in the DSG, as reasonably determined by the Planning Director.
3.
Delayed Completion. Notwithstanding anything to the contrary in Section 2 above or in
Section 4.2 of the Development Agreement, if Declarant wishes to receive the first Occupancy
Certificate for the residential portion of any of the buildings described in Section 2 above before
completing its associated Dedicated Open Space, Declarant may complete that associated
Dedicated Open Space at a later time by providing to the City, prior to issuance of the first
Occupancy Certificate for any residential portion of that building, a surety performance bond or
other security in form acceptable to the City and in an amount equal to 100% of the reasonably
estimated cost to complete that Dedicated Open Space as required in this Declaration, and shall
diligently and continuously pursue that Dedicated Open Space to completion following which
such bond will be released.
4.
Alternative Pedestrian Access. If Declarant receives an Occupancy Certificate for any
Building without completing all proposed Buildings during the DA Term that would otherwise
require the completion of the Brighton Paseo, as described above, then Declarant, in conjunction
with the Planning Department, shall design an alternative plan for pedestrian access that seeks to
achieve similar pedestrian access and widths as the Brighton Paseo and a similar pedestrian
access across the adjacent open space area owned by the SFPUC, but takes into account thencurrent on-site conditions, including locations of improvements and the Project Site's
topography, and the Declarant shall construct such alternative plan improvements prior to the
end of the DA Term. On their substantial completion, such alternative plan improvements shall
be Open Space Improvements and the portion of the Project Site improved with such alternative
plan improvements shall be a Dedicated Open Space.
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EXHIBIT D to EXHIBIT C-3
REGULATIONS REGARDING ACCESS AND MAINTENANCE OF DEDICATED
OPEN SPACES
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EXHIBIT C-4
REGULATIONS REGARDING ACCESS AND MAINTENANCE OF
PRIVATELY-OWNED STREETS

These Regulations (“Regulations”) will govern the use, maintenance, and operations of those
certain Privately-Owned streets, alleys, sidewalks, and pedestrian paths within the Project Site
that are not dedicated to the City (each, a “Privately-Owned Street” and collectively the
“Privately-Owned Streets”). The Privately-Owned Streets are depicted as “Shared Public
Ways” on the Site Plan attached to this Exhibit C as Exhibit C-1 and include portions of West
Street at the north and south ends of the Project Site. For purposes of these Regulations,
Privately-Owned Streets also include streets that have not yet been accepted for maintenance and
responsibility by the City. These Regulations will be incorporated into the form of CC&Rs
recorded against the Project Site.
Authorities
a.
Developer and/or Master Association. The Developer and/or Master
Association have authority to control, manage, and operate the Privately-Owned Streets, subject
to the Development Agreement and these Regulations for Privately-Owned Streets.
b.
Rules to Be Obeyed. No person will willfully disobey or violate any of the
Regulations governing the use by the public of the Privately-Owned Streets, which Regulations,
at the time, are posted in some conspicuous place in that area to which the rule or regulation
applies.
1.

Access to and Maintenance of Privately-Owned Streets
a.
Privately-Owned Streets will be available at all times for public travel and
use in the same manner as public streets, including vehicular, pedestrian and bicycle passage and
loading. The CC&Rs will provide that the Master Association will ensure that the PrivatelyOwned Streets (including street trees) are kept in good condition, swept and re-surfaced at the
frequencies specified in the budget approved under the CC&Rs, or as necessary to repair
conditions that pose an imminent threat of damage to property or injury to persons. Significant
pavement cracks, pavement distress, excessive slab settlement, abrupt vertical variations, and
debris on travel ways should be removed or repaired promptly. Street trees are to be maintained
in a healthy and flourishing condition, subject to water conservation restrictions imposed by local
governmental agencies, court order or the state.
2.
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3.

Public Events in Privately-Owned Streets

a.
Members of the public or other entities sponsoring events (“Event
Sponsors”) will have the right to request the use of a Privately-Owned Street for a private or
public special event, including block parties, gatherings, assemblies, celebrations, festivals,
receptions, or other event (“Special Event”) that is appropriate in scale for the Privately-Owned
Street.
b.
Prior to closing any Privately-Owned Street for a Special Event, a notice
of the closure will be posted at all major entrances to the subject Privately-Owned Street for a
period of seventy-two (72) hours prior to the Special Event.
c.
All Special Events in a Privately-Owned Street must be approved in
advance by Developer and/or Master Association and are subject to any required approvals or
permits from applicable City Agencies with jurisdiction over the Special Event. It will be the
sole responsibility of the requesting member of the public to obtain any such required permits or
approvals.
d.
Developer and/or Master Association may require payment in the form of
a permit fee or other charge for use of the Privately-Owned Street for a Special Event, so long as
the permit fee or use charge does not exceed the reasonable costs for administration,
maintenance, security, liability, and repairs associated with such event and such fees are
commensurate with similar permit fees by the City for similar events.
4.

Operation and Parking of Vehicles
a.
Regulations.

i.
No person will drive or propel any vehicle on any portion
of the Privately-Owned Streets except as designated for use by such vehicular traffic.
ii.
All persons operating vehicles on the Privately-Owned
Streets must drive or propel them in a careful manner, at a lawful rate of speed, and in
accordance with the rules and regulations of the San Francisco Traffic Code and California
Vehicle Code.
iii.
No person will wash, grease, or repair any vehicle in any
Privately-Owned Street except insofar as repairs may be necessary for the immediate removal of
any damaged or disabled vehicle from a Privately-Owned Street.
iv.
No vehicle will be parked on any Privately-Owned Streets,
except in a designated parking space.
v.
No person will allow any automobile or other vehicle to
remain parked in any parking space on a Privately-Owned Street that is open for public use and
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for which a fee is charged for parking, for a period of more than 24 hours after the expiration of
the period for which a fee is charged, unless otherwise allowed by permit.
vi.
No person will park any "oversized vehicle," defined herein
as any vehicle longer than 19 feet and/or wider than seven feet, eight inches, in any parking
space on a Privately-Owned Street, unless allowed otherwise by permit. No person will allow
any automobile or any other vehicle that is disabled to remain parked in any parking space on a
Privately-Owned Street, unless otherwise allowed by permit.
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EXHIBIT D
AFFORDABLE HOUSING PROGRAM

This Exhibit D describes the affordable housing program for the Project (the “Affordable
Housing Program”). All capitalized terms used in this Affordable Housing Program and not
specifically defined herein will have the meanings ascribed to them in the Development Agreement
by and between the City and County of San Francisco, a municipal corporation, and Reservoir
Community Partners LLC, a California Delaware limited liability company (the “Agreement”) to
which it is attached. Developer anticipates developing 1,100 total dwelling units on the Project Site,
of which 50% will be Affordable Units (as defined in Section A (Definitions), below). The Project
Site includes five parcels to be developed with 100% Affordable Units (the “Affordable Parcels”),
in accordance with the Agreement and this Affordable Housing Program, as generally depicted on
the Site Plan attached to this Exhibit D as Exhibit D-1. The Affordable Parcels are anticipated to be
Parcels A, B, F, E, and H, as depicted in the Site Plan. As described in Section 5 (Funding Plan),
Developer will fund and construct 66.7% of the Affordable Units (the “Developer’s Affordable
Funding Share”). The gap financing necessary to build the remaining 33.3% of the Affordable
Units will be provided by the City (the “City’s Affordable Funding Share”) in accordance with
this Exhibit D.
A.

Definitions

1.
“Affordable Developer” means a non-profit affordable housing developer selected
by Developer based on criteria from MOHCD’s policies and procedures for developer selection,
which may be updated from time to time. The following are pre-approved Affordable Developers
based on their selection by the City during the competitive solicitation for the Project: [BRIDGE
entity, Mission Housing entity, Habitat for Humanity entity], and [Affiliates] of each of them. If
Developer selects or partners with an affordable housing developer which is not pre-approved, then
such selection first must be approved by MOHCD in its reasonable discretion.
2.
“Affordable Housing Program” means the affordable housing program for the
Project, as set forth in this Exhibit D.
3.
“Affordable Parcels” means Parcels A, B, F, E, and H, depicted on the Site Plan
attached as Exhibit D-1. The Affordable Parcels are to be developed with 100% Affordable Units in
accordable with this Exhibit D.
4.
“Affordable Units” means residential dwelling units constructed on the Affordable
Parcels in accordance with this Exhibit D. The Affordable Units include Low-Income Units and
Moderate-Income Units, as described in Section B.2, below.
5.
“Agreement” means the Development Agreement between the City and County of
San Francisco and Reservoir Community Partners to which this Affordable Housing Program is
attached.
6.
“AMI” median income as published annually by MOHCD, which is derived from the
income limits determined by HUD for the San Francisco area, adjusted solely for household size but
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not high housing cost area. If HUD ceases to publish such data for 18 or more months, MOHCD and
the Housing Entity will make good faith efforts to agree on other publicly available and credible
substitute data for MOHCD AMI.
7.

“AMR” has the meaning set forth in Section C.5, below.

8.
“City’s Affordable Funding Share” has the meaning set forth in the opening
paragraph of this Exhibit D.
9.

“College” means the San Francisco Community College District.

10.
"Costa-Hawkins Act" means the Costa-Hawkins Rental Housing Act, California
Civil Code Sections 1954.50 et seq.
11.
“CPI Index” means the Consumer Price Index for All Urban Consumers (base years
1982-1984 = 100) for the San Francisco-Oakland-San Jose area, published by the United States
Department of Labor, Bureau of Labor Statistics or, if the Consumer Price Index is discontinued or
revised during the Term, such other government index or computation with which it is replaced shall
be used in order to obtain substantially the same result as would be obtained if the Consumer Price
Index had not been discontinued or revised.
12.
“Developer’s Affordable Funding Share” has the meaning set forth in the opening
paragraph of this Exhibit D.

B.

13.

“Educator Units” has the meaning set forth in Section D.1, below.

14.

“Low Income” has the meaning set forth in Section B.2(a), below.

15.

“Low Income Units” has the meaning set forth in Section B.2(a), below.

16.

“Moderate Income” has the meaning set forth in Section B.2(b), below.

17.

“Moderate-Income Units” has the meaning set forth in Section B.2(b), below.

18.

“SFUSD” means the San Francisco Unified School District.

19.

“TCAC” means the California Tax Credit Allocation Committee.

Affordable Housing Program

1.
50% Affordable Obligation. Developer will cause at least 50% of the total number
of dwelling units constructed on the Project Site to be Affordable Units. Developer will be
responsible for the pre-development, planning, permitting, construction, and management of all
Affordable Units. The Parties agree that the Project’s ability to achieve an overall affordability level
of 50% is predicated on Developer’s receipt of City’s Affordable Funding Share. Developer’s
compliance with the Agreement, including this Affordable Housing Program, will satisfy
Developer’s entire affordable housing obligation for the Project. Neither the requirements of Section
415 of the San Francisco Planning Code nor any similar future affordable housing fees or other
requirements will apply to the Project.

34469\13285665.3

Exhibit D

2.

Income Mix.

(a)
At least 36% of the Affordable Units will be Low-Income Units. For
purposes of this Affordable Housing Program, “Low-Income Units” will have rents set between
30% to 80% of AMI, with an average rental rate per building of no more than 60% of AMI, or an
average purchase price of no more than 80% of AMI. “Low Income” will refer to the AMI levels
described in this paragraph.
(b)
At least 30% of the Affordable Units will be Moderate-Income Units. For
purposes of this Affordable Housing Program, “Moderate-Income Units” will have rents set
between 80% to 120% of AMI, with an average rental rate per building of no more than 100% of
AMI, or an average purchase price of no more than 120% of AMI. “Moderate Income” will refer
to the AMI levels described in this paragraph.
(c)
The remaining 34% of affordable housing units may, in Developer’s sole
discretion, be a combination of Low- or Moderate-Income Units. Developer will make best efforts to
provide these affordable housing units as Low-Income Units with a focus on housing for very lowincome seniors and for families at between 60% and 80% of AMI.
(d)
The project sponsor may elect but is not required to serve any special
populations in the affordable housing units, except for educator households as described in Section D
below.
(e)
Initial allowable rents, sales prices and eligibility for the Affordable Units will
be consistent with MOHCD’s published schedules as of the date of underwriting for the applicable
Affordable Parcel. The maximum affordable rent or sales price for an Affordable Unit may be no
higher than 20% below median market rents or sales prices of the market-rate units in or
immediately adjacent to the Project Site.
(f)
The Affordable Parcels may, in Developer’s sole discretion, contain any
combination of Low- and Moderate-Income Units to accommodate affordable funding source
requirements, provided that, upon full build-out of the residential units in the Project, the Project’s
Affordable Units comply in the aggregate with the overall income mix requirements for the Project,
as set forth in Sections B.2(a)-(c), above.
3.

Unit Mix and Unit Size.

(a)
Developer will comply with the minimum dwelling unit mix requirements of
the SUD, but will use reasonable efforts to achieve the goal of providing 50% of the Affordable
Units as two- or more bedroom units on the Affordable Parcels.
(b)
All units must meet minimum sizes required by the California Tax Credit
Allocation Committee (“TCAC”).
4.

Affordability Restrictions.

(a)
Each Affordable Parcel will be subject to a recorded regulatory agreement
approved by MOHCD to maintain affordability levels for the life of the Project or fifty-seven (57)
years, whichever is longer, and regulatory requirements regarding term duration contained in any tax
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credit agreement. The MOHCD regulatory agreement will be recorded against the subject
Affordable Parcel upon site acquisition.
(b)
Each Affordable Parcel will be subject to long-term restrictions pursuant to a
Notice of Special Restrictions approved by City’s Planning Department and disclosing the
limitations on development set forth in the Agreement and this Affordable Housing Program, and
recorded against the subject Affordable Parcel upon site acquisition.
C.

Tenant Preferences, Marketing, and Monitoring.

1.
Chapter 47 of the SF Administrative Code, including Section 47.3 regarding
Neighborhood Preference, will apply to all Affordable Units including the Affordable Units
dedicated to Educator Housing as described in Section 4.
2.
Developer will comply with all applicable state and federal laws, regulations, and
guidelines regarding tenant preferences and Fair Housing Laws.
3.

Marketing of Affordable Housing Units, except for educator housing.

(a)
Developer will perform marketing and outreach for all Affordable Units in
accordance with the Marketing, Lottery and Housing Preference Manual published by MOHCD and
as may be updated from time to time.
(b)
Targeted marketing will be provided for seniors, early child care educators,
and neighborhood residents, as applicable to the specific type of housing and funding sources of
each Affordable Parcel.
(c)
Developer’s marketing materials will be provided to MOHCD in accordance
with the timeline outlined in the MOHCD Inclusionary Manual, as may be updated from time to
time, and will include resident selection criteria for the City-wide lottery list. For example, current
MOHCD policy requires marketing materials to be provided to MOHCD at least 7 months prior to
Temporary Certificate of Occupancy for each Affordable Parcel.
4.
Tenant waitlists and lottery selections will be managed by MOHCD and administered
using the MOHCD Marketing, Lottery and Housing Preference Manual, as updated from time to
time.
5.
Developer will comply with MOHCD’s policy for Annual Monitoring Reporting
(“AMR”). Currently, the AMR is due on May 31 for projects whose business year ends on
December 31 and on November 31 for projects whose business year ends on June 31, and must be
submitted in electronic form only.
D.

Educator Housing

1.
Developer will designate one of the Affordable Parcels for development of
approximately 150 Affordable Units for educator households (as defined by state law and otherwise
in a manner that ensures Developer’s receipt of a property tax exemption on the basis of the
property’s use exclusively for educational purposes) (“Educator Units”). The Educator Units will
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be located in a single building, currently anticipated to be located on Parcel F of the Site Plan. The
Educator Units will be deed-restricted to Moderate Income educator households, with a goal of
achieving an average of no more than 100% AMI across all Educator Units. Households with at
least one full-time employee of the San Francisco Community College District (the “College”) or the
San Francisco Unified School District (“SFUSD”) will have preferential priority for all Educator
Units. College households will have first priority and SFUSD households will have second priority.
2.
Tenant waitlists and lottery selections for Educator Units will be managed by
MOHCD and administered using the policies in the MOHCD Marketing, Lottery and Housing
Preference Manual, as updated from time to time, but excluding the Waitlist policy. The lottery for
Educator Units will draw from a specific educator waitlist and will prioritize College educators.
3.
Annual monitoring and reporting will be submitted consistent with the Inclusionary
Housing Manual Requirements.
4.
Developer’s marketing materials will be provided to MOHCD in accordance with the
timeline outlined in the MOHCD Inclusionary Manual, as may be updated from time to time. The
educator building shall have an educator specific marketing program.
5.
Developer’s ability and obligation to provide the Educator Units is subject to all of
the following:
(a)
Developer obtains confirmation from the California State Board of
Equalization that the building containing the Educator Units will receive a property tax exemption
on the basis of the applicable property’s exclusive use for educational purposes;
(b)
Developer, the College, and SFUSD execute a written agreement regarding
coordinated management policies for the Educator Units, including policies regarding retention of
residents/tenants of the Educator Units upon the termination, resignation, or retirement of the
educator employee. If either the College or SFUSD has not entered into such an agreement, then
educators from that institution will lose their preferential priority for occupancy of the Educator
Units.
(c)
In order for College educator households to receive preferential priority for
the Educator Units, the College must timely record a revised Access Easement Agreement with
terms reasonably acceptable to Developer.
6.
If Developer is unable to provide the Educator Units due to a failure to obtain the
items described in Section D.5.(a)-(c) above, then Developer will provide Affordable Units that
comply with the overall income mix requirements described in Sections B.2(a)-(c).
E.

Funding Plan

1.
Developer, or such other Affordable Developer of an Affordable Parcel, will identify
and assemble funding for each Affordable Parcel. Developer may pursue funding from any and all
sources, including but not limited to competitive state and federal sources, subject to the limitations
set forth in Section E.4(b), below. Such funding may include, but is not limited to, LIHTC, tax-
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exempt bonds, conventional debt, State and/or Federal subsidies, grants, Developer’s Affordable
Funding Share, and the City’s Affordable Funding Share.
2.
The aggregate City’s Affordable Funding Share (i.e., over the life of the Project) will
be a maximum of $239,000 per Affordable Unit multiplied by 33.3% of the Affordable Units, which
is based on the MOHCD 2019 per unit average subsidy amount. Any unallocated portion of the
aggregate City’s Affordable Funding Share will adjust annually based on the CPI Index, assuming a
base year of 2020. City’s Affordable Funding Share will be considered allocated upon MOHCD
approval of the Affordable Parcel’s gap loan evaluation.
(a)
City’s obligation to provide City’s Affordable Funding Share will apply only
to the extent other outside funding sources have been leveraged to the greatest extent feasible.
Developer, or an alternative Affordable Developer, as applicable, will diligently pursue all such
outside funding sources. Additionally, in no event will City’s Affordable Funding Share on a per
unit basis exceed Developer’s Affordable Funding Share on a per unit basis.
(b)
City will satisfy its obligation to pay City’s Affordable Funding Share by
disbursing a per-unit gap amount that may vary depending on the specific financing needs of each
Affordable Parcel, but will not exceed the aggregate City’s Affordable Funding Share except as
provided for in Section E.2(e) below.
(c)
The parties intend that the City’s Affordable Funding Share will be applied to
the three mixed-income Affordable Parcels A, B, and E, and not to the Educator Units in Parcel F.
(d)
Notwithstanding anything to the contrary in this Affordable Housing Program
or in the Agreement, City will not be obligated to provide City’s Affordable Funding Share,
including in the form of predevelopment funds and loan disbursements, (i) at any time that
Developer is in default on another affordable housing project funded in whole or in part with City
funds, until the default is cured, and (ii) if any material adverse change occurs in the financial
condition or operation capacity of Developer or the Affordable Developer that has a material adverse
impact on the Project.
(e)
City’s Affordable Funding Share represents the Parties’ good faith estimate of
the per-unit equity financing gap required to develop the Affordable Parcels, as of the date of this
Agreement If, for reasons such as reduced funding opportunities available in Difficult Development
Areas or Qualified Census Tracts (as those terms are defined by HUD), the actual per-unit financing
gap required to develop an Affordable Parcel increases materially such that City’s Affordable
Funding Share, when combined with other funding sources, including but not limited to Developer’s
Affordable Funding Share, if applicable, is inadequate to secure viable financing for construction of
the applicable Affordable Parcel, then the Parties will meet and confer in good faith to agree on an
adjustment to the City’s Per Unit Funding Share and/or the affordability levels to be achieved on a
particular Affordable Parcel.
3.
The City’s Affordable Funding Share will be managed and disbursed by MOHCD.
City funding allocations will be subject to MOHCD Loan Committee approval and appropriation by
the Board of Supervisors.
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(a)
Developer’s Affordable Funding Share will be applied to Affordable Parcels
in amounts depending on the specific financing needs of each Affordable Parcel. Developer will
work in consultation with MOHCD to determine the specific amount of City’s Affordable Funding
Share in each of the Affordable Parcels, in accordance with the funding plan application process set
forth below.
(b)
The parties intend that Developer’s Affordable Funding Share and the City’s
Affordable Funding Share will be allocated proportionately to each Affordable Parcel A, B, and E.
However, Developer may elect to increase Developer’s Affordable Funding Share for a particular
Affordable Parcel to allow development to proceed and/or to satisfy the Affordable Requirement
Linkage described in Schedule 1 attached to the Agreement. In such event, City’s Affordable
Funding Share for the remaining Affordable Parcels will increase commensurately. Conversely,
Developer may request that City increase the City’s Affordable Funding Share for a particular
Affordable Parcel, and if approved then in such event City’s Affordable Funding Share for the
remaining Affordable Parcels will decrease commensurately.
4.
Three (3) months prior to Developer’s submittal of a Phase Application to the
Planning Department for any Phase that includes an Affordable Parcel, Developer will submit a
funding plan to MOHCD. The funding plan will include an analysis of potential funding sources and
project competitiveness for those funding sources, including Developer’s proposal for allocation of
City’s Affordable Funding Share for the subject Affordable Parcel.
(a)
In order to promote the efficient administration of City’s obligations under
this Affordable Housing Program, Developer will adhere to MOHCD’s then-current procedures for
underwriting of affordable housing projects financed with City funds. To the extent of any conflict
between the Agreement (including this Affordable Housing Program) and MOHCD’s then-current
underwriting procedures, the Agreement shall control.
(b)
In order to encourage maximum leveraging of outside funding, MOHCD will
not restrict Developer’s competitive application for funds from any particular source except that in
no case will Developer pursue an allocation of tax credits under the 9% program without MOHCD’s
consent.
5.
Once Developer and MOHCD have agreed to a funding plan for a particular
Affordable Parcel, Developer will pursue outside funding sources identified in such plan with
diligence.
(a)
MOHCD will cooperate diligently and in good faith with Developer to assist
Developer in securing all approved outside funding, including by acting as the applicant or coapplicant for certain funding sources, where necessary or desirable. If a proposed funding source
requires MOHCD as an applicant, the application will be subject to Citywide Loan Committee
approval prior to the submission of the outside funding application.
(b)
Developer must comply with all project milestones and performance deadlines
as required by all funding sources in the approved funding plan, including but not limited to those
established by tax credit and tax-exempt bond financing. Should Developer fail to meet such
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performance deadlines, City will not have any obligation to provide City’s Affordable Funding
Share for the subject Affordable Parcel.
6.
Developer must submit a Phase Application (as described in greater detail in
Exhibit N of the Agreement) for any Phase that receives a predevelopment funding commitment
from MOHCD within 12 months of receiving such commitment.
F.

Costa-Hawkins Rental Housing Act

1.
Non-Applicability of Costa-Hawkins Act. Chapter 4.3 of the California
Government Code directs public agencies to grant concessions and incentives to private developers
for the production of housing for lower income households. The Costa-Hawkins Rental Housing
Act, California Civil Code Sections 1954.50 et seq. (the "Costa-Hawkins Act"), provides for no
limitations on the establishment of the initial and all subsequent rental rates for a dwelling unit with
a certificate of occupancy issued after February 1, 1995, with exceptions, including an exception for
dwelling units constructed pursuant to a contract with a public agency in consideration for a direct
financial contribution or any other form of assistance specified in Chapter 4.3 of the California
Government Code (Section 1954.52(b)). The Parties agree that the Costa-Hawkins Act does not and
in no way shall limit or otherwise affect the restriction of rental charges for the Affordable Units.
The Agreement falls within the express exception to the Costa-Hawkins Act, Section 1954.52(b)
because the Agreement is a contract with a public entity in consideration for contributions and other
forms of assistance specified in Chapter 4.3 (commencing with Section 65919 of Division 1 of Title
7 of the California Government Code). The City and Developer would not be willing to enter into
the Agreement without the understanding and agreement that Costa-Hawkins Act provisions set
forth in California Civil Code Section 1954.52(a) do not apply to the Affordable Units as a result of
the exemption set forth in California Civil Code Section 1954.52(b) for the reasons specified above.
2.
General Waiver. Developer, on behalf of itself and all of its successors and assigns
of all or any portion of the Project Site, agrees not to challenge and expressly waives, now and
forever, any and all rights to challenge the requirements of the Agreement related to the
establishment of the Affordable Units under the Costa-Hawkins Act (as the Costa-Hawkins Act may
be amended or supplanted from time to time). If and to the extent such general covenants and
waivers are not enforceable under Law, the Parties acknowledge and that they are important
elements of the consideration for the Agreement and the Parties should not have the benefits of the
Agreement without the burdens of the Agreement. Accordingly, if Developer challenges the
application of this covenant and waiver, then such breach will be an Event of Default and City shall
have the right to terminate the Agreement in its entirety.
3.
Notification. Developer shall notify any potential buyer of all or part of the Project
Site of the provisions of this Affordable Housing Program. By acquiring any interest in the Project
Site, a buyer agrees to these provisions, and agrees to the specific waiver, releases and
indemnifications set forth herein. If Developer fails to notify a buyer of these provisions and a buyer
alleges that it is not subject to the requirements of this Housing Plan because it was not made aware
of these provisions before it acquired an interest in the Project Site, Developer shall indemnify and
defend the City against any and all claims or losses resulting from such allegation.
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EXHIBIT D-1
AFFORDABLE HOUSING SITE PLAN

Parcel
A
B
E
F
H

Affordability Range
Low and Moderate
Low and Moderate
Low and Moderate
Moderate
Moderate

(See site plan on following page)
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Approximate Unit Count
182
70
124
154
20

EXHIBIT E
LIST OF APPROVALS

A.

B.

Final approval actions of the San Francisco Board of Supervisors:
1.

Ordinance No. __________ (File No. ______): (1) Approving a Development
Agreement between the City and County of San Francisco and Reservoir
Community Partners, LLC; (2) waiving or modifying certain provisions of the
Administrative Code, Planning Code, Public Works Code, Subdivision Code, and
Health Code; (3) adopting findings under the California Environmental Quality
Act and findings of consistency with the General Plan and Planning Code priority
policies.

2.

Ordinance No. __________ (File No. ______): Amending the General Plan and
adopting findings under the California Environmental Quality Act and findings of
consistency with the General Plan and Planning Code priority policies.

3.

Ordinance No. __________ (File No. ______): Amending the Planning Code, the
Zoning Map, and the Height Map to add the Balboa Reservoir Special Use
District and adopting findings under the California Environmental Quality Act
and findings of consistency with the General Plan and Planning Code priority
policies.

4.

Resolution No. __________ (File No. ______): Approval of Agreement for Sale
of Real Estate, SFPUC Open Space License Agreement, Promissory Note, Deed
of Trust, Recognition Agreement, and Access Easement Agreement and Deed;
CEQA Findings, General Plan Consistency Findings.

Final and related approval actions of the San Francisco Planning Commission:
1.

Motion No. _________: Certifying the Final Subsequent Environmental Impact
Report for the Balboa Reservoir Project.

2.

Resolution No. ________: recommending to the Board of Supervisors approval of
General Plan amendments and adopting General Plan Consistency Findings.

3.

Resolution No. ________: recommending to the Board of Supervisors approval of
amendments to the Planning Code, the Zoning Map, and the Height Map to add
the Balboa Reservoir Special Use District.

4.

Resolution No. ________: recommending to the Board of Supervisors approval of
a Development Agreement between the City and County of San Francisco and
Reservoir Community Partners, LLC.
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C.

Final and related approval actions of San Francisco Public Utilities Commission.
1.
Resolution No. __________ (File No. ______): Approval of Agreement for Sale
of Real Estate, SFPUC Open Space License Agreement, Promissory Note, Deed of Trust,
Recognition Agreement, and Access Easement Agreement and Deed; CEQA Findings,
General Plan Consistency Findings.

D.

Final and related approval actions of San Francisco Municipal Transportation
Agency Board of Directors.
1.
Resolution No. ________: consenting to a Development Agreement between the
City and County of San Francisco and Reservoir Community Partners, LLC, including
the Transportation Exhibit and CEQA Findings.
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EXHIBIT F
MMRP
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Case No. 2018-007883ENV
Balboa Reservoir Project
Motion No. _________

MITIGATION MONITORING AND REPORTING PROGRAM FOR BALBOA RESERVOIR PROJECT
Measures Adopted as Conditions of Approval

Implementation Responsibility

Mitigation Schedule

Project sponsor

Project sponsor shall submit the
$110,000 (plus CPI escalation)
payment prior to issuance of the
first construction document for the
first project building in Phase 1.
The project sponsor shall submit
the $90,000 (plus CPI escalation)
payment prior to issuance of the
first construction document for the
first project building in Phase 2.

Monitoring/Reporting
Responsibility

Monitoring Actions/Schedule
and Verification of Compliance

SFMTA

Documentation of compliance.

MITIGATION MEASURES FOR THE BALBOA RESERVOIR PROJECT
Transportation and Circulation Mitigation Measures
The project sponsor, under either project option, shall implement feasible measures (as developed in consultation with SFMTA) to reduce
transit delay for the identified segments of the K/T Third/Ingleside, 29 Sunset, and 43 Masonic.
Routes and Study Segments. The following routes and study segments would most likely experience cumulative transit delay impact to
which the project would have a considerable cumulative contribution:
•

K/T Third/Ingleside (outbound): Jules Avenue/Ocean Avenue to Balboa Park Bay Area Rapid Transit (BART)

•

K/T Third/Ingleside (inbound): San Jose Avenue/Geneva Avenue to Dorado Terrace/Ocean Avenue

•

29 Sunset (outbound): Plymouth Avenue/Ocean Avenue to Mission St/Persia Avenue

•

29 Sunset (inbound): Mission St/Persia Avenue to Plymouth Avenue/Ocean Avenue

•

43 Masonic (outbound): Gennessee Street/Monterey Boulevard to Geneva Avenue/Howth Street

•

43 Masonic (inbound): Geneva Avenue/Howth Street to Foerster Street/Monterey Boulevard

Implement Capital Improvement Measures. The project sponsor shall contribute funds for the following capital improvement measures that
reduce transit travel times:
1.

2.

3.

Considered complete when the
project sponsor has contributed
$200,000 (plus CPI escalation) to
fund the SFMTA capital
improvement measures.

Signal Timing Modifications at Ocean Avenue/Brighton Avenue. The project sponsor shall fund the design and construction of
signal timing modifications and restriping, as needed, at the Ocean Avenue/Brighton Avenue intersection. The existing traffic signal
shall be modified to prohibit eastbound left turns and provide a protected green arrow signal phase for westbound left turns.
Signal Timing Modifications at Ocean Avenue/Plymouth Avenue. The project sponsor shall fund the design and construction of
signal timing modifications and restriping, as needed, at the Ocean Avenue/Plymouth Avenue intersection. The existing traffic signal
shall be modified to prohibit eastbound left turns and provide a protected green arrow signal phase for westbound left turns.
Bus Boarding Island on Southbound Frida Kahlo Way. The project sponsor shall fund the design and construction of a bus boarding
island on southbound Frida Kahlo Way, north of the Frida Kahlo Way/Geneva Avenue/Ocean Avenue intersection, and restriping, as
needed.

If SFMTA adopts a strategy to reduce transit travel times to the K/T Third/Ingleside, 29 Sunset, and 43 Masonic that does not involve signal
timing modifications or bus boarding islands, the project’s total contribution shall remain the same, and may be used for other transit travel time
saving strategies on these routes, as deemed appropriate by the SFMTA.
The schedule for implementing capital improvement measures shall be at the discretion of SFMTA, as designated in the SFMTA’s capital
improvements plan.

Noise Mitigation Measures
Project sponsor and contractor

Mitigation Measure M-NO-1: Construction Noise Control Measures.
The project sponsor shall implement a project-specific noise control plan that has been prepared by a qualified acoustical consultant and
approved by the planning department. The noise control plan may include, but not limited to, the following construction noise control
measures:
•

To the extent that it does not extend the overall schedule, conduct demolition of the parking lot at the northern portion of the project site
during periods when Archbishop Riordan High School is not in session.

•

Require the general contractor to ensure that equipment and trucks used for project construction utilize the best available noise control
techniques (e.g., improved mufflers, equipment redesign, use of intake silencers, ducts, engine enclosures, and acoustically attenuating
shields or shrouds).

•

Require the general contractor to locate stationary noise sources (such as the rock/concrete crusher, or compressors) as far from
adjacent or nearby sensitive receptors as possible, to muffle such noise sources, and/or to construct barriers around such sources
and/or the construction site, which could reduce construction noise by as much as 5 dBA. To further reduce noise, the contractor shall
locate stationary equipment in pit areas or excavated areas, to the maximum extent practicable.

•

Require the general contractor to use impact tools (e.g., jackhammers and pavement breakers) that are hydraulically or electrically
powered wherever possible to avoid noise associated with compressed air exhaust from pneumatically powered tools. Where use of
pneumatic tools is unavoidable, an exhaust muffler on the compressed air exhaust shall be used, along with external noise jackets on
the tools, which would reduce noise levels by as much as 10 dBA.

•

Include noise control requirements for construction equipment and tools, including specifically concrete saws, in specifications provided
to construction contractors. Such requirements could include, but are not limited to, erecting temporary plywood noise barriers around a
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Draft noise control plan submittal to
Planning Department: prior to
issuance of the first demolition or
site permit.
Draft construction noise monitoring
program submittal to Planning
Department: prior to start of
excavation of all construction
phases.
Implementation of measures:
throughout construction period.

San Francisco Department of
Building Inspection (DBI), Planning
Department, Department of Public
Health (on complaint basis), Police
Department (on complaint basis).
Planning Department to review and
approve noise control plan and
construction noise monitoring
programs.
Project sponsor, qualified
consultant, and/or construction
contractor(s) to prepare a weekly
noise monitoring log which shall be
made available to the Planning
Department when requested. Any
weekly report that includes an
exceedance or for a period during
which a complaint is received shall
be submitted to the development
performance coordinator within 3

Considered complete at the
completion of construction for each
subsequent phase of the project
and submittal of final noise
monitoring report.

Case No. 2018-007883ENV
Balboa Reservoir Project
Motion No. _________

MITIGATION MONITORING AND REPORTING PROGRAM FOR BALBOA RESERVOIR PROJECT
Measures Adopted as Conditions of Approval

Implementation Responsibility

Mitigation Schedule

Monitoring/Reporting
Responsibility

construction site, particularly where a site adjoins noise-sensitive uses; utilizing noise control blankets on a building structure as the
building is erected to reduce noise levels emanating from the construction site; performing all work in a manner that minimizes noise;
and using equipment with effective mufflers. Moveable sound barrier curtains can provide up to 15 dBA of sound attenuation.

business days following the week
in which the exceedance or
complaint occurred.

•

Undertake the noisiest activities (e.g., demolition using hoe rams) during the hours of 9 a.m. to 4 p.m.; and select or construct haul
routes that avoid the North Access Road and the adjacent Archbishop Riordan High School and residential uses along Plymouth
Avenue and Lee Avenue, such as the temporary or permanent relocation of North Street.

•

Postpone demolition of the west side berm to the end of Phase 0, to the extent that it does not extend the overall schedule, so that it
may serve as a noise attenuation barrier for the receptors to the west for earlier Phase 0 demolition and construction activities.

•

Notify the planning department’s development performance coordinator at the time that night noise permits are requested or as soon as
possible after emergency/unanticipated activity causing noise with the potential to exceed noise standards has occurred.

Project sponsor, qualified
consultant, and/or construction
contractor(s) to submit final noise
monitoring report to the Planning
Department development
performance coordinator at the
completion of each construction
phase.

Monitoring Actions/Schedule
and Verification of Compliance

The general contractor or other designated person(s) shall prepare a weekly noise monitoring log report that shall be made available to the
planning department upon request. The log shall include any noise complaints received, whether in connection with an exceedance or not,
as well as any noise complaints received through calls to 311 or DBI if the contractor is made aware of them (for example, via a DBI notice,
inspection, or investigation). Any weekly report that includes an exceedance or for a period during which a complaint is received shall be
submitted to the planning department within three business days following the week in which the exceedance or complaint occurred. A report
also shall be submitted to the planning department at the completion of each construction phase. The report shall document noise levels,
exceedances of threshold levels, if reported, and corrective action(s) taken.
Mitigation Measure M-NO-3: Fixed Mechanical Equipment Noise Controls.

Project sponsor

Prior to receipt of any certificate of
final occupancy for each building.

San Francisco Department of
Building Inspection (DBI). Project
sponsor to provide copies of
project construction plans to the
Planning Department that show
incorporation of noise attenuation
measures.

Considered complete upon DBI
review and issuance of final
certificate of occupancy.

Project sponsor and project
sponsor’s construction contractor

Submit construction emissions
minimization plan to Planning
Department prior to issuance of
construction site permit.

Planning Department (ERO) or
their designee must review draft
construction emissions
minimization plan prior to issuance
of first demolition or construction
permit and approve final plan prior
to the start of demolition or
construction.

Considered complete upon
Planning Department review and
approval of documentation and
completion of construction.

Noise attenuation measures shall be incorporated into all fixed mechanical equipment (including HVAC equipment) installed on all buildings
that include such equipment as necessary to meet noise limits specified in Police Code section 2909. Interior noise limits shall be met under
both existing and future noise conditions.
Noise attenuation measures could include provision of sound enclosures/barriers, addition of roof parapets to block noise, increasing setback
distances from sensitive receptors, provision of louvered vent openings, location of vent openings away from adjacent residential uses, and
restriction of generator testing to the daytime hours.
After completing installation of the HVAC equipment but before receipt of the Certificate of Occupancy for each building, the project sponsor
shall conduct noise measurements to ensure that the noise generated by fixed mechanical equipment complies with section 2909(a) and (d)
of the San Francisco Noise Ordinance. No Final Certificate of Occupancy shall be issued for any building until the standards in the Noise
Ordinance are shown to be met for that building.

Air Quality Mitigation Measures
Mitigation Measure M-AQ-2a: Construction Emissions Minimization.
The project sponsor or the project sponsor’s contractor shall comply with the following:
A. Engine Requirements.
1.

All off-road equipment greater than 25 horsepower shall have engines that meet Tier 4 Final off-road emission standards.

2.

Since grid power will be available, portable diesel engines shall be prohibited.

3.

Renewable diesel shall be used to fuel all diesel engines unless it can be demonstrated to the Environmental Review Officer (ERO)
that such fuel is not compatible with on-road or off-road engines and that emissions of ROG and NOx from the transport of fuel to the
project site will offset its NOx reduction potential.

Implement plan throughout
construction period.

4.

Diesel engines, whether for off-road or on-road equipment, shall not be left idling for more than two minutes, at any location, except as
provided in exceptions to the applicable state regulations regarding idling for off-road and on-road equipment (e.g., traffic conditions,
safe operating conditions). The contractor shall post legible and visible signs in English, Spanish, and Chinese, in designated queuing
areas and at the construction site to remind operators of the two-minute idling limit.

5.

The contractor shall instruct construction workers and equipment operators on the maintenance and tuning of construction equipment,
and require that such workers and operators properly maintain and tune equipment in accordance with manufacturer specifications.

B. Waivers. The ERO may waive the equipment requirements of subsection (A)(1) if: a particular piece of off-road equipment is technically
not feasible; the equipment would not produce desired emissions reduction due to expected operating modes; installation of the
equipment would create a safety hazard or impaired visibility for the operator; or, there is a compelling emergency need to use other offroad equipment. If the ERO grants the waiver, the contractor must use the next cleanest piece of off-road equipment, according to the
table below.
The ERO may waive the equipment requirements of Item A.1 if: a particular piece of off-road equipment with an engine meeting Tier 4
Final emission standards is not regionally available to the satisfaction of the ERO. If seeking a waiver from this requirement, the project
sponsor must demonstrate to the satisfaction of the ERO that the health risks from existing sources, project construction and operation,
and cumulative sources do not exceed a total of 10 µg/m3 or 100 excess cancer risks for any onsite or offsite receptor.
The ERO may waive the equipment requirements of Item A.2 if: an application has been submitted to initiate onsite electrical power,
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Submit final plan after completion
of construction activities and prior
to receiving a final certificate of
occupancy.

ERO to review quarterly and final
monitoring reports.

Case No. 2018-007883ENV
Balboa Reservoir Project
Motion No. _________

MITIGATION MONITORING AND REPORTING PROGRAM FOR BALBOA RESERVOIR PROJECT
Measures Adopted as Conditions of Approval

Implementation Responsibility

Mitigation Schedule

Monitoring/Reporting
Responsibility

Monitoring Actions/Schedule
and Verification of Compliance

Project sponsor

During construction

Planning Department (ERO)

Considered complete upon
Planning Department review and
approval of documentation of
compliance

Project sponsor and contactor

Implement prior to and during
construction activities for the
compressed construction schedule

Planning Department (ERO). ERO
to review draft construction
emissions minimization plan prior
to issuance of first demolition or
construction permit and final plan
at the start of demolition or
construction.

Considered complete upon
Planning Department review and
approval of documentation and
completion of construction.

portable diesel engines may be temporarily operated for a period of up to three weeks until onsite electrical power can be initiated or,
there is a compelling emergency.
C. Construction Emissions Minimization Plan. Before starting onsite ground disturbing, demolition, or construction activities, the contractor
shall submit a Construction Emissions Minimization Plan to the ERO for review and approval. The plan shall state, in reasonable detail,
how the contractor will meet the requirements of Section A, Engine Requirements.
1.

The Construction Emissions Minimization Plan shall include estimates of the construction timeline by phase, with a description of
each piece of off-road equipment required for every construction phase. The description may include, but is not limited to:
equipment type, equipment manufacturer, equipment identification number, engine model year, engine certification (tier rating),
horsepower, engine serial number, and expected fuel usage and hours of operation. For off-road equipment using alternative fuels,
the description shall also specify the type of alternative fuel being used.

2.

The project sponsor shall ensure that all applicable requirements of the Construction Emissions Minimization Plan have been
incorporated into the contract specifications. The plan shall include a certification statement that the contractor agrees to comply
fully with the plan.

3.

The contractor shall make the Construction Emissions Minimization Plan available to the public for review onsite during working
hours. The contractor shall post at the construction site a legible and visible sign summarizing the plan. The sign shall also state
that the public may ask to inspect the plan for the project at any time during working hours and shall explain how to request to
inspect the plan. The contractor shall post at least one copy of the sign in a visible location on each side of the construction site
facing a public right-of-way.

D. Monitoring. After start of construction activities, the contractor shall submit quarterly reports to the ERO documenting compliance with the
Construction Emissions Minimization Plan. After completion of construction activities and prior to receiving a final certificate of
occupancy, the project sponsor shall submit to the ERO a final report summarizing construction activities, including the start and end
dates and duration of each construction phase, and the specific information required in the plan.
Mitigation Measure M-AQ-2b: Low-VOC Architectural Coatings.
The project sponsor shall use low- and super-compliant VOC architectural coatings during construction. “Low-VOC” refers to paints that meet
the more stringent regulatory limits in South Coast Air Quality Management District rule 1113; however, many manufacturers have
reformulated to levels well below these limits. These are referred to as “Super-Compliant” architectural coatings.
Mitigation Measure M-AQ-2c: On-Road Truck Emissions Minimization for the Compressed Construction Schedule. Under the compressed
three-year construction schedule for either the Developer’s Proposed Option or the Additional Housing Option, the project sponsor or the project
sponsor’s contractor shall comply with the following:
A. Engine Requirements. The project sponsor shall ensure that all on-road heavy-duty diesel trucks with a gross vehicle weight rating of
19,500 pounds or greater used at the project site (such as haul trucks, water trucks, dump trucks, concrete trucks, and vendor trucks) be
model year 2014 or newer.
B. Waivers. The ERO may waive the engine year requirements of Subsection (A)(1) for on-road heavy duty diesel vendor trucks delivering
materials to the project site, which could include window, door, cabinet, or elevator equipment if each vendor truck entering the project
site is used only once for a single delivery of equipment or material. If the ERO grants the waiver, the contractor must demonstrate that
that vendor truck would only be used once for a single delivery to the project site.

ERO to review quarterly and final
monitoring reports.

Waivers to the engine year requirements of Subsection (A)(1) shall not be included for vendor trucks that import or off-haul soil, transport
heavy earthmoving equipment, or ready-mix concrete, or deliver lumber.
C. Construction Emissions Minimization Plan. The construction minimization requirements of Mitigation Measure M-AQ-2a item (C).
D. Monitoring. The monitoring requirements of Mitigation Measure M-AQ-2a item (D).
Mitigation Measure M-AQ-2d: Offset Construction Emissions for the Compressed Schedule.

Project sponsor

Under the compressed three-year construction schedule for either the Developer’s Proposed Option or the Additional Housing Option, the
project sponsor shall implement this measure. Prior to issuance of the final certificate of occupancy for the final building associated with
Phase 1, the project sponsor, with the oversight of the Environmental Review Officer (ERO), shall either:
1.

2.

Directly fund or implement a specific offset project within San Francisco if available to achieve the equivalent to a one-time
reduction of 2.0 tons per year of ozone precursors for the Developer’s Proposed Option or 3.2 tons per year of ozone precursors
for the Additional Housing Option. To qualify under this mitigation measure, the specific emissions offset project must result in
emission reductions within the San Francisco Bay Area Air Basin that would not otherwise be achieved through compliance with
existing regulatory requirements. A preferred offset project would be one implemented locally within the City and County of San
Francisco. Prior to implementing the offset project, it must be approved by the ERO. The project sponsor shall notify the ERO
within six months of completion of the offset project for verification; or

Offset program: Prior to issuance
of final certificate of occupancy for
final building constructed, notify the
ERO within six months of
completion of the offset project(s)

Offset program: Planning
Department (ERO)

Offset program: Considered
complete upon approval of
documentation of offset projects
implemented

and/or
Mitigation Fee:
Sign agreement prior to issuance of
first site permit.
Pay amount determined at time of
impact

Pay mitigation offset fees to the Bay Area Air Quality Management District Bay Area Clean Air Foundation or other governmental
entity or third party. The mitigation offset fee shall fund one or more emissions reduction projects within the San Francisco Bay
Area Air Basin. The fee will be determined by the ERO, the project sponsor, and the governmental entity or third party responsible
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Mitigation Fee: BAAQMD or other
governmental entity or third party

Mitigation Fee: Considered
complete upon BAAQMD/other
governmental entity/third party
confirmation of receipt of payment
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Balboa Reservoir Project
Motion No. _________

MITIGATION MONITORING AND REPORTING PROGRAM FOR BALBOA RESERVOIR PROJECT
Measures Adopted as Conditions of Approval

Implementation Responsibility

Mitigation Schedule

Project sponsor and facility
operator, Planning Department.

Prior to issuance of a permit for
diesel backup generator
specifications.

Monitoring/Reporting
Responsibility

Monitoring Actions/Schedule
and Verification of Compliance

Planning Department (ERO) and
DBI

Equipment specifications portion
considered complete when
equipment specifications approved
by ERO.

for administering the funds, and be based on the type of projects available at the time of the payment. This fee is intended to fund
emissions reduction projects to achieve reductions of 2.0 tons per year of ozone precursors for the Developer’s Proposed Option
or 3.2 tons per year of ozone precursors for the Additional Housing Option, which is the amount required to reduce emissions
below significance levels after implementation of other identified mitigation measures as currently calculated.
The agreement that specifies fees and timing of payment shall be signed by the project sponsor, the governmental entity or third
party responsible for administering the funds, and the ERO prior to issuance of the first site permit. This offset payment shall total
the predicted 2.0 tons per year of ozone precursors for the Developer’s Proposed Option or 3.2 tons per year of ozone precursors
for the Additional Housing Option above the 10-ton-per-year threshold after implementation of Mitigation Measures
M-AQ-2a, M-AQ-2b, and M-AQ-2c.
The total emission offset amount presented above was calculated by summing the maximum daily construction of ROG and NOx
(pounds/day), multiplying by 260 work days per year, and converting to tons. The amount represents the total estimated
operational and construction-related ROG and NOx emissions offsets required. No reductions are needed for operations or
overlapping construction and operations.
Mitigation Measure M-AQ-4a: Diesel Backup Generator Specifications.
To reduce ROG and NOx associated with operation of the proposed project, the project sponsor shall implement the following measures:
A. All new diesel backup generators shall:

Ongoing for maintenance, testing,
and records keeping.

1. Have engines that meet or exceed California Air Resources Board Tier 4 off-road emission standards which have the lowest NOx
emissions of commercially available generators; and

Maintenance portion is ongoing
and records are subject to
Planning Department review upon
request.

2. Be fueled with renewable diesel, if commercially available, which has been demonstrated to reduce NOx emissions by approximately
10 percent.
B. All new diesel backup generators shall have an annual maintenance testing limit of 50 hours, subject to any further restrictions as may
be imposed by the Bay Area Air Quality Management District in its permitting process.
C. For each new diesel backup generator permit submitted to Bay Area Air Quality Management District for the project, the project sponsor
shall submit the anticipated location and engine specifications to the San Francisco Planning Department ERO for review and approval
prior to issuance of a permit for the generator from the San Francisco Department of Building Inspection. Once operational, all diesel
backup generators shall be maintained in good working order for the life of the equipment and any future replacement of the diesel
backup generators shall be required to be consistent with these emissions specifications. The operator of the facility at which the
generator is located shall be required to maintain records of the testing schedule for each diesel backup generator for the life of that
diesel backup generator and to provide this information for review to the planning department within three months of requesting such
information.
Mitigation Measure M-AQ 4b: Install MERV 13 Filters at the Daycare Facility.

Project sponsor

Prior to issuance of final certificate
of occupancy for building containing
daycare.

Planning Department (ERO) and
DBI.

Considered complete upon ERO
and DBI acceptance of
documentation of compliance prior
to issuance of a certificate of
occupancy.

Project sponsor, contractor,
qualified archaeological consultant,
and Planning Department (ERO).

During soil-disturbing activities.

Planning Department (ERO).

Considered complete upon ERO’s
approval of FARR.

If the daycare facility is constructed as part of Phase 1 and is operational while Phase 2 is under construction, the project sponsor shall install
a mechanical ventilation system at the onsite daycare facility located in Block B capable of achieving the protection from particulate matter
(PM2.5) equivalent to that associated with a Minimum Efficiency Reporting Value (MERV) 13 filtration (as defined by American Society of
Heating, Refrigerating and Air-Conditioning Engineers [ASHRAE] standard 52.2). The system must meet the requirements of San Francisco
Health Code article 38 and San Francisco Building Code section 1203.5.

Cultural Resources (Archeological Resources) Mitigation Measures
Mitigation Measure M-CR-2: Accidental Discovery of Archeological Resources (PEIR Mitigation Measure AM-1).
The project sponsor shall distribute the planning department archeological resource “ALERT” sheet to the project prime contractor; to any
project subcontractor (including demolition, excavation, grading, foundation, pile driving, etc. firms); or utilities firm involved in soils-disturbing
activities within the project site. Prior to any soils-disturbing activities being undertaken each contractor is responsible for ensuring that the
“ALERT” sheet is circulated to all field personnel including, machine operators, field crew, pile drivers, supervisory personnel, etc. The project
sponsor shall provide the Environmental Review Officer (ERO) with a signed affidavit from the responsible parties (prime contractor,
subcontractor(s), and utilities firm) to the ERO confirming that all field personnel have received copies of the Alert Sheet.
Should any indication of an archeological resource be encountered during any soils-disturbing activity of the project, the project Head
Foreman and/or project sponsor shall immediately notify the ERO and shall immediately suspend any soils-disturbing activities in the vicinity
of the discovery until the ERO has determined what additional measures should be undertaken.
If the ERO determines that an archeological resource may be present within the project area, the project sponsor shall retain the services of
an archeological consultant from the pool of qualified archeological consultants maintained by the planning department archeologist. The
archeological consultant shall advise the ERO as to whether the discovery is an archeological resource, retains sufficient integrity, and is of
potential scientific/historical/cultural significance. If an archeological resource is present, the archeological consultant shall identify and
evaluate the archeological resource. The archeological consultant shall make a recommendation as to what action, if any, is warranted.
Based on this information, the ERO may require, if warranted, specific additional measures to be implemented by the project sponsor.
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MITIGATION MONITORING AND REPORTING PROGRAM FOR BALBOA RESERVOIR PROJECT
Measures Adopted as Conditions of Approval

Monitoring/Reporting
Responsibility

Monitoring Actions/Schedule
and Verification of Compliance

In the event human remains and/or
funerary objects are encountered,
during soil-disturbing activity;
immediately, upon each such
discovery

Planning Department (ERO)

Considered complete on
notification of the San Francisco
County Coroner and ERO, and if
Native American remains are
discovered, then notification to
NAHC, and MLD, and completion
of treatment agreement and/or
analysis and reporting.

In the event tribal cultural
resources are encountered during
soil-disturbing activity.

Planning Department (ERO).

Considered complete if no Tribal
Cultural Resource is discovered or
Tribal Cultural Resource is
discovered and either preserved inplace or project effects to Tribal
Cultural Resource are mitigated by
implementation of Planning
Department approved interpretive
program.

Implementation Responsibility

Mitigation Schedule

Project sponsor and contractor,
archaeological consultant, ERO in
consultation with the Coroner of
the City and County of San
Francisco, Native American
Heritage Commission, and Most
Likely Descendant.

Planning Department (ERO),
Native American tribal
representatives, archaeological
consultant, project sponsor.

Measures might include: preservation in situ of the archeological resource; an archeological monitoring program; or an archeological testing
program. If an archeological monitoring program or archeological testing program is required, it shall be consistent with the Environmental
Planning (EP) division guidelines for such programs. The ERO may also require that the project sponsor immediately implement a site
security program if the archeological resource is at risk from vandalism, looting, or other damaging actions.
The project archeological consultant shall submit a Final Archeological Resources Report (FARR) to the ERO that evaluates the historical
significance of any discovered archeological resource and describing the archeological and historical research methods employed in the
archeological monitoring/data recovery program(s) undertaken. Information that may put at risk any archeological resource shall be provided
in a separate removable insert within the final report.
Copies of the Draft FARR shall be sent to the ERO for review and approval. Once approved by the ERO, copies of the FARR shall be
distributed as follows: California Archeological Site Survey Northwest Information Center (NWIC) shall receive one copy and the ERO shall
receive a copy of the transmittal of the FARR to the NWIC. The Environmental Planning division of the Planning Department shall receive
one bound copy, one unbound copy and one unlocked, searchable PDF copy on CD of the FARR along with copies of any formal site
recordation forms (CA DPR 523 series) and/or documentation for nomination to the National Register of Historic Places/California Register of
Historical Resources. In instances of high public interest or interpretive value, the ERO may require a different final report content, format,
and distribution than that presented above.
Mitigation Measure M-CR-3: Accidental Discovery of Human Remains.
The treatment of human remains and of associated or unassociated funerary objects discovered during any soil-disturbing activity shall
comply with all applicable state and federal laws. This shall include immediate notification of the Medical Examiner of the City and County of
San Francisco and, in the event of the Medical Examiner’s determination that the human remains are Native American remains, notification
of the Native American Heritage Commission, which shall appoint a Most Likely Descendant (MLD).The MLD shall complete his or her
inspection and make recommendations or preferences for treatment and disposition within 48 hours of being granted access to the site
(Public Resources Code section 5097.98). The Environmental Review Officer (ERO) shall also be notified immediately upon discovery of
human remains.
The project sponsor and the ERO shall make all reasonable efforts to develop a Burial Agreement (“Agreement) with the MLD, as
expeditiously as possible for the treatment and disposition, with appropriate dignity, of the human remains and associated or unassociated
funerary objects (as detailed in CEQA Guidelines section 15064.5(d)). The Agreement shall take into consideration the appropriate
excavation, removal, recordation, scientific analysis, custodianship, curation, and final disposition of the human remains and associated or
unassociated funerary objects. If the MLD agrees to scientific analyses of the remains and/or associated or unassociated funerary objects,
the archeological consultant shall retain possession of the remains and associated or unassociated funerary objects until completion of any
such analyses, after which the remains and associated or unassociated funerary objects shall be reinterred or curated as specified in the
Agreement.
Nothing in existing state regulations or in this mitigation measure compels the project sponsor and the ERO to accept recommendations of
an MLD. However, if the ERO, project sponsor, and MLD are unable to reach an agreement on scientific treatment of the remains and
associated or unassociated funerary objects, the ERO, in cooperation with the project sponsor, shall ensure that the remains and associated
or unassociated funerary objects are stored securely and respectfully until they can be reinterred on the property, with appropriate dignity, in
a location not subject to further or future subsurface disturbance (Public Resources Code section 5097.98).
Treatment of historic-period human remains and of associated or unassociated funerary objects discovered during soil-disturbing activity
additionally shall follow protocols laid out in the project’s archeological treatment documents, and any agreement established between the
project sponsor, the Medical Examiner and the ERO.

Tribal Cultural Resources Mitigation Measures
Mitigation Measure M-TC-1: Tribal Cultural Resources Interpretive Program.
If the Environmental Review Officer (ERO) determines that a significant archeological resource is present, and if in consultation with the
affiliated Native American tribal representatives, the ERO determines that the resource constitutes a tribal cultural resource and that the
resource could be adversely affected by the proposed project, the proposed project shall be redesigned so as to avoid any adverse effect on
the significant tribal cultural resource, if feasible.
If the ERO determines that preservation-in-place of the tribal cultural resource is both feasible and effective, then the archeological
consultant shall prepare an archeological resource preservation plan (ARPP). Implementation of the approved ARPP by the archeological
consultant shall be required when feasible.
If the ERO, in consultation with the affiliated Native American tribal representatives and the project sponsor, determines that preservation‐in‐
place of the tribal cultural resources is not a sufficient or feasible option, the project sponsor shall implement an interpretive program of the
tribal cultural resource in consultation with affiliated tribal representatives. An interpretive plan produced in consultation with the ERO and
affiliated tribal representatives, at a minimum, and approved by the ERO would be required to guide the interpretive program. The plan shall
identify, as appropriate, proposed locations for installations or displays, the proposed content and materials of those displays or installation,
the producers or artists of the displays or installation, and a long‐term maintenance program. The interpretive program may include artist
installations, preferably by local Native American artists, oral histories with local Native Americans, artifacts displays and interpretation, and
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MITIGATION MONITORING AND REPORTING PROGRAM FOR BALBOA RESERVOIR PROJECT
Measures Adopted as Conditions of Approval

Implementation Responsibility

Mitigation Schedule

Prior to excavation: project sponsor
and qualified paleontological
consultant

Institutional record and literature
search: before issuance of a
demolition permit.

Monitoring/Reporting
Responsibility

Monitoring Actions/Schedule
and Verification of Compliance

Planning Department (ERO)

Considered complete upon ERO
acceptance of documentation of
compliance

educational panels or other informational displays.

Geology and Soils Mitigation Measures
Mitigation Measure M-GE-6: Inadvertent Discovery of Paleontological Resources.
Before the start of excavation activities, the project sponsor shall retain a qualified paleontologist, as defined by the Society of Vertebrate
Paleontology, who is experienced in on-site construction worker training. The qualified paleontologist shall complete an institutional record
and literature search and train all construction personnel who are involved with earthmoving activities, including the site superintendent,
regarding the possibility of encountering fossils, the appearance and types of fossils that are likely to be seen during construction, the proper
notification procedures should fossils be encountered, and the laws and regulations protecting paleontological resources. If potential
vertebrate fossils are discovered by construction crews, all earthwork or other types of ground disturbance within 25 feet of the find shall stop
immediately and the monitor shall notify the Environmental Review Officer. The fossil should be protected by an “exclusion zone” (an area
approximately 5 feet around the discovery that is marked with caution tape to prevent damage to the fossil). Work shall not resume until a
qualified professional paleontologist can assess the nature and importance of the find. Based on the scientific value or uniqueness of the
find, the qualified paleontologist may record the find and allow work to continue, or recommend salvage and recovery of the fossil. The
qualified paleontologist may also propose modifications to the stop-work radius and the monitoring level of effort based on the nature of the
find, site geology, and the activities occurring on the site, and in consultation with the Environmental Review Officer. If treatment and salvage
is required, recommendations shall be consistent with Society of Vertebrate Paleontology’s 2010 Standard Procedures for the Assessment
and Mitigation of Adverse Impacts to Paleontological Resources, and currently accepted scientific practice, and shall be subject to review
and approval by the Environmental Review Officer. If required, treatment for fossil remains may include preparation and recovery of fossil
materials so that they can be housed in an appropriate museum or university collection (e.g., the University of California Museum of
Paleontology), and may also include preparation of a report for publication describing the finds. Upon receipt of the fossil collection, a signed
repository receipt form shall be obtained and provided to the planning department. The qualified paleontologist shall prepare a
paleontological resources report documenting the treatment, salvage, and, if applicable, curation of the paleontological resources. The
project sponsor shall be responsible for the costs necessary to prepare and identify collected fossils, and for any curation fees charged by
the paleontological repository. The planning department shall ensure that information on the nature, location, and depth of all finds is readily
available to the scientific community through university curation or other appropriate means.

Worker training: before the start of
excavation activities

During construction: project
sponsor and contractor
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During construction

Planning Department (ERO)

Considered complete upon ERO
acceptance of documentation of
compliance
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EXHIBIT G
FORM OF ASSIGNMENT AND ASSUMPTION AGREEMENT

RECORDING REQUESTED BY
CLERK OF THE BOARD OF SUPERVISORS
OF THE CITY AND COUNTY OF SAN FRANCISCO
(Exempt from Recording Fees
Pursuant to Government Code
Section 27383)
AND WHEN RECORDED MAIL TO:
Angela Calvillo
Clerk of the Board of Supervisors
City Hall, Room 244
1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place
San Francisco, CA 94102
ASSIGNMENT AND ASSUMPTION AGREEMENT
RELATIVE TO DEVELOPMENT AGREEMENT FOR [___________]
THIS ASSIGNMENT AND ASSUMPTION AGREEMENT (hereinafter, the "Assignment") is
entered into this _____ day of _______________, 20__, by and between_______________, a
__________________ (“Assignor”) and _______________________, a _________________
("Assignee").
RECITALS
A.
_______________________, a _______________ and the City and County of
San Francisco, a political subdivision and municipal corporation of the State of California (the
"City"), entered into that certain Development Agreement (the "Development Agreement")
dated as of ______, 20__ for reference purposes, with respect to certain real property owned by
Assignor, as such property is more particularly described in the Development Agreement (the
"Project Site"). The Development Agreement was recorded in the Official Records of the City
and County of San Francisco on ____________ as Document No. _________.
[add recital to document any previous transfer of the Transferred Property, with recording
information]
B.
The Development Agreement provides that Developer (Assignor) has the right to:
(i) Transfer all or a portion of the Project Site, (ii) assign all of its rights, title, interest and
obligations under the Development Agreement to a Transferee with respect to the portions of the
Project Site transferred to the Transferee, and (iii) upon the recordation of an approved
Assignment and Assumption Agreement, to be released from any prospective liability or
obligation under the Development Agreement related to the Transferred Property as set forth in
Section ___ of the Development Agreement.
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C.
Assignor intends to convey certain real property as more particularly identified
and described on Exhibit A attached hereto (hereafter the "Transferred Property ") to
Assignee. The Transferred Property is subject to the Development Agreement.
D.
Assignor desires to assign and Assignee desires to assume Assignor’s right, title,
interest, burdens and obligations under the Development Agreement with respect to and as
related to the Transferred Property, as more particularly described below.
ASSIGNMENT AND ASSUMPTION
NOW, THEREFORE, for good and valuable consideration, the receipt and sufficiency of
which are hereby acknowledged, Assignor and Assignee hereby agree as follows:
1.
Defined Terms. Initially capitalized terms used herein and not otherwise defined
shall have the meaning ascribed to them in the Development Agreement.
2.
Assignment of Development Agreement. Assignor hereby assigns to Assignee,
effective as of Assignor’s conveyance of the Transferred Property to Assignee, all of the rights,
title, interest, burdens and obligations of Assignor under the Development Agreement with
respect to the Transferred Property, including any Community Benefits that are tied to Buildings
on the Transferred Property. Assignor retains all the rights, title, interest, burdens and
obligations under the Development Agreement with respect to all other portions of the Project
Site owned by Assignor.
3.
Assumption of Development Agreement. Assignee hereby assumes, effective as
of Assignor’s conveyance of the Transferred Property to Assignee, all of the rights, title, interest,
burdens and obligations of Assignor under the Development Agreement with respect to the
Transferred Property, including its associated Community Benefits, and agrees to observe and
fully perform all the duties and obligations of Assignor under the Development Agreement with
respect to the Transferred Property, and to be subject to all the terms and conditions thereof with
respect to the Transferred Property. The parties intend that, upon the execution of this
Assignment and conveyance of the Transferred Property to Assignee, Assignee shall become the
“Developer” under the Development Agreement with respect to the Transferred Property.
4.
Reaffirmation of Indemnifications. Assignee hereby consents to and expressly
reaffirms any and all indemnifications of the City set forth in the Development Agreement,
including without limitation Section ___ of the Development Agreement.
5.
Housing Obligations. Assignee has read and understands the obligations set forth
in Exhibit __ of the Development Agreement as they relate to the Transferred Property. Without
limiting the foregoing, Assignee agrees (1) to the terms and provisions such Exhibit ___,
including the indemnities, waivers and releases set forth therein, and (2) that the Development
Agreement falls within the express exception to the Costa-Hawkins Act, Section 1954.52(b)
because it is a contract with a public entity in consideration for contributions and other forms of
assistance specified in Chapter 4.3 (commencing with Section 65919 of Division 1 of Title 7 of
the California Government Code). Assignee understands that the City would not have been
willing to enter into the Development Agreement without the provisions of such Exhibit D.

34469\13285665.3

Exhibit G

6.
Assignee's Covenants. Assignee hereby covenants and agrees that: (a) Assignee
shall not challenge the enforceability of any provision or requirement of the Development
Agreement; (b) Assignee shall not sue the City in connection with any and all disputes between
Assignor and Assignee arising from this Assignment or the Development Agreement, including
any failure to complete all or any part of the Project by any party; and (c) Assignee shall
indemnify the City and its officers, agents and employees from, and if requested, shall defend
them against any and all Losses resulting directly or indirectly from any dispute between
Assignor and Assignee arising from this Assignment or the Development Agreement.
7.
Binding on Successors. All of the covenants, terms and conditions set forth
herein shall be binding upon and shall inure to the benefit of the parties hereto and their
respective heirs, successors and assigns.
8.
Notices. The notice address for Assignee under Section ____ of the Development
Agreement shall be:
_______________________
_______________________
______________________
Attn: _________________
With copy to:
_______________________
_______________________
_______________________
Attn: __________________
8.
Counterparts. This Assignment may be executed in as many counterparts as may
be deemed necessary and convenient, and by the different parties hereto on separate
counterparts, each of which, when so executed, shall be deemed an original, but all such
counterparts shall constitute one and the same instrument.
9.
Governing Law. This Assignment and the legal relations of the parties hereto
shall be governed by and construed and enforced in accordance with the laws of the State of
California, without regard to its principles of conflicts of law.
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EXHIBIT G-1
FORM OF ASSIGNMENT AND ASSUMPTION AGREEMENT
FOR INITIAL MARKET RATE PARCEL TRANSFERS
(To be provided)

Exhibit G-1

EXHIBIT H
NOTICE OF COMPLETION AND TERMINATION

RECORDING REQUESTED BY AND
WHEN RECORDED RETURN TO:
______________________________
[address]______________________________
______________________________
______________________________
Attn: _________________________
(Space above this line reserved for Recorder’s use only)

THIS NOTICE OF COMPLETION OF BUILDING AND COMMUNITY BENEFITS (this
"Notice") dated for reference purposes only as of this _____ day of ___________, 20__, is made
by and between the CITY AND COUNTY OF SAN FRANCISCO, a political subdivision and
municipal corporation of the State of California (the "City"), acting by and through its Planning
Department, and _________________, a ________________] ("Developer") [substitute party, if
needed].
1.
The City and Developer entered into that certain Development Agreement dated
as of ____________, 20__ and recorded in the Official Records of the City and County of San
Francisco on _______________, as Document Number _____________ (Book No. ___, Reel
No. _______) (the "Development Agreement"). Capitalized terms used in this Notice that are
not defined shall have meaning given to such terms in the Development Agreement.
2.
Under Section 7.1 of the Development Agreement, when one or more Buildings
have been completed and all of the Associated Community Benefits tied to those specific
Buildings have also been completed, the City agreed, upon Developer’s request, to execute and
record a notice of completion as it relates to the applicable Building.
3.
The City confirms that the Building known as ________, located on the property
described in the attached Exhibit A (the "Affected Property"), together with all of the Associated
Community Benefits tied to that Building, have been completed in accordance with the
Development Agreement. All parties with an interest in the Affected Property have the right to
rely on this Notice.
CITY:

Approved as to form:

CITY AND COUNTY OF SAN FRANCISCO,
municipal corporation

[DENNIS J. HERRERA], City Attorney

By:

By:
Director of Planning

Deputy City Attorney
Exhibit H

EXHIBIT A
[attach legal description of Affected Property prior to recording]
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EXHIBIT I
WORKFORCE AGREEMENT
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BALBOA RESERVOIR WORKFORCE AGREEMENT
I.

Project Background.

This Workforce Agreement is attached to and made a part of the development agreement
(“Agreement”) for the Balboa Reservoir Project (the “Project”). The Project involves the
construction of residential dwelling units and related infrastructure and open space amenities, as
described in greater detail in the Agreement. This Workforce Agreement sets forth the activities
Developer shall undertake, and require their Construction Contractors, Consultants,
Subcontractors, Subconsultants, and Commercial Tenants, as applicable, to undertake, to support
workforce development in the construction of the Project and end use phases of the Project Site
as required under this Workforce Agreement.
II.
Purpose of the Workforce Agreement. This Workforce Agreement sets forth
the employment and contracting requirements for the construction and operation of the Project.
This Workforce Agreement has been jointly prepared by the City and Developer (on behalf of
itself and its successors), in consultation with others including OEWD and other relevant City
Agencies.
The purpose of this Workforce Agreement is to ensure training, employment and
economic development opportunities are part of the development and operation of the Project.
This Workforce Agreement creates a mechanism to provide employment and economic
development opportunities for economically disadvantaged persons and San Francisco residents.
The City and Developer agree that job creation and equal opportunity contracting opportunities
in all areas of employment are an essential part of the redevelopment of the Project Site. The
City and Developer agree that it is in the best interests of the Project and the City for a portion of
the jobs and contracting opportunities to be directed, to the extent possible based on the type of
work required, and subject to collective bargaining agreements, to local, small and economically
disadvantaged companies and individuals whenever there is a qualified candidate.
This Workforce Agreement identifies goals for achieving this objective and outlines
certain measures that will be undertaken in order to help ensure that these goals and objectives
are successfully met. In recognition of the unique circumstances and requirements surrounding
the Project, OEWD and Developer have agreed that this Workforce Agreement will constitute
the exclusive workforce requirements for the Project.
This Workforce Agreement requires the following:
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•

Developer to meet the hiring and apprenticeship goals for Local Residents and
Disadvantaged Workers for Construction Work on Covered Projects, as set
forth in Attachment A (Local Hiring requirements).

•

For any work not covered by Local Hiring requirements, Developer to enter
into a First Source Hiring Agreement for Construction Work on Covered
Projects, in the form attached as Attachment B.

Workforce Agreement
Exhibit I

•

Developer to meet the utilization and outreach goals applicable to certain
construction work for Local Business Enterprises, as set forth in Attachment C
(LBE Utilization Plan).

•

Developer will comply with Prevailing Wage and Working Conditions terms,
as set forth in Section III.B.6.

The foregoing summary is provided for convenience and for informational purposes only.
In case of any conflict between this Workforce Agreement and the Development Agreement, the
provisions of this Workforce Agreement shall control.
III.
A.

Workforce Agreement.

DEFINITIONS

The following terms specific to this Workforce Agreement have the meanings given to
them below or are defined where indicated. Other initially capitalized terms are defined in the
Development Agreement. This Workforce Agreement and all Workforce-Development Planspecific definitions will prevail over the Development Agreement in relation to the rights and
obligations of Developers with respect to workforce development. All references to the
Development Agreement include this Workforce Agreement unless explicitly stated otherwise.
“Apprentice” means any worker who is indentured in a construction apprenticeship
program that maintains current registration with the State of California's Division of
Apprenticeship Standards.
“Apprenticeship” shall mean a work experience that combines formal job-related
technical instruction with structured on-the-job learning experiences. Apprentices are hired by
employer at outset of training program, and the training program is pre-approved by the US
Department of Labor (USDOL) or California Division of Apprenticeship Standards (DAS).
Apprentices receive progressive wages commensurate with their skill attainment throughout an
apprenticeship training program. Upon successful completion of all phases of on-the-job
learning and related instruction components, Apprentices receive nationally recognized
certificates of completion issued by the USDOL or DAS.
“Building” means each of the buildings to be constructed on the Project Site under the
SUD.
“Chapter 83” means Chapter 83 of the San Francisco Administrative Code (First Source
Hiring Program).
“Commercial Activity” means retail sales and services, restaurant, hotel, education and
office uses, technology and biotechnology business, and any other non-profit or for-profit
commercial uses permitted under the SUD that are conducted within a Building.
“Construction Contractor” means a construction contractor hired by or on behalf of
Developer who performs Construction Work on the Project Site or other construction work
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otherwise covered under the LBE Utilization Plan or First Source Hiring Agreement for
Construction (in the form of Attachment B-3).
“Construction Work” means, as applicable, (a) the construction of all Public
Improvements, (b) the initial construction of Publicly Accessible Private Improvements, (c) the
construction of all Buildings to be carried out by a Developer under the Development
Agreement, and (d) tenant improvement work for all Buildings. For the avoidance of doubt,
Construction Work for Buildings shall not include any repairs, maintenance, renovations or other
construction work performed on the Building after the City issues the last Certificate of
Occupancy for the entirety of the applicable Building, including all initial tenant spaces.
“Construction Workforce Requirements” is defined in Section III.B.1.
“Consultant” is defined in Attachment C.
“Covered Projects” means Construction Work with an estimated cost in excess of the
Threshold Amount, as defined in Section 6.1 of the San Francisco Administrative Code.
“Developer” means each and every Developer under the Development Agreement,
including any Developer of a Building. For purposes of the initial tenant improvements within a
Building, Developer shall mean the property owner or tenant that is responsible for the initial
tenant improvements.
“Disadvantaged Worker(s)” is defined in Attachment A.
“Final, Binding and Non-Appealable” means 90-days after the subject approval, or if a
third party files an action challenging the approval during such 90-day period, thirty days after
the final judgment or other resolution of the action or issue.
“FSHA” means the City’s First Source Hiring Administration.
“Horizontal Improvements” means the (a) the initial construction of all Public
Improvements, and (b) the initial construction of Publicly Accessible Private Improvements.
“Local Business Enterprise(s)” or “LBE” means a firm that has been certified as an
LBE as set forth in Administrative Code Chapter 14B (Local Business Enterprise Utilization and
Non-Discrimination in Contracting Ordinance).
“Local Resident(s)” is defined in Attachment C.
“OEWD” means the City’s Office of Economic & Workforce Development.
“OLSE” means the City’s Office of Labor Standards Enforcement.
“Permanent Employer” means each employer in a Covered Operation.
“Referral” shall mean a member of the Workforce System who has participated in an
OEWD workforce training program.
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“Subconsultant” is defined in Attachment C.
“Subcontractor” is defined in Attachment B-3.
“Threshold Amount” is defined in Section 6.1 of the Administrative Code.
B.

CONSTRUCTION WORK
1.

Application. Developer and Construction Contractors shall comply with the
applicable provisions of this Section III.B (the “Construction Workforce
Requirements”) during construction of Horizontal Improvements and Buildings.

2.

Local Hiring Requirements. Developer and Construction Contractors (and their
subcontractors regardless of tier) must comply with the Local Hiring
Requirements set forth on Attachment A attached with respect to Construction
Work (as defined therein) for Covered Projects. Local Hiring Requirements
supersede the First Source Hiring Program for Construction Work.

3.

First Source Hiring Program for Construction Work. Developer performing
any Construction Work that is not subject to the Local Hiring Requirements will
enter into a Memorandum of Understanding with the City’s First Source Hiring
Administration in the form attached as Attachment B under which Developer
must include in their contracts with Construction Contractors for Construction
Work a requirement that the applicable Construction Contractor enter into a First
Source Hiring Agreement in the form attached as Exhibit B, and to provide a
signed copy of the relevant Form exhibits to the FSHA.

4.

Local Business Enterprise Requirements. Developer and their respective
Contractors and Consultants (as defined in Attachment C) must comply with the
Local Business Enterprise Utilization Program set forth in Attachment C.

5.

Obligations; Limitations on Liability. Developer shall use good faith efforts,
working with the OEWD or its designee, to enforce the applicable Construction
Workforce Requirements with respect to its Construction Contractors (as defined
above), Contractors and Consultants (as defined in Attachment C), and each
Construction Contractor, Contractor and Consultant, as applicable, shall use good
faith efforts, working with OEWD or its designee, to enforce the Construction
Workforce Requirements with respect to its Subcontractors and Subconsultants
(regardless of tier). However, Developer shall not be liable for the failure of their
respective Construction Contractors, Contractors and Consultants, and
Construction Contractors, Contractors and Consultants shall not be liable for the
failure of their respective Subcontractors and Subconsultants.

6.

Prevailing Wages and Working Conditions. Developer agrees that all workers
performing labor in the construction of Public Improvements that will be
dedicated to the City under this Agreement will: (1) pay workers performing that
work not less than the Prevailing Rate of Wages as defined in Administrative
Code section 6.22 and established under Administrative Code section 6.22(e), (2)

34469\13322593.1

Workforce Agreement
Exhibit I

provide the same hours, working conditions, and benefits as in each case are
provided for similar work performed in San Francisco County in Administrative
Code section 6.22(f), and (3) employ Apprentices in accordance with San
Francisco Administrative Code Section 23.61. Any contractor or subcontractor
performing a public work or constructing Public Improvements must make
certified payroll records and other records required under Administrative Code
section 6.22(e)(6) available for inspection and examination by the City with
respect to all workers performing covered labor. OLSE enforces labor laws, and
OLSE shall be the lead agency responsible for ensuring that prevailing wages are
paid and other payroll requirements are met in connection with the work, as more
particularly described in the Workforce Agreement.
C.

GENERAL PROVISIONS
1.

Enforcement. OEWD shall have the authority to enforce the Construction
Workforce Requirements and the Operations Workforce Requirements. OEWD
staff agree to work cooperatively to create efficiencies and avoid redundancies
and to implement this Workforce Agreement in good faith, and to work with all of
the Project’s stakeholders, including Developer, and Construction Contractors
(and Subcontractors) and Permanent Employers, in a fair, nondiscriminatory and
consistent manner.

2.

Third Party Beneficiaries. Each contract for Construction Work and Covered
Operations shall provide that OEWD shall have third party beneficiary rights
thereunder for the limited purpose of enforcing the requirements of this
Workforce Agreement applicable to such party directly against such party.

3.

Flexibility. Some jobs will be better suited to meeting or exceeding the hiring
goals than others, hence all workforce hiring goals under a Construction Contract
will be cumulative, not individual, goals for that Construction Contract or
Permanent Employer. In addition, Developer shall have the right to reasonably
spread the workforce goals, in different percentages, among separate Construction
Contracts so long as the cumulative goals among all of the Construction Contracts
at any given time meet the requirements of this Workforce Agreement. The
parties shall make such modifications to the applicable First Source Hiring
Agreements consistent with Developers’ allocation. This acknowledgement does
not alter in any way the requirement that Developer, Construction Contractors and
Permanent Employers comply with good faith effort obligations to meet their
respective participation goals for the Construction Work and Covered Operations.

4.

Exclusivity. OEWD and Developer have agreed that this Workforce Agreement
will constitute the exclusive workforce requirements for the Project.
Attachment A
Local Hiring Requirements
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[see attached]
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ATTACHMENT A
LOCAL HIRING PLAN FOR CONSTRUCTION

1.1

1.2

SUMMARY
A.

This Attachment A to the Balboa Reservoir Workforce Agreement (“Local
Hiring Plan”) governs the obligations of the Project to comply with the City’s
Local Hiring Policy for Construction pursuant to Chapter 82 of the San Francisco
Administrative Code (the “Policy”). In the event of any conflict between
Administrative Code Chapter 82 and this Attachment, this Attachment shall
govern.

B.

The provisions of this Local Hiring Plan are hereby incorporated as a material
term of the Development Agreement. Developer performing any work on City
Property under the Development Agreement shall require any Contractor
performing Construction Work on City Property to agree that (i) the Contractor
shall comply with all applicable requirements of this Local Hiring Plan; (ii) the
provisions of this Local Hiring Plan and the Policy are reasonable and achievable
by Contractor and its Subcontractors; and (iii) they have had a full and fair
opportunity to review and understand the terms of the Local Hiring Plan.

C.

The Office of Economic and Workforce Development (OEWD) is responsible for
administering the Local Hiring Plan and will be administering its applicable
requirements. For more information on the Policy and its implementation, please
visit the OEWD website at: www.workforcedevelopmentsf.org.

D.

Capitalized terms not defined herein shall have the meanings ascribed to them in
the Development Agreement or the Policy, as applicable.

DEFINITIONS. For purposes of this Attachment B, the following definitions apply:
A.

“Apprentice” means any worker who is indentured in a construction
Apprenticeship program that maintains current registration with the State of
California's Division of Apprenticeship Standards.

B.

“Area Median Income (AMI)” means unadjusted median income levels derived
from the Department of Housing and Urban Development (“HUD”) on an annual
basis for the San Francisco area, adjusted solely for household size, but not high
housing cost area.

C.

“Construction Work” means the construction of all buildings and improvements
located on the property under the Development Agreement.

D.

“Covered Project” means Construction Work with an estimated cost in excess of
the Threshold Amount.
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1.3

E.

“Contractor” means a prime contractor, general contractor, or construction
manager contracted by a Developer who performs Construction Work

F.

“Disadvantaged Worker” as defined in Administrative Code Section 82.3 (as that
Code Section is amended from time to time, except to the extent that future
changes to the definition are prohibited under the terms of Section 5.3(b)(xi) of
the Development Agreement).

G.

"Job Notification" means the written notice of any Hiring Opportunities from
Contractor to CityBuild. Contractor shall provide Job Notifications to CityBuild
with a minimum of 3 business days' notice.

H.

“Local Resident” means an individual who is domiciled, as defined by Section
349(b) of the California Election Code, within the City at least seven (7) days
prior to commencing work on the project.

I.

“Non-Covered Project” means any construction projects not covered by the San
Francisco Local Hiring Policy.

J.

“Project Work” means Construction Work performed as part of a Covered
Project.

K.

“Project Work Hours” means the total onsite work hours worked on a
construction contract for a Covered Project by all Apprentices and journey-level
workers, whether those workers are employed by the Contractor or any
Subcontractor.

L.

“Subcontractor” means any person, firm, partnership, owner operator, limited
liability company, corporation, joint venture, proprietorship, trust, association, or
other entity that contracts with a Contractor or another subcontractor to provide
services to a Contractor or another subcontractor in fulfillment of the Contractor’s
or that other subcontractor’s obligations arising from a contract for construction
work on a Covered Project who performs Construction Work on the 28 Acre site.

M.

“Targeted Worker” means any Local Resident or Disadvantaged Worker.

N.

“Threshold Amount” as defined in Section 6.1 of the San Francisco
Administrative Code.

LOCAL HIRING REQUIREMENTS
A.

34469\13322593.1

Total Project Work Hours By Trade. For all construction contracts for Covered
Projects, the mandatory participation level in terms of Project Work Hours within
each trade to be performed by Local Residents is 30%, with a goal of no less than
15% of Project Work Hours within each trade to be performed by Disadvantaged
Workers. The mandatory participation levels required under this Local Hire
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Program will be determined by OEWD for each Phase under the Development
Agreement, and in no event shall be greater than 30%; however, the Parties
acknowledge that Developer intends to require each construction contract for
Covered Projects to meet the mandatory participation levels on an individual
contract level.

1.4

B.

Apprentices. For all construction contracts for Covered Projects, at least 50% of
the Project Work Hours performed by Apprentices within each trade is required to
be performed by Local Residents. Hiring preferences shall be given to
Apprentices who are referred by the CityBuild program This document also
establishes a goal of no less than 25% of Project Work Hours performed by
Apprentices within each trade to be performed by Disadvantaged Workers.

C.

Out-of-State Workers. For all Covered Projects, Project Work Hours performed
by residents of states other than California will not be considered in calculation of
the number of Project Work Hours to which the local hiring requirements apply.
Contractors and Subcontractors shall report to OEWD the number of Project
Work Hours performed by residents of states other than California.

D.

Pre-construction or other Local Hire Meeting. Prior to commencement of
Construction Work on Covered Projects, Contractor and its Subcontractors whom
have been engaged by contract and identified in the Local Hiring Forms as
contributing toward the mandatory local hiring requirement shall attend a
preconstruction or other Local Hire meeting(s) convened by Developer or OEWD
staff. Representatives from Contractor and the Subcontractor(s) who attend the
pre-construction or other Local Hire meeting must have hiring authority.
Contractor and its Subcontractors who are engaged after the commencement of
Construction Work on a Covered Project shall attend a future preconstruction
meeting or meetings as mutually agreed by Contractor and OEWD staff.

E.

This Local Hiring Plan does not limit Contractor's or its Subcontractors' ability to
assess qualifications of prospective workers, and to make final hiring and
retention decisions. No provision of this Local Hiring Plan shall be interpreted so
as to require a Contractor or Subcontractor to employ a worker not qualified for
the position in question, or to employ any particular worker.

F.

Construction Work for Non-Covered Projects will be subject to the First Source
Hiring Program for Construction Work in accordance with Section III.C.3 of the
Workforce Agreement.

CITYBUILD WORKFORCE DEVELOPMENT PROGRAM: EMPLOYMENT
NETWORKING SERVICES
A.

34469\13322593.1

OEWD administers the CityBuild Program. Subject to any collective bargaining
agreements in the building trades and applicable law, CityBuild shall be a primary
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resource available for Contractor and Subcontractors to meet Contractors’ local
hiring requirements under this Local Hiring Plan. CityBuild has two main goals:

B.

C.

1.

Assist with local hiring requirements under this Local Hiring Plan by
connecting Contractor and Subcontractors with qualified journey-level,
Apprentice, and pre-Apprentice Local Residents.

2.

Promote training and employment opportunities for disadvantaged workers
of all ethnic backgrounds and genders in the construction work force.

Where a Contractor's or its Subcontractors' preferred or preexisting hiring or
staffing procedures for a Covered Project do not enable Contractor to satisfy the
local hiring requirements of this Local Hiring Plan, the Contractor or
Subcontractor shall use other procedures to identify and retain Targeted Workers,
including the following:
1.

Requesting to connect with workers through CityBuild, with qualifications
described in the request limited to skills directly related to performance of
job duties.

2.

Considering Targeted Workers networked through CityBuild within three
business days of the request and who meet the qualifications described in
the request. Such consideration may include in-person interviews. All
workers networked through CityBuild will qualify as Disadvantaged
Workers under this Local Hiring Plan. Neither Contractor nor its
Subcontractors are required to make an independent determination of
whether any worker is a "Disadvantaged Worker" as defined above.

CONDITIONAL WAIVER FROM LOCAL HIRING REQUIREMENTS
A.
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Contractor or the Subcontractor may use one or more of the following pipeline
and retention compliance mechanisms to receive a conditional waiver from the
Local Hiring Requirements of Section 1.3 on a project-specific basis. All requests
for conditional waivers must be submitted to OEWD for approval.
1.

Specialized Trades: OEWD has published a list of trades designated as
“Specialized Trades” for which the local hiring requirements of this Local
Hiring Plan will not apply. The list is available on the OEWD website.
Contractor and its Subcontractors shall report to OEWD the Project Work
Hours utilized in each designated Specialized Trade and in each OEWDapproved project-specific Specialized Trade.

2.

Credit for Hiring on Non-Covered Projects: Contractor and its
Subcontractors may accumulate credit hours for hiring Targeted Workers on
Non-Covered Projects in the nine-county San Francisco Bay Area and apply
those credit hours to contracts for Covered Projects to meet the mandatory
local hiring requirement. For hours performed by Targeted Workers on
Non-Covered Projects, the hours shall be credited toward the local hiring
requirement for this Contract provided that:

Workforce Agreement
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1.5

a.

the Targeted Workers are paid the prevailing wages or union scale for
work on the Non-Covered Projects; and

b.

such credit hours shall be committed to by the Contractor on future
projects to satisfy any short fall the Contractor may have on a Covered
Project. Such commitment shall be in writing by the Contractor, shall
extend for a period of time negotiated between the contractor and
OEWD, and shall commit to satisfying any assessed penalties should
Contractor fail to achieve the required credit hours.

3.

Sponsoring Apprentices: Contractor or a Subcontractor may agree to
sponsor an OEWD-specified number of new Apprentices in trades in which
noncompliance is likely and retaining those Apprentices for the period of
Contractor's or a Subcontractor's work on the project. OEWD will verify
with the California Department of Industrial Relations that the new
Apprentices are registered and active Apprentices. Contractor will be
required to write a sponsorship letter on behalf of the identified candidate to
the appropriate Local Union and will make the necessary arrangements with
the Union to hire the candidate as soon as s/he is indentured.

4.

Direct Entry Agreements: OEWD is authorized to negotiate and enter into
direct entry agreements with Apprenticeship programs that are registered
with the California Department of Industrial Relations’ Division of
Apprenticeship Standards. Contractor may avoid assessment of penalties
for non-compliance with this Local Hiring Plan by Contractor or its
Subcontractors hiring and retaining Apprentices who are enrolled through
such direct entry agreements. Contractor may also utilize OEWD-approved
organizations with direct entry agreements with Local Unions, including
District 10 based organizations to hire and retain Targeted Workers. To the
extent that Contractor or its Subcontractors have hired Apprentices or
Targeted Workers under a direct entry agreement entered into by OEWD or
reasonably approved by OEWD, OEWD will not assess penalties for noncompliance with this Local Hiring Plan.

5.

Corrective Actions: Should local employment conditions be such that
adequate Targeted Workers for a craft, or crafts, are not available to meet
the requirements and Contractor can document their efforts to achieve the
requirements through the mechanisms and processes in this document, a
corrective action plan must be negotiated between Contractor and OEWD.

LOCAL HIRING FORMS
A.

Utilizing the City’s online Project Reporting System, Contractors for Covered
Projects shall submit the following forms, as applicable, to the Contracting City
Agency and OEWD:
1.
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submitted prior to the start of construction and updated quarterly by the
Contractor until all subcontracting is completed.

1.6

2.

Job Notifications. Upon commencement of work, Contractor and its
Subcontractors may submit Job Notifications to CityBuild to connect with
local trades workers.

3.

Form 4: Conditional Waivers. If a Contractor or a Subcontractor believes
the local hiring requirements cannot be met, it will submit OEWD Form 4
(Conditional Waiver), a copy of which is attached, as more particularly
described in Articles 1.4 and 1.5 above.

ENFORCEMENT, RECORD KEEPING, NONCOMPLIANCE AND PENALTIES
A.

Subcontractor Compliance. Each Contractor and Subcontractor shall ensure that
all Subcontractors agree to comply with applicable requirements of this
document. All Subcontractors agree as a term of participation on the Project that
the City shall have third party beneficiary rights under all contracts under which
Subcontractors are performing Project Work. Such third-party beneficiary rights
shall be limited to the right to enforce the requirements of this Local Hiring Plan
directly against the Subcontractors. All Subcontractors on the Project shall be
responsible for complying with the recordkeeping and reporting requirements set
forth in this Local Hiring Plan. Subcontractors with work in excess of the of
$600,000 shall be responsible for ensuring compliance with the Local Hiring
Requirements set forth in Section 1.3 of this Local Hiring Plan based on Project
Work Hours performed under their Subcontracts, including Project Work Hours
performed by lower tier Subcontractors with work less than the Threshold
Amount.

B.

Reporting. Contractor shall submit certified payrolls to the City electronically
using the Project Reporting System. OEWD and will monitor compliance with
this Local Hiring Plan electronically.

C.

Recordkeeping. Contractor and each Subcontractor shall keep, or cause to be
kept, for a period of four years from the date of Substantial Completion of
Construction Work, certified payroll and basic records, including time cards, tax
forms, and superintendent and foreman daily logs, for all workers within each
trade performing work on a Covered Project.
1.
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Such records shall include the name, address and social security number of
each worker who worked on the covered project, his or her classification, a
general description of the work each worker performed each day, the
Apprentice or journey-level status of each worker, daily and weekly number
of hours worked, the self-identified race, gender, and ethnicity of each
worker, whether or not the worker was a Local Resident, and the referral
source or method through which the contractor or subcontractor hired or
retained that worker for work on the Covered Project (e.g., core workforce,
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name call, union hiring hall, City-designated referral source, or recruitment
or hiring method) as allowed by law.
2.

Contractor and Subcontractors may verify that a worker is a Local Resident
by following OEWD’s domicile policy.

3.

All records described in this subsection shall at all times be open to
inspection and examination by the duly authorized officers and agents of the
City, including representatives of the OEWD.

D.

Monitoring. From time to time and in its sole discretion, OEWD may monitor and
investigate compliance of Contractor and Subcontractors working on a Covered
Project with requirements of this Local Hiring Plan. Contractor shall allow
representatives of OEWD, in the performance of their duties, to engage in random
inspections of Covered Projects. Contractor and all Subcontractors shall also
allow representatives of OEWD to have access to employees of the Contractor
and Subcontractors and the records required to be maintained under this
document.

E.

Noncompliance and Penalties. Failure of Contractor and/or its Subcontractors to
comply with the requirements of this document and the obligations set forth in
this Local Hiring Plan may subject Contractor to the consequences of
noncompliance, including but not limited to the assessment of penalties, but only
if City determines that the failure to comply results from willful actions of
Contractor and/or its Subcontractors, and not by reason of unavailability of
sufficient qualified Local Residents and Disadvantaged Workers to meet the goals
required hereunder. The assessment of penalties for noncompliance shall not
preclude the City from exercising any other rights or remedies to which it is
entitled.
1.
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Penalties Amount. If any Contractor or Subcontractor fails to satisfy the
Local Hiring Requirements of this Local Hiring Plan applicable to Project
Work Hours performed by Local Residents, and the applicable Contractor or
Subcontractor is unable to provide evidence reasonably satisfactory to the
City that such failure arose solely due to unavailability of qualified Local
Residents despite Contractors or Subcontractors good faith efforts in
accordance with this Local Hiring Program, then the Contractor, and in the
case of any Subcontractor so failing, and Subcontractor shall jointly and
severally forfeit to the City, an amount equal to the Journeyman or
Apprentice prevailing wage rate, as applicable, with such wage as
established by the Board of Supervisors or the California Department of
Industrial Relations under subsection 6.22(e)(3) of the Administrative Code,
for the primary trade used by the Contractor or Subcontractor on the
Covered Project for each hour by which the Contractor or Subcontractor fell
short of the Local Hiring Requirement. The assessment of penalties under
this subsection shall not preclude the City from exercising any other rights
or remedies to which it is entitled.
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2.

Assessment of Penalties. OEWD shall determine whether a Contractor
and/or any Subcontractor has failed to comply with the Local Hire
Requirement. If after conducting an investigation, OEWD determines that a
violation has occurred, it shall issue and serve an assessment of penalties to
the Contractor and/or any Subcontractor that sets forth the basis of the
assessment and orders payment of penalties in the amounts equal to the
Journeyman or Apprentice prevailing wage rates, as applicable, for the
primary trade used by the Contractor or Subcontractor on the Project for
each hour by which the Contractor or Subcontractor fell short of the Local
Hiring Requirement. Assessment of penalties under this subsection shall be
made only upon an investigation by OEWD and upon written notice to the
Contractor or Subcontractor identifying the grounds for the penalty and
providing the Contractor or Subcontractor with the opportunity to respond
pursuant to the recourse procedures prescribed in this Local Hiring Plan.

3.

Recourse Procedure. If the Contractor or Subcontractor disagrees with the
assessment of penalties, then the following procedure applies:
a. The Contractor or Subcontractor may request a hearing in writing within
15 days of the date of the final notification of assessment. The request
shall be directed to the City Controller. Failure by the Contractor or
Subcontractor to submit a timely, written request for a hearing shall
constitute concession to the assessment and the forfeiture shall be
deemed final upon expiration of the 15-day period. The Contractor or
Subcontractor must exhaust this administrative remedy prior to
commencing further legal action.
b. Within 15 days of receiving a proper request, the Controller shall
appoint a hearing officer with knowledge and not less than five years’
experience in labor law, and shall so advise the enforcing official and the
Contractor or Subcontractor, and/or their respective counsel or
authorized representative.
c. The hearing officer shall promptly set a date for a hearing. The hearing
must commence within 45 days of the notification of the appointment of
the hearing officer and conclude within 75 days of such notification
unless all parties agree to an extended period.
d. Within 30 days of the conclusion of the hearing, the hearing officer shall
issue a written decision affirming, modifying, or dismissing the
assessment. The decision of the hearing officer shall consist of findings
and a determination. The hearing officer’s findings and determination
shall be final.
e. The Contractor or Subcontractor may appeal a final determination under
this by filing in the San Francisco Superior Court a petition for a writ of
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mandate under California Code of Civil Procedure Section 1084 et seq.,
as applicable and as may be amended from time to time.
1.8

COLLECTIVE BARGAINING AGREEMENT
Nothing in this Local Hiring Plan shall be interpreted to prohibit the continuation of
existing workforce training agreements or to interfere with consent decrees, collective
bargaining agreements, project labor agreements or existing employment contracts
(Collective Bargaining Agreements"). In the event of a conflict between this Local Hiring
Plan and a Collective Bargaining Agreement, the terms of the Collective Bargaining
Agreement shall supersede this Local Hiring Plan.

END OF DOCUMENT
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LOCAL HIRING PROGRAM
OEWD FORM 1
CONSTRUCTION CONTRACTS

FORM 1: LOCAL HIRING WORKFORCE PROJECTION
Project
Name:

Contractor:

Contract #:

The Contractor must complete and submit this Local Hiring Workforce Projection (Form 1) prior to the start of construction
and quarterly until all subcontracting is complete. The Contractor must include information regarding all of its
Subcontractors who will perform construction work on the project regardless of Tier and Value Amount.
Will you be able to meet the mandatory Local Hiring Requirements?
YES (Please provide information for all contractors performing construction work in Table 1 below.)
NO (Please complete Table 1 below and Form 4: Conditional Waivers.)
INSTRUCTIONS FOR COMPLETING TABLE 1:
1. Please organize the contractors’ information based on their Trade Craft work.
2. For contractors performing work in various Trade Craft, please list contractor name in each Trade Craft (i.e. if
Contractor X will perform two trades, list Contractor X under two Trade categories.)
3. If you anticipate utilizing Apprentices on this project, please note the requirement that 30% of Apprentice hours
must be performed by San Francisco residents.
4. Additional blank form is available at our Website: www.workforcedevelopsf.org. For assistance or questions in
completing this form, contact (415) 701-4894 or Email @ Local.hire.ordinance@sfgov.org.
TABLE 1: WORKFORCE PROJECTION

Trade Craft

Contractor
List contractors by Trade Craft

Example:

Laborer

Contractor X

Example:

Laborer

Contractor Y

Example:

TOTAL LABORER

Example:

Journey
Apprentice
Journey
Apprentice
Journey
Apprentice
TOTAL

Est.
Total
Work
Hours

Est.
Total
Local
Work
Hours

800
200
500
0
1300
200

250
100
100
0
350
100

1500

450

Est.
Total
Local
Work
Hours
%
31%
50%
20%
0
27%
50%
30%

Journey
Apprentice
Journey
Apprentice
DISCLAIMER: If the Total Work Hours for a Trade Craft are less than 5% of the Total Project Work Hours, the Trade Craft
is exempt from the Mandatory Requirement. Subsequently, if the Trade Craft exceeds 5% of the Total Project Work Hours
at any time during the project, the Trade Craft is subject to the Mandatory Requirement.

Name of Authorized
Representative
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Signature

Date

Phone

Email

LOCAL HIRING PROGRAM
OEWD FORM 4
CONSTRUCTION CONTRACTS

CITY AND COUNTY OF SAN FRANCISCO

OFFICE OF ECONOMIC AND WORKFORCE DEVELOPMENT
CITYBUILD PROGRAM

FORM 4: CONDITIONAL WAIVERS
Project
Name:

Contractor:

Contract #:

Upon approval from OEWD, Contractors and Subcontractors may use one or more of the following pipeline and retention compliance
mechanisms to receive a Conditional Waiver from the Local Hiring Requirements on a project-specific basis. Conditional Waivers must
be approved by OEWD. If applicable, each subcontractor must submit their individual Waiver request to OEWD and copy their Prime
Contractor. This form can be submitted at any time.
TRADE WAIVER INFORMATION: Please provide information on the Trades you are requesting Waivers for:
Est.
Total
Work
Hours

Laborer Trade Craft

Projected
Deficient
Local Work
Hours

Laborer Trade Craft

1.

3.

2.

4.

Est.
Total
Work
Hours

Projected
Deficient
Local Work
Hours

Please check any of the following Conditional Waivers and complete the appropriate boxes for approval:
1. SPECIALIZED TRADES

2. SPONSORING APPRENTICES

3. CREDIT FOR NON-COVERED PROJECTS

1. SPECIALIZED TRADES: Will your firm be requesting Conditional Waivers for “Specialized Trades”
Yes
designated by OEWD and listed on OEWD's website or project-specific Specialized Trades approved by
OEWD during the bid period?
Please CHECK off the following Specialized Trades you are claiming for Condition Waiver:
MARINE PILE DRIVER

HELICOPTER, CRANE, OR DERRICK BARGE OPERATOR

STAINLESS STEEL WELDER

TUNNEL OPERATING ENGINEER

No

IRONWORKER CONNECTOR

ELECTRICAL UTILITY LINEMAN

MILLWRIGHT

TRADE CRAFT IS LESS THAN 5% OF TOTAL WORK HOURS. LIST:

a. List OEWD-approved project-specific Specialized Trades approved during the
bid period:
OEWD APPROVAL:

Yes

No

OEWD Signature:

2. SPONSORING APPRENTICES: Will you be able to work with OEWD to sponsor an OEWD-specified
number of new apprentices in the agreeable trades into California Department of Industrial Relations’
Yes
No
Division of Apprenticeship Standards approved apprenticeship programs?
PLEASE PROVIDE DETAILS:
Est. # of
Est.
Est Duration
Est Total
Work Hours
Sponsor
Union
If Yes,
Start
of Working
Construction Trade
Performed
Positions
(Yes / No)
Local #
Date
Days
Y

N

Y

N

OEWD APPROVAL:

Yes

No

OEWD Signature:

3. CREDIT for HIRING on NON-COVERED PROJECTS: If your firm cannot meet the mandatory local hiring
requirement, will you be requesting credit for hiring Targeted Workers on Non-covered Projects?
Est.
PLEASE PROVIDE DETAILS:
# of
Offsite
Est Total
Hire
Work Hours
Labor Trade, Position, or Title
s
Performed
Offsite Project Name
Journey
Apprentice
OEWD APPROVAL:
No
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Yes
OEWD Signature:

Yes

Project Address

No

ATTACHMENT B
FORM OF FIRST SOURCE HIRING AGREEMENT FOR CONSTRUCTION

[see attached]
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City and County of San Francisco

First Source Hiring Program
Office of Economic and Workforce Development
Workforce Development Division

First Source Hiring Agreement For Construction
MEMORANDUM OF UNDERSTANDING
This Memorandum of Understanding (“MOU”) is entered into as of , by and
between the City and County of San Francisco (the “City”) through its First Source Hiring
Administration (“FSHA”) and
(“Project Sponsor”).
WHEREAS, Project Sponsor, as developer, proposes to construct
new dwelling units,
with up to
square feet of commercial space and
accessory, off-street parking spaces
(“Project”) at
, Lots
in Assessor’s Block , San Francisco California (“Site”); and
WHEREAS, the Administrative Code of the City provides at Chapter 83 for a “First
Source Hiring Program” which has as its purpose the creation of employment opportunities for
qualified Economically Disadvantaged Individuals (as defined in Exhibit A); and
WHEREAS, the Project requires a building permit for a commercial activity of greater
than 25,000 square feet and/or is a residential project greater than ten (10) units and therefore
falls within the scope of the Chapter 83 of the Administrative Code; and
WHEREAS, Project Sponsor wishes to make a good faith effort to comply with the City's
First Source Hiring Program.
Therefore, the parties to this Memorandum of Understanding agree as follows:
A. Project Sponsor, upon entering into a contract for the construction of the Project with
Contractor after the date of this MOU, will include in that contract a provision
requiring the Contractor to enter into a First Source Hiring Agreement in the form
attached as Exhibit A. It is the Project Sponsor’s responsibility to provide a signed
copy of Exhibit A to First Source Hiring program and CityBuild within 10 business
days of execution.
B. CityBuild shall represent the First Source Hiring Administration and will provide
referrals of Qualified (as defined in Exhibit A) Economically Disadvantaged
Individuals for employment on the construction phase of the Project as required under
Chapter 83. The First Source Hiring Program will provide referrals of Qualified
Economically Disadvantaged Individuals for the permanent jobs located within the
commercial space of the Project.
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C. The owners or residents of the residential units within the Project shall have no
obligations under this MOU, or the attached First Source Hiring Agreement.
D. FSHA shall advise Project Sponsor, in writing, of any alleged breach on the part of
the Project's contractor and/or tenant(s) with regard to participation in the First
Source Hiring Program at the Project prior to seeking an assessment of liquidated
damages pursuant to Section 83.12 of the Administrative Code.
E. As stated in Section 83.10(d) of the Administrative Code, if Project Sponsor fulfills
its obligations as set forth in Chapter 83, it shall not be held responsible for the failure
of a contractor or commercial tenant to comply with the requirements of Chapter 83.
F. This MOU is an approved “First Source Hiring Agreement” as referenced in Section
83.11 of the Administrative Code. The parties agree that this MOU shall be recorded
and that it may be executed in counterparts, each of which shall be considered an
original and all of which taken together shall constitute one and the same instrument.
G. Except as set forth in Section E, above: (1) this MOU shall be binding on and inure
to the benefit of all successors and assigns of Project Sponsor having an interest in the
Project and (2) Project Sponsor shall require that its obligations under this MOU shall
be assumed in writing by its successors and assigns. Upon Project Sponsor’s sale,
assignment or transfer of title to the Project, it shall be relieved of all further
obligations or liabilities under this MOU.
Signature:

_______________________________

Date:

Name of Authorized Signer:

Email:

Company:

Phone:

Address:
Project Sponsor:
Contact:

Phone:

Address:

Email:

__________________________________
Date:
First Source Hiring Administration
OEWD, 1 South Van Ness 5th Fl. San Francisco, CA 94103
Attn: Ken Nim, CityBuild Director, ken.nim@sfgov.org
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Exhibit A:
First Source Hiring Agreement
This First Source Hiring Agreement (this “Agreement”), is made as of , by and
between
, the First Source Hiring Administration, (the “FSHA”), and the undersigned
contractor (“Contractor”):
RECITALS
WHEREAS, Contractor has executed or will execute an agreement (the “Contract”) to
construct or oversee a portion of the project to construct
new dwelling units, with up to
square feet of commercial space and
accessory, off-street parking spaces (“Project”) at
,
Lots
in Assessor’s Block
, San Francisco California (“Site”), and a copy of this
Agreement is attached as an exhibit to, and incorporated in, the Contract; and
WHEREAS, as a material part of the consideration given by Contractor under the
Contract, Contractor has agreed to execute this Agreement and participate in the San Francisco
Workforce Development System established by the City and County of San Francisco, pursuant
to Chapter 83 of the San Francisco Administrative Code;
WHEREAS, as a material part of the consideration given by Contractor under the
Contract, Contractor has agreed to execute this Agreement and participate in the San Francisco
Workforce Development System established by the City and County of San Francisco, pursuant
to Chapter 83 of the San Francisco Administrative Code;
NOW, THEREFORE, in consideration of the mutual covenants set forth herein and other
good and valuable consideration, the receipt and sufficiency of which is hereby acknowledged,
the parties covenant and agree as follows:
1. DEFINITIONS
For purposes of this Agreement, initially capitalized terms shall be defined as follows:
a.

"Core" or "Existing" workforce. Contractor's "core" or "existing" workforce shall
consist of any worker who appears on the Contractor's active payroll for at least
60 days of the 100 working days prior to the award of this Contract.

b.

"Economically Disadvantaged Individual". An individual who is either (a)
eligible for services under the Workforce Investment Act of 1998 (29 U.S.C.A.
2801, et seq.), as may be amended from time to time, or (b) designated as
"economically disadvantaged" by the OEWD/First Source Hiring Administration
as an individual who is at risk of relying upon, or returning to, public assistance.

c.

"Hiring opportunity". When a Contractor adds workers to its existing workforce
for the purpose of performing the work under this Contract, a "hiring opportunity"
is created. For example, if the carpentry subcontractor has an existing crew of
five carpenters and needs seven carpenters to perform the work, then there are two
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hiring opportunities for carpentry on the Project.
d.

"Job Notification". Written notice of job request from Contractor to CITYBUILD
for any hiring opportunities. Contract shall provide Job Notifications to
CITYBUILD with a minimum of 3 business days' notice.

e.

"New hire". A "new hire" is any worker who is not a member of Contractor's core
or existing workforce.

f.

"Referral". A referral is an individual member of the CITYBUILD Referral
Program who has received training appropriate to entering the construction
industry workforce.

g.

"Workforce participation goal". The workforce participation goal is expressed as
a percentage of the Contractor's and its Subcontractors' new hires for the Project.

h.

“Entry Level Position”. A position that requires less than two (2) years training or
specific preparation, and shall include temporary and permanent jobs, and
construction jobs related to the development of a commercial activity.

i.

“First Opportunity”. Consideration by Contractor of System Referrals for filling
Entry Level Positions prior to recruitment and hiring of non-System Referral job
applicants.

j.

“Job Classification”. Categorization of employment opportunity or position by
craft, occupational title, skills, and experience required, if any.

k.

“Job Notification”. Written notice, in accordance with Section 2(b) below, from
Contractor to FSHA for any available Entry Level Position during the term of the
Contract.

l.

“Publicize”. Advertise or post available employment information, including
participation in job fairs or other forums.

m.

“Qualified”. An Economically Disadvantaged Individual who meets the minimum
bona fide occupational qualifications provided by Contractor to the System in the
job availability notices required this Agreement.

n.

“System”. The San Francisco Workforce Development System established by the
City and County of San Francisco, and managed by the Office of Economic and
Workforce Development (OEWD), for maintaining (1) a pool of Qualified
individuals, and (2) the mechanism by which such individuals are certified and
referred to prospective employers covered by the First Source Hiring
requirements under Chapter 83 of the San Francisco Administrative Code. Under
this agreement, CityBuild will act as the representative of the San Francisco
Workforce Development System.

o.

“System Referrals”. Referrals by CityBuild of Qualified applicants for Entry
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Level Positions with Contractor.
p.
2.

“Subcontractor”. A person or entity who has a direct contract with Contractor to
perform a portion of the work under the Contract.

PARTICIPATION OF CONTRACTOR IN THE SYSTEM
a.

The Contractor agrees to work in Good Faith with the Office of Economic and
Workforce Development (OEWD)’s CityBuild Program to achieve the goal of
50% of new hires for employment opportunities in the construction trades and
Entry-level Position related to providing support to the construction industry.
The Contractor shall provide CityBuild the following information about the
Contractor’s employment needs under the Contract:

b.
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i.

On Exhibit A-1, the CityBuild Workforce Projection Form 1, Contractor
will provide a detailed numerical estimate of journey and apprentice level
positions to be employed on the project for each trade.

ii.

Contractor is required to ensure that a CityBuild Workforce Projection
Form 1 is also completed by each of its Subcontractors.

iii.

Contractor will collaborate with CityBuild staff to identify, by trade, the
number of Core workers at project start and the number of workers at
project peak; and the number of positions that will be required to fulfill the
First Source local hiring expectation.

iv.

Contractor and Subcontractors will provide documented verification that
its “core” employees for this contract meet the definition listed in Section
1.a.

The Contractor shall perform the following in its good faith efforts to meet the
hiring goals set forth in this Agreement:
i.

Contractor must (A) give good faith consideration to all CityBuild
Referrals, (B) review the resumes of all such referrals, (C) conduct
interviews for posted Entry Level Positions in accordance with the nondiscrimination provisions of this contract, and (D) affirmative obligation
to notify CityBuild of any new entry-level positions throughout the life of
the project.

ii.

Contractor must provide constructive feedback to CityBuild on all System
Referrals in accordance with the following:
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c.

3.

(A)

If Contractor meets the criteria in Section 5(a) below that
establishes “good faith efforts” of Contractor, Contractor must
only respond orally to follow-up questions asked by the CityBuild
account executive regarding each System Referral; and

(B)

After Contractor has filled at least 5 Entry Level Positions under
this Agreement, if Contractor is unable to meet the criteria in
Section 5(b) below that establishes “good faith efforts” of
Contractor, Contractor will be required to provide written
comments on all CityBuild Referrals.

Contractor must provide timely notification to CityBuild as soon as the job is
filled, and identify by whom.

CONTRACTOR RETAINS DISCRETION REGARDING HIRING DECISIONS
Contractor agrees to offer the System the first opportunity to provide qualified applicants
for employment consideration in Entry Level Positions, subject to any enforceable
collective bargaining agreements. Contractor shall consider all applications of Qualified
System Referrals for employment. Provided Contractor utilizes nondiscriminatory
screening criteria, Contractor shall have the sole discretion to interview and hire any
System Referrals.

4.

COMPLIANCE WITH COLLECTIVE BARGAINING AGREEMENTS
Notwithstanding any other provision hereunder, if Contractor is subject to any collective
bargaining agreement(s) requiring compliance with a pre-established applicant referral
process, Contractor’s only obligations with regards to any available Entry Level Positions
subject to such collective bargaining agreement(s) during the term of the Contract shall
be the following:
a.

Contractor shall notify the appropriate union(s) of the Contractor’s obligations
under this Agreement and request assistance from the union(s) in referring
Qualified applicants for the available Entry Level Position(s), to the extent such
referral can conform to the requirements of the collective bargaining
agreement(s).

b.

Contractor shall use “name call” privileges, in accordance with the terms of the
applicable collective bargaining agreement(s), to seek Qualified applicants from
the System for the available Entry Level Position(s).

c.

Contractor shall sponsor Qualified Apprenticeship applicants, referred through the
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System, for applicable union membership.
5.

CONTRACTOR’S GOOD FAITH EFFORT TO COMPLY WITH ITS OBLIGATIONS
HEREUNDER
Contractor will make good faith efforts to comply with its obligations to participate in the
System under this Agreement. Determinations of Contractor’s good faith efforts shall be
in accordance with the following:
a.

Contractor shall be deemed to have used good faith efforts if Contractor
accurately completes and submits prior to the start of demolition and/or
construction Exhibit A-1: CityBuild Workforce Projection Form 1; and

b.

Contractor’s failure to meet the criteria set forth from Section 5(c) to 5(m) does
not impute “bad faith.” Failure to meet the criteria set forth in Section 5(c) to
5(m) shall trigger a review of the referral process and the Contractor’s efforts to
comply with this Agreement. Such review shall be conducted by FSHA in
accordance with Section 11(c) below.

c.

Meet with the Project’s owner, developer, general contractor, or CityBuild
representative to review and discuss your plan to meet your local hiring
obligations under San Francisco’s First Source Hiring Ordinance (Municipal
Code- Chapter 83) or the City and County of San Francisco Administrative Code
Chapter 6.

d.

Contact a CityBuild representative to review your hiring projections and goals for
the Project. The Project developer and/or Contractor must take active steps to
advise all of its Subcontractors of the local hiring obligations on the Project,
including, but not limited to providing CityBuild access and presentation time at
each pre-bid, each pre-construction, and if necessary, any progress meeting held
throughout the life of the project

e.

Submit to CityBuild a “Projection of Entry Level Positions” form or other formal
written notification specifying your expected hiring needs during the Project’s
duration.

f.

Notify your respective union(s) regarding your local hiring obligations and
request their assistance in referring qualified San Francisco residents for any
available position(s). This step applies to the extent that such referral would not
violate your union’s collective bargaining agreement(s).

g.

Be sure to reserve your “name call” privileges for qualified applicants referred
through the CityBuild system. This should be done within the terms of applicable
collective bargaining agreement(s).

34469\13322593.1

Workforce Agreement
Exhibit I, Attachment B, Page 7

6.

h.

Provide CityBuild with up-to-date list of all trade unions affiliated with any work
on the Project in a timely matter in order to facilitate CityBuild's notification to
these unions of the Project's workforce requirements.

i.

Submit a “Job Request” in the form attached as Attachment A-1, Form 3, to
CityBuild for each apprentice level position that becomes available. Please allow
a minimum of 3 Business Days for CityBuild to provide appropriate candidate(s).
You should simultaneously contact your union about the position as well, and let
them know that you have contacted CityBuild as part of your local hiring
obligations.

j.

Developer has an ongoing, affirmative obligation and must advise each of its
Subcontractors of their ongoing obligation to notify CityBuild of any/all
apprentice level openings that arise throughout the duration of the project,
including openings that arise from layoffs of original crew. Developer/contractor
shall not exercise discretion in informing CityBuild of any given position; rather,
CityBuild is to be universally notified, and a discussion between the
developer/contractor and CityBuild can determine whether a CityBuild graduate
would be an appropriate placement for any given apprentice level position.

k.

Hire qualified candidate(s) referred through the CityBuild system. In the event of
the firing/layoff of any CityBuild graduate, Project developer and/or Contractor
must notify CityBuild staff within two days of the decision and provide
justification for the layoff; ideally, Project developer and/or Contractor will
request a meeting with the Project's employment liaison as soon as any issue
arises with a CityBuild placement in order to remedy the situation before
termination becomes necessary.

l.

Provide a monthly report and/or any relevant workforce records or data from
contractors to identify workers employed on the Project, source of hire, and any
other pertinent information as pertain to compliance with this Agreement.

m.

Maintain accurate records of your efforts to meet the steps and requirements listed
above. Such records must include the maintenance of an on-site First Source
Hiring Compliance binder, as well as records of any new hire made by the
Contractor and/or Project developer through a San Francisco community-based
organization whom the Contractor believes meets the First Source Hiring criteria.
Any further efforts or actions agreed upon by CityBuild staff and the Project
developer and/or Contractor on a project-by-project basis.

COMPLIANCE WITH THIS AGREEMENT OF SUBCONTRACTORS
In the event that Contractor subcontracts a portion of the work under the Contract,
Contractor shall determine how many, if any, of the Entry Level Positions are to be
employed by its Subcontractor(s) using Form 1: the CityBuild Workforce Projection
Form and the City’s online project reporting system (currently Elation), provided,
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however, that Contractor shall retain the primary responsibility for meeting the
requirements imposed under this Agreement. Contractor shall ensure that this Agreement
is incorporated into and made applicable to such Subcontract.
7.

EXCEPTION FOR ESSENTIAL FUNCTIONS
Nothing in this Agreement precludes Contractor from using temporary or reassigned
existing employees to perform essential functions of its operation; provided, however, the
obligations of this Agreement to make good faith efforts to fill such vacancies
permanently with System Referrals remains in effect. For these purposes, “essential
functions” means those functions absolutely necessary to remain open for business.

8.

CONTRACTOR’S COMPLIANCE WITH EXISTING EMPLOYMENT
AGREEMENTS
Nothing in this Agreement shall be interpreted to prohibit the continuation of existing
workforce training agreements or to interfere with consent decrees, collective bargaining
agreements, or existing employment contracts. In the event of a conflict between this
Agreement and an existing agreement, the terms of the existing agreement shall
supersede this Agreement.

9.

HIRING GOALS EXCEEDING OBLIGATIONS OF THIS AGREEMENT
Nothing in this Agreement shall be interpreted to prohibit the adoption of hiring and
retention goals, first source hiring and interviewing requirements, notice and job
availability requirements, monitoring, record keeping, and enforcement requirements and
procedures which exceed the requirements of this Agreement.

10.

OBLIGATIONS OF CITYBUILD
Under this Agreement, CityBuild shall:
a.

Upon signing the CityBuild Workforce Hiring Plan, immediately initiate
recruitment and pre-screening activities.

b.

Recruit Qualified individuals to create a pool of applicants for jobs who match
Contractor’s Job Notification and to the extent appropriate train applicants for
jobs that will become available through the First Source Program;

c.

Screen and refer applicants according to qualifications and specific selection
criteria submitted by Contractor;

d.

Provide funding for City-sponsored pre-employment, employment training, and
support services programs;

e.

Follow up with Contractor on outcomes of System Referrals and initiate
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corrective action as necessary to maintain an effective employment/training
delivery system;

11.

f.

Provide Contractor with reporting forms for monitoring the requirements of this
Agreement; and

g.

Monitor the performance of the Agreement by examination of records of
Contractor as submitted in accordance with the requirements of this Agreement.

CONTRACTOR’S REPORTING AND RECORD KEEPING OBLIGATIONS
Contractor shall:
a.

Maintain accurate records demonstrating Contractor’s compliance with the First
Source Hiring requirements of Chapter 83 of the San Francisco Administrative
Code including, but not limited to, the following:
(1)
(2)
(3)
(4)

12.

Applicants
Job offers
Hires
Rejections of applicants

b.

Submit completed reporting forms based on Contractor’s records to CityBuild
quarterly, unless more frequent submittals are reasonably required by FSHA. In
this regard, Contractor agrees that if a significant number of positions are to be
filled during a given period or other circumstances warrant, CityBuild may
require daily, weekly, or monthly reports containing all or some of the above
information.

c.

If based on complaint, failure to report, or other cause, the FSHA has reason to
question Contractor’s good faith effort, Contractor shall demonstrate to the
reasonable satisfaction of the City that it has exercised good faith to satisfy its
obligations under this Agreement.

DURATION OF THIS AGREEMENT
This Agreement shall be in full force and effect throughout the term of the Contract.
Upon expiration of the Contract, or its earlier termination, this Agreement shall terminate
and it shall be of no further force and effect on the parties.

13.

NOTICE
All notices to be given under this Agreement shall be in writing and sent by: certified
mail, return receipt requested, in which case notice shall be deemed delivered three (3)
business days after deposit, postage prepaid in the United States Mail, a nationally
recognized overnight courier, in which case notice shall be deemed delivered one (1)
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business day after deposit with that courier, or hand delivery, in which case notice shall
be deemed delivered on the date received, all as follows:

If to FSHA:

First Source Hiring Administration
OEWD, 1 South Van Ness 5th Fl.
San Francisco, CA 94103
Attn: Ken Nim, CityBuild Director,
ken.nim@sfgov.org

If to CityBuild:

CityBuild Compliance Manager
OEWD, 1 South Van Ness 5th Fl.
San Francisco, CA 94103
Attn: Ken Nim, CityBuild Director,
ken.nim@sfgov.org

If to Developer:

Attn:

If to Contractor:

Attn:

a. Any party may change its address for notice purposes by giving the other
parties notice of its new address as provided herein. A “business day” is any
day other than a Saturday, Sunday or a day in which banks in San Francisco,
California are authorized to close.
b. Notwithstanding the forgoing, any Job Notification or any other reports required
of Contractor under this Agreement (collectively, “Contractor Reports”) shall be
delivered to the address of FSHA pursuant to this Section via first class mail,
postage paid, and such Contractor Reports shall be deemed delivered two (2)
business days after deposit in the mail in accordance with this Subsection.
14.

ENTIRE AGREEMENT
This Agreement contains the entire agreement between the parties to this Agreement and
shall not be modified in any manner except by an instrument in writing executed by the
parties or their respective successors in interest.
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15.

SEVERABILITY
If any term or provision of this Agreement shall, to any extent, be held invalid or
unenforceable, the remainder of this Agreement shall not be affected.

16.

COUNTERPARTS
This Agreement may be executed in one or more counterparts. Each shall be deemed an
original and all, taken together, shall constitute one and the same instrument.

17.

SUCCESSORS
This Agreement shall inure to the benefit of and shall be binding upon the parties to this
Agreement and their respective heirs, successors and assigns. If there is more than one
person comprising Seller, their obligations shall be joint and several.

18.

HEADINGS
Section titles and captions contained in this Agreement are inserted as a matter of
convenience and for reference and in no way define, limit, extend or describe the scope
of this Agreement or the intent of any of its provisions

19.

GOVERNING LAW

This Agreement shall be governed and construed by the laws of the State of California.
IN WITNESS WHEREOF, the following have executed this Agreement as of the date set forth
above.
CONTRACTOR:
Date:

Signature:
Name of Authorized Signer:
Company:
Address:
Phone:
Email:
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FIRST SOURCE HIRING
PROGRAM
CITY AND COUNTY OF SAN FRANCISCO

CITYBUILD

OFFICE OF ECONOMIC AND WORKFORCE

CONSTRUCTION CONTRACTS

DEVELOPMENT
CITYBUILD PROGRAM

FORM 1: CITYBUILD WORKFORCE PROJECTION
Instructions
•
•
•
•
•

The Prime Contractor must complete and submit Form 1 within 30 days of award of contract.
All subcontractors with contracts in excess of $100,000 must complete Form 1 and submit to the Prime Contractor within 30
days of award of contract.
The Prime Contractor is responsible for collecting all completed Form 1’s from all subcontractors.
It is the Prime Contractor’s responsibility to ensure the CityBuild Program receives completed Form 1’s from all
subcontractors in the specified time and keep a record of these forms in a compliance binder at the project jobsite.
All contractors and subcontractors are required to attend a preconstruction meeting with CityBuild staff.

Construction
Project Name:

Construction
Project Address:

Projected Start Date:

Contract Duration:

Company Name:

Company Address:

Main Contact Name:

Main Phone Number:

(calendar days)

Main Contact Email :
Name of Person with
Hiring Authority:

Hiring Authority
Phone Number:

Hiring Authority
Email:

Name of Authorized Representative

Signature of Authorized Representative*

Date

*By signing this form, the company agrees to participate in the CityBuild Program and comply with the provisions of the First
Source Hiring Agreement pursuant to San Francisco Administrative Code Chapter 83.

Table 1: Briefly summarize your contracted or subcontracted scope of work

Table 2: Complete on the following page
•
•
•

List the construction trade crafts that are projected to perform work. Do not list Project Managers, Engineers, Administrative,
and any other non-construction trade employees.
Total Number of Workers on the Project: The total number of workers projected to work on the project per construction trade.
This number will include existing workers and new hires. For union contractors this total will also include union dispatches.
Total Number of New Hires: List the projected number of New Hires that will be employed on the project. For union contractors,
New Hires will also include union dispatches.
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Table 2: List all construction trades projected to perform work
Construction Trades

Journey or
Apprentice

Union
(Yes or No)

J

A

Y

N

J

A

Y

N

J

A

Y

N

J

A

Y

N

J

A

Y

N

J

A

Y

N

J

A

Y

N

J

A

Y

N

Total Work
Hours

Total Number of
Workers on the
Project

Total Number of
New Hires

Table 3: List your core or existing employees projected to work on the project
•
•

Please provide information on your projected core or existing employees that will perform work on the jobsite.
“Core” or “Existing” workers are defined as any worker appearing on the Contractor's active payroll for at least 60 out of the 100 working
days prior to the award of this Contract. If necessary, continue on a separate sheet.

Name of Core or Existing Employee

Construction Trade

Journey or
Apprentice
J

A

J

A

J

A

J

A

J

A

J

A

J

A

J

A

J

A

J

A

J

A

J

A

J

A

J

A

J

A

J

A

J

A

J

A

J

A

City

Zip Code

FOR CITY USE ONLY: CityBuild Staff: __________________________
Approved: Yes □ No □
Date: __________
Reason:________________________________________________________________________________________________
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FIRST SOURCE HIRING
PROGRAM
CITY AND COUNTY OF SAN FRANCISCO

CITYBUILD

OFFICE OF ECONOMIC AND WORKFORCE

CONSTRUCTION CONTRACTS

DEVELOPMENT
CITYBUILD PROGRAM

FORM 3: CITYBUILD JOB NOTICE FORM
INSTRUCTIONS: To meet the requirements of the First Source Hiring Program (San Francisco Administrative Code
Chapter 83), the Contractor shall notify CityBuild, the First Source Hiring Administrator, of all new hiring opportunities
with a minimum of 3 business days prior to the start date.
1.

Complete the form and fax to CityBuild 415-701-4896 or EMAIL: workforce.development@sfgov.org

2.

Contact Workforce Development at 415-701-4848 or by email: local.hire.ordinance@sfgov.org
OR call the main line of the Office of Economic and Workforce Development (OEWD) at 415-701-4848 to confirm
receipt of fax or email.

ATTENTION: Please also submit this form to your union or hiring hall if you are required to do so under your
collective bargaining agreement or contract. CityBuild is not a Dispatching Hall, nor does this form act as a Request for
Dispatch. All formal Requests for Dispatch will be conducted through your union or hiring hall.
Section A. Job Notice Information
Trade

# of Journeymen
Start Time

Start Date

# of Apprentices

Job Duration

Brief description of your scope of work:
Section B. Union Information (Union contractors complete Section B. Otherwise, leave Section B blank)
Local #

Union Contact Name

Union Phone #

Section C. Contractor Information
Project Name:
Jobsite Location:
Contractor:

Prime

Contractor Address:
Contact Name:
Office Phone:
Alt. Contact:

Title:
Cell Phone:

Email:
Phone #:

Contractor Contact Signature

Date
OEWD USE ONLY Able to Fill Yes
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ATTACHMENT C
LBE UTILIZATION PLAN
[see attached]
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ATTACHMENT C
LBE UTILIZATION PLAN
1.
Purpose and Scope. This Attachment C ("LBE Utilization Plan") governs the
Local Business Enterprise obligations of the Project pursuant to San Francisco Administrative
Code Section 14B.20 and satisfies the obligations of each Project Sponsor and its Contractors
and Consultants for a LBE Utilization Plan as set forth therein. Capitalized terms not defined
herein shall have the meanings ascribed to them in the Workforce Plan or Section 14B.20 as
applicable. Developer will seek to, whenever practicable, conduct outreach to contracting teams
that reflect the diversity of the City and include participation of both businesses and residents
from the City’s most disadvantaged communities such as, but not limited to the Bayview/Hunters
Point, Chinatown, Mission, South of Market, Tenderloin, Visitacion Valley and Western
Addition neighborhoods.. In the event of any conflict between Administrative Code Chapter
14B and this Attachment, this Attachment shall govern.
2.
Roles of Parties. In connection with the design and construction phases of all
Construction Work (as defined in the Workforce Plan), the Project will provide community
benefits designed to foster employment opportunities for disadvantaged individuals by offering
contracting and consulting opportunities to local business enterprises (“LBEs”). Each Project
Sponsor shall participate in a local business enterprise program, and the City’s Contract
Monitoring Division will serve the roles as set forth below.
3.

Definitions. For purposes of this Attachment, the definitions shall be as follows:

a.

"CMD" shall mean the Contract Monitoring Division of the City Administrator's
Office.

b.

"Commercially Useful Function" shall mean that the business is directly responsible
for providing the materials, equipment, supplies or services to the Contracting Party
as required by the solicitation or request for quotes, bids or proposals. Businesses
that engage in the business of providing brokerage, referral or temporary
employment services shall not be deemed to perform a "commercially useful
function" unless the brokerage, referral or temporary employment services are those
required and sought by the Contracting Party.

c.

"Consultant" shall mean a person or company that has entered into a professional
services contract for monetary consideration with a Project Sponsor to provide
advice or services to the Project Sponsor directly related to the architectural or
landscape design, physical planning, and/or civil, structural or environmental
engineering of an LBE Improvement.

d.

"Contract(s)" shall mean an agreement, whether a direct contract or subcontract, for
Consultant or Contractor services for all or a portion of an LBE Improvement.

e.

“Contracting Party” means a Project Sponsor, Contractor or Consultant retained to
work on LBE Improvements, as the case may be.
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f.

"Contractor" shall mean a prime contractor, general contractor, or construction
manager contracted by a Project Sponsor who performs construction work on an
LBE Improvement.

g.

“Follow-on Tenant Improvements” means tenant improvements within commercial
spaces in residential or commercial buildings (office, retail) that are constructed
pursuant to an approved building permit or site permit/addenda issued after the
building permit or site permit/addenda for the Initial Tenant Improvements.

h.

“Good Faith Efforts” shall mean procedural steps taken by the Project Sponsor,
Contractor or Consultant with respect to the attainment of the LBE participation
goals, as set forth in Section 7 below.

i.

“Initial Tenant Improvements” means tenant improvements within commercial
spaces in residential or commercial buildings (office, retail) that are constructed
pursuant to the first building permit or site permit/addenda issued for such spaces
after completion of building core and shell.

j.

"Local Business Enterprise" or "LBE" means a business that is certified as an LBE
under Chapter 14B.3.

k.

“LBE Liaison” shall mean the Project Sponsor's primary point of contact with CMD
regarding the obligations of this LBE Utilization Plan. Each prime Contractor(s)
shall likewise have a LBE Liaison.

l.

“LBE Improvements” means, as applicable, (a) all Horizontal Improvements
required or permitted to be made to the Project Site to be carried out by Developer
under the Development Agreement and (b) Workforce Buildings.

m. "Project Sponsor" shall mean the Developer of Horizontal Improvements or of
Buildings constructed pursuant to the Development Agreement.
n.

"Subconsultant" shall mean a person or entity that has a direct Contract with a
Consultant to perform a portion of the work under a Contract for an LBE
Improvement.

o.

"Subcontractor" shall mean a person or entity that has a direct Contract with a
Contractor to perform a portion of the work under a Contract for Construction Work.

p.

“Workforce Buildings” means the following: (i) residential buildings, including
associated residential units, common space, amenities, parking and back of house
construction; (ii) commercial office, retail, parking buildings core & shell; (iii) tenant
improvement for all commercial spaces in residential or commercial buildings
(office, retail) which are 15,000 square feet (per square footage on building permit
application) and above; and (iv) all construction related to standalone affordable
housing buildings. Workforce Buildings shall expressly exclude residential ownercontracted improvements in for-sale residential units. Developer will use good faith
efforts to hire LBEs for ongoing service contracts (e.g. maintenance, janitorial,
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landscaping, security etc.) within Workforce Buildings and advertise such
contracting opportunities with CMD except to the extent impractical or infeasible. If
a master association is responsible for the operation and maintenance of publicly
owned improvements within the Project Site, CMD shall refer LBEs to such
association for consideration with regard to contracting opportunities for such
improvements. Such association will consider, in good faith such LBE referrals, but
hiring decisions shall be entirely at the discretion of such association.
4.
LBE Participation Goal. Project Sponsor agrees to participate in this LBE
Utilization Plan and CMD agrees to work with Project Sponsor in this effort, as set forth in this
Attachment C. As long as this Attachment C remains in full force and effect, each Project
Sponsor shall make good faith efforts as defined below to achieve an overall LBE participation
goal of __ percent (__%) of the total cost of all Contracts for an LBE Improvement awarded to
LBE Contractors, Subcontractors, Consultants or Subconsultants that are Small and Micro-LBEs,
as set forth in Administrative Code Section 14B.8(A); Follow-on Tenant Improvements and
services are not included in the numerical goal. Notwithstanding the foregoing, CMD’s Director
may, in his or her discretion, provide for a downward adjustment of the LBE participation
requirement, depending on LBE participation data presented by the Project Sponsor and its team
in quarterly and annual reports and meetings. Where, based on reasonable evidence presented to
the Director by a party attempting to achieve the LBE Participation goals, that there are not
sufficient qualified Small and Micro-LBEs available, the Director may authorize the applicable
party to satisfy the LBE participation goal through the use of Small, Micro or SBA-LBEs (as
each such term is defined is employed in Chapter 14B of the Administrative Code), or may set
separate subcontractor participation requirements for Small and Micro- LBEs, and for SBALBEs.
5.
Project Sponsor Obligations. For each LBE Improvement, the Project Sponsor shall
comply with the requirements of this Attachment C as follows: Upon entering into a Contract
with a Contractor or Consultant, each Project Sponsor will include each such Contract a
provision requiring the Contractor or Consultant to comply with the terms of this Attachment C,
and setting forth the applicable percentage goal for such Contract, and provide a signed copy
thereof to CMD within 10 business days of execution. Such Contract shall specify the notice
information for the Contractor or Consultant to receive notice pursuant to Section 17. Each
Project Sponsor shall identify a “LBE Liaison” as its main point of contact for
outreach/compliance concerns. The LBE Liaison shall be a LBE Consultant with the experience
in and responsible for making recommendations on how to maximize engagement of local small
businesses/LBEs from disadvantaged communities including but not limited to the
Bayview/Hunters Point, Chinatown, Mission, South of Market, Tenderloin, Visitacion Valley
and Western Addition neighborhoods.. The LBE Liaison shall be available to meet with CMD
staff on a regular basis or as necessary regarding the implementation of this Attachment C. For
the term of the Development Agreement, at least once per year, each Project Sponsor shall hold a
public workshop for applicable contractor communities to publicize anticipated contracting
opportunities for LBE Improvements for the succeeding year, which workshops may be held
independently or in conjunction with each other. Each Project Sponsor will use good faith
efforts to hire Small, Micro or SBA-LBEs for ongoing service contracts including janitorial,
security and parking management contracts and advertise these contracting opportunities with
the CMD except to the extent impractical or infeasible (e.g., a parking management contract
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cannot be broken down to allow two parking operators). Each Project Sponsor agrees to utilize a
“subguard” policy or other means (i.e., OCIP or CCIP) to provide bonding capacity or assistance
for LBEs working on the Project at the developer or contractor’s option, should the firm be
required to bond. Developer agrees to work in good faith with CMD to set aside at least 50% of
eligible contracts that are under the City’s Threshold Amount or Minimum Competitive
Amounts (for formal contracting)1 to be let as Micro-LBE set-aside contracts.
If a Project Sponsor fulfills its obligations as set forth in this Section 6 and otherwise
cooperates in good faith at CMD's request with respect to any meet and confer process or
enforcement action against a non-compliant Contractor, Consultant, Subcontractor or
Subconsultant, then it shall not be held responsible for the failure of a Contractor, Consultant,
Subcontractor or Subconsultant or any other person or party to comply with the requirements of
this Attachment C.
7.
Good Faith Efforts. City acknowledges and agrees that each Project Sponsor,
Contractor, Subcontractor, Consultant and Subconsultant shall have the sole discretion to qualify,
hire or not hire LBEs. If a Contractor or Consultant does not meet the LBE hiring goal set forth
above, it will nonetheless be deemed to satisfy the good faith effort obligation of this Section 7
and thereby satisfy the requirements and obligations of this Attachment C if the Contractor,
Consultants and their Subcontractors and Subconsultants, as applicable, perform the good faith
efforts set forth in this Section 7 as follows:
a.

Advance Notice. Notify CMD in writing of all upcoming solicitations of proposals
for work under a Contract at least 15 business days before issuing such solicitations
to allow opportunity for CMD to identify and outreach to any LBEs that it
reasonably deems may be qualified for the Contract scope of work.

b.

Contract Size. Where practicable, the Project Sponsor, Contractor, Consultant,
Subcontractor or Subconsultant, in their sole discretion, may divide the work in order
to encourage maximum LBE participation or, encourage joint venturing. The
Contracting Party will identify specific items of each Contract that may be
performed by Subcontractors. Developer agrees to work with CMD to set aside at
least 50% of eligible contracts that are under the City’s Threshold Amount or
Minimum Competitive Amounts to be let as Micro-LBE set-aside contracts.

c.

Advertise. The Project Sponsor, Contractor, Consultant, Subcontractor or
Subconsultant may advertise for at least 30 days professional services and
contracting opportunities in media focused on small businesses including the City’s
SF City Partners Website (https://sfcitypartner.sfgov.org/pages/index.aspx) and
other local and trade publications, and allowing subcontractors to attend outreach

1 The Threshold Amount for the procurement of construction services and general services is currently $706,000,
effective January 1, 2020. The Minimum Competitive Amounts for the procurement of Professional
Services and Commodities is $129,000, effective January 1, 2020. (Note: The Controller’s Office is
charged with recalculating the CPI, inflation-adjusted “Threshold Amounts” and the “Minimum
Competitive Amounts” as defined in Chapter 6 and Chapter 21 of the San Francisco Administrative Code)
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events, pre-bid meetings, and inviting LBEs to submit bids to Project Sponsor or its
prime Contractor or Consultant, as applicable. As Contractor deems necessary,
convene pre-bid or pre-solicitation meetings no less than 15 days prior to the opening
of bids and proposals for LBEs to ask questions about the selection process and
technical specifications/requirements.
d.

CMD Invitation. If a pre-bid meeting or other similar meeting is held with proposed
Contractors, Subcontractors, Consultants or Subconsultants, invite CMD to the
meeting to allow CMD to explain proper LBE utilization.

e.

Public Solicitation. The Project Sponsor or its prime Contractor(s) and/or
Consultants, as applicable, will work with CMD to follow up on initial solicitations
of interest by contacting LBEs to determine with certainty whether they are
interested in performing specific items in a project.

f.

Outreach and Other Assistance. The Project Sponsor or its prime Contractor (s)
and/or Consultants, as applicable, will a) provide LBEs with plans, specifications
and requirements for all or part of the project; b) notify LBE trade associations that
disseminate bid and contract information and provide technical assistance to LBEs.
The designated LBE Liaison(s) will work with CMD to conduct outreach to LBEs
for all consulting/contracting opportunities in the applicable trades and services in
order to encourage them to participate on the project.

g.

Contacts. Make contacts with LBEs, associations or development centers, or any
agencies, which disseminate bid and contract information to LBEs and document any
other efforts undertaken to encourage participation by LBEs.

h.

Good Faith/Nondiscrimination. Make good faith efforts to enter into Contracts with
LBEs and give good faith consideration to bids and proposals submitted by LBEs.
Use nondiscriminatory selection criteria (for the purpose of clarity, exercise of
subjective aesthetic taste in selection decisions for architect and other design
professionals shall not be deemed discriminatory and the exercise of its
commercially reasonable judgment in all hiring decisions shall not be deemed
discriminatory).

i.

Incorporation into contract provisions. Project Sponsor shall include in Contracts
provisions that require prospective Contractors and Consultants that will be utilizing
Subcontractors or Subconsultants to follow the above good faith efforts to
subcontract to LBEs, including the overall LBE participation goal and any LBE
percentage that may be required under such Contract (Note: Developer/applicable
tenants shall follow this programs Good Faith Efforts for Follow-on Tenant
Improvements and services, but such work is not subject to the numerical LBE goal).

j.

Monitoring. Allow CMD Contract Compliance unit to monitor
Consultant/Contractor selection processes and, when necessary give suggestions as
to how best to maximize LBEs ability to complete and win procurement
opportunities.
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k.

Maintain Records and Cooperation. Maintain records of LBEs that are awarded
Contracts, not discriminate against any LBEs, and, if requested, meet and confer
with CMD as reasonably required in addition to the meet and confer sessions
described in Section 10 below to identify a strategy to meet the LBE goal;

l.

Quarterly and Annual Reports. During construction, the LBE Liaison(s) shall
prepare a quarterly and annual report of LBE participation goal attainment and
submit to CMD as required by Section 10 herein; and

m. Meet and Confer. Attend the meet and confer process described in Section 10.
8.
Good Faith Outreach. Good faith efforts shall be deemed satisfied solely by
compliance with Section 7. Contractors and Consultants, and Subcontractors and Subconsultants
as applicable shall also work with CMD to identify from CMD's database of LBEs those LBEs
who are most likely to be qualified for each identified opportunity under Section 7.a, and
following CMD's notice under Section 9.a, shall undertake reasonable efforts at CMD's request
to support CMD's outreach identified LBEs as mutually agreed upon by CMD and each
Contractor or Consultant and its Subcontractors and Subconsultants, as applicable.
9.
CMD Obligations. The following are obligations of CMD to implement this LBE
Utilization Plan:
a.

During the fifteen (15) business day notification period for upcoming Contracts
required by Section 7.a, CMD will work with the Project Sponsor and its Contractor
and/or Consultant as applicable to send such notification to qualified LBEs to alert
them to upcoming Contracts.

b.

Provide assistance to Contractors, Subcontractors, Consultants and Subconsultants
on good faith outreach to LBEs.

c.

Review quarterly reports of LBE participation goals; when necessary give
suggestions as to how best to maximize LBEs ability to compete and win
procurement opportunities.

d.

Perform other tasks as reasonably required to assist the Project Sponsor and its
Contractors, Subcontractors, Consultants and Subconsultants in meeting LBE
participation goals and/or satisfying good faith efforts requirements.

e.

Insurance and Bonding. Recognizing that lines of credit, insurance and bonding are
problems common to local businesses, CMD staff will be available to explain the
applicable insurance and bonding requirements, answer questions about them, and, if
possible, suggest governmental or third-party avenues of assistance.

10.
Meet and Confer Process. Commencing with the first Contract that is executed
for an LBE Improvement, and every six (6) months thereafter, or more frequently if requested by
either CMD, Project Sponsor or a Contractor or Consultant and the CMD shall engage in an
informal meet and confer to assess compliance of such Contractor and Consultants and its

34469\13322593.1

Workforce Agreement
Exhibit R, Attachment C – Page 6

Subcontractors and Subconsultants as applicable with this Attachment C. When deficiencies are
noted, meet and confer with CMD to ascertain and execute plans to increase LBE participation.
11.
Prohibition on Discrimination. Project Sponsors shall not discriminate in its
selection of Contractors and Consultants, and such Contractors and Consultants shall not
discriminate in their selection of Subcontractors and Subconsultants against any person on the
basis of race, gender, or any other basis prohibited by law. As part of its efforts to avoid
unlawful discrimination in the selection of Subconsultants and Subcontractors, Contractors and
Consultants will undertake the Good Faith Efforts and participate in the meet and confer
processes as set forth in Sections 7 and 10 above.
12.
Collective Bargaining Agreements. Nothing in this Attachment C shall be
interpreted to prohibit the continuation of existing workforce training agreements or to interfere
with consent decrees, collective bargaining agreements, project labor agreement, project
stabilization agreement, existing employment contract or other labor agreement or labor contract
("Collective Bargaining Agreements"). In the event of a conflict between this Attachment C and
a Collective Bargaining Agreement, the terms of the Collective Bargaining Agreement shall
supersede this Attachment C.
13.
Reporting and Monitoring. Each Contractor, Consultant, and its Subcontractors
and Subconsultants as applicable shall maintain accurate records demonstrating compliance with
the LBE participation goals, including keeping track of the date that each response, proposal or
bid that was received from LBEs, including the amount bid by and the amount to be paid (if
different) to the non-LBE contractor that was selected, documentation of any efforts regarding
good faith efforts as set forth in Section 7. Project Sponsors shall create a reporting method for
tracking LBE participation. Data tracked shall include the following (at a minimum):
a.

Name/Type of Contract(s) let (e.g. civil engineering contract, environmental
consulting, etc.)

b.

Name of Contractors (including identifying which are LBEs and non-LBEs)

c.

Name of Subcontractors (including identifying which are LBEs and non-LBEs)

d.

Scope of work performed by LBEs (e.g. under an architect, an LBE could be
procured to provide renderings)

e.

Dollar amounts associated with both LBE and non-LBE Contractors at both prime
and Subcontractor levels.

f.

Total LBE participation is defined as a percentage of total Contract dollars.

g.

Outcomes with respect to Developer’s efforts to engage (hire) local small
businesses/LBEs from disadvantaged communities including the 94124, 94134 and
94107 zip codes.

14.
Written Notice of Deficiencies. If based on complaint, failure to report, or other
cause, the CMD has reason to question the good faith efforts of a Project Sponsor, Contractor,
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Subcontractor, Consultant or Subconsultant, then CMD shall provide written notice to the Project
Sponsor, each affected Contractor or Consultant and, if applicable, also to its Subcontractor or
Subconsultant. The Contractor or Consultant and, if applicable, the Subcontractor or
Subconsultant, shall have a reasonable period, based on the facts and circumstances of each case,
to demonstrate to the reasonable satisfaction of the CMD that it has exercised good faith to
satisfy its obligations under this Attachment C. When deficiencies are noted CMD staff will
work with the appropriate LBE Liaison(s) to remedy such deficiencies.
15.
Remedies. Notwithstanding anything to the contrary in the Development
Agreement, the following process and remedies shall apply with respect to any alleged violation
of this Attachment C:
Mediation and conciliation shall be the administrative procedure of first resort for any
and all compliance disputes arising under this Attachment C. The Director of CMD shall
have power to oversee and to conduct the mediation and conciliation.
Non-binding arbitration shall be the administrative procedure of second resort utilized by
CMD for resolving the issue of whether a Project Sponsor, Contractor, Consultant,
Subcontractor or Subconsultant discriminated in the award of one or more LBE Contracts
to the extent that such issue is not resolved through the mediation and conciliation
procedure described above. Obtaining a final judgment through arbitration on LBE
contract related disputes shall be a condition precedent to the ability of the City or the
Project Sponsor, Contractor, Consultant, Subcontractor or Subconsultant to file a request
for judicial relief.
If a Project Sponsor, Contractor, Consultant, Subcontractor or Subconsultant is found to
be in willful breach of the obligations set forth in this Attachment C, assess against the
noncompliant Project Sponsor, Contractor, Consultant, Subcontractor or Subconsultant
liquidated damages not to exceed $25,000 or 5% of the Contract, whichever is less, for
each such willful breach. In determining the amount of any liquidated damages to be
assessed within the limits described above, the arbitrator or court of competent
jurisdiction shall consider the financial capacity of the Project Sponsor, Contractor,
Consultant, Subcontractor or Subconsultant. For purposes of this paragraph, “willful
breach” means a knowing and intentional breach.
For all other violations of this Attachment C, the sole remedy for violation shall be
specific performance, without the limits with respect thereto in Section 9.3 of the
Development Agreement.
16.
Duration of this Agreement. This Attachment C shall terminate (i) as to each
work of Horizontal Improvement where work has commenced under the Development
Agreement, upon a determination by the City that such Horizontal Improvement is complete; and
(ii) as to each Workforce Building, upon the issuance of the last Certificate of Occupancy for
such Workforce Building (i.e., upon completion of the Workforce Building); and (iii) as to all
Initial Tenant Improvements and Follow-on Tenant Improvements, ten (10) years after issuance
of the last Temporary Certificate of Occupancy for the Buildings in which the Initial Tenant
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Improvements or Follow-on Tenant Improvements are located. Upon such termination, this
Attachment C shall be of no further force and effect.
17.
Notice. All notices to be given under this Attachment C shall be in writing and
sent by: certified mail, return receipt requested, in which case notice shall be deemed delivered
three (3) business days after deposit, postage prepaid in the United States Mail, a nationally
recognized overnight courier, in which case notice shall be deemed delivered one (1) business
day after deposit with that courier, or hand delivery, in which case notice shall be deemed
delivered on the date received, all as follows:
If to CMD:

Attn:
If to Project Sponsor:

Attn:
If to Contractor:

Attn:
If to Consultant:

Attn:
Any party may change its address for notice purposes by giving the other parties notice of its
new address as provided herein. A "business day" is any day other than a Saturday, Sunday or a
day in which banks in San Francisco, California are authorized to close.
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EXHIBIT_J
TRANSPORTATION
This Exhibit J (the “Transportation Exhibit”) outlines the Project’s transportation commitments
in four areas: transportation demand management, public parking (including permanent, interim,
and parking garage analysis), Transportation Sustainability Fee, and SFMTA contact. All
capitalized terms used in this Transportation Exhibit and not specifically defined herein will have
the meanings ascribed to them in the Development Agreement by and between the City and
County of San Francisco, a municipal corporation, and Reservoir Community Partners LLC, a
Delaware limited liability company (the “Agreement”).
A. Transportation Demand Management Plan
Developer will comply with the Transportation Demand Management Program described in
Planning Code Section 169-169.6. Developer will implement the Transportation Demand
Management Plan attached as Exhibit J-1 (the “TDM Plan”).
Developer will implement the TDM Plan for each Building on the Project Site upon the issuance
of the first certificate of occupancy, including any temporary certificate of occupancy, for that
Building.
Developer will comply with its obligations under the TDM Plan throughout the life of the
Project. Developer will monitor and submit monitoring reports as described in the
Transportation Demand Management Program. TDM Plan monitoring and reporting, and any
required TDM Plan adjustments, will be carried out in accordance with the TDM Plan.
B. Public Parking
Developer will provide interim public parking during construction of the Project and permanent
public parking, both in accordance with this Transportation Exhibit. The interim and permanent
parking will be available to the general public, including to students, faculty, and staff of the San
Francisco Community College District (the “College”) during weekday daytime hours.
Developer will charge market rate parking fees for all public parking. Developer (or other garage
operator) will establish a fee structure with the commitment of not inducing demand through
discounted rates. Strategies to manage demand can include a pricing plan where weekly and
monthly parking rates are charged a price equivalent to the base hourly rate. The exact pricing
structure will be proposed in the Parking Garage Analysis. Developer will have the option to
offer hourly, daily and monthly parking. Daily or hourly rates may be raised above base rate
level to address increased demand, for instance during special events. Developer may negotiate
discounted rates for priority College populations.
a. Public Parking Requirement
The Project addresses the transformation of parking on the Project Site from College-oriented
parking uses to residential uses by permanently replacing up to 450 public parking spaces. The
Project will do this through building one or more public parking facilities beneath or within the
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residential buildings that will be owned and operated by Developer. The process for determining
the phasing and number of public spaces in any garage will be determined through the Parking
Garage Analysis process described in Section C of this Transportation Exhibit. In no event will
the total number of public, non-accessory parking spaces in the Project exceed 450 parking
spaces, and, as described in the Project SUD, the maximum number of public parking spaces will
be reduced by the number of parking spaces for dwelling units or group housing that are allowed
to be used as public parking during any part of the day. Developer, through the Parking Garage
Analysis process, will use best efforts to minimize the number of parking spaces provided,
consistent with the City’s Transit First Policy.
City, acting through the Planning Director in consultation with the Director of Transportation,
may modify in whole or in part the Public Parking Requirement in this Section B after a written
request from Developer, environmental review as required, and if Developer establishes to the
satisfaction of City that either of the following conditions is met:
Developer will construct parking facilities to be used jointly by residential tenants of
the site and the College, to be owned and operated by Developer; or
Developer will contribute funds to the College equal to the number of spaces
established through the Parking Garage Analysis process for a College-sponsored
parking facility, to be owned and operated by the College.
b. Interim Parking
During the initial site-wide grading phase of construction of the Project no publicly-available
parking spaces will be provided. Developer will make good faith efforts to make parking spaces
available for public use during the remaining construction phases of the Project. Availability of
public parking space is dependent on construction activity, staging needs, safety considerations,
and relevant operational considerations.
Developer (or other parking operator) will establish and offer hourly, daily, and monthly parking
rates at market rate. Developer (or other garage operator) will establish a fee structure with the
commitment of not inducing demand through discounted rates. Strategies to manage demand
can include a pricing plan where weekly and monthly parking rates are charged a price
equivalent to the base hourly rate. An additional goal of the interim parking operations is to
provide data on the demand for long term public parking on the site. Accordingly, the developer
(or other parking operator) may alter pricing structures to better understand demand, to the extent
that the pricing structure does not intend to induce demand through discounts. Daily or hourly
rates may be raised above base rate level to address increased demand, for instance during
special events. Developer may negotiate discounted rates for priority College populations.
As described in the Phasing Plan and Community Benefits Linkages attached as Schedule 1 to
this Agreement, permanent public parking will be made available to the public, including the
College community, no later than the completion of phase two of construction of the Project.
C. Parking Garage Analysis
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a. Parking Report. Not less than six months before submitting a development
phase application for any phase of the Project that includes a permanent nonaccessory parking facility, Developer will submit to the Planning Director, with
copies provided to the Director of Transportation, a Parking Report prepared by a
City-approved third-party transportation consultant that contains the following
information.
i. The status of vertical build-out in prior Development Phases of the
Project, if any;
ii. A summary of best available information on TDM efforts then being
implemented by the College, including the most recently available data
from surveys of College faculty, staff, and students and their
transportation mode to and from the College, parking utilization associated
with the College, and a discussion of how these travel behaviors are
expected to change over the following five to ten years;
iii. The current inventory of parking that is accessory to Project uses and
public parking available at the Project Site;
iv. Any parking use data collected during the interim parking period,
including a full report of pricing structures tested during the interim
period.
v. The SFMTA shall furnish a description of current transit services and any
transit service changes budgeted for implementation by the anticipated
date of occupancy for the proposed Development Phase. The report shall
also include information from BART, as available;
vi. A conceptual analysis of the parking garage(s), including the expected
capacity of the garage(s) at completion, a discussion of any features of the
design(s) that would allow for adaptability of portions of the garage(s),
and any requirements for future adaptation;
vii. A narrative description of the approach to parking management and garage
operations, including pricing structure, any joint use of parking spaces,
and plans for queue abatement measures to avoid any excessive recurring
queuing that could affect the operation of any Muni routes that operate on
Frida Kahlo Way or on Ocean Avenue;
viii. A description of how the information presented within the Parking Report
will be reflected in the Development Phase Application.
b. Parking Recommendations.
i. The Planning Director and the Director of Transportation will have
45 days after their receipt of the Parking Report to provide to Developer a
combined set of written recommendations regarding, operations, or
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management of the proposed parking garage, including the number of
public spaces that Developer is required to provide.
ii. Developer will meet and confer with the Director of Planning and Director
of Transportation within 15 days of Developer’s receipt of their written
recommendations.
iii. Developer will incorporate the public parking space requirement into the
Project. and make commercially reasonable efforts to incorporate the
written recommendations of the Director of Planning and Director of
Transportation, and will respond to their written recommendations with a
document that includes:
1. The manner in which Developer will incorporate accepted
recommendations into the development phase application; and
2. A reasoned narrative setting forth the reasons it did not accept any
parking recommendations.
C. Transportation Sustainability Fee
As described in Schedule 2-1, Developer will pay the Transportation Sustainability Fee (“TSF”)
in accordance with Planning Code section 411A, and subject to any annual escalation as
permitted by the Development Agreement. The TSF must meet all requirements of, and will be
payable on all Buildings in accordance with, Planning Code sections 411A.1-411A.8 and the
Development Agreement.
D. SFMTA Contact
SFMTA commits to designating a staff person to follow up on the transportation-related
components of the Project, including this Exhibit, the DA, and the FEIR. This staff person will
be a point person for the Developer and the community.
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EXHIBIT J-1
TRANSPORTATION DEMAND MANAGEMENT PLAN
[see attached]
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BALBOA RESERVOIR TDM PLAN

APRIL 2020
RESERVOIR COMMUNITY PARTNERS

BALBOA RESERVOIR A TRANSIT ORIENTED DEVELOPMENT AND TDM

Balboa Reservoir is a transit oriented development, including 1,100 units of housing with a range of
affordability which are designed to encourage multiple modes of transportation, including walking,
bicycling and public transportation. Balboa Reservoir will provide onsite amenities, such as a
childcare center, a community room, a playground, a dog park and a community garden. All of these
amenities will serve to reduce vehicle trips to off-site locations.
The site is located proximate to several major transportation lines including Bart, Muni train lines,
and several major bus lines. The site is proximate to a neighborhood commercial corridor which
includes a groceries, restaurants, coffee shops and other neighborhood serving retail. The site is
also proximate to many educational resources including public and private high schools and City
College.

TRANSPORTATION DEMAND MANAGEMENT (TDM) PROGRAM

The Balboa Reservoir project will implement a comprehensive TDM program that includes family
friendly measures. The program will include physical improvements to the site as well as
programmatic offerings to residents. The Project team will implement the program for each phase
of development (see Balboa Reservoir Phasing Plan). Notices of special restrictions will be
recorded for each building. The initiating implementation of each measure shall be controlled by
the development agreement, especially the documents describing project phasing and community
improvements linkages, and later live on for the Life of the Project.
The following inputs were used in the SF TDM Tool to determine the point goal Balboa Reservoir
needs to achieve to be in compliance with the city’s TDM ordinance. The land use summary below
results in a goal of 30 points, as shown in detail in Appendix A.
•
•
•

•
•
•
•
•

APN: 3180/190
Residential
1,100 units (980 rental units in multi-family buildings; 20 affordable homeownership units;
and 100 town houses)
25% two bedroom or larger and 10% 3 bedroom or larger
18% affordable (55% AMI or lower)
32% affordable to moderate income (between 55% and 120% AMI)
550 Accessory Parking Spaces
TAZ zone number 915; Neighborhood Parking Rate: 1.19

Balboa Reservoir will implement a set of the strategies detailed in this plan to achieve the 30-point
goal. Specific TDM measures will be selected by the developer from this approved tool kit. Should
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the land use profile of the project change, as permitted by the development agreement the TDM
program points target and scoring shall be updated accordingly.
Some measures require an upfront investment in infrastructure, while others propose ongoing
Programmatic measures. Physical Measures are marked with

, while Programmatic measures

are marked with
. A table at the end of the document summarizes the proposed TDM program
and sorts them by physical measures and programmatic measures.

PROPOSED TDM STRATEGIES

ACTIVE – 1: Improve Walking Conditions (Option A or B: 1 Point)

Option B: Balboa Reservoir will provide the recommended sidewalk width adjacent to the property
and all required streetscape elements, as well as 50 feet of additional recommended sidewalk.

•

•
•

Mixed-use street: Recommended width to achieve point: 15’
Neighborhood residential street: Recommended width to achieve point: 12’
Required streetscape elements in the neighborhood residential category typically include:
o Curb ramps
o Marked crosswalks
o Pedestrian signals - countdown and advanced pedestrian signal
o Street trees
o Sidewalk planter strip
o Stormwater control
o Pedestrian lighting (at corners)

Option A: Should Option B not be feasible, Balboa Reservoir will provide the recommended
sidewalk width adjacent to the property and all required streetscape elements, as well as
implement five additional streetscape elements from the following options (listed in the Better
Streets Plan, page 90) in addition to the required streetscape elements.
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•

Pedestrian-priority signal devices and timings
High-visibility crosswalks
Special crosswalk treatments
Restrictions on vehicle turning movements at crosswalks
Removal or reduction of permanent crosswalk closures
Mid-block crosswalks
Raised Crosswalks
Extended bulb-outs
Mid-block bulb-outs
Center or side medians
Pedestrian or refuge islands
Transit bulb-outs
Transit boarding islands
Flexible use of the parking lane
Parking lane planters
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•
•
•
•
•
•

Chicanes
Sidewalk or median pocket parks
Reuse of ‘pork chops’ and excess right-of-way
Shared public ways
Pedestrian-only streets
Public stairs

The Balboa Reservoir Infrastructure Plan and Balboa Reservoir Design Guidelines include the
proposed streetscape plan and sections that show the location, design, and dimensions of existing
and proposed pedestrian-oriented streetscape elements along the project frontage(s).
ACTIVE-2: Bicycle Parking (Option B or Option C – 2 or 3 Points)

Ample and easily accessible bicycle parking, secure Class 1 bicycle parking, has been associated
with an increase in bicycling and a corresponding decrease in driving alone. Balboa Reservoir will
provide Class 1 and Class 2 bicycle parking spaces beyond the Planning Code requirements at the
rates identified below.
OPTION B Points: 2 points

Residential: One Class 1 Bicycle Parking space for each multi-family Dwelling Unit up to 100,
plus one Class 1 space for every two multi-family Dwelling Units over 100. Two Class 2 Bicycle
Parking spaces for every 20 multi-family Dwelling Units.
550 class one parking spaces

100 class two parking spaces
OR
OPTION C: 3 points

Residential: One and a half Class 1 Bicycle Parking spaces for each multi-family Dwelling Unit
up to 100, plus one Class 1 space for every 1.33 multi-family Dwelling Units over 100. Three
Class 2 Bicycle Parking spaces for every 20 multi-family Dwelling Units.
827 Class one (150 plus 677)
150 class two parking spaces

Both Class 1 and Class 2 bicycle parking spaces in multi-unit buildings will conform with all
standards governing bicycle parking detailed in Planning Code Section 155.1, ensuring they will be
easy to use and are located in convenient, safe and accessible locations. Class 1 bicycle parking will
include at least 30 spaces for non-traditional bicycles, such as cargo bikes and bike trailers, as well
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as outlets for charging electric bicycles. Approximate locations are identified in the bike parking
plan in Appendix B.
ACTIVE-5-A: Bike Repair Station (1 Point)
Balboa Reservoir will include one bicycle repair station in each multi-unit building to allow
residents to maintain and fix their bicycles without having to purchase their own tools. The repair
stations will be located in bicycle rooms or cages and include, at a minimum, a bicycle pump,
wrenches, a chain tool, lubricants, tire levers, hex keys/Allen wrenches, torx keys, screwdrivers,
and spoke wrenches.
DELIVERY – 1: Delivery-Supportive Amenities (1 Point)
Balboa will offer temporary storage for package deliveries, laundry delivery or other deliveries for
site residents. Being able to easily accept and securely store deliveries may reduce trips otherwise
taken by residents driving alone. Storage will be made available in each of the multi-family
buildings using a secure storage room or storage lockers. The site plan in the Design Guidelines
shows approximate locations for each multi-unit building.
FAMILY – 1: Family TDM Amenities (Option A, 1 Point)
Option A (1points):
•

•

One storage unit per 20 multi-family dwelling units located in each garage/building that has
carshare spaces. Storage units will have an interior space that is at least 35 inches high, 25
inches wide and 30 inches deep.
30 cargo bike parking spaces (count towards required bike parking spaces) with access to
outlets for charging. Per the description for ACTIVE-2, Class 1 bicycle parking will include at
least 30 spaces for non-traditional bicycles

FAMILY – 2: On-site Childcare (2 Points)
The Balboa Reservoir development program includes an on-site childcare facility. The stand-alone
facility is expected to significantly reduce vehicle trips due to its location adjacent to 1,100
residential units, 50 percent of which will be low income and more than half of which will be 2 or
more bedrooms. In addition, this childcare facility will attract clients among adjacent City College of
San Francisco (CCSF) employees and students, reducing trip lengths to access childcare options.
The facility will meet licensing standards and requirements in local and state codes.
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Outreach efforts for childcare providers will follow city best practices, including review by the
Mayor’s Office of Housing and Community Development (MOHCD), as detailed in the Balboa
Reservoir Childcare Plan to ensure there is a competitive process.
INFO-1: Multimodal Wayfinding Signage (1 Point)
Effective wayfinding guides residents, visitors and employees to the wide variety of transportation
options and infrastructure available to them. Balboa Reservoir will install pedestrian-scale,
permanent signage in key locations directing people to the nearest transit stops, carshare parking,
bikeshare location, bicycle parking and amenities, and taxi/Lyft/Uber/carpool pick-up and drop-off
locations. Wayfinding signage will meet City standards for any on-street wayfinding signage, in
particular for bicycle and car-share parking.
The site plan in Infrastructure Master Plan shows the general preliminary locations for wayfinding
signage.
INFO-2: Real Time Transportation Information Displays (1 Point)
Balboa Reservoir will install real time transportation information displays in all multi-family
building lobbies. Information displayed will, at a minimum, include real time information for area
transit options, walk time to transit locations, and availability of on-site car-share vehicles. Planned
locations are shown in the Infrastructure Master Plan.
LU-2: Onsite Affordable Housing (Option C - 4 points)
Fifty percent of all the units on site will be permanently affordable housing. Affordable housing
generates fewer auto trips and related emissions.
•

•
•

Eighteen percent of the dwelling units at Balboa Reservoir will be set aside for low-income
housing (30 to 80 % of area median income (AMI)).
An additional 15% of units will be available for moderate income residents with incomes
between 80% and 120% AMI.
An additional 17% of units will be provided as either low or moderate income units.

PKG-4: Parking Supply: Right sized parking (Option F – 6 Points)
Balboa Reservoir will provide accessory parking at a maximum rate of 0.5 parking spaces per unit,
which equals to 42% of the neighborhood parking ration of 1.19 and yields 6 points.
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CCSF designated faculty and staff housing (1 point)
Balboa Reservoir will collaborate with CCSF on reserving up to 150 housing units for CCSF staff and
faculty. Assuming a 50% drive alone mode share 1 and four workdays per week for Balboa residents
and, housing 150 faculty and staff could reduce an estimated 120 vehicle trips. Given the projected
total number of daily trips generated at Balboa Reservoir from all land uses (10,985 daily), a
reduction of 120 trips would equal 1.1% (the equivalent of one point) 2. If CCSF trip reductions were
taken into account as well, the number of vehicle trips reduced through this measure would be
higher. CCSF staff and faculty are expected to live in affordable housing units dedicated to moderate
income households. The anticipated trip reduction is in addition to that anticipated due to onsite
affordable housing.

CSHARE – 1: Car-share Parking and Membership (Option E - 5 Points)
Balboa will designate one car-share parking space for every 40 provided dwelling units. The carshare parking spaces will be located in easily accessed locations within publicly accessible parking
facilities. Car-share parking will be made highly visible through signage, which will serve both a
directional and an educational/marketing purpose. Balboa Reservoir will comply with the quantity,
location and related standards governing carshare parking detailed in San Francisco Planning code
Sections 151.1 and 166. The planned locations of carshare vehicle parking are shown in Appendix
B.
In addition to providing car-share parking, Balboa Reservoir will offer car-share memberships to
households at a rate of one per multi-family dwelling unit on an annual basis, for the life of the
project.

FAMILY 3- Family TDM Package – (2 Points)

The Balboa Reservoir is a family friendly development that will prioritize amenities for families in
the TDM program. The project will provide carshare amenities (CSHARE-1, Option E) and family
friendly amenities (Family 1A and Family 1B) which when combined offer a compelling suite of
Per a 2018 online survey of CCSF employees 66% of employees drove alone to work, 22% took transit;
5% walk or bike; 4% carpool and 3% took other modes. Fehr and Peers, CCSF TDM and Parking Plan,
March 15, 2019.
2 This estimate is based on an estimated total vehicle trip generation of 10,985 (Balboa Reservoir DSEIR,
Appendix C, Table 3). We estimate that 150 housing units for CCSF staff and faculty would reduce 120
daily vehicle trips (assuming the average Balboa resident takes 2 commute trips per day, 4 days per week
at an SOV rate of 50% and that CCSF faculty and staff would not drive to work at CCSF). The reduction of
120 trips would equal a percentage reduction of 1.1% or the equivalent of 1 point). This reduction does
not take into account the trips reduced on the CCSF side.
1
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family friendly transportation demand management amenities. If the project elects to provide at
least 40% two bedroom or larger units, the project would qualify for 2 points under this category.

FAMILY – 1: Family TDM Amenities (Option B, 1 Point)
Option B (1 point) Balboa Specific Option:
•
•

21 electric cargo bikes or electric bikes with bike trailer, 3 per rental building, to be checked
out on a trip-by-trip basis by residents.
One collapsible shopping/utility cart for every 10 Dwelling Units. Carts shall be available
for use to any unit by advanced reservation on an hourly basis (e.g., pen and paper sign up
system, online, etc.).

BALBOA SPECIFIC: ACTIVE-4: Bike Share Membership (Location B – 2 Points)
On an annual basis, for the life of the project or as long as a bike sharing program is available,
Balboa Reservoir will offer bike sharing benefits, described here, for approximately 980 multifamily rental dwelling units. The bike sharing benefits will include 50% of an annual bike share
membership subsidy and 50% in ride credits equivalent for a 50% enrollment fee. Example: if an
annual membership is $100 then the Reservoir Community Partners (RCP) funded bike sharing
benefits would include $50 towards membership and $50 credit towards rides on the bike share
program, and the residents would be responsible for a $50 enrollment fee. Requiring an enrollment
fee ensures that only residents who intend to use the service sign up, leading to maximum return
on investment. Should Bay Wheels cease service, RCP will amend the TDM program and offer
bike/scooter sharing benefits with other bike or scooter share providers in the area, at a similar
value.
PKG-1: Unbundle Parking (Location A – 1 Point)

Balboa Reservoir will lease or sell all accessory parking spaces associated with multi-family
buildings separately from the unit rental or purchase fees. This reduces housing costs for residents
who do not own a car and rewards the use of alternative modes of transportation. With the
neighborhood parking rate being 1.19, the project qualifies for one point.

BALBOA SPECIFIC ACTIVE: Host a Bike Share Docking Station (1 Point)

RCP will host a bikeshare docking station on the project site, if deemed useful and desirable by
SFMTA when the final infrastructure master plan is approved for construction (draft location
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shown on site plan in Appendix B). RCP will locate the station off the public right of way, in an area
operated by the Homeowners Association. Bike share companies would be responsible for
maintenance and operations of the dock, including any utilities.

ADDITIONAL TRANSPORTATION DEMAND MANAGEMENT MEASURES

The Balboa Reservoir project is designed as a transit oriented and sustainable development. In
addition to Transportation Demand Management measures identified above to meet the
requirements of San Francisco’s Planning Code, the project will include amenities and
programming that will further reduce necessary vehicle trips for residents.
Additional Onsite amenities
Onsite playground, a dog park/run and community garden plots. As the closest playground and dog
park are more than a mile away – outside of the typical walking radius - these amenities are
expected to reduce vehicle trips, in particular in the afternoon and evening peak hour. Community
garden plots reduce vehicle trips in two ways: residents are expected to take fewer trips to the
grocery store and produce does not have to be delivered to the store, thereby reducing regional and
local freight trips. The community garden trip reductions are included in the requested two points,
as they are more difficult to forecast and expected to be small.
Additional Infrastructure Improvements
In addition to streetscape improvements onsite, the project will provide bicycle amenities on Lee
Avenue and transit improvements on Frieda Kahlo Way, as part of a mitigation measure. These
measures will support Balboa Reservoir residents as well as neighbors who choose to walk, bicycle
or use public transit in the area.
Additional Onsite Programming
The project may offer programming to encourage children to walk or bike to school. This could
include providing safe walking and biking directions and maps to resident families, promoting
annual Walk & Roll to School Day and facilitate formation of walking school buses or bike trains,
where parents take turns walking or biking children to nearby schools. In addition, carpooling to
schools that are farther away could be facilitated/encouraged.
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IMPLEMENTATION OF THE BALBOA RESERVOIR TDM PROGRAM
Onsite Transportation Demand Management (TDM) Coordinator

Balboa Reservoir will employ an onsite TDM coordinator who will be responsible for implementing
and marketing TDM strategies, coordinate with CCSF on joint efforts, serve as the liaison with City
staff regarding all aspects of TDM plan, including implementation, verification, monitoring and
reporting. The transportation coordinator will also be responsible for ensuring that all physical
elements are implemented according to City’s TDM Program Standards and maintained and
replaced as needed. The TDM Coordinator will attend trainings/workshops offered by the City on a
regular basis.

MONITORING AND REPORTING

This document provides an overview of the TDM Program’s three monitoring and reporting
processes. The first process occurs prior to issuance of the First Certificate of Occupancy (San
Francisco Department of Building Inspection) for a Vertical Improvement. This process will ensure
that all physical improvements are completed in accordance with the plan. The second process
occurs after the First Certificate of Occupancy is issued by the San Francisco Department of Building
Inspection and the Vertical Improvement is operational. It includes monitoring of physical
measures, as well as ongoing programmatic measures. An optional third process to revise an
approved TDM Plan is also provided, which may occur at any point after approval of the
Development Agreement.
Pre-Occupancy Monitoring and Reporting

Before construction starts the TDM requirements will be recorded on the deed of the property
through a Notice of Special Restrictions (NSR). Once construction is complete, the city shall conduct
a site visit to confirm that all applicable physical measures in the TDM plan have been implemented.
Prior to the site visit, the TDM Coordinator shall provide to Planning Department staff a PreOccupancy Monitoring and Reporting Form including 1) a copy of the TDM Plan 2) the TDM
Coordinator contact information 3) a copy of a signed letter stating that the TDM Coordinator
agrees to distribute a copy of the TDM Plan tenant lease documents, and/or deeds to each new
resident and 4) documentation that approved programmatic measures in the TDM Plan have or will
be implemented as required. Within 30 days of the Pre-Occupancy Monitoring and Reporting Form
submittal, Planning Department staff will review the documentation of the programmatic measures
in the TDM Plan and schedule a site visit. During the site visit, Planning Department staff will verify
that physical measures are provided as specified in the TDM Plan and complete corresponding
sections of a Pre-Occupancy Monitoring and Reporting Form for programmatic measures. Planning
Department staff will then review the documentation and finalize a Pre-Occupancy Monitoring and
Reporting Form. This process, starting from the scheduled site visit date, shall not take longer than
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30 days. The First Certificate of Occupancy from the Department of Building Inspection shall not be
issued until the TDM Coordinator receives an approved Pre-Occupancy Monitoring and Reporting
Form. The administrative fee associated with the TDM Plan Review Application covers the cost of
pre-occupancy monitoring and reporting.
Ongoing Monitoring, Evaluation, and Refinement
During the established monitoring period, Planning Department staff will verify that the TDM
Coordinator is maintaining physical measures and continuing to provide programmatic measures
as specified in the TDM Plan. The TDM Coordinator will submit annual Ongoing Monitoring and
Reporting Forms and supporting documentation, along with the associated administrative fee. The
first Ongoing Monitoring and Reporting Form shall be due within 30 calendar days of the 18 month
anniversary of the issuance of the First Certificate of Occupancy. Subsequent Ongoing Monitoring
and Report Forms shall also be due within 30 calendar days of the 18 month anniversary of the
issuance of the First Certificate of Occupancy.
Planning Department staff will conduct a site visit once every three years to confirm all approved
physical measures in the TDM Plan continue to be implemented and/or installed. TDM coordinators
will be informed in advance of these site visits. The project shall submit annual monitoring reports.
If the Project is in good standing (i.e., submits satisfactory Ongoing Monitoring and Reporting
Forms for five consecutive years), then the annual requirement will shift to one submittal every
three years. If, at any time, the Project fails to demonstrate satisfactory ongoing monitoring and
reporting, the Project may be required to revert back to an annual submittal schedule until the
Project again demonstrates five consecutive years of satisfactory monitoring and reporting.

TDM PROGRAM UPDATES

At any time after the Planning Department approves a Development Project’s building permit, the
property owner may propose an update to the TDM Plan by submitting a TDM Plan Update
Application. The Planning Department shall ensure that the amended TDM Plan meets the TDM
Program Standards that were in effect at the time that the Development Project’s first Development
Application was filed or the TDM Program Standards in effect at the time that the TDM Plan Update
Application is filed, if elected by the project sponsor. Possible reasons that a property owner may
request review of a TDM Plan by the Planning Department include altering the TDM measures
within the TDM Plan1 or reducing or increasing the number of Accessory Parking spaces associated
with the Development.
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TDM MEASURES SUMMARY

The table below summarizes the proposed TDM measures. In addition, to the TDM Tool output,
which does not capture the Balboa Specific or otherwise modified points.
TDM Measure

Physical/Upfront Investment
Provide wide sidewalks, extend sidewalks beyond
property, streetscape elements that encourage active
transportation
Provide secure and public bike parking above code
requirements
Provide bike repair station

Provide bike share docking station

Category

Option

Points

ACTIVE-1

A or B

1

ACTIVE-5A

-

ACTIVE-2

Provide package delivery lockers in each building

DELIVERY-1

Provide on-site childcare facilities and services
Multimodal wayfinding signage
Real-time transportation information in lobbies
Provide on-site affordable housing
Parking Supply: Right sized parking

FAMILY-2
INFO-1
INFO-2
LU-2
PKG-4

Provide car seat storage near carshare spaces & cargo
bike parking

CCSF staff/faculty housing (1 point per 100 units)
Provide parking spaces for on-site vehicle share vehicles
and memberships
Operational
Provide bike share memberships to each unit

Host a bike share docking station
Provide vehicle share vehicles and memberships
Provide cargo bikes or electric bikes
Tailored marketing, including new resident kits, including
one-time transit incentive
Unbundle parking from all tenant leases

Dedicated on-site transportation coordinator

FAMILY-1

B or C

Balboa
Specific
A
-

F

BALBOA
SPECIFIC

CSHARE-1

E

ACTIVE-4
BALBOA
SPECIFIC
CSHARE-1
FAMILY-1

B, MODIFIED

PKG-1

A

INFO-3

Total

E
B, MODIFIED
B

2 or 3
1
1
1
1
2
1
1
4
6
1

5
26 to 28
2

1
(above)
1
2
1
7
33 to 35
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REFERENCES
DESIGN GUIDELINES AND INFRASTRUCTURE MASTER PLAN
•

The location, design, and dimensions of existing and proposed pedestrian-oriented
streetscape elements along the project frontage(s)
• Approximate location of delivery amenities (lockers/mail room) in the lobby of each
building
• Car-Share Parking, Bike Parking Locations and Wayfinding Plan
• Class 1 bike parking locations
• Class 2 bike parking locations
• Possible new bike share station location
• Use bike/ped plan as a base map
• Car-share parking locations
• Wayfinding signage
• Real-time transportation information locations

BALBOA RESERVOIR CHILDCARE PLAN
TDM TOOL OUTPUT

This appendix includes the TDM Tool output for the strategies Balboa Reservoir selected from the
menu of options. Balboa Reservoir intends to claim points for Family-1, Option A and B, which is
not reflected in the total point count due to a glitch in the tool.
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EXHIBIT K
SCHEDULE TEMPLATE FOR LATER APPROVALS

Milestone Schedule #2 for Executive Directive on Housing:
First post-entitlement Schedule Requirements
______________________________________________________________________________
Development partners will submit a project schedule with Basis of Design or no later than 30
days after entitlement upon request from the City, via the housing delivery agencies
(OEWD/TIDA/OCII). This schedule is intended to support and guide City review and staff
capacity planning between entitlement and temporary certificate of occupancy (TCO).
This schedule should include the following major milestones and be in the format described
below. Public Works Infrastructure Taskforce and housing delivery agencies will review this
schedule and then share this schedule with City departments for feedback. With department
feedback in hand, Public Works Infrastructure Taskforce and housing delivery agencies will call
a meeting with development partners for schedule confirmation.
Milestones to be included:
City approvals:
• Subdivision/mapping actions
• Phase application
• Transaction documents (any easements, street vacations, etc.)
• Infrastructure engineering/permit applications
o Example: Street Improvement Plan (SIP), major systems, like AWSS
• Vertical design review
o Examples: Site permit, building permit, schematic deign/detailed design,
construction docs
• Any necessary commission approvals
• Start of construction (demolition/site prep, horizontal and/or vertical)
• Substantial completion
• City acceptance of infrastructure
• Opening of horizontal infrastructure
• TCO
• Any other relevant major milestones
Non-City approvals:
• Any associated non-San Francisco approvals (i.e. Navy, Caltrans, Caltrain, State lands,
etc.)
o Example: Caltrans encroachment permit
Schedule format:
• The schedule should be in Gantt chart format
o Time should be in in fiscal years via months or quarters at the top
o Milestones should be in rows on the left
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•
•

•

o Start dates (day/month/year) and durations in days should be indicated for each
milestone
Project should be broken out into major Phases and sub Phases, if applicable
The planning horizon should include: 1st Phase app, Tent./Final Map, vertical design
review, start of horizontal/vertical construction, substantial completion, City acceptance,
TCO
The preferred schedule software is Microsoft Project

Milestone Schedule #3 for Executive Directive on Housing:
Phase Application Preliminary Information
______________________________________________________________________________
Development partners will submit pre-Phase Application information to the Planning
Department with accompanying schedule upon request from the City, via the housing delivery
agencies (OEWD/TIDA/OCII). The schedule must include the Phase Application milestones
listed below, as applicable. The City will require a more detailed schedule during Phase
Application review, but this high-level pre-Phase Application schedule will support and guide
City design review and staff capacity planning.
This schedule should be in the format described below. Planning and the housing delivery
agencies will review this schedule and then share this schedule with City departments for
feedback. With department feedback in hand, Planning and Managing Agency will call a
meeting with development partners for schedule confirmation.
Milestones to be included:
City approvals:
• Phase application submittal
• Transaction documents (any easements, street vacations, etc.)
• Subdivision/mapping actions
• Horizontal Design review (Street Plan, Infrastructure, and Community Benefits Plan)
• Infrastructure engineering/permit applications
• Vertical Design Review
• Submittal/approval of Site Permit/Building Permit
• Start of horizontal/vertical construction
• Public infrastructure acceptance
• Building permits processes, building construction/occupancy (TCO)
• Any other relevant major milestones
Non-City approvals:
• Any associated non-San Francisco approvals (i.e. Navy, Caltrans, Caltrain, State lands,
etc.)
Schedule format:
• The schedule should be in Gantt chart format
o Time should be in in fiscal years via months or quarters at the top
o Milestones should be in rows on the left
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•
•
•

Project should be broken out into major Phases and sub Phases, if applicable
The planning horizon for post-entitlement should include at least the first two postentitlement years (five years for Development Agreements)
The preferred schedule software is Microsoft Project, but the City will accept Microsoft
Excel format, if that is the development team’s preference

Milestone Schedule #4 for Executive Directive on Housing:
Improvement Plan Schedule Requirements
______________________________________________________________________________
Development partners will submit a project schedule with any Street Improvement Permit (SIP)
submittal. This schedule is intended to support and guide City review and staff capacity planning
between SIP and Final Map(s), or other final City pre-construction approvals.
This schedule should include the following major milestones and be in the format described
below. Public Works Infrastructure Taskforce and housing delivery agencies will review this
schedule and then share this schedule with City departments for feedback. With department
feedback in hand, Public Works Infrastructure Taskforce and housing delivery agencies will call
a meeting with development partners for schedule confirmation.
Milestones to be included:
City approvals:
• Subdivision/mapping actions
• Phase application and approvals
• Transaction documents (any easements, street vacations, etc.)
• Infrastructure engineering/permit applications
o Example: Street Improvement Plan (SIP), storm water plan, and other major
systems, like AWSS or backwater system
• Vertical design review
o Examples: Site permit, building permit, schematic deign/detailed design,
construction docs
• Any necessary commission approvals
• Start of construction (demolition/site prep, horizontal and/or vertical)
• Substantial completion
• City acceptance of infrastructure
• Opening of horizontal infrastructure
• TCO
• Any other relevant major milestones
Non-City approvals:
• Any associated non-San Francisco approvals (i.e. Navy, Caltrans, Caltrain, State lands,
etc.)
o Example: Caltrans encroachment permit
Schedule format:
• The schedule should be in Gantt chart format
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•
•
•

o Time should be in in fiscal years via months or quarters at the top
o Milestones should be in rows on the left
o Start dates (day/month/year) and durations in days should be indicated for each
milestone
Project should be broken out into major Phases and sub Phases, if applicable
The planning horizon should include: SIP, Transactional Documents, Tent./Final Map,
Vertical Design, SoC, TCO
The preferred schedule software is Microsoft Project
Milestone Schedule #5 for Executive Directive on Housing:
Post-Final map(s) Schedule Requirements

______________________________________________________________________________
Development partners will submit a project schedule no more than two weeks after Final Map
approvals (or other pre-construction phase final City approval) upon request from the City, via
the housing delivery agencies (OEWD/TIDA/OCII). This schedule is intended to support and
guide City review and staff capacity planning between final pre-construction approvals and start
of construction.
This schedule should include the following major milestones and be in the format described
below. Public Works Infrastructure Taskforce and housing delivery agencies will review this
schedule and then share this schedule with City departments for feedback. With department
feedback in hand, Public Works Infrastructure Taskforce and housing delivery agencies will call
a meeting with development partners for schedule confirmation.
Milestones to be included:
City approvals:
• Subdivision/mapping actions, if any remain
o Example: Operations and maintenance manual
• Transaction documents (any easements, street vacations, etc.), if any tasks remain
o Example: Release parcels from loan collateral
• Infrastructure engineering/permit applications
o Example: SIP permit plan set, permit to enter
• Infrastructure construction
o Contractor to mobilize
• Start of construction
• Any other relevant major milestones
Non-City approvals:
• Any associated non-San Francisco approvals (i.e. Navy, Caltrans, Caltrain, State lands,
etc.)
o Example: Caltrans encroachment permit
Schedule format:
• The schedule should be in Gantt chart format

34469\13285665.3

Exhibit K

•
•

•

o Time should be in in fiscal years via months or quarters at the top
o Milestones should be in rows on the left
o Start dates (day/month/year) and durations in days should be indicated for each
milestone
Project should be broken out into major Phases and sub Phases, if applicable
The planning horizon should include: Final map(s) (or other final pre-construction City
action), start of construction, substantial completion, City acceptance, opening of
horizontal infrastructure, TCO
The preferred schedule software is Microsoft Project.
Milestone Schedule #6 for Executive Directive on Housing:
Start of Construction (Horizontal and/or Vertical) Schedule Requirements

______________________________________________________________________________
Development partners will submit a project schedule no more than four weeks before start of
construction date upon request from the City, via the housing delivery agencies
(OEWD/TIDA/OCII). This schedule is intended to support and guide City review and staff
capacity planning between start of construction and start and opening of horizontal infrastructure
and/or temporary certificate of occupancy (TCO).
This schedule should include the following major milestones and be in the format described
below. Public Works Infrastructure Taskforce and housing delivery agencies will review this
schedule and then share this schedule with City departments for feedback. With department
feedback in hand, Public Works Infrastructure Taskforce and housing delivery agencies will call
a meeting with development partners for schedule confirmation.
Milestones to be included:
City approvals:
• Subdivision/mapping actions, if any remain
• Transaction documents (any easements, street vacations, etc.), if any tasks remain
• Infrastructure engineering/permit applications
• Infrastructure construction
• Start of construction
• Substantial completion
• City acceptance of infrastructure, if any, including Board of Supervisor approvals
• Opening of horizontal infrastructure
• TCO
• Any other relevant major milestones
Non-City approvals:
• Any associated non-San Francisco approvals (i.e. Navy, Caltrans, Caltrain, State lands,
etc.)
o Example: Caltrans encroachment permit
Schedule format:
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•

•
•

•

The schedule should be in Gantt chart format
o Time should be in in fiscal years via months or quarters at the top
o Milestones should be in rows on the left
o Start dates (day/month/year) and durations in days should be indicated for each
milestone
Project should be broken out into major Phases and sub Phases, if applicable
The planning horizon should include: Final map(s) (or other final pre-construction City
action), start of construction, substantial completion, City acceptance, opening of
horizontal infrastructure, TCO
The preferred schedule software is Microsoft Project.
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EXHIBIT L
CHILD CARE PROGRAM

This Exhibit L describes the child care program for the Project (the “Child Care
Program”). All capitalized terms used in this Child Care Program and not specifically defined
herein will have the meanings ascribed to them in the Development Agreement by and between
the City and County of San Francisco, a municipal corporation, and Reservoir Community
Partners LLC, a Delaware limited liability company (the “Agreement”).
1.
Developer will provide approximately 7,500 gross square feet of rentable area for
a child care facility intended to serve approximately 100 children, currently anticipated to be
built on Parcel B with an adjacent open space for child care use (as required by local/State law).
Developer will deliver the child care facility in warm shell condition, with the space demised to
meet occupancy separation requirements (minus finishes on wall, floor and ceiling), stubs for
standard utilities, path to a location for mechanical equipment, storefront and rear access as
required, and other items required to obtain a temporary certificate of occupancy to allow a
tenant to proceed with its improvements. The child care provider will be a nonprofit public
benefit corporation. The child care provider will specify the tenant improvements necessary for
the space, which Developer will not be responsible for providing under this Agreement.
2.
A State-licensed child care provider will operate in the space under the following
terms, provided that all Later Approvals and applicable operating and licensing and other
requirements as may be necessary are first obtained.
a.
Provider will comply with all State guidelines and applicable local
guidelines for operating a child care facility.
b.
Provider will operate a facility licensed to serve approximately 100
children with the final number to be determined based on state and any local licensing
requirements.
c.
Developer or subsequent owner of the building in which it is located will
include (and require compliance with) a provision in its lease with the child care provider
requiring the provider to reserve at least fifty percent (50%) of the maximum capacity of the
child care facility to be affordable to children of households of low income (as determined and
defined by the license for the facility issued by the California Department of Social Services),
and subject to availability of operating subsidy. Operators are encouraged to work with the San
Francisco Office of Early Care and Education to learn about Early Learning Scholarships for
low- and moderate-income families as well as other operator resources.
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d.

Programs will serve a broad range of age groups, including infants and

toddlers.
e.
Openings will be made available to the general public on the same terms
and conditions as those for Project residents, employees and users.
3.
The operating term for the child care facility will equal the “life of the Project,”
as such term is defined in the “NSR” (defined in Section 5). Subject to the provisions of this
Exhibit L, the Developer will use commercially reasonable efforts to lease the space to a child
care operator at all times for the life of the Project. The operating term may be fulfilled by more
than one child care operator over the life of the Project. The Developer will comply with the
terms below during initial leasing and periods of operator turnover and/or vacancy periods.
a.
(i) On the earlier to occur of (A) applying for a First Construction
Document (as defined in San Francisco Building Code Section 107A.13.1(a)(8)) for the building
in which the child care facility is located, and (B) 15 business days before initially offering the
facility for rent and (ii) within 15 business days following the expiration or termination of a child
care operator’s lease for the facility, the owner of the facility will notify governmental and
nonprofit entities that can assist in publicizing the availability of the facility of the opportunity to
lease it, including, at a minimum, the following entities: the San Francisco Office of Early Care
and Education (or any successor agency), the Family Child Care Association of San Francisco,
the Children's Council, [City College Childcare Program Operator] and Wu Yee Children's
Services.
b.
If the child care space remains vacant for more than three years after DBI
has issued of a first certificate of occupancy (including any temporary certificate of occupancy)
for the building in which the facility is located, despite Developer’s commercially reasonable
efforts to lease it at prevailing child care facility market terms (comparable to other similarlysized and geographically proximate licensed child care facilities) to an initial child care operator,
and Developer wishes to be released from its obligation to lease the facility to a child care
operator, then Developer will have the right to pay City an amount equal to $______________
[in lieu child care facility fee that would otherwise be due at the Effective Date if the fee was not
waived], proportionately adjusted to reflect any increase between the published CPI Index in
effect as of the Effective Date and the published CPI Index in effect at the time such payment is
made (as adjusted, the “Base Fee”), plus an amount equal to 10% of the Base Fee, for deposit in
the Child Care Capital Fund established under Planning Code Section 414.14. On paying such
amount to City, the Developer may use the facility for any use permitted under the Project SUD
after receiving required approvals and permits pursuant to the Project SUD.
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c.
If after having leased the facility to at least one child care operator, the
child care space remains vacant for more than three years after the termination or earlier
expiration of the most recent child care operator’s lease despite Developer’s commercially
reasonable efforts to lease the facility at prevailing child care facility market terms (comparable
to other similarly-sized and geographically proximate licensed child care facilities operated by a
nonprofit public benefit corporation) to a child care operator, and Developer wishes to be
released from its obligation to lease the facility to a child care operator, then Developer will have
the right to pay City an amount equal to the Base Fee prorated over a twenty-five (25) year
period, with a credit for any time the facility was operated by a child care provider in compliance
with this Child Care Program. On paying such amount to City, the Developer may use the
facility for any use permitted under the Project SUD after receiving required approvals and
permits pursuant to the Project SUD.
4.
Developer or subsequent owner of the building in which the child care facility is
located cannot charge rent (including security, common building charges and utilities, etc.) to the
child care operator that exceeds prevailing market rent comparable to other similarly-sized and
geographically proximate licensed child care facilities.
5.
Developer or subsequent owner of the building in which the child care facility is
located will execute the Notice of Special Restrictions included in the Approvals to dedicate the
space for child care use and to incorporate the terms of this Child Care Program in form and
substance approved by Planning ("NSR"). The NSR will be recorded against the applicable
parcel within the Project Site at the earlier to occur of the final map that includes the child care
facility is recorded or the date the First Construction Document is issued for the building that
will contain the child care facility.
6.
In consideration of this Child Care Program community benefit and except as
provided in Section 3.b,Section 3.c, and Section 7, the Project will not be subject to the
residential child care fee (Planning Code Sec. 414A) and that fee will be waived. For the
avoidance of doubt, this waiver applies to all of the buildings constructed on the Project Site
pursuant to this Agreement.
7.
Phasing/performance requirements for the child care facility will be detailed in
Schedule 1 (Phasing Plan and Community Benefits Linkages). If DBI has not issued a certificate
of occupancy (including any temporary certificate of occupancy) for the child care facility prior
to the expiration of the Term but Developer has received a First Construction Document for any
Building, then Developer shall pay to City an amount equal to the Base Fee plus 20% of the Base
Fee at the end of the Term.
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EXHIBIT M
MASTER INFRASTRUCTURE PLAN
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This Infrastructure Plan is an exhibit to the Development Agreement (DA) between Balboa Community
Partners, LLC (Developer) and City and County of San Francisco (City). The Infrastructure Plan describes
the infrastructure to be constructed for the Balboa Reservoir Project (Project), associated with Project
sustainability, demolition, grading, street and transportation improvements, open space and park
improvements, low pressure water system, combined sewer system, auxiliary water supply system (AWSS),
stormwater management system and dry utility system. Initially capitalized terms unless separately
defined in this Infrastructure Plan have the meanings and content set forth in the DA. Initially capitalized
terms unless separately defined in this Infrastructure Plan have the meanings and content set forth in the
DA.
1.2

Design Standards and Guidelines

The Balboa Reservoir Design Standards and Guidelines (DSG) is a separate document that establishes the
design framework and detailed standards that guide the design of open spaces and buildings. The DSG
is approved by the Planning Commission and is a companion document to the Infrastructure Plan.
Chapter 5 of the DSG has been included as Appendix A to the Infrastructure Plan as it is relevant to the
design of the streets, pedestrian network, loading zones and other features within the public right of way.
1.3

Land Use Program

The Project Site is located north of Ocean Avenue, West of Frida Kahlo Way, Southwest of Riordan High
School and east of Plymouth Avenue as shown in Figure 1.0.

The project boundary includes

approximately 17.6 acres (Block 3180, Lot 190) as shown on Figure 1.1A. The proposed Project includes
the redevelopment of the Project Site into a mixed-use development including residential, community
room, limited retail, and parking. The proposed Project will also include public access areas and open
spaces as well as public and private streets which extend beyond the project boundary. The limits of
proposed improvements are shown in Figure 1.1B.
Overall the proposed Project will construct up to approximately 1,640,400 gross square feet (gsf) including
approximately 1,100 residential units, approximately 7,500 gsf of retail use, approximately 339,900 gsf of
parking, and approximately 10,000 gsf of daycare facilities.
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Table 1.1: Proposed Development Program Scenarios
Proposed Building Use

Preferred Development Program
1,100 total units

Residential

450 market-rate units
550 affordable units
100 townhomes

Retail

7,500 sf

Day Care

10,000 sf

Parking

339,900 sf

Public Open Space

4 acres

The land use program may be adjusted in the future provided that it remains within the limits analyzed
under the Project EIR. The Project utility demands and infrastructure requirements have been evaluated
based on the Development Program that results in the highest utility demand. Accordingly, future
adjustments are not anticipated to significantly change the overall Project utility demands or general
infrastructure requirements outlined in this Plan.
1.4

Property Acquisition, Dedication, and Easements

The mapping, dedication and acceptance of streets and other infrastructure improvements is anticipated
to occur through the subdivision mapping process. Except as otherwise noted, infrastructure described
in this Infrastructure Plan shall be constructed within the public right-of-way or dedicated easements to
provide for access and maintenance of infrastructure facilities. Existing and Proposed Property lines and
easements are shown on Figure 1.2A and Figure 1.2B respectively.
Public service easements will be allowed within the Project as necessary to provide infrastructure and
services to the Project and are subject to review and approval by the affected City agency. Proposed
public water, combined sewer, auxiliary water supply system (AWSS), and power easements benefitting
the San Francisco Public Utilities Commission (SFPUC) on the property will be reviewed on a case-by-case
basis. Full access for vehicles and equipment for the maintenance and repair of utility mains will be
provided. Public utilities within easements will be installed in accordance with applicable City regulations
for public acquisition and acceptance within public utility easement areas, including provisions for
maintenance access. Where improvement standards proposed herein differ from the City and County of
San Francisco Subdivision Regulations (Subdivision Regulations), such standards and infrastructure shall
2
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be subject to design modification or exception requests and reviewed by the affected City Agencies
during the Project Phase application or construction document approval process.
1.5

Project Datum

Elevations referred to herein, are based on the CCSF 2013 NAVD88 Vertical Datum.
1.6

Conformance with EIR/EIS & Entitlements

This Infrastructure Plan has been developed to be consistent with Project mitigation measures required
by the Draft Environmental Impact Report (EIR) and other entitlement documents. Regardless of the status
of their inclusion in this Infrastructure Plan, the mitigation measures of the EIR shall apply to the Project.
1.7

Applicability of Uniform Codes and Infrastructure Standards

The Infrastructure Plan is intended to comply with the current City of San Francisco Subdivision
Regulations. The Infrastructure Plan may be modified in the future to the extent that future modifications
are in accordance with the current City of San Francisco Subdivision Regulations and the DA. Approval of
future modifications will require approval from the relevant City agencies.
1.8

Master Utility Plans

Each publicly-owned or accepted infrastructure system described herein will be more fully described and
evaluated in Master Utility Plans (MUPs), which will be submitted to the City Agencies after approval of
the Infrastructure Plan. The MUPs provide detailed layouts and modeling of each infrastructure system.
The Infrastructure Plan is to be approved by the City Agencies as part of the DA approval processes.
Approval of this Infrastructure Plan does not imply approval of the MUPs, which will be approved after
DA execution and prior to the submittal of the Basis of Design.
1.9

Project Phasing

It is anticipated that the Project will be developed in two phases (Development Phase(s)) subject to the
approval process outlined in the DA.

See Figure 1.3.

Each Development Phase would include a

Development Parcel or Parcels and associated infrastructure and open space areas. Phased Improvements
are the street, access, utility and open space improvements necessary to accommodate development of
a particular Development Parcel or Parcels.
The parties acknowledge that certain improvements of the Infrastructure Plan, such as site preparation,
grading, soil compaction and stabilization, may be required or desired at an earlier stage of development
and in advance of such Phase Improvements. As described in the DA, the parties will cooperate in good
3
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faith in determining the scope and timing of such advance improvements, so as not to delay the
construction of Development Parcels and associated Phase Improvements, or affect the criteria for the
proportional scope of Phase Improvements.
1.10

Phases of Infrastructure Construction

The construction of infrastructure, as described in the Infrastructure Plan, Tentative Map and other Project
approvals, can be phased to serve the incremental build-out of the Project in accordance with the Project
approvals. Each phase of construction will result in a functioning infrastructure system. Phase
Improvements will be described in subsequent Improvement Plans and associated Public Improvement
Agreements or permits approved prior to filing a Final Map for the associated Development Parcels.
For each Development Parcel proposed for development, the associated adjacent and as needed
infrastructure to provide access and utilities to serve that development, such as streets, and improvements
therein and thereon, will be constructed. As described in the DA, adjacent infrastructure refers to
infrastructure that is necessary and near to and may share a common border or end point with the
proposed Development Parcel or Parcels.
The limits of the existing infrastructure to be demolished as well as conceptual layouts of the permanent
and/or temporary infrastructure systems for each Development Parcel will be provided as part of the
construction document submittals for that Development Parcel or Phase. Repairs and/or replacement of
the existing facilities necessary to serve the Development Parcel will be designed and constructed by the
Developer.
Where requested by Developer, and if the City Agency(s) with jurisdiction over the affected infrastructure
determines it is appropriate in connection with the phased development of the Project, portions of the
Phase Improvements may be constructed or installed as interim improvements to be owned and
maintained by the Developer. Interim improvements would be removed or abandoned, as determined
by the City Agency, when substitute permanent Phase Improvements are provided to serve a subsequent
Development Parcel. Infrastructure within the right of way will not be constructed in phases.
Demolition of existing Project area infrastructure and construction of each proposed Development Parcel
and associated Phase Improvements will impact site accessibility.

During construction of each

Development Parcel and associated Phase Improvements, interim access shall be provided and
maintained for emergency vehicles, subject to San Francisco Fire Department (SFFD) approval, as well as
4
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pedestrian access on at least one side of the street around the construction perimeter that is American
with Disabilities Act (ADA) compliant. Interim access to the existing parking will also be maintained and
coordinated between the Developer and City, as required.
At all phases of development prior to full build out, the Developer shall demonstrate to the City Agency
that functioning utility systems are in place at all times and comply with applicable City laws, codes and
regulations.
1.11

Operation and Maintenance

After formal acceptance of public infrastructure installed by the Developer, the City will be responsible
for maintenance of the infrastructure installed by the Developer, except as otherwise agreed to in writing
by the Developer and the City. A maintenance agreement, as required by the Public Improvement
Agreement (PIA), will be prepared in conjunction with the first phase of the Improvement Plans and may
be subject to a Major Encroachment Permit (MEP).
1.12

Companion Documents

The following attachment and appendices contain reference documents that are referenced by the
Infrastructure Plan:
•

Appendix A

Balboa Reservoir Design Standards and Guidelines, Chapter 5

•

Appendix B

Preliminary Geotechnical Report

•

Appendix C

SU-30 and WB-40 Design Vehicle Movements

•

Appendix D

Fire Engine and Fire Truck Turning Movements

•

Appendix E

Passenger Vehicle Turning Movements

•

Appendix F

Balboa Reservoir – Fire Flow Evaluation

•

Appendix G

“Balboa Reservoir Hydrologic and Hydraulic Modeling” memo by BKF

•

Appendix H Balboa Reservoir Design Standards and Guidelines, Sustainable
Neighborhoods Framework
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2.

SUSTAINABILITY

2.1

Sustainable Infrastructure
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The Balboa Reservoir Project includes sustainable design development through modern infrastructure
and attention to community health and prosperity. Improvements will comply with the City and County
of San Francisco and State sustainability requirements including Title 24 (Divisions 6 and 11) and The San
Francisco Green Building Code. A summary of the key sustainable infrastructure design strategies are as
follows:
Section 4 – Site Demolition
o

Recycle materials on-site where feasible.

Section 6 – Site Grading
o

Erosion and sedimentation control measures during construction will be implemented
consistent with an approved Erosion and Sediment Control Plan for the site during grading
and construction to protect and control runoff.

Section 6 – Street, Mobility, and Circulation Designs
o

New infrastructure and facilities to improve circulation and safely support all
transportation modes such as walking and cycling to regional transit hubs.

o

Establish an accessible neighborhood that prioritizes walking and biking.

o

New public bicycle and pedestrian paths to provide connection to open spaces to support
safety of bicycles and pedestrians.

o

Selection of street trees that support Site ecosystems.

Section 7 – Open Space and Parks
o

New parks and recreation facilities that will complement the existing surrounding
neighborhood and citywide open space network.

o

Selection of plants and trees that support Site ecosystems and habitats.

Section 9 – Low Pressure Water System
o

New reliable potable water system.

o

Use of water conservation fixtures.

Section 10 – Non-Potable Water System
o

Non-potable water system for toilet flushing and irrigation uses.

Section 11 – Auxiliary Water Supply System (AWSS)
12
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New AWSS to improve reliability of fire suppression systems and improve site resiliency
during a seismic event.

Section 13 – Stormwater Management System
o

Stormwater management controls included in the buildings, streets, and open spaces to
reduce runoff volume and rate affecting the City Combined Sewer System.

Section 14 – Dry Utility Systems
o

New power, gas and communication systems to serve the Development.

o

Refer to the DSG for discussion on photovoltaics and solar preheat systems on building
rooftops in accordance with the Better Roofs Ordinance and energy efficient equipment
and fixtures to reduce energy demands.

Refer to Chapter 4 of the Design Standards and Guidelines for a thorough discussion of the project’s
sustainability goals, standards and guidelines.
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SITE DEMOLITION

3.1

Scope of Demolition
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The Developer will be responsible for the demolition and deconstruction of all non-retained existing
buildings and infrastructure features. Demolition and deconstruction will include removal and disposal of
hardscape, landscape and utilities. The demolition limit of work consists of the existing surface parking
lot, earthen berm on the west side of the site, and road on the east side. Project demolition and grading
activities will comply with City Ordinance 175-91 for use of non-potable water for soil compaction and
dust control. Where feasible, concrete and asphalt pavements will be recycled and used on-site or made
available for use elsewhere. Soil removal associated with demolition activities will comply with the Project
environmental permit requirements.
As part of the vegetation grubbing and clearing operation, trees and other plant materials will be
removed, relocated or protected in placed, as required. Trees and plant materials removed as part of the
demolition process will be recycled by composting or similar methods for on-site uses associated with
the planting of new vegetation and erosion control to the extent feasible.
The Developer shall be responsible for providing for the infrastructure permanent improvements
proposed to replace the existing infrastructure in accordance with approved building and construction
permits issued by the City Agency. The extent of these improvements and associated demolition will be
finalized during the construction document approval process.
3.2

Phases of Demolition

Demolition will occur in one phase for the entire site. Demolition will staged to allow the existing utility
services, vehicular and pedestrian access areas, and landscaped spaces to remain in place as long as
possible and reduce disruption of existing uses on the site and adjacent facilities. Project demolition
activities will comply with City Ordinance 175-91 for use of non-potable water for soil compaction and
dust control. The project will also meet the minimum required construction recycling rates from City
Ordinance 27-06 for private projects. The project could also be required to meet a 75% diversion rate
required for City projects.
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GEOTECHNICAL CONDITIONS

4.1

Existing Site Geotechnical Conditions
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The site is currently owned by the San Francisco Public Utilities Commission and was originally planned
for use as a municipal water reservoir. Although the site was never used as a reservoir, the central portion
of the site was excavated down approximately 15 feet and an embankment approximately 30 feet tall was
constructed along the western and southern boundary. The southern embankment was removed in 2008,
and a new embankment was constructed along the eastern site boundary between 2008 and 2009. The
central, depressed portion of the site is currently occupied by an asphalt parking lot.
A preliminary geotechnical investigation was performed at the site by Rockridge Geotechnical, Inc.
(Rockridge) on January 3, 2017. The investigation consisted of advancing four borings to depths of
between 6 and 26 feet below ground surface (bgs) and advancing six cone penetrations tests (CPTs) until
practical refusal in very dense sand, which occurred at depths between 5 and 46 feet bgs.
The site is mapped in a zone of early-Pleistocene alluvium (Qoa) (Graymer, 2006). Based on the results
of the preliminary geotechnical investigation, the non-embankment portion of the site is underlain by a
deposit of medium dense to very dense silty sand with occasional clay interbeds, known locally as the
Colma formation. The Colma formation extends to a depth of at least 46 feet bgs at location CPT-6, the
maximum depth explored. The embankment consists of sand fill which was likely excavated onsite and
re-worked. Documentation of the embankment construction was not available; however, the results of
the preliminary investigation indicates that the fill appears to have been well-compacted and is generally
dense to very dense in consistency.
Free groundwater was not observed in the borings drilled for the preliminary investigation.

A

geotechnical investigation was previously performed in 2010 for a development on Phelan Loop
immediately southeast of the site. In that investigation, groundwater was encountered in one boring at
a depth of about 22 feet bgs, while a second boring drilled to 40 feet did not encounter groundwater.
4.2

Existing Site Geotechnical Constraints

Based on the results the preliminary geotechnical investigation, Rockridge concludes there are no major
geotechnical or geological issues that would preclude development of the site as proposed. The primary
geotechnical issues affecting the proposed development include site grading and support of the
proposed structures.
15
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Site Grading

Conceptual development plans include removing the western berm and raising grades across the
remainder of the site. In some areas, grades may be raised 20 feet or more. Even where fill is properly
placed and compacted, some minor settlement of the new fill is expected. During final design, the
anticipated settlement will be determined so the site improvements can be designed to accommodate
minor differential settlement. If necessary, building entrance slabs can be designed to accommodate
settlement of the fill and building utility connections can be designed with a flexible connection. These
and other approaches to manage site settlement will be reviewed during final design.
4.4

Foundations

Foundations should be designed to provide adequate foundation support and limit total and differential
settlements of the proposed buildings to acceptable levels.
4.5

Stormwater Infiltration

Conceptual development plans include incorporating infiltration facilities to manage stormwater runoff
from impervious surfaces.
4.6

Geotechnical Approaches
4.6.1 Site Grading Approach
Fill should be placed and compacted in accordance with the recommendations of the final
geotechnical report. In general, fill should consist of on-site soil or imported soil (select fill) that
is free of organic matter, contains no rocks or lumps larger than three inches in greatest
dimension, has a liquid limit of less than 40 and a plasticity index lower than 12, and is approved
by the Geotechnical Engineer. It is anticipated that the embankment material will meet these
criteria.
Where proposed buildings will span different fill thicknesses, the Geotechnical Engineer should
evaluate the need of overexcavating and recompacting in-place soil to reduce potential for
differential performance.
4.6.2 Foundation Approach
Rockridge preliminarily concluded the proposed buildings could be supported on shallow
foundations bearing on firm native soil or properly placed and compacted engineered fill.
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4.6.3 Stormwater Infiltration Approach
Where explored in the preliminary geotechnical investigation, the soil at the site primarily consists
of silty sand. The silty sand is anticipated to have moderate to high infiltration rates, depending
on the exact gradation and mineralogy of soil exposed at designated infiltration areas. Infiltration
facilities, including determination of infiltration rates, will be designed and constructed in
accordance with SFPUC standards.
4.7

Schedule for Additional Geotechnical Studies

Prior to starting final design of the new infrastructure, the Geotechnical Engineer should perform
additional borings/CPTs and prepare a final geotechnical report based on the supplemental field
investigation. The geotechnical report should provide information about the soil and groundwater
conditions at the site and include design-level recommendations regarding:
•

site seismicity and seismic hazards, including the potential for liquefaction and liquefactioninduced ground failure

•

the most appropriate foundation type for the proposed buildings

•

design criteria for the recommended foundation type, including vertical and lateral capacities

•

estimates of foundation settlement

•

lateral earth pressures (static and seismic) for design of below-grade walls

•

design groundwater level

•

subgrade preparation for floor slabs, pavements, and exterior concrete flatwork

•

flexible and rigid pavement design

•

site grading and excavation, including criteria for fill quality and compaction

•

temporary slopes

•

temporary shoring and underpinning of adjacent structures, if required

•

2016 San Francisco Building Code (SFBC) site class and design spectral response acceleration
parameters

•

soil corrosivity

•

construction considerations
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In addition, infiltration rates should be determined in accordance with SFPUC guidelines1 after the
locations of infiltration facilities have been finalized.

Approved infiltration testing methods for a

development of this size include “Large Pilot Infiltration Test (PIT)” and “Soil Grain Size Analysis”, as
appropriate.

1

Determination of Design Infiltration Rates for the Sizing of Infiltration‐based Green Infrastructure Facilities, April 2017
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SITE GRADING

5.1

Project Datum
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Site elevations, referred to herein are on the CCSF 2013 NAVD88, unless identified otherwise.
5.2

Existing Site Conditions

The existing grade within the Project Site slopes gradually north, south, and west, away from the roadway
to the north east with ground elevations ranging from approximately 315 feet elevation at the roadway
to approximately 292 feet elevation to the south of the existing berm. The northern border is bounded
by the track and field of Riordan High School with elevations between 315 and 325. The eastern border
is bounded by the City College of San Francisco (City College) parking lot and drive aisle with grades
varying between elevation 307 and 315. Along the southern border, there is a grade different of
approximately 10 feet at the termination of Lee Avenue with elevation change from 308 on the Project
Site to 298 at the termination of Lee Avenue. Mixed-use buildings border the south boundary. The
elevation differential is reduced at the southwest corner of the site at elevation 289 where it conforms to
the adjacent parcel. Along the western border, the site is bounded by and conforms to the existing grades
along the backyards of residences fronting Plymouth Ave with ground elevations ranging from 286 feet
to 320 feet in elevation. The existing site elevations are shown in Figure 5.1.
5.3

Site Geotechnical Constraints and Approaches

The Preliminary Geotechnical Report was prepared for the Project by Rockridge Geotechnical. Although
the site was intended to be used as a reservoir, it never fulfilled that purpose as it was converted into a
parking lot. The central of the portion of the site was excavated down approximately 15 feet and an
embankment approximately 30 feet tall was constructed along the west and east boundaries. The
southern embankment was removed in 2008 and a new embankment was constructed on the east
boundary between 2008 and 2009.
The Project Site sits on sufficiently dense soil which is able to resist liquefaction, and associated
manifestations such as settlement, loss of bearing capacity, sand boils, and lateral spreading.
Furthermore, as the soil above the groundwater table consists primarily of dense to very dense silty sand,
the Project Site is not susceptible to cyclic densification (also referred to as differential compaction).
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Project Grading Overview

The Developer will be responsible for the design and construction of the proposed grading for the Project.
Below is a description of the grading design for the different areas of the site. The proposed Project
conceptual grading plan is shown in Figure 5.2.
The Project is comprised of a street network with North Street, West Street, and South Street located as
described in their name and Lee Avenue occupying the eastern leg of the loop. The street network
connects to Ocean Avenue to the south via Lee Avenue and Frida Kahlo Way at the northeast via North
Street. Development areas are divided into Blocks with Block A and B south of South Street, Blocks C, D,
E, and F occupying the center, Block G to the north, and Block H and townhomes to the west.
Proposed grading for the Project raises the development area to approximate elevations of 299.6 feet to
315.5 feet at the center of the site. The street grades will slope generally to the southwest through a
private street into the existing SFPUC easement. The streets and sidewalks will be designed to provide
ADA compliant accessible pathways throughout the site and adjacent parcels. The proposed looped
street with interconnected open space and accessible pathways will be constructed to link San Ramon
Way and City College in the west-east direction and Ocean Avenue and North Street in the north-south
direction. Throughout the site longitudinal street grades less than 5 percent will be provided. Proposed
watershed boundaries are shown in Figure 5.3.
5.5

Proposed Grading Designs
5.5.1 Building Areas
Proposed finished floors will be set at highest adjacent grades. Project development and grading
designs will be developed to comply with the City requirements for ADA accessible paths of travel.
5.5.2 Proposed Roadways
Proposed slopes along public streets and private streets will be set at a maximum longitudinal
slope of 5 percent to provide ADA accessible pathways of travel without requiring handrails as
shown in Figure 5.2. The proposed public street system is designed in linear grading pattern from
north to south and generally east to west as illustrated in Figure 5.2. At conforms, the site conforms
or slopes down to the existing adjacent streets. Handrails will be provided for stairs and accessible
areas exceeding 5 percent, where required.
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At street intersections, grades will be designed at a maximum slope of 2% to provide an accessible
path of travel in crosswalks. In addition, vertical curves within the streets will be designed to both
begin and end outside the limits of the crosswalk areas.
5.5.3 Overland Release
The drainage design will be examined in the project's sewer, stormwater, and grading master plan
to ensure project designs contain the 100-year HGL below top of curb, consistent with the
requirements of the San Francisco Subdivision Regulations. If necessary to avoid any potential
adverse effects from overland release, stormwater will be detained onsite, including a variance
request to contain flows from the 100-year storm within the pipe network for the Project Site. The
proposed drainage system will route the 100-year runoff through the pipe network to the two
points of connection to the existing combined sewer in Ocean Avenue. See Figure 5.4.
5.6

Proposed Site Earthwork

The conceptual grading plan for the Project will require approximately 171,000 CY of gross earthwork.
To support grading activities, an Erosion and Sediment Control Plan (ESCP) will be submitted in parallel
with future grading permits. Grading in conjunction with site remediation efforts will be performed by
the Developer.
5.7

Cut/Fill Quantities

Approximate total quantity of soil to be exported is 56,000 CY. The remaining excavated material will be
reused on site to eliminate the need to import additional fill.
5.8

Phases of Grading Activities and Approvals

The Developer will grade the site based on the principle of adjacency and as-needed to facilitate a specific
proposed Development Phase and consistent with the requirements of the DA. The amount and location
of the grading proposed will be the minimum necessary to support the Development Phase. The new
Development Phase will conform to the existing grades as close to the edge of the Development Phase
area as possible while maintaining the integrity of the remainder of the Project.

Repairs and/or

replacement of the existing facilities necessary to support the proposed Development Phase will be
designed and constructed by the Developer. Interim grading will be constructed and maintained by the
Developer as necessary to maintain existing facilities impacted by proposed Development Phases. Project
grading activities will comply with City Ordinance 175-91 for use of non-potable water for soil compaction
and dust control.
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STREET, MOBILITY AND CIRCULATION DESIGNS

Balboa Reservoir’s street network will be comprised of short, walkable blocks that connect to the existing
neighborhoods, City College, and adjacent streets. The Project will prioritize pedestrian and bicycle safety
and access to the buildings, streets, and open spaces through careful consideration of transit and
transportation connections, accessibility, traffic calming measures, and on-street parking. The bicycle
network will provide safe and convenient access within the Project and connections to nearby Ocean
Avenue and Frida Kahlo Way. These facilities will be integral to the character of Balboa Reservoir’s streets.
The report makes reference to specific sections of Chapter 5 of the DSG which is included as Attachment A
to this report. The reviewer shall review both Chapter 6 of the Infrastructure Plan and Chapter 5 of the DSG
concurrently.
6.1

Plan Overview

As a pedestrian-priority development, the street network will provide safe and easy access to open spaces,
building entrances, and retail, with unique street types designed to the scale of the pedestrian experience.
A combination of traffic calming strategies will discourage unnecessary vehicle traffic and ensure that
internal traffic will be low-speed and low-volume. The public realm will be fully integrated with the design
and scale of the ground floor of the buildings.
6.2

Public Street Modes of Travel and Access
6.2.1 Pedestrian Circulation and Accessibility
Creating a safe, accessible, and comfortable pedestrian experience will be a priority on all streets,
with safe pedestrian street crossings and connections to open spaces and surrounding streets. All
of the proposed internal streets will have raised crosswalks which raise pedestrians slightly above
the adjoining vehicle traveled way and simultaneously providing a vehicle traffic calming measure.
Passenger loading and building servicing strategies will be designed to minimize conflicts
between pedestrians and vehicles, and to maximize the special street-life elements that create a
rich pedestrian experience.
The pedestrian network is further defined in Section 5.3 of the DSG.
6.2.2 Bicycle Circulation
The Project is dedicated to improving bicycle transportation throughout the area by providing
infrastructure for improved cyclist safety. Bicycle lanes of various class designations will be
26
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incorporated into the public streets throughout the site. Lee Avenue will accommodate the
majority of bicycle traffic traveling north and south through the site via Class II and Class IV bike
lanes providing a safe environment that separates bicycles from vehicular traffic and prioritizes
bicycle travel. Due to limited right-of-way and curb-to-curb widths, dedicated bike lanes cannot
be accommodated in North, South, and West Streets. These streets will incorporate Class III bike
routes. Figure 6.2 shows the conceptual strategy for bicycle facilities at a network scale. Refer to
Section 6.4 for specific street designs, bicycle facilities, and safety strategies.
The bicycle network and bikeway design guidelines are further defined in the DSG.
6.2.3 Vehicular Circulation and Intersections
All streets shall have two-way, low-volume, posted low-speed limit traffic circulation. Streets
should be designed for a 25 mph design speed and posted for 20 mph. Controlled intersections
are shown on Figures 6.5A – 6.5D. Alternate options for implementing mountable traffic circles at
the north and south ends of West Street are shown on Figure 6.5B2 and 6.5C2.
Refer to Section 5.14 of the DSG for additional information on traffic circle implementation.
All intersections shall adhere to City standards for signage and street markings. Where crosswalks
at uncontrolled intersections are proposed at Open Space connections, an appropriate
combination of traffic control strategies, including crosswalk markings, shall be employed to
maximize visibility and safe pedestrian crossing. Refer to Section 6.8 for more detailed information
on intersection design and controls.
The vehicle design guidelines are further defined in Section 5.3 of the DSG.
6.2.4 Fire Department Access
Based on the planning efforts undertaken during the initial meetings with the San Francisco Fire
Department, intersection radii, land widths, street widths from curb to curb, and right-of-way
layouts have been designed to accommodate fire truck turning movements at the Project
intersections shown in Appendix D. Per the SFFD requirements, intersections are designed to
accommodate the truck turning movements of the City of San Francisco 57-foot Articulated Fire
Truck (Fire Truck). Other emergency vehicles turning movements analyzed include the SFFD
Engine. The SFFD 57-foot Articulated Fire Truck shown in Figures D.6-D.9 was the most restricted
vehicle and thus was the basis for street layout designs. At intersection approaches and within
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intersections, the Fire Truck may encroach into the opposing vehicular travel lane to complete
turning movements, but a minimum of 7-feet of refuge area is provided for any cars within these
lanes. Appendix D shows enlargements of the fire truck turning movements for the San Francisco
57-foot Articulated Fire Truck at the site intersections.
Low pressure water system fire hydrant, stand pipe inlet, and auxiliary water supply system fire
hydrant layout is shown on Figure 6.8.
6.2.5 Parking, Loading, and Service
Parking, loading, and service will be distributed to minimize impact on the public realm pedestrian
experience. Passenger loading across the site will be accommodated in dedicated areas. Servicing
needs for Development Parcels will be accommodated on all streets in time-limited or dedicated
zones that will be either on-street or off-street. Commercial loading, trash pickup, mail drop-off
and residential move-in and move-outs will require careful coordination in an active pedestrian
environment. Loading and service areas are shown on Figure 6.9.
Refer to Section 5.12-5.16 of the DSG for more detailed information on parking, loading, and service.
6.2.6 Large Vehicle Access
All Project streets within the public right-of-way shall accommodate commercial vehicle
circulation. Access through the public right-of-way shall be designed for the SU-30 truck and
accommodate the WB-40 trucks. Refer to Appendix C for truck turning studies.
6.3

Public Street System

The Developer will be responsible for the design and construction of the public streets as shown on Figure
6.1. Improvements will generally include the following:
•

Pavement structural sections

•

Concrete curbs and gutters

•

Concrete sidewalk and curb ramps

•

Traffic control signage and striping

•

Traffic signal

•

Street chicane for traffic calming

•

Street lighting and pedestrian-scale lighting

•

Street landscaping and trees
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Stormwater management facilities (may include such methods as landscape strips, permeable
pavements, and bioretention areas)

•

Street furnishings (includes, but are not limited to, benches, trash cans and bike support facilities)

•

Accessible on-street passenger loading zones with adjacent street level passenger loading aisles
and curb ramps.

•

Accessible curb ramps

•

Accessible Pedestrian Signal (APS) at traffic signal

•

Raised crosswalks

•

Sidewalk bulb-outs

•

Class II, III, and IV bikeways

•

Enhanced Paving

•

Utility Clearance Requirements

•

Flashing Beacon

Approval of and responsibility for maintenance and liability for non-standard facilities, if any, shall be as
described in the DA.
Refer to Chapter 5 of the DSG for additional information on Streetscape and landscape improvements.
6.3.1 Public Street Layout and Parcelization
A system of street and parcel numbers has been created to facilitate planning and design
coordination and is shown on Figure 6.1. The new grid network of public streets includes two
streets oriented north to south: the Lee Avenue and West Street. Lee Avenue will conform to the
existing dead-end street just north of Ocean Avenue. Property frontage improvements will result
in partial renovation of the existing City College parking lots to the east. North Street and South
Street will be oriented east to west. North Street will tie into Frida Kahlo Way at a new intersection.
The existing intersection just north of North Street will be closed.
6.3.2 Roadway Dimensions
Street widths—curb to curb—are designed to accommodate emergency access, utility clearances,
bicycle facilities, passenger loading and building servicing, and vehicular access throughout the
site. Typical vehicular travel lanes within streets will range from 10-feet to 13-feet in width. Travel
lanes are measured from the face of curb or outside edge of bicycle facilities. All streets will
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provide for two-way traffic and fire access, with street widths varying from a minimum of 26-feet
to 40-feet. Additional roadway dimension information at intersections is shown in Figure 6.5A-D
and detailed cross section information is shown on the utility cross section exhibits in Figures
8.2A-G.
6.4

Public Street Network and Hierarchy

The Balboa Reservoir street network will include several street types with distinctive character, traffic
speed, and street-life elements – site furniture, street trees, special paving, and understory planting that
combine with active ground floor uses to enrich the pedestrian experience.
Refer to Chapter 5.3 of the DSG for detailed information about the public street network and hierarchy.
6.4.1 Street Zones and Designs
The streets will contribute to a varied public realm while satisfying above- and under-ground
infrastructure needs at the Project. Proposed streets shall conform to the Subdivision Regulations.
The public right-of-way must be open to the sky with the exception of permitted landscape and
street-wall encroachments per the DSG, and publicly accessible at all times unless subject to
maintenance, operations, security and safety rights, or closure by Master Developer for events.
Street closure by Master Developer or others shall be subject to all applicable City permitting and
authorizations.

Ownership and maintenance and liability for streetscape elements and

encroachments shall be addressed as set forth in the DA including, but not limited to nonstandard design features, such as lighting, stormwater gardens, and other stormwater treatments.
6.5

Components of Public Streets
6.5.1 Curb Heights
The curb heights shall be 6-inches unless at a raised crosswalk where they are reduced to 4-inches.
6.5.2 Paving
Final pavement design for the roadway sections will be designed for the anticipated traffic load
and equivalent single axial loads (ESAL) for a design life coordinated with the City Agency per the
terms of the DA. See Figure 6.7 for pavement surfaces.
The Pedestrian Throughway defined on each street shall be an accessible path of travel that is
unobstructed by non-ADA-compliant paving or material treatments. Paving and built-in site
elements shall be comprised of high-quality materials and finishes that are durable to withstand
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high-intensity use. All material textures in designated clear path of travel and accessible use areas
shall be ADA-compliant.
Refer to Section 5.9 of the DSG for street paving materials.
6.5.3 Street Planting
Planting will function ecologically to help achieve the Project’s goals for sustainability and
contribute to a healthy environment. Composition and distribution of a diverse, adapted urban
forest, stormwater gardens, and planted areas will create a resilient ecological framework to shape
varied sensory experiences across the site and urban habitat.
Refer to Section 5.5 and 5.8 of the DSG for more detailed information about the public street trees
and planting palette respectively.
6.5.4 Sustainable Water Strategies
The Project’s landscape and building systems will work together and be designed to conserve, reuse, and filter water. Site hydrology will be intertwined with daily life in a unique and systematic
way, with stormwater management gardens that are a part of the public experience in every
streetscape and open space. Irrigation is an essential element of plant health and should be
considered as part of the site hydrology strategy.
6.5.5 Lighting
Lighting will be an important component of nighttime identity, experience, and safety. Lighting of
special, unique character should reinforce key pedestrian routes along the streetscapes. SFPUC
acceptable lighting fixtures will work together to create a warm, inviting, and safe nighttime
environment. Energy efficient LED street lighting will also be designed to limit light pollution
within the streets.
6.5.5.1

Lighting Design Intent

Lighting design intent shall follow IES-RP8, Illuminating Engineering Society standards
appropriate to the subject street type. Metal finishes and colors shall be coordinated with
other site furnishings and building color palette.
6.5.5.2

Location

All street lights shall be located within the furnishing zone per SF Better Streets Plan.
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Fixtures

Light fixtures within the ROW shall comply with SFPUC guidelines and shall be selected
from the SFPUC catalogue of acceptable fixtures.
6.5.5.4

Scale of Light Fixtures

Lighting shall satisfy functional needs of auto circulation but also be scaled to the
pedestrian and bicycle experience. Lighting shall be coordinated with the design of the
open space lighting, and glare shall not be created at eye level.
Refer to Section 5.11 of the DSG for additional information on public street lighting.
6.5.6 Accessible Loading
Loading zones for vehicular and paratransit loading and unloading will be distributed across the
site to enable access to all Development Parcels and open spaces, with priority given to significant
pedestrian connections. See Figure 6.9. Proposed configurations for loading stalls are described
for integration with DPW-Standard Curb, 6-inches typical.
Refer to Sections 5.12-5.15, of the DSG for detailed information about the accessible loading zones.
6.5.7 Utility, Driveway, and Streetscape Coordination
The project will ensure that locations of above-grade utility structures, where provided, are
coordinated with streetscape elements. These locations shall be coordinated with tree spacing to
ensure City Standards are applied to the greatest extent possible. Driveway locations shall be
coordinated with placement of streetscape elements.
Refer to Sections 5.4 and 5.7 of the DSG for additional information on streetscape coordination.
Full-street cross-sections with utilities are shown in Figures 8.2A-8.2F in Section 8
6.6

Traffic Calming

As part of the pedestrian and bicycle focused development plan, traffic calming elements are proposed
to improve non-vehicular traffic safety and access. Proposed traffic calming elements for the Project
street rights-of-way are identified in Figure 6.3 and include raised crosswalks, chicanes, bulb-outs,
narrowed lane widths to accommodate bicycle infrastructure.
Refer to Section 5.6 of the DSG for additional information traffic calming strategies.
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6.6.1 Raised Mid-Block Crosswalks
Raised mid-block pedestrian crosswalks are proposed along all streets except the portion of North
Street east of Lee Avenue. At raised crosswalk locations, the street pavement areas will be raised
as much as 3.5-inches to reduce the adjacent curb heights to 4-inches and will change paving
material for a more effective visual cue to motorists. Final grades are dependent on overland
release studies.
Where raised crossings are proposed, striped continental crosswalks shall be provided unless the
project elects to use decorative crosswalk treatments that comply with the 2014 SFMTA Crosswalk
Guidelines and required review. Any potential decorative crosswalks or ground mural require
approval from SFMTA and must be in accordance with FHWA regulations. Proposed decorative
treatments shall meet ADA standards for slip-resistance. Each mid-block crossing will also have a
Rectangular Rapid Flashing Beacon (RRFB). The design for these crosswalks will be coordinated
with and are subject to the approval of the SFPUC, SFDPW, the SFMTA, and the San Francisco Fire
Department (SFFD).

Refer to Section 5: Site Grading for additional information about Project

grading and overland release requirements. Raised crossing configurations are shown on Figure
6.4A-E.
The Developer or HOA will be responsible for maintenance and restoration of the street pavement
sections, including pavement markings, within the raised crosswalk. Designs will incorporate
measures to minimize maintenance and reduce the potential for dirt, silt and other debris to settle
within the crosswalks.
6.6.2 Street Chicane
A chicane is integrated at the northern end of West Street to calm traffic and reduce vehicle speeds
approaching and departing from the intersection at North Street and West Street. The chicane
offset is 8-feet and maintains a 12.5-foot travel lane consistent with the land widths of West Street.
Layout of the chicane is shown on Figure 6.5B.
6.6.3 Intersection Bulb-Outs
Bulb-outs have been incorporated at all intersections. These locations are expected to have a high
concentration of pedestrian traffic. Bulb-outs will narrow driving lanes, create a shorter pedestrian
crossing, make pedestrians more visible to motorists and require vehicles to reduce speeds. The
final design for the bulb-outs will be coordinated with the SFMTA, SFDPW, SFPUC, and the SFFD.
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Bulb-out improvements will be constructed if the designs can meet the City Agency’s
requirements for overland drainage release, utility clearances, and accessibility for persons with
disabilities. Overland release at these locations will be studied in the Sewer, Stormwater and
Grading Master Utility Plan. Typical intersection bulb-out details are shown on Figures 6.5A-D.
6.7

Off-Site Traffic Signalization

The Developer will be responsible for design and construction funding, either as partial contribution or
in full, of traffic signal modifications or new traffic signals, as well as striping. Where possible, the electrical
service for traffic signals will be located within the joint trench (see Section 17). Traffic signals shall be
designed by and constructed to the specifications of the SFMTA and SFDPW. Relocation of the traffic
signal will require approval by the SFMTA Board of Directors. If determined feasible, planned off-site
intersection improvements include, but may not be limited to the following:
6.7.1 Frida Kahlo Way and North Street Intersection
A new signalized intersection will be constructed at the proposed intersection of North Street and
Frida Kahlo Way. The existing signalized intersection at the northern access road to the existing
surface parking lot will be removed. See Figure 6.6 for the proposed intersection geometry.
6.8

On-Site Traffic Controls

Traffic calming and stop-controlled intersections, rather than signalization, are the primary strategy for
on-site traffic control. Stop signs will be added at all intersections, with final locations to be determined
by traffic sight distance requirements and coordination with the City. If implemented, stop signs on city
streets will require legislation from SFMTA Board and traffic calming may also require SFMTA Board
and/or public hearing.
6.9

Public Transportation System

No public transportation is envisioned within the Project Site. The site is not being designed to
accommodate large passenger buses, which includes both large public buses and private transportation
buses. However the site is located within a 1/4 mile of bus and streetcar service and less than 1 mile from
the Balboa BART Station.
6.10

SFMTA Infrastructure

Where required, the following list of infrastructure items includes items to be owned, operated and
maintained by the SFMTA within public right-of-ways:
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•

Signals and Signal Interconnects, including Muni Bus Prioritization signals

•

TSP signal preempt detectors

•

Conduit containing TSP signal cables

•

Shelters (Via Vendor)

•

Paint – poles and asphalt delineating coach stops

•

Asphalt painting for transit lanes

•

Departure prediction (“NextBus”) monitors and related communications equipment

•

Bicycle racks

•

Crosswalk striping, except for areas with a raised crosswalk or with painted concrete special
striping or other special decorative treatment

6.11

•

Bike lane and traffic striping

•

APS/Pedestrian crossing signals

•

Street, traffic and parking signs

•

Parking meters

•

Colored curbs

•

Rectangular Rapid Flash Beacon (RRFB)

Acceptance and Maintenance of Street Improvements

Upon acceptance of the new and/or improved public streets by the Board of Supervisors, responsibility
for the operation and maintenance of the roadway and streetscape elements will be designated to the
appropriate City Agency as defined in the City of San Francisco Municipal Code and related ordinances,
and the Project DA.

Conflicts between proposed public utility infrastructure and the surface

improvements proposed as part of the Project, including but not limited to dedicated transportation
routes, trees, bulb-outs, and medians, shall be minimized in the design of the infrastructure and surface
improvements. The City Agency responsible for said utility infrastructure will review all proposals for
surface improvements above proposed public utility infrastructure on a case-by-case basis to ensure that
future access for maintenance is preserved. Stormwater management infrastructure installed as part of
the streetscape to meet the Stormwater Management Requirements and Design Guidelines (SMR) will be
maintained by the Master Developer and/or City Agency subject to the terms of the Project DA. The
SFPUC will maintain stormwater controls located in the public ROW that receive stormwater runoff from
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the public ROW only. Parcel developer or Master HOA will be required to maintain any stormwater control
that manages private parcel runoff, or a blend of private parcel and public ROW runoff.
As outlined in the DA, the Master Developer will be responsible for maintenance and restoration of the
non-standard materials and design features, including decorative paving and hardscape elements, as well
as specific streetscape elements and encroachments. Restoration will include replacement of the
pavement markings within areas with non-standard materials.
6.12

Phasing of New Roadway Construction

All new public roadways will be constructed in Phase 1.
6.13

Lee Avenue Right-of-Way

On the east side of the proposed 72-foot wide Lee Avenue right-of-way, approximately 11-feet of land
needs to be dedicated from City College. At this time, the developer and City are negotiating this land
dedication with City College. Should the land dedication not occur, the Lee Avenue street cross section
would need to be revised to fit within a narrower 61-foot wide right-of-way. The alternate street cross
section for Lee Avenue is shown on Figure 6.10.
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OPEN SPACE AND PARKS

The proposed Project will provide approximately 4.0 acres of publicly accessible open space. The
following is a summary of the major components of the open space network. See Figure 7.1 for an
overview of the Open Space System and the corresponding DSG Open Space section for a detailed
description. These improvements are intended to extend the connection from San Ramon Way to City
College, and create a connection from the SFPUC easement south of the project to the centralized public
open space.

The Developer’s infrastructure obligations include the design, construction, and

maintenance of the open space and park improvements. Key components of the open space program
area are described below.
Refer to Chapter 6 of the Balboa Reservoir DSG for detailed information about the open space design.
7.1

Proposed Open Space and Parks to be built by Developer

Open space to be built by the Developer shall be substantially completed consistent with the following
schedule:

7.2

Reservoir Park

2.0 acres

Phase 1

PUC Open Space

1.2 acres

Phase 2

Paseos

0.8 acres

Phase 1 and 2

Phasing, Ownership, Operation, and Maintenance

New open space and parks system will be constructed in phases to match the Phases of the Project and
as depicted on the Phasing Plan, Figure 1.3. The Phase will connect to the existing open space and parks
as close to the edge of the Phase area as possible where a logical transition line can be established within
the open space improvement features.
Reservoir Park and the Paseos will be owned and maintained by the Master Homeowner’s Association.
The SFPUC is and will remain the property owner of the Retained Fee and will issue a revocable license to
the Developer and later, to any assignee homeowner’s association, to allow for construction,
management, and operations of the planned flexible public open area.
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The Project proposes to install public utility systems, including the combined sewer system, low pressure
water (LPW) system, auxiliary water supply system (AWSS), and dry utility systems. Ownership,
maintenance, and acceptance responsibilities of utility infrastructure will be documented in the DA.
8.2

Utility Layout and Separation Criteria

Utility main layout and separations will be designed in accordance with the Subdivision Regulations and
SFPUC Utility Standards. Utility main separation requirements are presented in Figure 8.1 Utility
Separation Criteria.
8.3

Conceptual Utility Layout

The Project utility layout is designed to connect the proposed Project utility infrastructure to the existing
adjacent public utility infrastructure facilities. The proposed LPW system, shown on Figure 9.1, will be a
looped system and have two connections to the existing SFPUC LPW system on Frida Kahlo Way and
Ocean Avenue. The proposed AWSS, shown on Figures 11.1A and B, will have a single connection point
to the existing AWSS at the intersection of Ocean Avenue and Lee Avenue. The Project studied the
feasibility of installing a second AWSS connection through the SFPUC property at the southwest corner
of the project (Block 318 Lot 192) to create a looped system but was deemed infeasible by SFPUC. The
proposed combined sewer system, shown on Figure 12.1, will have two connections to the existing SFPUC
combined sewer system in Ocean Avenue via Lee Avenue and the SFPUC property.
8.4

Utility Layout and Clearance Design Modifications and Exceptions

Due to constraints within the Project Site, design modifications and exceptions to standard sizing, spacing,
and locations of utilities may be requested. A design modification and exception request to utility
standards and requirements is subject to the review and approval by the department with authority over
each utility. The combined sewer system, LPW system, and AWSS design modifications and exceptions
receive authorization per the process outlined in the Subdivision Regulations. Potential locations for the
design modifications and exceptions will be identified in the future. Approval of this Infrastructure Plan
does not constitute authorization of utility-related design modifications and exceptions.
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Potable water service will be provided by a water supply, storage, transmission, and distribution system
that is metered with back flow preventers operated by the SFPUC. The proposed Project will connect to
the SFPUC’s Low Pressure Water (LPW) system for domestic supply and fire protection. The existing LPW
system within the project vicinity includes 8 and 12-inch diameter distribution pipelines and low pressure
fire hydrants within Frida Kahlo Way and Ocean Avenue. Existing potable water and fire protection
infrastructure near the Project Site are located along Frida Kahlo Way and on Lee Avenue.
Fire hydrant flow information was obtained for the 12-inch main in Ocean Avenue and the 8-inch main
in Frida Kahlo Way. Both of these mains are located within the Sutro Pressure Zone.
Static Pressure (psi)
Residual Pressure (psi)
Observed Flow (gpm)
Available Flow at 20 psi (gpm)
9.2

12-inch Main in Ocean Ave
80
62
1,197
2,290

8-inch Man in Frida Kahlo Way
69
51
947
1,630

Proposed Low Pressure Water System
9.2.1 Project Water Supply
In accordance with the California Water Code, SFPUC is preparing a Water Supply Assessment for
the proposed Project. The Water Supply Assessment was approved by the SFPUC Commission on
May 28, 2019.
9.2.2 Project Water Demands
The proposed Project water demands are summarized in Table 9.1 below. The Project’s water
demands have been calculated using the SFPUC’s Non-Potable Water Program District Scale water
calculator. The proposed Project will include building-based recycled water treatment plants in
certain buildings that will divert, treat and reuse graywater (and potentially rainwater) for nonpotable uses within the project, such as toilet flushing and irrigation. The annual non-potable
water demand will be calculated as part of the master utility plan once the final system is
determined.
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Fire Flows

The required fire flows will be according to Appendix B of the California Fire Code and
approved by SFFD. Fire flows are based on the building area and the type of construction.
The proposed buildings will be Type I-A, II-A and V-A construction. See Appendix F for
Fire Flow Evaluation which presents the CFC required fire flow for each building.
Table 9.1. Water Demands
Annual Potable Water Demand

39,543,600 gpy

Project Potable Water Demands
Design Scenario

Demand

Domestic Average Day Demand (ADD)

108,300 gpd

Maximum Day Demand (MDD) = 1.2 x ADD

130,000 gpd

Peak-Hour Demand (PHD) = 2.65 x ADD

287,000 gpd

Required Fire-Flow2 (FF) = 1,500 gpm x 4 hours

360,000 gpd

Maximum Potable Water Demand
(Maximum Day Demand + Required Fire Flow)

490,000 gpd

9.2.3 Project Water Distribution System
The proposed Project will include the design and construction of the proposed LPW system by
the Developer. The proposed LPW system will be owned and maintained by the SFPUC upon
completion and acceptance of the improvements. The proposed LPW system is depicted on Figure
9.1. The proposed LPW system pipeline sizes will be verified by the PUC’s review of the hydraulic
modeling in the Low Pressure Water Master Plan (LPWMP) that will be prepared after Project
approvals.
The project will connect to the existing 12-inch LPW line in Ocean Avenue and the existing 8-inch
line in Frida Kahlo Way. The Project will install new 12-inch LPW lines in the new proposed streets
while meeting the necessary separation requirements to other utilities and proposed
improvements as outlined in Section 10. The vertical and horizontal separation distances to other
utilities will be consistent with the requirements outlined in Title 22 of the California Code of

2

The required fire flow will be determined by SFFD based on final building areas and construction type.
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Regulations, the SFDPW Subdivision Regulations and the State of California Department of Health
Services Guidance Memorandum 2003-02. The typical utility cross sections for each street are
depicted on Figures 8.2A-G.
SFPUC will perform the required disinfections of new mains and connections to existing mains at
the Developer’s cost.
9.2.4 Low Pressure Water Design Criteria
The proposed LPW system will be designed to maintain a minimum system pressure of 20 psi and
a maximum velocity of 14 fps during MDD plus Fire Flow design scenario. The LPW system will
also maintain 40 psi minimum residual pressure and 8 fps maximum velocity during PHD. The
proposed LPW system will be modeled in the LPWMP to confirm the proposed system meets the
pressure and flow requirements in each design scenario.
9.2.5 Proposed Fire Hydrant Locations
The LPW system will be the secondary fire water supply for the Project Site. The proposed LPW
fire hydrants will have a maximum radial separation of 300-feet between hydrants, or as specified
in Appendix C of the California Fire Code. Additionally, the LPW hydrants will be placed within
100-feet of building fire department connections. The proposed LPW fire hydrant locations are
depicted on Figure 9.2A. The required fire flow will provide adequate fire protection for new and
reuse construction per Appendix B of the California Fire Code. The project will coordinate with the
SFFD for the final locations of new LPW fire hydrants within the Project.
9.2.6 Proposed Fire Department Standpipe Outlets
As shown on Figure 9.2B, fire department standpipe outlets will be provided on the exterior of the
buildings. The outlets will be connected to the building sprinkler system and will provide a location
where the fire department can connect a hose and provide hose coverage to the sides of the
buildings.
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NON-POTABLE WATER SYSTEM

In September 2012, the City and County of San Francisco adopted the Non-Potable Water Ordinance
(NPO) allowing the collection, treatment, and use of alternative water sources for non-potable
applications.

In October 2013, the ordinance was amended to allow district-scale water systems

consisting of two or more building sharing a non-potable water system. The ordinance was further
amended in July 2015 to mandate the installation of onsite non-potable water systems in new
developments 250,000 sf or more (the “Non-Potable Water Ordinance”, Ordinance 109-15 – Mandatory
Use of Alternate Water Supplies in New Construction).
The Project will comply with the NPO per the terms of the DA.
10.1

Existing Non-Potable Water System

The City’s non-potable water system does not currently extend to or serve the Project Site. The City does
not have existing non-potable water facilities within the vicinity of the Project Site.
10.2

Proposed Non-Potable Water System

The Project will either implement parcel-based graywater reuse systems or a district wide non-potable
water system to comply with the City’s Non-Potable Water Program. The decision between parcel-based
or district-wide system will be made prior to construction of Phase 1 and documented in the Water
System Masterplan. For the potential district wide system, the Project would only consider distributing
non-potable water between adjacent market-rate buildings and landscape areas. The Project is not
considering installing non-potable water infrastructure within the public right-of-ways.
Graywater from the residential showers, bathroom sinks and bathtubs will be collected and stored in a
tank for treatment and reuse. The non-potable water will be reused for toilet flushing and landscape
irrigation. The Project is not considering collecting and treating blackwater.
10.3

Non-Potable Water System Phasing

The new NPW system will be installed as-needed to facilitate a specific proposed Development Phase.
The amount and location of the proposed NPW system installed will be the minimum necessary to
support the Development Phase. Each phase will be operational prior to occupancy of proposed buildings
to be constructed as a part of that phase. The Operator of the NPW distribution system will be responsible
for the new, phased NPW facilities once construction of the improvements is complete.
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For each Development Phase, the Developer will provide the City a Non-Potable Water Utility Report
describing and depicting the existing NPW infrastructure and the proposed phased improvements and
demonstrate that the Development Phase will provide the required pressure and flow.
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The SFPUC, in cooperation with the SFFD, owns and operates the Auxiliary Water Supply System (AWSS).
The AWSS is a high pressure, non-potable water distribution system dedicated to fire suppression
specifically designed for reliable operation after a major seismic event. The existing AWSS system within
the vicinity of the project includes a 20-inch diameter main in Ocean Avenue.
11.2

AWSS Regulations and Requirements

The proposed Project will meet the fire protection requirements established by the SFFD to meet their
City-wide objectives for fire protection following a seismic event. This includes the extension and
installation of AWSS facilities to and within the Project. The proposed AWSS facilities will be located in
the proposed streets that are within the public right-of-way, as approved by the SFPUC.
The AWSS facilities will be placed with vertical and horizontal separation distances to other utilities as
shown in Section 8.
11.3

Proposed AWSS Infrastructure

The proposed Project will install new AWSS facilities within the Project, extending and connecting to the
existing AWSS main in Ocean Avenue.
The project shall provide a single point of connection to the existing AWSS main in Ocean Avenue. Two
valves will be installed on the existing AWSS line in Ocean Ave on both sides of the new connection. The
alignment will run north on Lee Avenue, west on North Street, south on West Street, and east on South
Street and connect back to the main in Lee Avenue creating a loop within the Project Site. This option
has been deemed the most feasible option to supply AWSS to the Project Site.
The proposed Project will design and install the new AWSS facilities in a single phase consistent with the
Project Phasing Plan. The proposed 20-inch pipeline will be earthquake resistant ductile iron pipe
material. The Project will also install AWSS fire hydrants, at a maximum spacing of 500 feet, at locations
determined by the SFPUC and SFFD. The proposed AWSS facilities for both options, including proposed
hydrant locations, are depicted on Figure 11.1.
The SFPUC will be responsible for maintenance of existing AWSS facilities. The SFPUC will be responsible
for the new AWSS facilities once construction of a new AWSS facility is complete and accepted by the
SFPUC. Impacts to improvements installed with previously constructed portions of the Development due
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to the designs of subsequent blocks will be the responsibility of the Developer and will be addressed
prior to approval of construction documents for each subsequent block. The SFPUC and SFFD will provide
flow and pressure capacities of the existing AWSS that the proposed AWSS will connect to.
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12.1.1 Existing Conditions
The existing conditions within the Project Site consists of a parking lot that is used under contract
by City College which is enclosed by three sides of the old Balboa Reservoir embankments. The
Project Site is roughly 75% impervious. The site is adjacent to the City College Multi-Use Building
built in 2010 and has private sanitary sewer and stormwater pipelines that collect and discharge
the wastewater into a 27-inch combined sewer gravity pipeline located at the dead end segment
of Lee Avenue.
12.1.2 Existing Drainage Area
The Project is comprised of one stormwater watershed defined by the existing topography in
Figure 5.1 of the Project Site. The stormwater runoff on the raised side of the East reservoir
embankment is collected in the private storm drain inlets located behind the City College MultiUse Building, and the lower parking lot drains to the South West corner of the site.
12.1.3 Existing Sewer Demands
The existing sewer demands on the Project Site are at a minimum as there is only the existing City
College building present in the nearby lot.
12.1.4 Existing Combined Sewer System
There is an existing 30-inch diameter combined sewer main in Frida Kahlo Way that flows south
into a 3-foot by 4.5-foot concrete sewer at the intersection with Ocean Avenue. It then runs west
along Ocean Avenue to the intersection of Lee Avenue, where it transitions to a 2-foot by 3-foot
concrete sewer and continues west down Ocean Avenue. There is also a private 8-inch sewer line
on the west side of the City College Multi-Use Building which connects to the 27-inch combined
sewer in Lee Avenue and which discharges into the 2-foot by 3-foot concrete sewer in Ocean
Avenue.
12.2

Proposed Combined Sewer System
12.2.1 Proposed Sewer Demands
The proposed Project estimated sewer flow assumes a return of 95% on the indoor potable water
demand and 100% on the indoor non-potable water for the Average Day Demands. The potable
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and non-potable water demand calculations associated with the proposed Project are estimated
using the SFPUC’s Non-Potable Water Program District Scale Water Calculator.
Project Sewage Generation
Design Scenario

Demand

Average Dry Weather Flow (ADWF)

102,900 gpd

Peak Dry Weather Flow (PDWF) = 3 x ADWF

308,700 gpd

12.2.2 Proposed Stormwater Flows
Runoff from the Project Site is divided in to two main watersheds as shown on Figure 12.2. Runoff
from both of these watersheds will be conveyed by the new combined sewer system to the
existing system in Ocean Avenue. Due to existing capacity limitations in the Ocean Avenue
combined sewer system, the proposed Project will not increase peak stormwater discharge from
the project site during the 5-year, 3-hour and 100-year, 3-hour storm events as a requirement of
the SFPUC for project implementation. Onsite detention and retention will be provided to limit
the peak discharge to existing conditions.
The approximate existing 5-year and 100-year peak flows for each watershed are listed below:
Area (acre)

5-year Flow (cfs)

100-year Flow (cfs)

Western Watershed

14.3

8.5

9.4

Eastern Watershed

11.3

17.2

28.8

12.2.3 Proposed Combined Sewer Capacity and Design Criteria
Design criteria, pipe sizes and flow velocities will conform to the requirements of the San Francisco
Subdivision Regulations and the San Francisco Public Works Standard Specifications and Plans,
subject to SFPUC review and approval.
12.2.4 Proposed Combined Sewer System
The wastewater and stormwater from the Project will be collected and conveyed by a proposed
combined sewer system. The proposed combined sewer system is depicted on Figure 12.1. The
combined sewer system will be designed and constructed by the Developer. The combined sewer
design will be reviewed and approved by the SFPUC. The proposed combined system will consist
of a diameter pipe size to be finalized in the MUP and to convey sanitary sewer and stormwater
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by gravity to existing 24-inch and 27-inch pipes connecting to the combined sewer facilities in
Ocean Avenue.
Prior to initiation of detailed design, the Developer will conduct inspections of these existing
connection pipes and SFPUC will determine if the pipes require repair or replacement by the
Developer. As appropriate, the project's sewer and stormwater master plan may also contemplate
flows from other entitled projects connecting in the future Lee Avenue.
12.2.5 Pipe Material
HDPE will be the pipe material proposed by the Developer pending approval by the San Francisco
Public Utilities Commission, Collection System Division.
12.2.6 Combined Sewer Construction and Phasing
The new combined sewer system will be installed with Phase 1 of the improvements which
includes the street improvements and infrastructure to serve the entire project.
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The existing site is approximately 76.2% impervious, mostly covered in asphalt pavement. The existing
site drains to the City’s combined sewer system that drains to the Oceanside Water Pollution Control
Plant which discharges to the Pacific Ocean.
13.2

Proposed Stormwater Management System
13.2.1 San Francisco Stormwater Management Requirements and Design Guidelines
The Project is located in a combined sewer area and is subject to the Combined Sewer Area
Performance Requirements of the San Francisco Stormwater Management Requirements (SMR).
A Sewer, Stormwater and Grading Master Utility Plan will be provided prior to the submittal of the
Basis of Design and the Improvement Plans. Since the site was previously more than 50%
impervious, the Project must reduce from the existing condition the runoff rate and volume of
stormwater going into the combined system for the 2-year, 24-hour design storm. The
Developer’s Infrastructure obligations include the design and construction of the proposed
stormwater management system. Typically, the SMR require projects to reduce runoff rate and
volume of stormwater by 25% each.
Due to existing capacity limitations in the Ocean Avenue combined sewer system, the Project may
not increase the peak discharge to the Ocean Avenue sewer system in the 5-year, 3-hour and 100year, 3-hour storm events. Additional onsite detention and retention (above what is required to
the SMR) will be provided to limit the peak discharge to existing conditions.
13.2.2 Proposed Site Conditions and Baseline Assumptions
The Project includes public streets, parks and plaza open space areas, and Private Development
Parcels. The Project will be designed to integrate Low Impact Development (LID) elements with
stormwater best management practices (BMPs) to create a sustainable environment at the site
and achieve compliance with the SMR. Stormwater BMPs considered for the Project include flowthrough planters, bioretention areas, rain gardens and infiltration galleries to manage and reduce
stormwater runoff prior to discharging to the public combined sewer system.
Public streets will consist of at-grade streets with a combination of landscape strips, tree wells,
and flow-through planters. Reservoir Park will include landscape strips, tree wells, and centralized
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bioretention areas. Brighton Paseo, San Ramon Paseo, West Street, North and South Paseo will
likely include either bioretention areas or infiltration galleries, or a combination of both.
Development parcels covered entirely with podium structures will include a combination of flowthrough planters, landscape planters, tree wells, and pedestrian pathways.
13.2.3 Private Parcel Stormwater Management Design Concepts
The SMR requires the Project to implement BMPs to reduce the flow and volume of runoff from
the Project Site. To be included with the Stormwater Management Master Plan, a process flow
diagram illustrating the limits of the drainage management areas (DMAs), location of runoff
discharge to existing combined sewer system, and existing combined sewer system will be
developed to illustrate compliance with the SMR.
The conceptual stormwater management plan for the Project includes DMAs with either localized
or centralized management facilities. Localized stormwater management occurs in DMAs that are
able to direct surface runoff to BMPs that are sized to manage stormwater runoff from impervious
areas per the given design storm event. Private development parcels located within DMAs with
localized stormwater management will allocate a space to implement BMP measures and manage
stormwater for the design storm event prior to discharging into the adjacent public combined
sewer system. Alternatively, Development Parcels also have the option to collect and reuse
stormwater on-site for non-potable uses to meet the SMO requirements.
Centralized stormwater management facilities will be implemented to collect runoff from larger
site areas and from different properties to manage stormwater with a larger scale BMP. Adjacent
private parcels to Reservoir Park plan to direct stormwater runoff to the centralized bioretention
facility within Reservoir Park. These parcels could include C, D, E and F. Runoff from the new public
streets could be directed to a centralized BMP located on private property. The centralized facility
is planned to be sized to meet parcel C, D, E, & F SMO compliance as well as partial SMO
compliance for the proposed public ROW. This option will be explored and included in the Sewer,
Stormwater and Grading Master Utility Plan.
13.2.4 Public ROW Stormwater Management Design Concepts
The primary BMP within the public ROW will be flow through planters that will manage runoff
from the streets and sidewalks. However, it is anticipated that the public streets will be unable to
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meet the 25% reduction for rate and volume on their own due to lack of space for flow through
planters. Therefore, the centralized stormwater management facilities located in Reservoir Park
will be oversized to ensure stormwater management requirements of the public streets are met
providing additional reductions for rates and volume beyond the 25% required by the SMRs.
13.2.5 Stormwater Management Phasing
Each phase of the Project as a whole, including the public right-of-way, private streets,
development parcels, and open spaces, will meet the 25% rate and volume reductions. Phase 1
currently includes all of the public ROW, parcels C, D E and F and the townhome site. Phase 2
currently includes parcels A, B, G, and H. Refer to Figure 1.3 for phasing of parks and open space.
13.2.6 Conceptual Stormwater Management Sizing
The conceptual stormwater management approach for the Project is presented in Figures 13.1
and 13.2. Figure 13.1 shows the large scale DMAs that are used for the conceptual BMP sizing
calculations.
Figure 13.2 presents the conceptual location and size of the BMPs for each DMA. The BMP sizes
were determined for planning purposes using the SFPUC’s latest CSS BMP sizing calculator.
Table 13.1. Estimating BMP Sizing
DMA

DMA area
(acre)

Permeable
Pavement
(sf)

Bioretention
or Infiltration
Gallery (sf)

Lined Private
Bioretention
(sf)

Unlined Public
Bioretention
(sf)

Unlined Private
Bioretention (sf)

1
2
3
4
5
6
7
8
9

2.22
4.84
2.55
1.15
3.39
1.02
0.32
0.51
0.16

3,500
12,600
6,000
0
12,400
16,100
0
0
0

0
7,400
2,000
0
0
0
0
0
0

5,100
5,800
4,300
0
0
0
570
0
0

0
0
0
3,100
0
0
0
1,200
0

0
7,200
7,700
0
7,400
0
0
0
280

13.3

Stormwater Control Plan

Based on the designs to be reviewed and approved by the SFPUC as part of the Sewer, Stormwater and
Grading Master Utility Plan and Basis of Design, the stormwater management strategies for the Project
will be documented in a series of Stormwater Control Plans (SCP) in compliance with SFPUC stormwater
management regulations and the requirements of the SMR. The selected modeling methodology will be
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per the SFPUC accepted hydrologic calculation methods. A Preliminary SCP will be submitted for the
public right-of-way and public open space improvement with proposed ROW and centralized BMP
stormwater controls to the SFPUC at, or before, the 60% Improvement Plan milestone. The Final SCP
approval by SFPUC shall occur prior to issuance of the Street Improvement Permit. When full stormwater
compliance is not met within a public ROW SIP, the Preliminary SCP of the corresponding centralized
bioretention facility project (i.e. Reservoir Park) will be approved prior to issuance the subject SIP project
permit.
Private parcels will submit the SCP for SFPUC review and approval per the standard SCP Project Review
process. The Townhome parcel and SFPUC open space parcel will independently comply with the SMO
and submit separate SCPs. When full stormwater compliance is not fully met within a private parcel, the
Preliminary SCP of the corresponding centralized bioretention facility project (i.e. Reservoir Park) will be
approved prior to issuance the private parcel Preliminary SCP. Where private parcels discharge
stormwater to the centralized bioretention facility to comply with their stormwater management
requirements, the centralized facility must be fully operation prior to the issuance of the Certificate of
Final Completion of any subject connecting private parcels.
13.4

Phases for Stormwater Management System Construction

The Developer will design and install the new stormwater management system as-needed to ensure SMO
compliance during each proposed Development Phase. The amount and location of the proposed
stormwater management systems shall be installed to ensure full compliance by the end of each
completed Development Phase(s). The new Development Phase will connect to the existing utility systems
as close to the boundary of the Development Phase area as possible. Development phasing with regard
to stormwater management system is conceptual and remains under design. The phasing and
simplification of the stormwater management systems will be further coordinated with the SFPUC prior
to approval of the Stormwater Master Plan and Basis of Design.
At all phases of the development, the Developer must provide functioning and adequate stormwater
management in compliance with the SFPUC’s post-construction stormwater management requirements
and the SMR. In addition, the Developer must complete the construction of the approved stormwater
management improvements required for each development phase prior to receiving a Certification of
Completion for the development phase.
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Centralized stormwater management facilities necessary to achieve SMR compliance within a
development phase will be constructed and operational prior to or in conjunction with that phase. If
interim facilities are determined necessary and allowed by the SFPUC, the Developer will be responsible
for constructing and maintaining interim stormwater management infrastructure, and ensuring such
interim facilities remain online and operating continuously until permanent BMP infrastructure is fully
functional and operating.
Stormwater management systems, which may include bioretention areas, street flow-through planters,
infiltration galleries, and retention areas located on public or private property within the Project, will be
constructed and maintained by the City Agency, Developer, or its Assignees, where applicable, per the
terms of the DA. SFPUC will only maintain stormwater control facilities that receive public ROW runoff,
only. The Developer or Master HOA will maintain any stormwater control facility managing private parcel
runoff, or a blend of private parcel and public ROW runoff.
13.4.1 Phase 1 Stormwater Management Construction
Phase 1 will include all the public ROWs, the townhome site, Lots C, D, E and F and Reservoir Park.
All parcel and public ROW BMPs within the phase boundary will be constructed in this phase. The
centralized stormwater management area in Reservoir Park will be constructed in this phase. This
will likely be over-sized to manage future runoff from Phase 2.
13.4.2 Phase 2 Stormwater Management Construction
Phase 2 will include Lots A, B, H and G. Parcel BMPs needed to meet the SMR requirements for
these lots will be constructed in this phase.
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14.1.1 Electric
Balboa Reservoir project area is surrounded by Ocean Ave. on the south, Plymouth Ave. on the
west and across a parking lot to remain, Frida Kahlo Way on the east. According to record maps
provided by PG&E, Ocean Ave. includes 4kV and 12kV underground electrical distribution. On
Plymouth Ave., overhead electrical lines with 4kV run along the backyards of existing properties.
Finally, underground electrical distribution has been established on Frida Kahlo Way as well.
14.1.2 Natural Gas
Per record maps provided by PG&E, there are existing high pressure distribution gas mains
running along Ocean Ave on the south and north sides. Additionally, the record maps show a
deactivated gas line cutting through Ingleside branch of San Francisco Public Library near the
intersection of Plymouth Ave. and Ocean Ave. On the west side, a high pressure distribution main
line begins (capped with an electronic marker, EM) approximately 50’ north off the corner of
Plymouth Ave. and Ocean Ave. and runs along Plymouth Ave. Along Frida Kahlo Way, there is a
high pressure distribution main line in the westerly side of the street.
14.1.3 Communications
Based on visual inspection at the Project Site, AT&T and Comcast operate existing communication
facilities along Ocean Ave., Plymouth Ave. and Frida Kahlo Way. Ocean Ave. and Frida Kahlo Way
consist of underground low voltage distribution systems while Plymouth Ave. consists of joint
poles carrying the AT&T, Comcast, and San Francisco Department of Technology (DT) overhead
lines along the backyards of the properties
14.2

Project Power Providers and Requirements
Per Chapter 99 of the San Francisco Administrative Code, the Developer will provide the SFPUC
with all Project information the SFPUC requires to determine the feasibility of providing electric
service to the Project Site (the “Feasibility Study”). The SFPUC will complete the Feasibility Study
within thirty (30) days after the date that Developer provides to the SFPUC all Project information
needed to complete the Feasibility Study. Developer agrees that if the SFPUC determines it is
feasible to provide electricity for the Project Site, then the SFPUC will be the exclusive power
provider to the Project Site. The SFPUC electrical power will be provided under the SFPUC’s Rules
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and Regulations Governing Electric Service and at rates that are comparable to rates in San
Francisco for comparable service from other providers. SFPUC requires adequate space for the
Wholesale Distribution Tariff (WDT) intervening facilities be provided as an easement or fee title
land rights at the time of the Final Map for each applicable phase.
14.3

Proposed Joint Trench

The proposed joint trench for dry utilities (that lie in public streets and in the sidewalk area if at all
possible) consists of trench excavation and installation of conduit ducts for gas, electric, voice / data, and
fire and police alarm. Additionally, utility vaults, splice boxes, street lights and bases, wire and backfill are
included. The utility owner/franchisee (voice / data companies) will be responsible for installing their own
facilities such as transformers and wire. Options for a proposed joint trench system are shown on Figures
14.1A-C depending on provider and proposed point of connection.
All necessary and properly authorized public utility improvements for which franchises are authorized by
the City shall be designed and installed in the public right-of way in accordance with governing codes,
rules and regulations, and permits approved by San Francisco Public Works (SFPW). Joint trenches or
utility corridors will be utilized wherever feasible. The location and design of joint trenches and utility
corridors in the right-of way must be approved by SFPW during the street improvement review process.
All subsurface vaults serving one building shall be placed behind the property line. If a subsurface vault
serves the distribution system, it may be placed in the right of way. Other facilities (e.g., traffic signal
controllers) shall be located above ground as necessary for operational reasons. The precise location of
the joint trench in the right of way will be determined prior to recording the applicable final map and
identified in the street improvement plans. Nothing in this Infrastructure Plan shall be deemed to preclude
Owner from seeking reimbursement for or causing others to obtain consent for the utilization of such
joint trench facilities where such reimbursement or consent requirement is otherwise permitted by law.
14.4

Street Lights

Secondary power for street lighting may be installed in the joint trench or separate trench with proper
separation as a street light utility.
14.5

Public Utility Easements

Public Utility Easements are not necessarily allowed by the City for public facilities. The SFPUC must
approve each PUE on a case-by-case basis, otherwise it is assumed that all facilities will be in the public
right-of-ways.
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Public utilities in easements will be installed in accordance with the standards in this Infrastructure Plan
and applicable City Regulations for public acquisition and acceptance within public utility easement areas,
including provisions for maintenance, but such areas shall not be required to be dedicated as public right
of ways or improved to public right of way standards but may including paving, street furnishings,
lighting, landscaping and irrigation.
14.6

Phases for Dry Utility Systems Construction

Joint trench design and installation will occur in phases based on the principle of adjacency and asneeded to facilitate a specific proposed Development Phase and consistent with the requirements of the
DA. The amount of existing system replaced, and new infrastructure installed along Lee Avenue, North
Road, West Road, and South Road will be the minimum necessary to support the Development Phases.
The new infrastructure will connect to the existing systems as close to the proposed development as
possible while maintaining the integrity of the existing system. Repairs and/or replacement of the existing
facilities necessary to serve the Development Phase will be designed and constructed by the Developer.
Such phased dry utility installation will allow the existing utility services to remain in place as long as
possible and reduce disruption of existing uses on the site and adjacent facilities. Temporary or interim
electric or dry utility infrastructure may be constructed and maintained as necessary to support service to
existing buildings.
The service providers will be responsible for maintenance of existing facilities until replaced by the
Developer. In the interim, the service provider is responsible for any power facilities installed under any
agreement with the Developer and City Agency. The service provider will also be responsible for any new
power facilities once the improvements for the Development phase or the new power facility is complete
and accepted by the City Agency.
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Within the proposed right-of-way of Lee Avenue, there are currently private utilities owned by the City
College of San Francisco (City College). These utilities primarily serve City College’s multi-use building,
located east of the Project Site. See Figure 15.1A.
15.1.1 Fire Water
There is an existing 8-inch private fire water line that runs in the proposed Lee Avenue right-ofway. This line has two points of connection to the City water system in Frida Kahlo Way. It serves
several on site, private fire hydrants.
15.1.2 Sanitary Sewer
There is an existing 8-inch private sanitary sewer line that runs in the proposed Lee Avenue rightof-way. This line flows south and connects to the existing 27-inch City combined sewer line at the
dead end of Lee Avenue.
15.1.3 Storm Drain
There are existing 18-inch and 60-inch private storm drain lines that run in the proposed Lee
Avenue right-of-way. These lines collect storm water runoff and flow south towards Ocean
Avenue. The 18-inch line collects runoff from the northern portion of the City College site and
conveys it to the 60-inch line. The 60-inch line is a detention pipe that holds storm water and
slowly releases it to the City’s 27-inch combined sewer line in Lee Avenue. On the downstream
end of the 60-inch line, there is a weir structure which controls the rate of discharge from the line.
15.1.4 Geothermal Wells
There is a field of geothermal wells owned by City College that extend under a portion of the
future Lee Avenue right-of-way and into the Project Site. These wells are part of the heating and
cooling system for the multi-use building which has a central plant that uses hydronic heating for
climate control. Water is pumped through the wells and then returned to the building where it
either heats or cools the building.
15.2

Relocation of Private Utilities

The private utilities will need to be relocated or abandoned to construct Lee Avenue. Proposed City
College utility reconnections to the new utilities in Lee Avenue are shown in Figure 15.1B.
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The City College storm drain and sanitary sewer laterals will be connected to the new public CS
line in Lee Avenue.

•

The City College fire service laterals will be connected to the new 12-inch LPW in Lee Avenue.
Backflow preventors will be installed on the fire service laterals.
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Overview
5.1 STREET DESIGN OVERVIEW
Circulation Overview
If the heart of the new Balboa Reservoir neighborhood is the park and open space network, then the
streets are the circulatory system that brings vitality to and from the surrounding neighborhoods
and beyond. The Balboa Reservoir neighborhood is located in close proximity to local and regional
transit lines. The Balboa Reservoir DSG prioritizes walking and biking over cars through the use
of traffic calming measures. The transportation and mobility strategy for the Balboa Reservoir
neighborhood will be an important part of a broader city initiative, coordinated with SFMTA and City
College of San Francisco, to improve neighborhood and area-wide circulation by reducing reliance on
private automobiles and providing seamless access to the existing public transportation network.

Design Context and Concept
The Balboa Reservoir neighborhood's streets conform to the geometry of adjacent streets such as
Frida Kahlo Way, Lee Avenue, and Ocean Avenue. However, they are unique in that while the existing
San Francisco grid is discontinuous in this area, the new streets do not allow for through auto traffic
except at the extension of Lee Avenue. This layout presents opportunities for pedestrian-oriented
design and new green infrastructure. Except at Lee Avenue, all streets will have lower and slower
moving traffic volumes, and the opportunity to continue the geometry of existing streets onto
private property, as well as publicly accessible pedestrian and bike connections. The neighborhood
will thus have a more pedestrian character, and will be an ideal destination for families, dog owners,
residents, and neighbors walking to transit.

Design Principles and Objectives
All streets shall be designed according to the requirements of SF Public Works and the design
principles of the San Francisco Better Streets Plan (BSP). The Balboa Reservoir neighborhood
streets shall achieve the following objectives:
• Streets shall accommodate a comprehensive set of mobility, infrastructure, and streetscape
elements, including facilities for diverse users including pedestrians, bicyclists, disabled persons,
and drivers (cars, service, and emergency vehicles).
• Streets will also provide an array of horizontal elements: utilities, stormwater management
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infrastructure, furnishings, planting, and traffic calming.
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• Streets shall be designed to create a cohesive visual and
physical connection between the public realm and private
spaces such as paseos and autocourts.

E

LEE AVENUE

TH-2

• Streets will be accessible to all modes of transportation
via Lee Avenue, North Street, South Street, and West
Street. Figure 5.1–1: Site Illustrative Plan on page 59
shows the designation for each street within the site
boundary.
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date.

OCEA

0

125

BRIGHTON AVE

PLYMOUTH AVE

N AVE

LEE AVENUE

A

LEE AVE

• Specific street designs and characteristics are described
further in the Standards and Guidelines sections 5.12 to
5.16.
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street trees, to create a canopy for shade and shelter
from wind as well as a pleasant walking and cycling
environment.
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Figure 5.1–1: Site Illustrative Plan
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5.2 STREET TYPOLOGY
Street Hierarchy
The street hierarchy is designed to promote safer streets and ensure traffic
flows freely throughout the circulation network. It is determined by the following
characteristics:
• Circulation context: The number of connection points to adjacent streets.
• Traffic volume: Frequency and total amount of traffic flowing through the street.
• Size: Street width and total number of lanes.

Street Types
The street types represented in the Balboa Reservoir neighborhood are listed
below, in order of hierarchy:
• Mixed-Use Street - Mixed-use streets are often wide streets that serve arterial
functions, with higher volumes of traffic. In the Balboa Reservoir neighborhood,
the mixed-use street is Lee Avenue.
• Neighborhood Residential Lane: Narrower and lower volume publicly owned
streets that tend to only accommodate traffic internal to the plan area. These
include North Street, South Street, and West Street.
• Shared Public Way: Privately owned and maintained streets; publicly accessible.
• Townhouse Entry Court/Driveway. Privately owned and maintained streets;
publicly accessible but primarily serving townhouse residents.
More detail can be found in Street Design by Individual Case, Sections 5.12 - 5.16.
LEGEND
Mixed-Use Street		
Neighborhood Residential Lane
Shared Public Way		
Townhouse Entry Court & Driveway
Public Open Space
Paseo (documented under Chapter 6 Open Space)

0

125

250 ft

Figure 5.2–1: Street Typology and Street Width
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5.3 CIRCULATION NETWORKS
Four circulation-related networks are illustrated on the
following pages:
●
●
●
●

Transit Network
Pedestrian Network
Bicycle Network
Vehicular Network

Transit Network
The Balboa Reservoir neighborhood is ideally situated
with multiple transit sevices, including the MUNI K Line on
Ocean Avenue, bus connections at the City College Terminal
and Frida Kahlo Way, and the Balboa Park BART Station.
The transportation and mobility strategy aims to enhance
access to the existing transportation services, reducing
reliance on private automobiles. In order to further develop
and meaningfully contribute to an area-wide transportation
strategy, continued coordination with SFMTA and City
College is crucial during the implementation of the Balboa
Reservoir DSG. The Balboa Reservoir development team is
committed to implementing cost-effective strategies that
have been proven successful in residential settings and will
achieve the target set by the City’s TDM ordinance for the
Balboa Reservoir neighborhood.

LEGEND
MUNI Metro Rail

MUNI/Bus Stop

Bus Route 8 & 49 ( Every 10 min or less)
Bus Route 29 & 43( Every 10-20 mins)
Bus Route 8BX ( Peak Services, Limited Hour)

0

125

250 ft

Figure 5.3–1: Transit Network Diagram
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Pedestrian Network
The Balboa Reservoir neighborhood prioritizes walking
and biking. The surrounding street network creates direct
access points for residents and neighbors into the central
open space and connects to a family-friendly pedestrian
and bike network. Additionally, there are multiple pedestrian
linkages to Ocean Avenue transportation and other
neighborhood services. Raised crossings will be located at
key open space intersections to signify pedestrian priority.

LEGEND
Raised Pedestrian Crossings
Standard Pedestrian Crossings
Primary Pedestrian Flow
Secondary Pedestrian Flow
MUNI Bus Stop
MUNI Bus Terminal
MUNI Metro Stop
0'0

125'
125

250'
250 ft

Figure 5.3–2: Pedestrian Network Diagram
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Bicycle Network
The Balboa Reservoir bicycle network provides dedicated
bike lanes on Lee Avenue linking to the Holloway Avenue
Bike Route to Park Merced, as well as to the bike lanes on
Frida Kahlo Way to Sunnyside and Ocean Avenue. Internal
bike circulation is provided on North, South, and West
Streets. In addition, Class I shared paths will be provided
at the SFPUC Retained Fee Open Space to accommodate
additional access from Ocean Avenue via Ingleside Library.
Each building will house a bike storage room (Class I) and
Class II bike parking near building entries. A bike share
station is proposed at the intersection of the SFPUC
Retained Fee Open Space and Lee Avenue.
Also, refer to Chapter 3 Land Use and Chapter 7.22 On-Site
Bicycle Parking for bike parking requirements for buildings.

LEGEND
Bike Share Station

Class II Bike Parking for Open

Class II Bike Parking Location for Building

Space Users

Bike Lanes: Class II*

Bike Route: Class III "Sharrow"*

Internal Bike Circulation

Existing Bike Route

Bike Lanes: Class IV*

Bike Box Improvement

*NACTO Bike Facilities Definition
Class II: a portion of road reserved for the preferential or exclusive use of people biking,
indicated by road markings
Class III: travel lanes shared by bicyclists and vehicles
Class IV: bike lanes separated from traffic by physical barriers

0

125

250 ft

Figure 5.3–3: Bicycle Network Diagram
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Vehicle Network
Vehicular connections to the site shall be located at two
access points: Lee Avenue will extend to the north and will
connect to Frida Kahlo Way to the east via North Street,
a new street that will relocate the existing access at City
College to align with Cloud Circle.
The loop formed by North, West and South Streets at
the interior of the site provides vehicle access to each
building entry, loading zone, and garage. This simple loop
allows each block to dedicate at least two sides solely to
pedestrian and bicycle circulation. Streets are designed to
slow down vehicles and support safe pedestrian and bicycle
movement. Shared streets will provide access to townhouse
units.
A public parking garage may potentially be located at
either the northern or southern block of the site. Refer to
Sections 7.2.2 and 7.21 for additional information regarding
a comprehensive parking strategy for the site.
For a detailed study of streets and intersections, see
Section 5.12: Lee Avenue – Section 5.16: Townhouse
Entry Court and Driveway.
LEGEND
Streets and Auto Access
Shared Public Way
Shared street at Townhouses
One-way Exit Drive from Riordan High School
Signalized Intersection
Signalized Intersection with No Right Turn into Lee Ave

0

125

250 ft

Figure 5.3–4: Vehicle Network Diagram
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5.4 OVERVIEW
Streetscape is defined as the zone between the faces of
buildings, including the publicly accessible right-of-way
and the building setbacks. There are six streetscape zones
referenced throughout in the following Street Standards and
Guidelines. Except for the drive lane zone, the categories are
derived from the San Francisco Better Streets Plan.

Setback Zone
The setback zone is the area between the property line and
the face of building where transitions between public use at
the sidewalk and private use inside the building occur. The
adjacent users may occupy this zone for outdoor display,
seating, and planting with appropriate permits.
Architectural elements that protrude into the street such
as awnings, canopies and marquees may also occupy this
zone. The width of frontage zones vcan be up to 5 feet wide.

Figure 5.4–1: Source: SF Better Streets Plan

Pedestrian Throughway Zone
The pedestrian throughway zone is intended for accessible
pedestrian travel only and should be clear of obstacles,
including driveway aprons or other changes to cross
slope. The walking surface should be stable, firm and slipresistant.

Furnishing Zone
The furnishing zone provides a buffer between pedestrian
and vehicular traffic. It also contains street trees, lighting,
planting and site furnishings such as benches, trash
receptacles, and bike racks.

PUBLIC DRAFT | April 10, 2020

Edge Zone

Drive Lane Zone

The edge zone is the area intended to provide access to
parallel parking from the sidewalk. The surface of the edge
zone should be stable, firm and slip-resistant.

The drive lane zone is allocated to vehicular travel. In this
pedestrian and bicycle-prioritized neighborhood, the width
of the vehicular drive lane should be minimized but should
still provide fire access.

Extension Zone
The extension zone refers to specific conditions where
the sidewalk extends into the parking lanes. Applications
include curb extension, flexible use of parking lanes and
bicycle parking, tree planting, and stormwater features in
the parking lane.
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Standards
S.5.4.1 Pedestrian Throughway Zone
● All streets shall provide at minimum a 6-footwide pedestrian throughway.
● At sidewalks where there is a continuous
planting zone, a minimum of 3-foot by 5-foot
passing zone at a maximum of 200-feet on
center shall be provided.
● SF Public Works standard concrete paving
shall be used at throughway zones. Special
treatment shall be used at paseo and street
intersections to emphasize the pedestrian
connection between streets and open space.

S.5.4.2 Furnishing zone
● Furnishing zones shall be surfaced with castin-place concrete or accessible permeable
paving to allow rainfall to supplement street
tree irrigation. For furnishing zones located
adjacent to parking, a minimum of a 4-footwide accessible pathway should be provided
centered to the parking space.
● See 5.8 Street Planting Palette on page 74
for street planting requirements at furnishing
zones.

S.5.4.3 Extension Zone
● Extension zones shall have a minimum width
of 8 feet for parking and loading and to
accommodate bulb-outs and chicanes.
● See 5.6 Traffic Calming Strategies on page
70 for bulb-out and chicane design
requirements.
● Accessible loadings zones and associated curb
ramps are per the MIP, Figure 6.9: Proposed
Service & Loading Plan. Post entitlement,
the ADA coordinator and SFMTA curb
management staff shall provide final approval
of loading zones.

S.5.4.4 Drive Lane
● All streets shall be in compliance with SF Fire
Department fire access requirements. For
more information see MIP, Section 6.2.4: Fire
Department Access.

S.5.4.5 Curb Cut
The maximum allowable curb cut width for a
driveway is 10 feet.

● See 5.11 Street Lighting on page 86 for
street lighting requirements at furnishing
zones.
● See 5.10 Street Furniture on page 85 for site
furnishing requirements at furnishing zones.
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Typical Streetscape Accessibility Requirements and Layout
20'

15'

20'

10'

15'

6’ THROUGHWAY

6’ FURNISHING ZONE

8’ EXTENSION ZONE

20’ PARKING. TYP.

CL OF LIGHT

CL OF TREE

CL OF PARKING STRIPING

CL OF TREE

PARKING

2'

PARKING

2'

PARKING

PASSENGER LOADING /
COMMERCIAL LOADING

2' ACCESSIBLE ZONE
10' TREE WELL

3'
TYP.

4'
DG

3'
3'
TYP. TYP.

4'
3'
3'
MIN. TYP. TYP.
CLEAR
PATH
TYP.

4'
DG

3'
TYP.

Furnishing Area / Tree Well

Accessible Surface

Bike Rack with
Clearance Zone

Street Light

Figure 5.4–2: Typical Streetscape Accessibility Requirements and Layout
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5.5 STREET TREES

As the Better Streets Plan describes, street trees offer
benefits such as traffic calming, shade, stormwater runoff
reduction, support for ecological habitats, air quality
improvements, and the potential to enhance property values
and retail activity by creating a comfortable pedestrian
environment. They are also a reminder of natural cycles and
changing seasons.
City codes require new development projects to plant a 24inch box tree for every 20 feet along the property's street
frontage. The following City Codes apply to the Balboa
Reservoir site:
● SF Planning Code - Section 138.1 - Streetscape and
Pedestrian Improvements
● SF Public Works Code - Article 16: Urban Forestry
Ordinance
● SF Administrative Code - Chapter 98: The Better Streets
Policy

Standards
S.5.5.1 Street Trees
Street trees shall be in a minimum 24-inch box at
installation and spaced at max 20 feet on center
along the property street frontage. See Figure
5.5–1 for additional tree planting requirements.
PERFORATED PIPE

S.5.5.2 Tree Spacing & Utility Coordination

TREE WELL SURFACING

Although regular tree spacing is not always
possible due to curb cuts, sub-grade utilities, or
other sidewalk elements, regular spacing shall
be maintained to the extent possible. Utility
planning and street tree layouts shall be carefully
coordinated to minimize tree gaps. See Figure
5.5–1 for more information on street trees.
See also Balboa Reservoir Infrastructure Plan,
Section 8: Utility Layout and Separation for more
details.

CONTINUOUS
STRUCTURAL
SOIL TRENCH

ROOT
BALL

3'
MIN

City Policies

COMPACTED SOIL

Figure 5.5–2: Typical Section of Sand-Based Structural Soil

SIDEWALK

● SF Environment Code - Chapter 12: Urban Forestry
Council

FURNISHING ZONE WITH STRUCTURAL SOIL/CELL SYSTEM
BELOW

For a complete a street tree species list, see Section 5.8:
Street Planting Palette.

10'
4'

10'
3'

3'

10'
4'

3'

5 1/2'
MIN

3'

ROADWAY
TYPICAL STREET TREE LAYOUT PLAN

Figure 5.5–1: Tree Well Diagram

68   Balboa Reservoir Design Standards and Guidelines

PUBLIC DRAFT | April 10, 2020

Street Design Standards and Guidelines

S.5.5.3 Soil Preparation for Street Trees
In order to maintain healthy growing conditions,
each tree shall have at least 500 cubic feet
of growing medium 3 feet deep. This can be
achieved in several ways including structural
cells placed under the sidewalk or continuous
trenches of sand-based structural soils in the
furnishing zone (Figure 5.5–1).

S.5.5.4 Tree Wells and Sand-Based Structural Soil
Where trees are spaced 20 feet on center,
successive tree wells should be connected with
a structural soil trench in the furnishing zone.
Sand-based structural soil involves a blend of
soil and sand, which is not “trademarked" and is
uniformly graded. This blend provides structural
strength and high levels of compaction, while
allowing for aeration, fertility, and percolation.

S.5.5.5 Street Trees, Intersection Design,
and Visibility
Sight line clearance requirements for the
placement of trees and plantings shall comply
with the ‘Street Tree Planting’ guideline by SF
Public Works.

S.5.5.6 Streetscape Planting
Landscape material may be planted up to the
crosswalk edge on sidewalks and medians,
No Tree Zone
Figure 5.5–3: Typical Intersection Sight Line Clearance
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5.6 TRAFFIC CALMING STRATEGIES
provided it does not exceed 3 feet in height as
measured from the street

S.5.5.7 Tree Distance at Intersection
On the approach to any intersection, trees shall
be planted no closer than 25 feet from the corner
of the property line.
On the far side of any intersection, trees shall be
planted no closer than 10 feet from the corner of
the property line.

S.5.5.8 Tree Vertical Clearance
Trees shall have a vertical clearance of 84 inches
over the sidewalk measured from the lowest
branch, and 14 feet of vertical clearance for any
portion of the tree that hangs over the roadway.

As a transit-oriented development with low traffic volume,
the Balboa Reservoir neighborhood can be a model for a
pedestrian-oriented environment, and for implementation
of the guidelines in the Better Streets Plan. The following
strategies have been incorporated into the DSG where
appropriate. For more information see Balboa Reservoir
Infrastructure Plan, Section 6.6: Traffic Calming.

Standards
S.5.5.9 Chicane
A chicane is a form of bulb-out added to the
roadway to shift the alignment and slow down
vehicles. It provides additional sidewalk space,
and thus opportunities for additional landscaping
at the street, while visually reducing the width
of drive lane. A chicane is one of the potential
traffic calming measures that can be used for
the treatment of West Street. SFMTA shall have
final authority on the location and design of the
chicane.

Figure 5.6–2: Mountable Traffic Circle

S.5.5.10 Mountable Traffic Circle
A mountable traffic circle shall be provided
at the intersection of West Street and North
Street and at the intersection of West Street and
South Street. Mountable traffic circles provide
an opportunity to create neighborhood identity
while facilitating the childcare drop-off at South
Street.
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Figure 5.6–1: Chicane
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Each mountable traffic circle shall accommodate
the turning radius of a typical passenger vehicle
while allowing large vehicles such as firetrucks to
drive over the raised traffic circle. Highly textured
traffic-rated paving material shall be used in the
traffic circle. The final layout and design shall be
subject to SF Public Works and SFMTA approval.

S.5.5.11 Raised Crossings
Raised pedestrian crosswalks prioritize
pedestrians in the vehicular traffic zone by
slowing down vehicles. A raised crosswalk shall
be provided at the locations shown on Figure
5.3–2.

Figure 5.6–5: Raised Street Crosswalk

S.5.5.12 Bulb-Outs

+0
UP

Bulb-outs (also known as curb extensions) shall
be provided at intersections and mid-block
crossings to shorten pedestrian crossings,
and to provide opportunities for stormwater
management and streetscape planting. The
width of each bulb-out shall be maximized based
on vehicle turning radius and adjacent bike lane
requirements. SFMTA shall have final authority
on the location and design of bulb-outs.

+2"
6"+

+2"

2"+ +6"

6"+

+2"

2"+

+6"

+2"
UP
+0

Figure 5.6–4: Bulb-Out

PUBLIC DRAFT | April 10, 2020

Figure 5.6–3: Raised Crosswalk at Lee Avenue and Reservoir Park

05

/ Circulation   71

Street Design Standards and Guidelines

5.7 STREET UTILITIES AND PARKING METERS
The layout of street utilities and parking meters will
be carefully coordinated with street tree placement to
minimize potential conflict between trees and street
furniture.

Standards
S.5.7.1 Above-Grade Utilities Location
All above-grade utilities within the right-of-way
shall be located within the furnishing zone and
shall not interfere with the clear throughway
zone. All laterals and appurtenances must be
outside of any driveway curb-cuts.

Guidelines
G.5.7.1 Location and Access
All utilities should be placed below grade
wherever feasible or be clustered around
driveway curb-cuts. When possible, utilities
should be grouped and should allow clear access
to the throughway zone adjacent to street
furnishing elements.

S.5.7.2 Parking Meters and Other Street Elements
All parking meters and other street elements,
including pay and display machines and multispace meters, shall be placed in the furnishing
zone. Street elements shall be organized and
consolidated where possible.

S.5.7.3 Parking Meters
SFMTA standard parking meters shall be
provided at each on-street parking stall.
Legislation will be required from SFMTA to install
parking meters and establish time limits.

72   Balboa Reservoir Design Standards and Guidelines

PUBLIC DRAFT | April 10, 2020

Street Palette

Street Palette
5.8 OVERVIEW
Streets serve as the primary realm for daily pedestrian life
and vehicular circulation throughout the Balboa Reservoir
neighborhood. The following sections will outline the
materials and planting palettes that help define the Balboa
Reservoir neighborhood's public realm identity.
Most of the streets will be publicly owned except for the
dead end sections of West Street and Lee Avenue, shared
public ways, and driveways and entry courts within the
townhouse parcel. These private streets are primarily used
as loading, garage access, and driveway access for building
parcels. Privatizing these street segments allows for more
flexibility on material selection and streetscape amenities to
create a pedestrian-prioritized streetscape. Privately owned
streets will be developed and maintained by the HOA and
will remain accessible to the public. Publicly owned streets
are subject to SF Public Works and SFMTA design standards
and material requirements.
The following diagram identifies the streets where SF Public
Works and SFPUC standard materials and lighting palettes
will be used. The street planting palette is applicable for all
streets within the Balboa Reservoir neighborhood.

LEGEND
Publicly Owned Street with SF Public Works Standard Materials
and SFPUC Standard Lighting Fixture
Privately Owned and Publicly Accessible Street with Non-SF
Public Works Standard Materials and Non-SFPUC Standard
Lighting Fixture
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Figure 5.7–1: Street Ownership & Material Application Diagram
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5.9 STREET PLANTING PALETTE
Sustainable plant choices are those that are climate-adapted and that favor
relatively large tree canopies that can capture carbon, hold rainwater, provide
shade, and mitigate wind. All of the elements are to encourage pedestrian activity.
Plants shall be selected according to standards approved by the City of San
Francisco (sfplantfinder.org) in order to achieve success in urban soil conditions.
There are three types of plantings in the right-of-way:
● Street trees.
● Regular low shrubs and groundcover planting.
● Stormwater low shrubs and groundcover planting.
The following symbols, adapated from sfplantfinder.org, are used throughout the
planting palette to denote place of origin:
●		
SF San Francisco native species
● CA California native species
EX Exotic species, not native to the region or state.
●			

Street Trees
Street trees are chosen for their ability withstand San Francisco's strong wind
and fog, compaction, limited soil volumes, and the harsh alkaline soil conditions
found in urban settings. All trees, except the Southern California native Catalina
ironwood, are from Australia where growing conditions are similar to California.

LEGEND
Street Tree, Type 1: Evergreen Large Size Tree with Rounded Shape
Street Tree, Type 2: Evergreen Medium Size Tree with Oval Shape
Street Tree, Type 3: Evergreen Large Tree with Oval Shape
Street Tree, Type 4: Evergreen Flowering Medium Accent Tree
Street Tree, Type 5: Evergreen Small Flowering Tree
Street Tree, Type 6: Evergreen Large Focal Point Tree
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Figure 5.9–1: Street Trees Type Diagram
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Low Shrubs and Groundcover Planting
Plantings in the right-of-way and the associated
irrigation systems are encouraged when regular
maintenance and replacement can be guaranteed by the
adjacent property owner. Low plantings in the rightof-way present a special challenge due to the urban
and windy coastal conditions, engineered soils, and
vulnerability to people and pets.
Therefore, low plantings need to be sturdy and lowmaintenance and should be resistant to trampling and
other environmental conditions. Woody shrubs and largeleaved succulents are discouraged. Plants that have
proven to do well are a very few selected monocots that
withstand a wide range of soil, drainage, and compaction
conditions, and are crush resistant and drought-tolerant,
such as Dietes and Lomandra. Additional species are
Muhlenbergia lindheimeri, Muhlenbergia emerslyii, and
Dymondia. Those plantings can be supplemented with
climate-adapted desert and subtropical species, such as
Yucca, Beschorneria, Agave, and Aloe arborescens. These
right-of-way shrubs and groundcovers will have some
overlap with those used in the open space in order to
establish continuity. See Figure 5.8–2.

LEGEND
Stormwater Planting
Regular Planting
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Figure 5.9–2: Stormwater Planting and Regular Planting Diagram
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Stormwater, Low Shrubs, and Groundcover Planting
Stormwater plantings within the right-of-way are selected
to withstand all the above conditions in addition to
seasonal flooding. Some limited use of natives is possible. A
preliminary list of stormwater plantings are:
●
●
●
●
●
●
●

Elymus glaucus (Blue Wild Rye)
Cornus sericea (Redtwig Dogwood)
Fragaria chiloensis (Beach Strawberry)
Corylus cornuta (Hazelnut)
Carex tumulicola (Berkeley Sedge)
Chondrapetalum elephantinum (Giant Cape Rush)
Muhlenbergia emersleyi (Emersly’s Muhley Grass)

See Figure 5.8–5: Regular Planting Palette for Bulb-Outs and
Sidewalks

Standards
S.5.9.1 Native Plant Ratio
50% of groundcover and shrubs planted in
regular and stormwater planting areas shall be
native species.

Figure 5.9–3: Drought Tolerant and Low Maintenance Low Planting at Street
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STREET TREE, preferred species

Native Frangipani
Hymenosporum flavum

Type 1

Climate Appropriateness

Climate Appropriateness

EX

EX

Bloom Time
Spring to Summer

Bloom Time
Summer-Fall

Water Needs
Moderate

Water Needs
None

Associated Wildlife
Birds, Bees

Associated Wildlife
Birds, Bees

Habitat Value
Fruit

Habitat Value
Fruit, Shelter

Size Determined by SF
Urban Forestry Council
Large Street Tree

Size Determined by SF
Urban Forestry Council
Medium Street Tree

Paperbark Tea Tree
Melaleuca quinquenervia

Type 2

Climate Appropriateness

Climate Appropriateness

EX

Brisbane Box
Lophostemon confertus

Type 1

EX

Bloom Time
Spring

Bloom Time
Spring - Summer

Water Needs
None

Water Needs
Moderate

Associated Wildlife
Birds, Butterflies

Associated Wildlife
Butterflies

Habitat Value
Fruit

Habitat Value
Fruit, Shelter

Size Determined by SF
Urban Forestry Council
Large Street Tree

Size Determined by SF
Urban Forestry Council
Medium Street Tree

Water Gum
Tristaniopsis laurina

Type 2

Figure 5.9–4: Street Trees Preferred Species
PUBLIC DRAFT | April 10, 2020

05

/ Circulation   77

Street Palette

STREET TREE, preferred species
Climate Appropriateness

Climate Appropriateness

EX
Bloom Time
Spring , Summer

Bloom Time
Summer

Water Needs
None

Water Needs
None

Associated Wildlife
Birds

Associated Wildlife
Birds

Habitat Value
Fruit, Cover

HabitatValue
Fruit

Catalina Ironwood
Lyonothamnus

Type 3

Size Determined by SF
Urban Forestry Council
Large Street Tree

Size Determined by SF
Urban Forestry Council
Medium Street Tree
New Zealand Christmas Tree
Metrosideros excelsa

Type 4

Climate Appropriateness

Climate Appropriateness
EX

Primrose Tree
Lagunaria patersonii
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Type 3

EX

Bloom Time
June to September

Bloom Time
Fall ,Winter, Spring,
Summer

Water Needs
Moderate

Water Needs
Low

Associated Wildlife
Bees, Butterflies, Birds

Associated Wildlife
Birds, Bees

Habitat Value
Fruit, Seeds

Habitat Value
Pollinators, Fruit

Size Determined by SF Urban
Forestry Council
Large Street Tree

Size Determined by SF
Urban Forestry Council
Large Street Tree

Red Flowering Gum
Corymbia ficifolia

Type 4
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Toyon
Heteromeles arbutifolia

Climate Appropriateness

Climate Appropriateness

CA

CA

Bloom Time
–Summer

Bloom Time
Fall

Water Needs
Low

Water Needs
Low

Associated Wildlife
Birds, Bees

Associated Wildlife
Birds

Habitat Value
Pollinators, Fruit

Habitat Value
Fruit

Size Determined by SF
Urban Forestry Council
Small Street Tree

Note
Used at
Private Shared Street
Monterey Cypress
Hesperocyparis macrocarpa

Type 5

Type 6

Climate Appropriateness

Climate Appropriateness:
CA

EX
Bloom Time
Spring

Bloom Time
Winter

Water Needs
None

Water Needs
Low

Associated Wildlife
Birds, Bees

Associated Wildlife
Birds, Bees

Habitat Value
Polinators

Habitat Value
Fruit, Pollinators

Mountain Lilac
Ceanothus 'Ray Hartman'
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Size Determined by SF
Urban Forestry Council
Small Street Tree
Type 5

Silk Oak
Grevillea robusta

Type 6
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REGULAR LOW SHRUBS AND GROUNDCOVER PLANTING, preferred species
Climate Appropriateness

Climate Appropriateness

Climate Appropriateness

CA

SF CA

EX

Bloom Time
Summer, Spring, Fall

Bloom Time
July-Nov

Bloom Time
Spring, Summer

Water Needs
Low

Water Needs
Low

Water Needs
Low

Associated Wildlife
Bees, Butterflies

Associated Wildlife
Birds

Associated Wildlife
Bees, Birds, Butterflies

Habitat Value
Pollinators, Buds/Greens

Habitat Value
Buds/Greens, Cover

Habitat Value
Pollinator, Cover

Gooding's Muhly
Muhlenbergia emersleyi

California Buckwheat
Eriogonum fasciculatum
Climate Appropriateness
SF

California Poppy
Eschscholzia californica
Climate Appropriateness

CA

Climate Appropriateness

SF CA

EX

Bloom Time
Spring, Summer, Fall

Bloom Time
Summer, Fall

Bloom Time
Spring, Fall

Water Needs
Low

Water Needs
Low

Water Needs
Low

Associated Wildlife
Birds, Butterflies

Associated Wildlife
Butterflies, Bees,
Hummingbirds

Associated Wildlife
Butterflies, Bees,
Hummingbirds

Habitat Value
Buds/Greens, Pollinators

Habitat Value
Buds/Greens, Pollinators

Habitat Value
Buds/Greens, Cover,
Pollinators
California Sagebrush
Artemisia californica

Sage and Variety
Salvia "Bee Bliss" and Variety

Fortnight Lily
Dietes Bicolor

Figure 5.9–5: Regular Planting Palette for Bulb-Outs and Sidewalks
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REGULAR LOW SHRUBS AND GROUNDCOVER PLANTING, preferred species
Climate Appropriateness

Climate Appropriateness

CA

CA

Bloom Time
Spring/Summer

Bloom Time
Summer

Water Needs
Moderate

Water Needs
Low

Associated Wildlife
Butterflies

Associated Wildlife
Butterflies, Insects

Habitat Value
Buds/Greens

Habitat Value
Buds/Greens

Cedros Island Verbena
Verbena lilacina "De La Mina"

Common Name:
Yellow/Red Yucca
Type:
Perennial
Habitat Value:
Pollinator
Associated Wildlife:
Birds

Climate Appropriateness:

EX
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EX
Species:
Hesperaloe parviflora

Idaho Fescue
Festuca idahoensis
Climate Appropriateness

Torch Aloe and Aloe Variety
Aloe arborescens

Botanical Information

EX

Bloom Time
February to September

Bloom Time
Rarely Flowers

Water Needs
Low

Water Needs
Moderate

Associated Wildlife
Bees, Birds

Associated Wildlife
Bees, Birds

Habitat Value
Pollinators, Buds/Greens

Habitat Value
Pollinators, Buds/Greens

Smooth Agave and Agave Variety
Agave desmettiana
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STORMWATER LOW SHRUBS AND GROUNDCOVER PLANTING, preferred species
Climate Appropriateness

Climate Appropriateness

Climate Appropriateness

CA

EX

CA

Bloom Time
Summer

Bloom Time
Spring to Fall

Bloom Time
Winter, Spring

Water Needs
Low

Water Needs
Low

Water Needs
Low

Associated Wildlife
Butterflies, Bees, Insects

Associated Wildlife
Butterflies, Birds

Associated Wildlife
Birds

Habitat Value
Buds/Greens, Cover

Habitat Value
Fruit, Cover

Habitat Value
Buds/Greens, Cover

Blue Wild-Rye
Elymus glaucus

American Dogwood
Cornus sericea
Climate Appropriateness
SF

Climate Appropriateness

CA

Water Needs
Low
Associated Wildlife
Bees, Birds, Butterflies
Habitat Value
Cover, Fruit
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Climate Appropriateness
CA

EX

Bloom Time
Spring, Winter

Fragaria chiloensis
Coast Strawberry

Berkeley Sedge
Carex tumulicola

Large Cape Rush
Chondropetalum elephantinum

Bloom Time
Summer/Fall

Bloom Time
Spring

Water Needs
Low

Water Needs
Low

Associated Wildlife
None

Associated Wildlife
Bees, Birds, Butterflies

Habitat Value
Cover

Habitat Value
Buds/Greens, Nesting

Deer Grass
Muhlenbergia rigens
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5.10 STREET PAVING MATERIALS
Paving materials are selected to withstand extensive wear
and tear and to signify street hierarchy. The street network
in the Balboa Reservoir neighborhood consists of publicly
owned and privately owned streets which will be maintained
by SF Public Works and private developers respectively and
will have different Standards and Guidelines.

Publicly Owned/Maintained Streets
(SF Public Works Approved Materials)
Public streets will be designed in conjunction with Public
Works and will deploy the newly approved list of expanded
materials.

Standards
S.5.10.1 Public Works Specification
All the paving material used in the public rightof-way sidewalk and roadway shall be compliant
with SF Public Works standard specifications.

S.5.10.2 Roadway
Standard roadway asphalt shall be used on
roadways. Vehicular concrete paving shall be
used at key raised crosswalks to prioritize
pedestrians and enhance open space network
connections.

Crosswalks
shall be able to provide level surfaces onto which
furnishings, stages and elements can be secured.
Where a sidewalk abuts a plaza, sidewalk paving
materials shall be coordinated with the plaza
paving to create a continuous public space.

S.5.10.4 Warning Paving
City standard detectable warning paving shall be
used at raised crosswalks and curb ramps.

Thermo Plastic Crossing

Traffic Lane

Thermo Plastic crossing with
Custom Pattern Inlay

Warning Pavers

Guidelines
G.5.10.1 Raised Crosswalk
Custom crossing design using materials in
compliance with SF Public Works approved
material palette should be encouraged in all key
street intersections and park entrances to signify
pedestrian priority, add neighborhood character,
and enhance place-making.

City Standard
Asphalt

Parallel Parking

Warning Pavers
Cast intact

Pedestrian Throughway/
Protected Bike Lane Median

G.5.10.2 Permeable Unit Paving at Parallel Parking
Permeable unit paving should be used at parallel
parking for stormwater management.

Permeable 4"x8" Dark GreyPaver

Cast in Place Concrete; Medium Gray w/ Silica Carbide &
Water Jet Finish

Tree Well Surfacing

Tree Well Mulch

S.5.10.3 Sidewalk
Concrete paving shall be used and designed to
meet load-bearing requirements. The materials
Cobble Stone with Flagged
Finish
Figure 5.10–1: SF Public Works Approved Materials for Publicly Owned Streets
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Gravel Mulch at opening
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Privately Owned/Maintained Streets Standard Material
In privately owned and maintained streets, paving materials
are not limited to the SF Public Works standard paving
palette.
Privately owned streets provide an opportunity to feature
unique materials and details to introduce variation within
the design of the public realm.

Standards
S.5.10.5 Sidewalk and Roadway
The materials used for sidewalk and roadway in
shared public ways shall be durable enough to
withstand extensive use, wear-and-tear, and loadbearing requirements for all types of vehicles.
Materials, colors and finishes used for both
pedestrian and vehicular zones create a unified
pedestrian priority auto space.

S.5.10.7 Vehicular Unit Paving
When unit pavers are used for roadway
applications, smaller unit pavers and a
bituminous setting bed shall be used to
withstand heavy loads and extend longevity of
the paving system.

Guidelines

Concrete Unit Paving

6x12 Concrete Unit Paver, Ground and Blasted Finish

Permeable Paving

G.5.10.3 Permeable Paving
Permeable paving should be used to reduce
pervious surface for stormwater management
and should meet SFPUC stormwater
management requirements.

Pedestrian Permeable Paving

Vehicular Permeable Paving

G.5.10.4 Paving Patterns
Special paving pattern designs and material
variations are recommended to define spatial
identity.

Warning Paving

S.5.10.6 Warning Paving
Compliant but non-city-standard detectable
warning paving shall be used at shared streets
to signify pedestrian priority. Cast iron or
white pre-cast detectable warning pavers are
recommended for durability and aesthetic quality
and variation.

Tree Well Surfacing

4x4 Cobble Stone with Flamed
Finish

Warning Pavers Cast Iron

Warning Pavers Alt 1
Precast Concrete

Tree Well Mulch

Sidewalk

Gravel Mulch

CIP Concrete:
Natural Gray w/ Silica Carbide
and Water Jet Finish

Figure 5.10–2: Street Material Palette for Privately Owned Street
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5.11 STREET FURNITURE
Seating, Receptacles, Bike Racks, Other Amenities
Street furniture is intended to be an amenity that supports
a wide variety of activities. The primary materials for
furnishings are steel and wood, for durability and comfort.
Pictured to the right is suggested street furniture that
shows the recommended character of naturally-weathered
materials and finishes which should be coordinated across
the site to ensure a consistent palette. The standards and
guidelines outlined in this chapter are for both private and
public streets.

Standards
S.5.11.1 Location
Site furnishings shall be located within the
furnishing zones parallel to the curb per the
Better Streets Plan. Site furnishings shall be
located in areas where they are likely to be used,
such as low traffic shared public ways or at the
Reservoir Park entrance. Their locations are also
determined by ADA access and loading zones.
Use of non-SFDPW-standard furniture on public
right-of-ways requires a special permit

S.5.11.2 Bike Rack
● Selected bike racks shall not have circular
tubes, shall provide secure mounting, shall
employ durable materials that do not require
maintenance, and shall meet additional
requirements in the SFMTA Bicycle Rack
Specifications.

● The Balboa Reservoir neighborhood shall
provide class II bike parking for each building
and open space at the right-of-way or in the
publicly accessible open space.
● The placement of bike racks shall be in
compliance with SFMTA Bicycle Parking
Standards, Guidelines, and Recommendations.
The total class II bike parking requirement
shall be defined final TDM plan. See Chapter
7.22 and 7.39 On-Site Bicycle Parking for
further bike parking requirements.

Manufactured Bench with Back
Metal and Wood Finish

Manufactured Backless Bench,
Metal and Wood Finish

Bollards

S.5.11.3 Bollards
Fixed bollards shall be provided at mid-block
crossings and removable bollards shall be
provided at the SFPUC Retained Fee access drive
curb cut.

Guidelines
G.5.11.1 Litter & Recycling Receptacles
Litter and recycling receptacles should be
provided when regular maintenance and cleaning
is available. They should be attractive site
furnishings which contribute to the character
of the street and provide options for landfill,
recycling, and compost. Waste receptacles
shall be located at areas of high pedestrian
traffic, such as near pedestrian crossings. SF
Public Works shall have final authority on trash
receptacle selection and locations.
Figure 5.11–1: Street Furnishing Palette
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Benches

Manufactured Bench with
Reclaimed Wood or Similar

Bollard, Metal Finish
or Similar

Litter + Recycling
Receptacles

Bike Racks

Trash and Recycling Receptacles, for Square Stainless or Galvanized
Steel Tube Section
Metal Finish
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5.12 STREET LIGHTING
Street lighting at the Balboa Reservoir site is an important
component of the streetscape design. It helps to establish a
sense of continuity and cohesiveness in the neighborhood
and a hierarchy of primary and secondary streets. The
quality and intensity of the light provides neighborhood
character, as well as a sense of safety and security.

Standards
S.5.12.1 Lighting Design Requirements
Lighting design intent shall follow IES-RP8,
Illuminating Engineering Society standards
appropriate to the subject street type.

ST

Straight Square Steel Pole

Private Shared Street Pedestrian Pole Light

S.5.12.4 Privately Owned Shared Public Way Pole
Lights
FIXTURE TYPE:

Street pole lights at privately owned shared
PROJECT NAME:
public ways shall be pedestrian in scale to
emphasize pedestrian priority. Colors and
finishes shall be coordinated with other site
FEATURES:
furnishings and building color palettes. The same
• Heights available from 10 to 40'
pedestrian poles shall be used at both the shared
• Galvanized
then
polyster
powder
public
way and the
public
open
space. Street light
coat painted (AAMA 2604 standard)
fixtures in privately owned streets aren't required
• Supplied
two piece
casted
to be
selectedwith
fromaSFPUC
street
light catalogue.
aluminum base cover

40'

Manufactured Pedestrian Light,
Metal30'
Finish

Louis Poulsen Abertslund
Maxi Post or similar

SFPUC Alternate Streetlight Package

• Multiple mounting options

Alternate from SFPUC Street Light Catalogue

S.5.12.2 Location

Public Street Pole Light

All street lights shall be located within the
furnishing zone and should not obstruct
pedestrian throughways or the loading and
unloading of people and goods.

20'
Fixture Orientation
B Side
Handhole

S.5.12.3 Public Street Pole Lights
Street lighting design for public right-of-ways
shall be in compliance with SFPUC guideline and
the light fixtures shall be selected from SFPUC
light catalogue. See MIP section 6.5.5 Lighting
and 5.11 Street Lighting on page 86 for more
information. .

10'
C Side

D Side

Manufactured Pole Light from
SFPUC catalogue of acceptable
fixtures, Metal Finish

A Side
Philips Lumec Roadstar GPLM
~4” Steel Pole

12” Arm
Figure
5.12–1: Street Lighting Palette
48” Fixture

Integral Photocell
HORTON LEES BROGDEN LIGHTING DESIGN

4" Square
8.5" Bolt Circle

ORDERING GUIDE: EXAMPLE: ST-20-BLK-A20-B12-STD

new york | san francisco | los angeles | boston | miami | denver
8580 Washington Blvd, Culver City CA 90232 P: 310.837.0929 F: 310.837.0902
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ST

Alternate Pole:
Smooth not Fluted

Street Design by Individual Case

WEST STREET NORTH
SHARED STREET

Given the number of unique conditions at Balboa Reservoir,
maintaining a simple and coherent street design is essential
to providing a unifying framework for development over
time. In order to support implementation of the Streetscape
Design Guidelines, the following sections will provide
detailed standard guidelines for individual streets. The
streets are listed per the street hierarchy defined in Chapter
5.2 Street Typology.

5.13

NORTH STREET

F

NORTH STREET

E

5.14

TOWN
H
ENTRY OUSE
COUR
T

C
5.13

WEST
STR
SHARE EET SOUTH
D STR
EET

5.15

5.12

FRIDA KAHLO WAY

D
5.16

5.12

5.13

TOWNHOUSE
ENTRY COURT

WEST STREET

5.16

G

LEE AVENUE

Street Design by Individual Case

LEE AVENUE NORTH

5.15

SOUTH

STREE

T

B
A

Privately Owned Streets with Public Access
Section Number in Chapter 5
Section Number in Chapter 5
0

125

LEE AVENUE

Publicly Owned Streets

5.XX

UE

BRIGHTON AVENUE

LEGEND

5.XX

AN A
V EN

PLYMOUTH AVENUE

OC E

250 ft

Figure 5.12–2: Street Ownership & Key Plan
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Note: Building footprints are for illustrative purposes only
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5.13 LEE AVENUE

L.1

Lee Avenue is the primary mixed-use street connecting the project site to the adjacent
neighborhood. Lee Avenue will serve non-residential and residential uses including potential
future housing on City College property. The extension of Lee Avenue is a tree-lined bicycle
boulevard that provides a gateway to the Reservoir Park and a complementary edge to the
City College Master Plan. It will be the primary bicycle connection south to the Class III bike
route to Holloway Avenue and to Frida Kahlo Way. The treatment of Lee Avenue is divided
into 3 main zones, with 5 total segments. See Figure 5.12–2.

F

E

L. 2

Lee Avenue North of North Street (Segment L.1)
The section of Lee Avenue north of North Street provides a one-way exit route for Riordan
High School, a possible garage exit for Block G, and a potential parking garage exit from the
City College property. This segment will be a conventional two-way street with a minimum
12-foot sidewalk on both sides. The right-of-way for this segment is 50-feet wide. This
segment of Lee Avenue will be privately owned with public access. See Figure 5.12–3.

D

L.3
C

Lee Avenue at Central Block (Segment L.2 & L.3)
The section of Lee Avenue between North Street and South Street will have an asymmetric
profile within a 72-foot-wide-right-of-way. It will have one travel lane in each direction and a
protected Class IV bike lane and a minimum of 12-foot wide sidewalks on both sides. Parallel
parking and loading areas are provided only on the west side of the street. See Figure
5.12–4.

B
A

L.4

L.5

0

125

250 ft

Figure 5.13–1: Lee Avenue, Key Map
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Lee Avenue South of South Street (Segment L.4 & L.5)
Lee Avenue south of South Street will taper from a 72-footwide right-of-way to a 56-foot-wide right-of-way to match
the existing width between 1110 and 1150 Ocean Avenue.
At this segment, there will not be parallel parking on either
side of the street and one travel lane and bike lane in each
direction. Class II bike lanes run from South Street to the
SFPUC Retained Fee Open Space and transition into Class
III bike lanes through Ocean to Holloway Ave Class III bike
route. There will be bulb-outs at intersections and mid-block
crossings at the Reservoir Park and SFPUC Retained Fee
Open Space to emphasize pedestrian priority and traffic
calming. A vehicular left turn lane on the southern most
end of Lee Avenue will assist with traffic control at the
intersection of Lee Avenue and Ocean Avenue. See Figure
5.12.5.

Standards
S.5.13.1 Street Zone Dimensions
Right-of-way cross-section dimensions shall
be as shown in Figure 5.12–3 through Figure
5.12.6.

S.5.13.2 Element and Material Specification
Elements per Figure 5.12–2. All elements shown
shall be included. Dimensions vary.

S.5.13.3 Raised Crosswalk
The crosswalk at the intersection of Lee Avenue
and the Reservoir Park entry and the intersection
of Lee Avenue and the SFPUC Retained Fee Open
Space shall be raised and a minimum of 50 feet
long. High quality paving materials such as unit
paving are encouraged. See Balboa Reservoir
Infrastructure Plan, Section 6.6: Traffic Calming
for more details.

Guidelines
G.5.13.1 Stormwater Management
Some of the Lee Avenue stormwater
requirements will be offset in the open space
stormwater management areas. See Chapter
6: Open Space Network for more information.
This enables flexibility in the design of Lee
Avenue including managing challenging grading,
potential inclusion of protected bike ways, and
other pedestrian amenities. The open space
stormwater management area will be sized over
the 25% requirement to offset the Lee Avenue
stormwater requirement.

S.5.13.4 Loading
Loading per Balboa Reservoir Infrastructure Plan,
Figure 6.9: Proposed Service & Loading Plan.

S.5.13.5 SFPUC Asset Protection Standards
Street trees are not allowed where the roadway
and sidewalk cross the SFPUC Retained
Fee Parcel. Refer to SFPUC Asset Protection
Standards for tree restrictions over transmission
distribution assets at this parcel.
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50' R.O.W.

LEGEND
1 Tree Well

SW
12’

13 Bench

2 Concrete Sidewalk

SW
12’

TL 26’

14 Bollard

3 Street Light
4 Litter + Recycling Receptacle
5 Bioretention Planting

15 Concrete Unit Pavers

ONE WAY

16 Roadway - Asphalt
17 Curb Cut for Driveway

6 Regular Planting

18 Bike Share

7 Warning Paver
8 Curb Cut for Accessible

Loading/Parking

9 Raised Crosswalk/Ground

Mural

10 Traffic Island
11 Curb Cut for Garage
12 Bike Rack

BL
P
SW
TL
M
BO

bike lane
parking
sidewalk
travel lane
median
bulb-out

6

17

1

See Figure 5.13-3

2

TH2

G

L.1

LEE AVENUE

3

G

18

E

F

L. 2
9
D

TH1

C

H

L.3

B
A

L.4

4

NORTH
STREET

5

L.5
Key Map

6

L.1
L. 2
Figure 5.13–2: Lee Avenue, Site Plan L.1
0
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Lee Avenue Enlarged Plans /
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PL

PL

Apartment
Building

1

G

Fire Lane

6’

6’

26’

Future
City College
of SF
Development

4’

CL
OF TREE

6’
Setback

4

6’

Throughway

3

Planting /
Furnishing

A

Travel
Lane

B

Setback

C

CLEAR
PATH

CL

D

CL
OF TREE

2

H

Fire Apparatus
Access Zone

E

F

TH1

26'

Planting /
Furnishing

G

TH2

30' MAX

Throughway

50' R.O.W

Key Map
Figure 5.13–3: Lee Avenue, Section 1
PUBLIC DRAFT | April 10, 2020

*see "Figure 5.13–2: Lee Avenue, Plan Enlargements L.1
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72' R.O.W.
72' R.O.W.
M-5'
M-2'
SW BL P
TL
BL SW
12’ 6.5’ 8’
20’
6.5’ 12’

LEGEND
1 Tree Well

13 Bench

2 Concrete Sidewalk

14 Bollard

3 Street Light
4 Litter + Recycling Receptacle
5 Bioretention Planting

15 Concrete Unit Pavers
16 Roadway - Asphalt

M-5'
SW BL P
12’ 6.5’ 8’

TL
20’

M-2'
BL SW
6.5’ 12’

L. 2
L.3

L.1
L. 2

17 Curb Cut for Driveway

6 Regular Planting

18 Bike Share

7 Warning Paver
8 Curb Cut for Accessible

Loading/Parking

9 Raised Crosswalk/Ground

Mural

10 Traffic Island
11 Curb Cut for Garage
12 Bike Rack

BL
P
SW
TL
M
BO

1

bike lane
parking
sidewalk
travel lane
median
bulb-out

5

G

L.1
3

E

F

E

L. 2

C

H

9

8

2

See Figure 5.13-6

D

TH1

14

L.3

LEE AVENUE

TH2

LEE AVENUE

7

1

C

B
A

2

L.4

See Figure 5.13-6
8

L.5
Key Map

6

L. 2
L.3
Figure 5.13–4: Lee Avenue, Site Plan L.2

L.3
L.4
Figure 5.13–5: Lee Avenue, Site Plan L.3
0
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PL

PL (PROPOSED)

72' R.O.W

E

CL

D

8'

2

Key Map
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Figure 5.13–6: Lee Avenue, Section 2

20’

2’

6.5’

6’
Planting /
Furnishing

Setback

6’
Throughway

8’

Bike Lane

5'

Buff er

6.5’

Travel
Lane

6’

Parking

4

6’

Courtesy
Strip

3

Planting /
Furnishing

A

Throughway

CL

B

OF TREE

C

H

City
College

Setback

TH1

Fire Lane

CL
OF TREE

E

F

Fire Apparatus
Access Zone

Apartment
Building

1

G

26'

CLEAR
20' PARKING TYP.

TH2

30' MAX

*see "Figure 5.13– 4 & 5: Lee Avenue, Plan Enlargements L.2 & L.3
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72' R.O.W.
M-5'
SW BL P
12’ 6.5’ 8’

LEGEND
1 Tree Well

13 Bench

2 Concrete Sidewalk
3 Street Light
5 Bioretention Planting

L.3
L.4

15 Concrete Unit Pavers
16 Roadway - Asphalt

1

17 Curb Cut for Driveway

6 Regular Planting

S OU

18 Bike Share

7 Warning Paver
8 Curb Cut for Accessible

Loading/Parking

9 Raised Crosswalk/Ground

Mural

10 Traffic Island
11 Curb Cut for Garage
12 Bike Rack
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M
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bike lane
parking
sidewalk
travel lane
median
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6

72' -56'
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M
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See Figure 5.13-8
6

E

F

A

L. 2
L.3
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14 Bollard

4 Litter + Recycling Receptacle
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20’

L.5

Key Map

L.4
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Figure 5.13–7: Lee Avenue, Site Plan L.4
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PL (PROPOSED)

PL

72' R.O.W

A

1

G

2

Fire Lane

City
College
of SF

20' TYP.

D

Figure 5.13–8: Lee Avenue, Section 3
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*see "Figure 5.13–7: Lee Avenue, Site Plan L.4
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13 Bench
14 Bollard

3 Street Light
4 Litter + Recycling Receptacle
5 Bioretention Planting

16 Roadway - Asphalt
17 Curb Cut for Driveway

6 Regular Planting

18 Bike Share
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10 Traffic Island
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See Figure 5.13-10
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Figure 5.13–9: Lee Avenue, Site Plan L.5
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Figure 5.13–10:
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Lee Avenue, Section 4
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*see "Figure 5.13–: Lee Avenue, Site Plan L5
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5.14 NORTH STREET AND SOUTH STREET
North Street

N.1

North Street will be an east-west neighborhood residential lane with a 64-foot-wide rightof-way providing vehicular, bike, pedestrian and service access to buildings and to Reservoir
Park. Parallel parking and 12-foot-wide sidewalks are provided on both sides of the street.
North Street will also extend eastward connecting Lee Avenue to the existing Frida Kahlo
Way and provide access to the future Performing Art Education Center at City College.
The portion of North Street between Lee Avenue and Frida Kahlo Way will be narrowed to a
62-foot-wide right-of-way to accommodate designated bike lanes on both sides of the street
and parallel parking on the south side. There will be bulb-outs at intersections and a raised
mid-block crossing at Reservoir Park to strengthen pedestrian connections to the central
public space. Street stormwater will be treated with rain gardens in bulb-outs or pervious
vehicular paving. Large evergreen trees will be planted on this street.

N. 2

F

E

D

C

S.1

South Street
South Street will be an east-west neighborhood residential lane with a 64-foot-wide
right-of-way. It will provide vehicular, pedestrian and bike access to individual buildings,
childcare, the Brighton Paseo, and to the Reservoir Park. Loading zones and 12-foot-wide
sidewalks are provided on both sides of the street. South Street will have slower traffic and
will accommodate bicycles on the street. There will be bulb-outs at intersections and, as in
the case of North Street, a mid-block raised crossing to create safe connections to Reservoir
Park and to Brighton Paseo. Stormwater will be treated through bioswales located in the
bulb-out areas and through pervious vehicular paving. Large evergreen trees will be planted
on this street.
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Figure 5.14–1: North & South Street, Key Map
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Standards
S.5.14.1 Street Zone Dimensions
Right-of-way cross-section dimensions shall be
as shown in Figure 5.13–2 and Figure 5.13–4.

S.5.14.2 Element and Material Specification
Elements shall be included per Figure 5.13–3
and Figure 5.13–5. All elements shown shall be
included.

S.5.14.3 Raised Crosswalk
Crosswalks at the intersection of North Street
and the Reservoir Park entrance, and South
Street and the Reservoir Park entrance shall be
raised and at minimum 60 feet long at North
Street and 15 feet long at South Street. High
quality paving materials such as unit paving
are recommended. See Balboa Reservoir
Infrastructure Plan, Section 6.6: Traffic Calming
for more details.

PUBLIC DRAFT | April 10, 2020

Guidelines
G.5.14.1 Stormwater Management
To the extent possible, stormwater generated
within the North Street and South Street right-ofways shall be treated within the right-of-way in
centralized linear bioretention treatment areas
adjacent to the sidewalk. These bioretention
planters adjacent to the sidewalk shall have
a 6-inch curb for fall protection. An alternate
treatment option is to route North Street and
South Street stormwater to the Reservoir Park.
A Brighton Paseo stormwater area is also under
consideration.

G.5.14.2 Mountable Traffic Circle
High quality paving such as unit paving is
encouraged around the mountable traffic circles
at the intersection of North Street and West
Street and at the intersection of South Street and
West Street.
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Figure 5.14–4: North Street Site Plan N1
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5.15 WEST STREET
West Street will be a north-south neighborhood residential
street with a 54-foot-wide right-of-way providing vehicular,
pedestrian, and bike access to individual buildings,
townhouses, San Ramon Paseo, and Reservoir Park. This
street will have an asymmetrical section with parallel
parking on the east side. There will be one travel lane in
each direction with a 10.5-foot-wide sidewalk on both sides
of the street. Since there will be no parallel parking at the
townhouse side of the street, a continuous 4-foot-wide tree
and planting buffer with 8-foot-wide breaks every 60
feet will be provided along the townhouse frontage. The
streetscape design will feature traffic calming elements
such as chicanes, raised crosswalks, and mountable traffic
circles.
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Figure 5.15–1: West Street, Key Map
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Standards
S.5.15.1 Street Zone Dimensions
Right-of-way cross-section dimensions shall be
as shown in Figure 5.14.3.

S.5.15.2 Element and Material Specification
Elements per Figure 5.14–2. All elements shown
shall be included. Dimensions vary to meet sitespecific conditions.

S.5.15.3 Raised Crosswalk
The crosswalk at the intersection of West Street
and the Reservoir Park entry shall be raised and
30 feet long at minimum. High quality paving
materials such as unit paving is recommended.
See Balboa Reservoir Infrastructure Plan, Section
6.6: Traffic Calming for more details.
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Guidelines
G.5.15.1 Stormwater Management
Due to grading challenges and spatial
constraints, West Street will not be able to
meet the 25% reduction in stormwater rate
and volume. The open space stormwater
management area will be oversized beyond
the 25% requirement to offset the West Street
stormwater requirement. See Chapter 6: Open
Space Network for more information.

G.5.15.2 Mountable Traffic Circle
High-quality paving such as unit paving is
recommended at the mountable traffic circle at
the intersection of North Street and West Street
and at the intersection of South Street and West
Street.
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/ West Street Plan Enlargement
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West Street Section /

*Planting zone to contain 500 cubic feet of verified
growing media at a 3’ depth per street tree
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G

L.1

5.16 WEST STREET SOUTH SHARED PUBLIC WAY AND
NORTH SHARED PUBLIC WAY
West Street North Shared Public Way
The privately operated, pedestrianized raised street at the
north end of West Street has a 54-foot-wide right of way.
28-feet outside the fire lane will serve as a usable open
space with attractive paving that provides supplemental fire
access and signifies pedestrian priority, and at the seating
area with large trees at the end of the street to terminate
the view. The streets will be flanked by townhouse entries on
the west side and stoops on the east side. Off-street loading
for Block G will be accommodated on the West Street North
Shared Street.

F

D

West Street South Shared Public Way
The West Street South shared public way will also be a
privately operated street. The south end of West Street
will provide fire access, vehicular access, and off-street
loading for Block B and the townhouse area. The street will
be flanked by plantings and stoops on both sides and will
be curbless with permeable paving and warning pavers to
emphasize the pedestrian nature of the street.

E

C

L. 2
B
A

The pocket park at the West Street North is one of
the possible dog relief area locations currently under
consideration. See Section 6.17 Dog Relief Area for
additional information.

0
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Figure 5.16–2: West Street, Shared Streets Key Map
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Note: Building footprints are for illustrative purposes only

Figure 5.16–1: West Street, Shared Streets Key Map
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Standards
S.5.16.1 Street Zone Dimensions
Right-of-way cross-section dimensions shall be
as shown in Figure 5.15–5 and Figure 5.15.8.

S.5.16.2 Element and Material Specification
Elements are per Figure 5.15–3 and Figure
5.15–6.All elements shown shall be included.
Dimensions vary.

S.5.16.3 Street Profile
The street shall be curbless and paved with ADA
accessible, H20-load-bearing special paving to
emphasize pedestrian priority.

S.5.16.4 Fire Access
26-foot-clear fire access zones shall be provided.
See Balboa Reservoir Infrastructure Plan, Section
6.2.4: Fire Department Access for more details.

S.5.16.5 Loading
Shared public ways at the north and south
end of West Street shall accommodate auto
access and loading to adjacent townhouses.
See Balboa Reservoir Infrastructure Plan, Figure
6.9: Proposed Service & Loading Plan for more
details.

double-up as usable outdoor space, They should
be developed to have a plaza-like character with
furnishings and street lighting which serves
pedestrians as well as autos.

Guidelines
G.5.16.1 Vehicular Access
At West Street South, vehicular access shall be
limited to 2/3 of the street so a mini park can be
accommodated at the end of the street to serve
as a gateway to the SFPUC Open Space and to
provide a visual terminus at the end of street at
West Street North. Special paving shall be used
for the entire roadway to distinguish the shared
zone from vehicular driveway in public streets.

Figure 5.16–3: High quality paving create a plaza like environment to
serve slow vehicles, bike and pedestrian circulation

G.5.16.2 Planting
Planting shall maximize habitat creation and
stormwater management. See Section 5.8:
Street Planting Palette.

G.5.16.3 Stormwater Management
Stormwater generated within West Street South
should be treated within the right of way. The use
of permeable paving is recommended.

S.5.16.6 Street Furnishing and Lighting
Since West Street has limited auto access at
the north and the south ends, the termini can
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Figure 5.16–4: Fire access service serve as pedestrian pathway
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PUBLIC DRAFT | April 10, 2020

Street Design by Individual Case
PL

PL

48' R.O.W

26’
Fire Apparatus
Access Zone

TH2

G

E

F

B

H

Apartment
Building

Townhouses

D

TH1

C

B

Key Map
PUBLIC DRAFT | April 10, 2020

Figure 5.16–8: West Street South, Section 1
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*see "Figure 5.15.6: West Street South, Plan Enlargement", Site Plan L.2
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5.17 TOWNHOUSE ENTRY COURT AND DRIVEWAY

G

The intent of the townhouse entry courts is to provide a
strong visual terminus to North and South Streets, and
to integrate the townhouses into the rest of the project.
Townhouse entry courts can provide vehicle access or be
limited to only bikes and pedestrians. Townhouse driveways
are privately owned with low speed vehicular and pedestrian
access to the townhouse development.
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Figure 5.17–1: Townhouse Entry Courts, Key Map
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AUTO COURT PRECEDENTS

Standards
S.5.17.1 Entry Courts
Entry courts shall be designed as auto/
pedestrian courts and shall be located at the
ends of North Street and South Street. Special
paving and curbless treatment shall be used to
emphasize their pedestrian character. No gates
or fences are allowed at the auto court entries.
Refer to Section 7.26 for minimum dimensions at
entry courts.

S.5.17.2 Driveway
Curbless treatment and special paving shall be
used, and planting shall be maximized wherever
possible to scale down the width of the driveway
for traffic calming.

Figure 5.17–2: Permeable and vehicular rated paving is used to
maximize pervious surface for stormwater management

G.5.17.1 Planting
Planting should maximize habitat creation and
stormwater management. See Section 5.8:
Street Planting Palette.
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Figure 5.17–3: Planting is maximized wherever possible to scale down
the width of the driveway and for traffic calming.

IMG Credit White

Guidelines

IMG Credit White

Stormwater that is generated within the rightof-way of townhouse driveways shall be treated
within the townhouse development parcel.
Permeable paving is recommended as a driveway
and auto court treatment to increase pervious
surface area.

Figure 5.17–4: High quality paving material, planting and accent lighting
create a pedestrian environment.
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S.5.17.3 Stormwater Management
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DRAFT
Prepared for BRIDGE Housing Corporation

PRELIMINARY GEOTECHNICAL INVESTIGATION
PROPOSED RESIDENTIAL DEVELOPMENT AT BALBOA RESERVOIR
PHELAN AND OCEAN AVENUES
SAN FRANCISCO, CALIFORNIA

UNAUTHORIZED USE OR COPYING OF THIS DOCUMENT IS STRICTLY
PROHIBITED BY ANYONE OTHER THAN THE CLIENT FOR THE SPECIFIC
PROJECT

January 22, 20118
Project No. 17-1425

DRAFT

January 22, 2018
Project No. 17-1425
Mr. Justin Lai
Investment Analyst
BRIDGE Housing Corporation
600 California Street, Suite 900
San Francisco, California 94108
Subject:

Preliminary Geotechnical Investigation
Proposed Residential Development at Balboa Reservoir Site
Phelan and Ocean Avenues
San Francisco, California

Dear Mr. Lai:
We are pleased to present the results of our preliminary geotechnical investigation for the
proposed residential development to be constructed at the Balboa Reservoir site in San
Francisco. Our services were provided in accordance with our proposal dated October
26, 2017 and a Budget Increase Request dated January 2, 2018.
The project site consists of a rectangular-shaped, 17-acre lot on the western side of
Phelan Avenue, north of its intersection with Ocean Avenue. The site is bordered by
Riordan High School to the north, single-family residential developments to the west,
multi-story mixed-used buildings to the south, and a parking lot and multi-use building
for the City College of San Francisco (CCSF). The site, which was previously excavated
up to 15 feet below original grades for a planned reservoir, is currently an asphalt-paved
parking lot used for CCSF student parking.
Current plans are to construct a 1,100-unit residential development which will consist of
clusters of residential buildings separated by landscaped areas, walkways and parks. The
buildings will be constructed near the existing grades and will consist of residential units
of Type 5 construction over one-story concrete (Type I) podiums.
From a geotechnical standpoint, we conclude the site can be developed as planned,
provided the recommendations presented in this report are incorporated into the project
plans and specifications and implemented during construction. The primary geotechnical
issues affecting the proposed development include site grading and support of the
proposed structures. We preliminarily conclude the proposed buildings should be
supported on conventional spread footings that gain support on undisturbed native soil or
engineered fill.

DRAFT
Mr. Justin Lai
BRIDGE Housing Corporation
January 22, 2018
Page 2
This report presents our preliminary conclusions and recommendations regarding
foundation design, earthwork and grading, seismic design, and other geotechnical aspects
of the project. The recommendations contained in our report are based on limited
subsurface exploration and review of available data for the site, and are not intended for
final design. Final geotechnical design values should be confirmed by a detailed
geotechnical investigation. In addition, variations between expected and actual soil
conditions may be found in localized areas during construction. Therefore, we should be
engaged to observe shoring and foundation installation, and fill placement, during which
time we may make changes in our recommendations, if deemed necessary.
We appreciate the opportunity to provide our services to you on this project. If you have
any questions, please call.
Sincerely,
ROCKRIDGE GEOTECHNICAL, INC.

DRAFT

DRAFT

Clayton J. Proto, P.E.
Project Engineer

Craig S. Shields, P.E., G.E.
Principal Engineer
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DRAFT
PRELIMINARY GEOTECHNICAL INVESTIGATION
PROPOSED RESIDENTIAL DEVELOPMENT AT BALBOA RESERVOIR
PHELAN AND OCEAN AVENUES
San Francisco, California
1.0

INTRODUCTION

This report presents the results of the preliminary geotechnical investigation performed by
Rockridge Geotechnical, Inc. (Rockridge) for the proposed residential development to be
constructed at the Balboa Reservoir site in San Francisco, California.
The project site consists of a rectangular-shaped, 17-acre lot on the western side of Phelan
Avenue, north of its intersection with Ocean Avenue, as shown on Figure 1, Site Location Map.
The site is bordered by Riordan High School to the north, single-family residences to the west,
multi-story mixed-used buildings to the south, and a parking lot and multi-use building for the
City College of San Francisco (CCSF) to the east. The site is currently an asphalt-paved parking
lot used for CCSF student parking. The central portion of the site was previously excavated up
to 15 feet below original grades for a planned reservoir, and an embankment up to about 30 feet
tall was constructed along the western portion of the site.
Plans are to construct a 1,100-unit residential development which will consist of clusters of
residential buildings separated by landscaped areas, walkways and parks. The buildings will
consist of residential units of Type 5 construction over one-story concrete (Type I) podiums.
2.0

SCOPE OF SERVICES

Our investigation was performed in accordance with our Proposal for Preliminary Geotechnical
Investigation with BRIDGE Housing, dated October 27, 2017, and a subsequent Budget Increase
Request dated January 2, 2018. Our scope of services consisted of reviewing available geologic
maps and geotechnical reports of the site and vicinity, exploring subsurface conditions at the site
by performing six cone penetration tests (CPTs), advancing four exploratory borings, and
performing engineering analyses to develop preliminary conclusions and recommendations
regarding:
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•

site seismicity and seismic hazards, including the potential for liquefaction and
liquefaction-induced ground failure

•

the most appropriate foundation type(s) for the proposed structures

•

preliminary design criteria for the recommended foundation type(s)

•

estimates of foundation settlement

•

2016 San Francisco Building Code (SFBC) site class and design spectral response
acceleration parameters

•

construction considerations.

3.0

FIELD INVESTIGATION

Prior to performing the subsurface field investigation, we obtained a permit from the San
Francisco Department of Public Health (SFDPH) and contacted Underground Service Alert
(USA) to notify them of our work, as required by law. We also retained Precision Locating
LLC, a private utility locator, to minimize the likelihood that an underground utility was
encountered during our investigation. Details of the field exploration are described below.
3.1

Test Borings

Four borings, designated B-1 through B-4, were drilled on January 3, 2018 by Benevent Building
of Concord, California at the approximate locations shown on Figure 2. Borings B-1, B-2, B-3,
and B-4 were drilled to depths of about 26, 26, 11, and 6 feet bgs, respectively, using a
limited-access drill rig equipped with solid flight augers. During drilling, our field engineer
logged the soil encountered and obtained representative samples for visual classification and
laboratory testing. The logs of the borings are presented on Figures A-1 through A-4 in
Appendix A. The soil encountered in the borings was classified in accordance with the
classification chart shown on Figure A-5.
Soil samples were obtained using a Standard Penetration Test (SPT) split-barrel sampler with a
2.0-inch outside and 1.5-inch inside diameter, without liners. The sampler was driven with an
above-ground, 140-pound, hammer falling 30 inches per drop using a rope and cathead. The
samplers were driven up to 18 inches and the hammer blows required to drive the samplers were
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recorded every six inches and are presented on the boring logs. A “blow count” is defined as the
number of hammer blows per six inches of penetration or 50 blows for six inches or less of
penetration. The blow counts required to drive the SPT samplers were converted to approximate
SPT N-values using factors of 1.2, respectively, to account for approximate hammer energy and
the fact that the sampler was sized to accommodate liners, but was driven without liners. The
blow counts used for this conversion were: (1) the last two blow counts if the sampler was driven
more than 12 inches, (2) the last one blow count if the sampler was driven more than six inches
but less than 12 inches, and (3) the only blow count if the sampler was driven six inches or less.
The converted SPT N-values are presented on the boring logs.
Upon completion of drilling, the boreholes were backfilled with cement grout in accordance with
SFDPH standards. The soil cuttings generated by the borings were spread in landscaping areas.
3.2

Cone Penetration Tests

Six CPTs, designated CPT-1 through CPT-6, were advanced on January 3, 2017 by Middle Earth
GeoTesting of Orange, California at the approximate locations shown on the Site Plan, Figure 2.
The CPTs were advanced until practical refusal was met in very dense sand, which occurred at
depths ranging from approximately 5 to 46 feet below ground surface (bgs). The CPTs were
performed with a truck-mounted rig hydraulically pushing a 1.7-inch-diameter cone-tipped probe
into the ground. The probe measured tip resistance, pore water pressure, and frictional resistance
on a sleeve behind the cone tip. Electrical sensors within the cone continuously measured these
parameters for the entire depth advanced, and the readings were digitized and recorded by a
computer. Accumulated data were processed by computer to provide engineering information
such as soil behavior types, correlated strength characteristics, and estimated liquefaction
resistance of the soil encountered. The CPT logs, showing tip resistance, friction ratio, pore
water pressure, and soil behavior type, are shown on Figures A-6 through A-12 in Appendix A.
Upon completion, the CPT holes backfilled with neat cement grout in accordance with SFDPH
requirements.
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4.0

SITE AND SUBSURFACE CONDITIONS

We understand the site is currently owned by the San Francisco Public Utilities Commission, and
was originally planned for use as a municipal water reservoir. Although the site was never used
as a reservoir, the central portion of the site was excavated down approximately 15 feet and an
embankment approximately 30 feet tall was constructed along the western and southern
boundary. The southern embankment was removed in 2008, and a new embankment was
constructed along the eastern site boundary between 2008 and 2009. The central, depressed
portion of the site is currently occupied by an asphalt parking lot.
As presented on the Regional Geologic Map (Figure 3), the site is mapped in a zone of earlyPleistocene alluvium (Qoa) (Graymer, 2006). Based on the results of our investigation and our
understanding of the site history, we conclude the non-embankment portion of the site is
underlain by a deposit of medium dense to very dense silty sand with occasional clay interbeds,
known locally as the Colma formation. The Colma formation extends to a depth of at least 46
feet bgs at location CPT-6, the maximum depth explored. The embankment consists of sand fill
which was likely excavated onsite and re-worked. Documentation of the embankment
construction was not available; however, the results of our investigation indicates that the fill
appears to have been well-compacted and is generally dense to very dense in consistency.
Free groundwater was not observed in our borings. We reviewed the results of a 2010
geotechnical investigation performed by Fugro, Inc for a development on Phelan Loop
immediately southeast of the site. In this investigation, groundwater was encountered in one
boring at a depth of about 22 feet bgs, while a second boring drilled to 40 feet did not encounter
groundwater. To better estimate the highest potential groundwater level at the site, we also
reviewed information on the State of California Water Resources Control Board GeoTracker
website (http://geotracker.waterboards.ca.gov/). The closest site with groundwater information
on the GeoTracker website is at 1490 Ocean Avenue, which is about 600 feet west of the subject
property. Recorded depths to groundwater at the 1490 Ocean Avenue site has fluctuated from
about 18 to 33 feet bgs during the time period of 2002 to 2012. Ground surface elevations at
1490 Ocean Avenue are approximately 20 feet below existing grades at the Balboa Reservoir
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site. The groundwater level at the site is expected to fluctuate several feet seasonally with
potentially larger fluctuations annually, depending on the amount of rainfall. Based on available
data, we conclude a design high groundwater level of 20 feet bgs could be used for preliminary
design.
5.0

SEISMIC CONSIDERATIONS

The San Francisco Bay Area is considered to be one of the more seismically active regions in the
world. We preliminarily evaluated the potential for earthquake-induced geologic hazards
including ground shaking, ground surface rupture, liquefaction,1 lateral spreading,2 and cyclic
densification3. The results of our evaluation regarding seismic considerations for the project site
are presented in the following sections.
5.1

Regional Seismicity and Faulting

The major active faults in the area are the Hayward, San Andreas, and Calaveras faults. These
and other faults of the region are shown on Figure 4. The fault systems in the Bay Area consist
of several major right-lateral strike-slip faults that define the boundary zone between the Pacific
and the North American tectonic plates. Numerous damaging earthquakes have occurred along
these fault systems in recorded time. For these and other active faults within a 50-kilometer
radius of the site, the distance from the site and estimated mean characteristic moment
magnitude4 [Working Group on California Earthquake Probabilities (WGCEP, 2008) and Cao et
al. (2003)] are summarized in Table 2.

1
2

3
4

Liquefaction is a phenomenon where loose, saturated, cohesionless soil experiences temporary
reduction in strength during cyclic loading such as that produced by earthquakes.
Lateral spreading is a phenomenon in which surficial soil displaces along a shear zone that has
formed within an underlying liquefied layer. Upon reaching mobilization, the surficial blocks are
transported downslope or in the direction of a free face by earthquake and gravitational forces.
Cyclic densification is a phenomenon in which non-saturated, cohesionless soil is compacted by
earthquake vibrations, causing ground-surface settlement.
Moment magnitude is an energy-based scale and provides a physically meaningful measure of the
size of a faulting event. Moment magnitude is directly related to average slip and fault rupture area.
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TABLE 2
Regional Faults and Seismicity
Approximate
Distance from
Site (km)

Direction from
Site

Mean
Characteristic
Moment
Magnitude

N. San Andreas - Peninsula

5

West

7.20

N. San Andreas (1906 event)

5

West

8.05

San Gregorio Connected

12

West

7.50

N. San Andreas - North Coast

12

West

7.51

Total Hayward

24

Northeast

7.00

Total Hayward-Rodgers Creek

24

Northeast

7.33

Monte Vista-Shannon

37

Southeast

6.50

Mount Diablo Thrust

40

East

6.70

Rodgers Creek

40

North

7.07

Total Calaveras

41

East

7.03

Point Reyes

41

Northwest

6.90

Green Valley Connected

45

East

6.80

Fault Segment

Since 1800, four major earthquakes (i.e., Magnitude > 6) have been recorded on the San Andreas
fault. In 1836, an earthquake with an estimated maximum intensity of VII on the Modified
Mercalli (MM) Intensity Scale occurred east of Monterey Bay on the San Andreas fault
(Toppozada and Borchardt 1998). The estimated moment magnitude, Mw, for this earthquake is
about 6.25. In 1838, an earthquake occurred on the Peninsula segment of the San Andreas fault.
Severe shaking occurred with an MM of about VIII-IX, corresponding to an Mw of about 7.5.
The San Francisco Earthquake of 1906 caused the most significant damage in the history of the
Bay Area in terms of loss of lives and property damage. This earthquake created a surface
rupture along the San Andreas fault from Shelter Cove to San Juan Bautista approximately 470
kilometers in length. It had a maximum intensity of XI (MM), an Mw of about 7.9, and was felt
560 kilometers away in Oregon, Nevada, and Los Angeles. The Loma Prieta Earthquake of
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October 17, 1989 had an Mw of 6.9 and occurred about 92 kilometers southeast of the site. On
August 24, 2014 an earthquake with an estimated maximum intensity of VIII (severe) on the
MM scale occurred on the West Napa fault. This earthquake was the largest earthquake event in
the San Francisco Bay Area since the Loma Prieta Earthquake. The Mw of the 2014 South Napa
Earthquake was 6.0.
In 1868, an earthquake with an estimated maximum intensity of X on the MM scale occurred on
the southern segment (between San Leandro and Fremont) of the Hayward fault. The estimated
Mw for the earthquake is 7.0. In 1861, an earthquake of unknown magnitude (probably an M w of
about 6.5) was reported on the Calaveras fault. The most recent significant earthquake on this
fault was the 1984 Morgan Hill earthquake (Mw = 6.2).
The U.S. Geological Survey's 2014 Working Group on California Earthquake Probabilities has
compiled the earthquake fault research for the San Francisco Bay area in order to estimate the
probability of fault segment rupture. They have determined that the overall probability of
moment magnitude 6.7 or greater earthquake occurring in the San Francisco Region during the
next 30 years (starting from 2014) is 72 percent. The highest probabilities are assigned to the
Hayward fault, Calaveras fault, and the northern segment of the San Andreas fault. These
probabilities are 14.3, 7.4, and 6.4 percent, respectively.
5.2

Geologic Hazards

During a major earthquake on a segment of one of the nearby faults, strong to very strong ground
shaking is expected to occur at the project site. Strong shaking during an earthquake can result
in ground failure such as that associated with soil liquefaction, lateral spreading, and cyclic
densification. We used the results of the CPTs and borings performed for this investigation to
evaluate the potential of these phenomena occurring at the project site.
5.2.1 Ground Shaking
The ground shaking intensity felt at the project site will depend on: 1) the size of the earthquake
(magnitude), 2) the distance from the site to the fault source, 3) the directivity (focusing of
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earthquake energy along the fault in the direction of the rupture), and 4) site-specific soil
conditions. The site is 5 kilometers from the San Andreas fault. Therefore, the potential exists
for a large earthquake to induce strong to violent ground shaking at the site during the life of the
project.
5.2.2 Liquefaction and Liquefaction-Induced Settlement
When a saturated, cohesionless soil liquefies, it experiences a temporary loss of shear strength
created by a transient rise in excess pore pressure generated by strong ground motion. Soil
susceptible to liquefaction includes loose to medium dense sand and gravel, low-plasticity silt,
and some low-plasticity clay deposits. Flow failure, lateral spreading, differential settlement,
loss of bearing strength, ground fissures and sand boils are evidence of excess pore pressure
generation and liquefaction. The site mapped outside of a liquefaction hazard zone, as shown on
Figure 5 from the map titled State of California, Seismic Hazard Zones, City and County of San
Francisco, Official Map, prepared by the California Geological Survey (CGS) and dated
November 17, 2000.
Liquefaction susceptibility was assessed using the software CLiq v2.1 (GeoLogismiki, 2017).
CLiq uses measured field CPT data and assesses liquefaction potential, including post‐
earthquake vertical settlement, given a user-defined earthquake magnitude and peak ground
acceleration (PGA). We performed a liquefaction triggering analysis using our CPT data in
accordance with the methodology by Boulanger and Idriss (2014).
Our analyses were performed using a “during earthquake” groundwater depth of 20 feet bgs. In
accordance with the 2016 San Francisco Building Code (SFBC), we used a peak ground
acceleration of 0.76 times gravity (g) in our liquefaction evaluation; this peak ground
acceleration is consistent with the Maximum Considered Earthquake Geometric Mean (MCEG)
peak ground acceleration adjusted for site effects (PGAM). We also used a moment magnitude of
8.05, corresponding to the mean characteristic moment magnitude of the San Andreas fault
(Table 2).
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The results of our liquefaction analysis indicate the soil at the site is sufficiently dense to resist
liquefaction. Therefore, we preliminarily conclude that the potential for liquefaction and
associated surface manifestations, such as settlement, loss of bearing capacity, sand boils, and
lateral spreading, are nil.
5.2.3 Cyclic Densification
Cyclic densification (also referred to as differential compaction) of non-saturated sand (sand
above groundwater table) can occur during an earthquake, resulting in settlement of the ground
surface and overlying improvements. The CPTs indicate that the soil above the groundwater
table at the site consists predominantly of dense to very dense silty sand, which is not susceptible
to cyclic densification. Therefore, we preliminarily conclude that the potential for cyclic
densification is nil.
5.2.4 Ground Surface Rupture
Historically, ground surface displacements closely follow the trace of geologically young faults.
The site is not within an Earthquake Fault Zone, as defined by the Alquist-Priolo Earthquake
Fault Zoning Act, and no known active or potentially active faults exist on the site. We therefore
conclude the risk of fault offset at the site from a known active fault is very low. In a seismically
active area, the remote possibility exists for future faulting in areas where no faults previously
existed; however, we conclude the risk of surface faulting and consequent secondary ground
failure from previously unknown faults is also very low.
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6.0

PRELIMINARY CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS

Based on the results of our engineering analyses using the data from the CPTs, we conclude
there are no major geotechnical or geological issues that would preclude development of the site
as proposed. The primary geotechnical issues affecting the proposed development include site
grading and support of the proposed structures. These issues, as well as construction
considerations and seismic design, are discussed in more detail in the following sections.
6.1

Foundations and Settlement

The results of borings and CPTs performed at the site indicate the central portion of the site is
underlain by dense to very dense silty sand of the Colma formation. The western portion of the
site is currently occupied by an embankment which measures approximately 30 feet high and has
a footprint approximately 180 feet wide (east-west) and 1000 feet long (north-south). The
embankment was likely constructed using soil excavated from the central portion of the site. We
understand that current plans are to remove the western embankment and use the material to
raise grades across the site. If spread uniformly, we estimate that this grading would raise site
grades by approximately 4 to 5 feet; therefore, it is likely that some or all of the proposed
structures will bottom in the newly placed fill. Provided that this fill is properly placed and wellcompacted, we conclude conventional spread footings are appropriate for foundation support.
We preliminarily recommend that spread footings be designed using an allowable bearing
pressure of 7,000 pounds per square foot (psf) for dead-plus-live loads; this pressure may be
increased by one-third for total design loads, which include wind or seismic forces. Estimated
total settlements will be on the order of 3/4 inch and differential settlement will be on the order
of 1/2 inch over a 30-foot horizontal distance. Continuous footings should be at least 18 inches
wide and isolated spread footings should be at least 36 inches wide. Footings should extend at
least 18 inches below the lowest adjacent soil subgrade.
Lateral loads may be resisted by a combination of friction along the base of the footing and
passive resistance against the vertical faces of the footing. To compute lateral resistance, we
recommend using an equivalent fluid weight of 330 pounds per cubic foot (pcf); the upper foot
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of soil should be ignored unless confined by a slab or pavement. Frictional resistance should be
computed using a base friction coefficient of 0.40 where the footing is in direct contact with soil.
The passive pressure and frictional resistance values include a factor of safety of at least 1.5 and
may be used in combination without reduction.
6.2

Construction Considerations

Site demolition should include the removal of all existing improvements, including pavements,
underground utilities, and buried foundations. In general, abandoned underground utilities
should be removed to the property line or service connections and properly capped or plugged
with concrete. Where existing utility lines are outside of the proposed building footprint and will
not interfere with the proposed construction, they may be abandoned in-place provided the lines
are filled with lean concrete or cement grout to the property line. Voids resulting from
demolition activities should be properly backfilled with compacted fill following the
recommendations provided later in this section.
The exposed soil subgrade is expected to generally consist of dense to very dense sand.
However, if loose sand or weak clay is encountered, those materials should be removed and
replaced with either properly compacted fill or lean concrete.
In areas that will receive fill, the soil subgrade exposed should be scarified to a depth of at least
eight inches, moisture-conditioned to above optimum moisture content, and compacted to at least
90 percent relative compaction5. The soil subgrade should be compacted to at least 95 percent
relative compaction if the soil consists of clean sand or gravel (defined as soil with less than 10
percent fines passing the No. 200 sieve). The soil subgrade should be kept moist until it is
covered by fill.
Fill should consist of on-site soil or imported soil (select fill) that is free of organic matter,
contains no rocks or lumps larger than three inches in greatest dimension, has a liquid limit of
5

Relative compaction refers to the in-place dry density of soil expressed as a percentage of the
maximum dry density of the same material, as determined by the ASTM D1557 laboratory
compaction procedure.
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less than 40 and a plasticity index lower than 12, and is approved by the Geotechnical Engineer.
It is anticipated that the embankment material will meet these criteria. Samples of proposed
imported fill material should be submitted to the Geotechnical Engineer at least three business
days prior to use at the site. The grading contractor should provide analytical test results or other
suitable environmental documentation indicating the imported fill is free of hazardous materials
at least three days before use at the site. If this data is not available, up to two weeks should be
allowed to perform analytical testing on the proposed imported material.
Fill should be placed in horizontal lifts not exceeding eight inches in uncompacted thickness,
moisture-conditioned to above optimum moisture content, and compacted to at least 90 percent
relative compaction. Fill consisting of clean sand or gravel (defined as soil with less than 10
percent fines by weight) should be compacted to at least 95 percent relative compaction. Fill
greater than five feet in thickness, fill placed below proposed foundations, or fill placed within
the upper foot of vehicular pavement soil subgrade should also be compacted to at least 95
percent relative compaction.
6.3

Soil Corrosivity

Corrosivity analyses were performed by Project X Corrosion Engineering on a sample of the
native soil from boring B-2 at a depth of 15 feet bgs. The results of the tests are presented in
Appendix B of this report. Based on the results of the laboratory corrosivity analyses performed
on the samples, we conclude the soil is “negligibly corrosive” to metal with respect to resistivity,
sulfate ion concentration, and pH. The chloride ion concentration classifies as “mildly
corrosive”. Accordingly, all buried metallic structures and reinforcing steel in concrete
structures should be protected against corrosion depending upon the critical nature of the
structure. If it is necessary to have metal in contact with soil, a corrosion engineer should be
consulted to provide recommendations for corrosion protection.
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6.4

Seismic Design

We anticipate the proposed building will be designed using the seismic provisions in the 2016
San Francisco Building Code (SFBC). We preliminarily conclude a Site Class D designation
should be used for seismic design. The latitude and longitude of the site are 37.7238°
and -122.4553°, respectively. In accordance with the 2016 CBC, we recommend the following:
•

SS = 1.937g, S1 = 0.907g

•

SMS = 1.937g, SM1 = 1.361g

•

SDS = 1.291g, SD1 = 0.907g

•

Seismic Design Category E for Risk Categories I, II, and III.

7.0

ADDITIONAL GEOTECHNICAL SERVICES

The preliminary conclusions and recommendations presented within are based on a preliminary
field investigation and not intended for final design. Prior to final design, we should be retained
to provide a final geotechnical report based on a supplemental field investigation. Additional
borings and CPTs will be required to further evaluate the subsurface conditions beneath the site
and develop final foundation design recommendations. After our final report has been
completed and the design team has selected a foundation system, we should review the project
plans and specifications prior to construction to check their conformance with the intent of our
final recommendations. During construction, we should observe site preparation, foundation
installation, and the placement and compaction of backfill. These observations will allow us to
compare the actual with the anticipated soil conditions and to check if the contractor's work
conforms with the geotechnical aspects of the plans and specifications.
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APPENDIX A
Cone Penetration Test Results and Logs of Borings
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SBT legend

Total depth: 4.59 ft, Date: 1/3/2018 (Refusal at 4.6 on second attempt)
Groundwater not measured
Cone Operator: Middle Earth Geo Testing, Inc.
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1. Sensitive fine grained

4. Clayey silt to silty clay

7. Gravely sand to sand

2. Organic material

5. Silty sand to sandy silt

8. Very stiff sand to clayey sand

3. Clay to silty clay

6. Clean sand to silty sand

9. Very stiff fine grained

CONE PENETRATION TEST RESULTS
CPT-1
Date 01/16/18 Project No.

17-1425

Figure A-1
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SBT legend

Total depth: 13.12 ft, Date: 1/3/2018
Groundwater not measured
Cone Operator: Middle Earth Geo Testing, Inc.
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1. Sensitive fine grained

4. Clayey silt to silty clay

7. Gravely sand to sand

2. Organic material

5. Silty sand to sandy silt

8. Very stiff sand to clayey sand

3. Clay to silty clay

6. Clean sand to silty sand

9. Very stiff fine grained

CONE PENETRATION TEST RESULTS
CPT-2
Date 01/16/18 Project No.

17-1425

Figure

A-2
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SBT legend

Total depth: 33.14 ft, Date: 1/3/2018
Groundwater not measured
Cone Operator: Middle Earth Geo Testing, Inc.
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1. Sensitive fine grained

4. Clayey silt to silty clay

7. Gravely sand to sand

2. Organic material

5. Silty sand to sandy silt

8. Very stiff sand to clayey sand

3. Clay to silty clay

6. Clean sand to silty sand

9. Very stiff fine grained

CONE PENETRATION TEST RESULTS
CPT-3
Date 01/16/18 Project No.

17-1425

Figure

A-3
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SBT legend

Total depth: 24.61 ft, Date: 1/3/2018
Groundwater not measured
Cone Operator: Middle Earth Geo Testing, Inc.
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1. Sensitive fine grained

4. Clayey silt to silty clay

7. Gravely sand to sand

2. Organic material

5. Silty sand to sandy silt

8. Very stiff sand to clayey sand

3. Clay to silty clay

6. Clean sand to silty sand

9. Very stiff fine grained

CONE PENETRATION TEST RESULTS
CPT-4
Date 01/16/18 Project No.

17-1425

Figure

A-4

DRAFT

SBT legend

Total depth: 32.32 ft, Date: 1/3/2018
Groundwater not measured
Cone Operator: Middle Earth Geo Testing, Inc.
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1. Sensitive fine grained

4. Clayey silt to silty clay

7. Gravely sand to sand

2. Organic material

5. Silty sand to sandy silt

8. Very stiff sand to clayey sand

3. Clay to silty clay

6. Clean sand to silty sand

9. Very stiff fine grained

CONE PENETRATION TEST RESULTS
CPT-5
Date 01/16/18 Project No.

17-1425

Figure

A-5

DRAFT

SBT legend

Total depth: 46.42 ft, Date: 1/3/2018
Groundwater not measured
Cone Operator: Middle Earth Geo Testing, Inc.
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1. Sensitive fine grained

4. Clayey silt to silty clay

7. Gravely sand to sand

2. Organic material

5. Silty sand to sandy silt

8. Very stiff sand to clayey sand

3. Clay to silty clay

6. Clean sand to silty sand

9. Very stiff fine grained

CONE PENETRATION TEST RESULTS
CPT-6
Date 01/16/18 Project No.

17-1425

Figure A-6
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BALBOA RESERVOIR
San Francisco, California

PROJECT:
Boring location:

See Site Plan, Figure 2

Date started:

1/3/18

Drilling method:

Solid Stem Auger

48

SPT

16
21
23

53

SPT

13
16
14

36

6
5
7

14

Hammer type: Safety/Rope & Cathead

Dry Density
Lbs/Cu Ft

Natural
Moisture
Content, %

Fines
%

Confining
Pressure
Lbs/Sq Ft

MATERIAL DESCRIPTION

Shear Strength
Lbs/Sq Ft

LABORATORY TEST DATA

Type of
Strength
Test

LITHOLOGY

SPT
1
N-Value

13
22
18

5
6

Blows/ 6"

SPT

3
4

Sample

Sampler
Type

DEPTH
(feet)

2

D. Landkamer

Date finished: 1/3/18

Standard Penetration Test (SPT)
SAMPLES

1

PAGE 1 OF 1
Logged by:

Hammer weight/drop: 140 lbs./30 inches
Sampler:

Log of Boring B-1

SILTY SAND (SM)
olive-brown, dense, dry, fine-grained sand, with
clay, weak cementation, trace rootlets
orange-brown
6 inches gravel layer
very dense, moist, no cementation

dense

7
8
9
10
11

SPT

red-brown, medium dense, decreased silt content,
no clay

12
13

SM

14
15
16

orange-brown, dense

SPT

13
14
15

35

SPT

18
20
28

58

SPT

24
30
38

82

17
18
19
20
21

very dense, increased silt content

22
23
24

ROCKRIDGE 17-1425.GPJ TR.GDT 1/10/18

25
26

yellow-brown

27
28
29
30
Boring terminated at a depth of 26.5 feet below ground
surface.
Boring backfilled with cement grout.
Groundwater not encountered during drilling.

1

SPT blow counts for the last two increments were
converted to SPT N-Values using a factor of 1.2 to account
for sampler type and hammer energy.

Project No.:

17-1425

Figure:
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BALBOA RESERVOIR
San Francisco, California

PROJECT:
Boring location:

See Site Plan, Figure 2

Date started:

1/3/18

Drilling method:

Solid Stem Auger

52

SPT

11
22
22

53

SPT

17
23
26

54

Hammer type: Safety/Rope & Cathead

Dry Density
Lbs/Cu Ft

Natural
Moisture
Content, %

Fines
%

Confining
Pressure
Lbs/Sq Ft

MATERIAL DESCRIPTION

Shear Strength
Lbs/Sq Ft

LABORATORY TEST DATA

Type of
Strength
Test

LITHOLOGY

SPT
1
N-Value

21
22
21

5
6

Blows/ 6"

SPT

3
4

Sample

Sampler
Type

DEPTH
(feet)

2

D. Landkamer

Date finished: 1/3/18

Standard Penetration Test (SPT)
SAMPLES

1

PAGE 1 OF 1
Logged by:

Hammer weight/drop: 140 lbs./30 inches
Sampler:

Log of Boring B-2

SILTY SAND (SM)
orange-brown, very dense, moist, fine-grained
sand, trace clay

trace gravel
no gravel

7
8
9

SM

10
11

SPT

10
19
23

50

SPT

14
16
22

46

12
13
14
15
16

dense, with clay, trace gravel

17
18
19

SC
20
21

SPT

16
18
27

54

CLAYEY SAND (SC)
brown to red-brown, dense, moist, fine- to
coarse-grained sand, trace gravel
SILTY SAND (SM)
orange-brown, very dense, moist, fine-grained
sand, with clay, trace fine gravel

22
23

SM
24

ROCKRIDGE 17-1425.GPJ TR.GDT 1/10/18

25
26

SPT

10
13
22

42

dense, with clayey sand inclusions

27
28
29
30
Boring terminated at a depth of 26.5 feet below ground
surface.
Boring backfilled with cement grout.
Groundwater not encountered during drilling.

1

SPT blow counts for the last two increments were
converted to SPT N-Values using a factor of 1.2 to account
for sampler type and hammer energy.
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17-1425

Figure:
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BALBOA RESERVOIR
San Francisco, California

PROJECT:
Boring location:

See Site Plan, Figure 2

Date started:

1/3/18

Drilling method:

Solid Stem Auger

Dry Density
Lbs/Cu Ft

Natural
Moisture
Content, %

Fines
%

Confining
Pressure
Lbs/Sq Ft

MATERIAL DESCRIPTION

Shear Strength
Lbs/Sq Ft

LABORATORY TEST DATA

Type of
Strength
Test

LITHOLOGY

SPT
1
N-Value

Blows/ 6"

Sample

DEPTH
(feet)

Sampler
Type

SPT

7
13
20

40

SPT

13
13
15

34

SPT

15
21
25

55

SPT

21
23
26

59

3

5
6

Hammer type: Safety/Rope & Cathead

SAND with SILT (SP-SM)
olive gray, dense, dry to moist, fine-grained sand

1

4

D. Landkamer

Date finished: 1/3/18

Standard Penetration Test (SPT)
SAMPLES

2

PAGE 1 OF 1
Logged by:

Hammer weight/drop: 140 lbs./30 inches
Sampler:

Log of Boring B-3

yellow-brown and olive-gray

SPSM

very dense, moist

7
8
9
10
11
12
13
14
15
16
17
18
19
20
21
22
23
24

ROCKRIDGE 17-1425.GPJ TR.GDT 1/10/18

25
26
27
28
29
30
Boring terminated at a depth of 11.5 feet below ground
surface.
Boring backfilled with cement grout.
Groundwater not encountered during drilling.

1

SPT blow counts for the last two increments were
converted to SPT N-Values using a factor of 1.2 to account
for sampler type and hammer energy.
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Figure:
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BALBOA RESERVOIR
San Francisco, California

PROJECT:
Boring location:

See Site Plan, Figure 2

Date started:

1/3/18

Drilling method:

Solid Stem Auger

7
14
18

38

SPT

6
7
12

23

14
20
20

48

SPT

Hammer type: Safety/Rope & Cathead

SM

Dry Density
Lbs/Cu Ft

Natural
Moisture
Content, %

Fines
%

Confining
Pressure
Lbs/Sq Ft

MATERIAL DESCRIPTION

Shear Strength
Lbs/Sq Ft

LABORATORY TEST DATA

Type of
Strength
Test

LITHOLOGY

SPT
1
N-Value

SPT

5
6

Blows/ 6"

SC

3
4

Sample

Sampler
Type

DEPTH
(feet)

2

D. Landkamer

Date finished: 1/3/18

Standard Penetration Test (SPT)
SAMPLES

1

PAGE 1 OF 1
Logged by:

Hammer weight/drop: 140 lbs./30 inches
Sampler:

Log of Boring B-4

CLAYEY SAND with GRAVEL (SC)
brown to red-brown, medium dense, moist, fine- to
medium-grained sand
SILTY SAND (SM)
brown, dense, moist, fine- to medium-grained
sand
orange-brown, medium dense, with clay
mottled dark brown, dense, weak cementation
brown, no clay

7
8
9
10
11
12
13
14
15
16
17
18
19
20
21
22
23
24

ROCKRIDGE 17-1425.GPJ TR.GDT 1/10/18

25
26
27
28
29
30
Boring terminated at a depth of 6.5 feet below ground
surface.
Boring backfilled with cement grout.
Groundwater not encountered during drilling.

1

SPT blow counts for the last two increments were
converted to SPT N-Values using a factor of 1.2 to account
for sampler type and hammer energy.

Project No.

Figure

17-1425
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UNIFIED SOIL CLASSIFICATION SYSTEM

Fine -Grained Soils
(more than half of soil
< no. 200 sieve size)

Coarse-Grained Soils
(more than half of soil > no. 200
sieve size)

Major Divisions

Symbols

Gravels
(More than half of
coarse fraction >
no. 4 sieve size)

Sands
(More than half of
coarse fraction <
no. 4 sieve size)

Silts and Clays
LL = < 50

Silts and Clays
LL = > 50

Highly Organic Soils

Typical Names

GW

Well-graded gravels or gravel-sand mixtures, little or no fines

GP

Poorly-graded gravels or gravel-sand mixtures, little or no fines

GM

Silty gravels, gravel-sand-silt mixtures

GC

Clayey gravels, gravel-sand-clay mixtures

SW

Well-graded sands or gravelly sands, little or no fines

SP

Poorly-graded sands or gravelly sands, little or no fines

SM

Silty sands, sand-silt mixtures

SC

Clayey sands, sand-clay mixtures

ML

Inorganic silts and clayey silts of low plasticity, sandy silts, gravelly silts

CL

Inorganic clays of low to medium plasticity, gravelly clays, sandy clays, lean clays

OL

Organic silts and organic silt-clays of low plasticity

MH

Inorganic silts of high plasticity

CH

Inorganic clays of high plasticity, fat clays

OH

Organic silts and clays of high plasticity

PT

Peat and other highly organic soils

SAMPLE DESIGNATIONS/SYMBOLS

GRAIN SIZE CHART

Sample taken with Sprague & Henwood split-barrel sampler with a
3.0-inch outside diameter and a 2.43-inch inside diameter. Darkened
area indicates soil recovered

Range of Grain Sizes
U.S. Standard
Sieve Size

Grain Size
in Millimeters

Boulders

Above 12"

Above 305

Cobbles

12" to 3"

305 to 76.2

Undisturbed sample taken with thin-walled tube

Gravel
coarse
fine

3" to No. 4
3" to 3/4"
3/4" to No. 4

76.2 to 4.76
76.2 to 19.1
19.1 to 4.76

Disturbed sample

Sand
coarse
medium
fine

No. 4 to No. 200
No. 4 to No. 10
No. 10 to No. 40
No. 40 to No. 200

4.76 to 0.075
4.76 to 2.00
2.00 to 0.420
0.420 to 0.075

Below No. 200

Below 0.075

Classification

Silt and Clay

Classification sample taken with Standard Penetration Test sampler

Sampling attempted with no recovery
Core sample
Analytical laboratory sample

Unstabilized groundwater level

Sample taken with Direct Push sampler

Stabilized groundwater level

Sonic

SAMPLER TYPE
C
CA

D&M

O

Core barrel

PT

California split-barrel sampler with 2.5-inch outside
diameter and a 1.93-inch inside diameter
Dames & Moore piston sampler using 2.5-inch outside
diameter, thin-walled tube
Osterberg piston sampler using 3.0-inch outside diameter,
thin-walled Shelby tube

BALBOA RESERVOIR
San Francisco, California

ROCKRIDGE
GEOTECHNICAL

Pitcher tube sampler using 3.0-inch outside diameter,
thin-walled Shelby tube

S&H

Sprague & Henwood split-barrel sampler with a 3.0-inch
outside diameter and a 2.43-inch inside diameter

SPT

Standard Penetration Test (SPT) split-barrel sampler with
a 2.0-inch outside diameter and a 1.5-inch inside
diameter

ST

Shelby Tube (3.0-inch outside diameter, thin-walled tube)
advanced with hydraulic pressure

CLASSIFICATION CHART
Date 01/05/18 Project No.

17-1425

Figure

A-11
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APPENDIX B
Corrosivity Test Results

Project X
Corrosion Engineering
Corrosion Control – Soil, Water, Metallurgy Testing Lab

DRAFT

REPORT S180112A
Page 1

Results Only Soil Testing
for
Balboa Reservoir
January 15, 2018

Prepared for:
Clayton Proto
Rockridge Geotechnical
270 Grand Ave,
Oakland, CA 94610
cjproto@rockridgegeo.com

Project X Job#: S180112A
Client Job or PO#: 17-1425

29970 Technology Dr, Suite 105F, Murrieta, CA 92563 Tel: 213-928-7213 Fax: 951-226-1720
www.projectxcorrosion.com

DRAFT

Project X
Corrosion Engineering

REPORT S180112A
Page 2

Corrosion Control – Soil, Water, Metallurgy Testing Lab

Soil Analysis Lab Results
Client: Rockridge Geotechnical
Job Name: Balboa Reservoir
Client Job Number: 17-1425
Project X Job Number: S180112A
January 15, 2018
Method

Bore# /
Description

Depth

B-2 #5

15.0

(ft)

ASTM
G187

ASTM
D516

ASTM
D512B

SM 4500NO3-E

SM 4500NH3-C

SM 4500S2-D

ASTM
G200

ASTM
G51

Resistivity

Sulfates

Chlorides

Nitrate

Ammonia

Sulfide

Redox

pH

As Rec'd | Minimum
(Ohm-cm) (Ohm-cm) (mg/kg)

12,060

10,050

120

(wt%)

(mg/kg)

(wt%)

(mg/kg)

(mg/kg)

(mg/kg)

(mV)

0.0120

255

0.0255

165

97.5

5.70

211

Unk = Unknown
NT = Not Tested
mg/kg = milligrams per kilogram (parts per million) of dry soil weight
mg/L - milligrams per liter of liquid volume
Chemical Analysis performed on 1:3 Soil-To-Water extract

Please call if you have any questions.
Prepared by,

Nathan Jacob,
Lab Technician
Respectfully Submitted,

Eddie Hernandez, M.Sc., P.E.
Sr. Corrosion Consultant
NACE Corrosion Technologist #16592
Professional Engineer
California No. M37102
ehernandez@projectxcorrosion.com

29970 Technology Dr, Suite 105F, Murrieta, CA 92563 Tel: 213-928-7213 Fax: 951-226-1720
www.projectxcorrosion.com

7.99

‘-v4 Project X

16Dt i 2A

Corrosion Engineering

Ir

/MIL

)

1 Corrosion Control • Soil. Water. and NIctallurgy Lab

•

)

•

Mailing Address:
Accounting Contact:

Phone: (213) 928-7213 Fax (951) 226-1720 • www.projectxcorrosion.com
Ship Samples To: 29970 Technology Dr, Suite 105F, Murrieta, CA 92563

Project X Job #:

Identification Data as you would like it to appear in
report & include this form with samples.
Company Name:

Lab Request Sheet Chain of Custody

DRAFT

sfD.c.KR 1D6E - 1425 "

Date:

Rockridge Geotechnical

Contact Name: Clayton Proto

270 Grand Avenue, Oakland California

Contact Email: Ciproto@rockridgegeo.com

Kate Schenk

Invoice Email:

Phone No.: 1510-420-5738 x 120

kaschenk@rockridgegeo.com

Project Name: Balboa Reservoir
Client Project No: 17-1425

P.O. #:
2 Day
RUSH
100% mark-up
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Method Default
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SAMPLE ID - BORE #
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SE RIES

SPECIAL. INSTRUCTIONS:

BALBOA RESERVOIR INFRASTRUCTURE PLAN

APPENDIX C – SU-30 AND WB-40 DESIGN VEHICLE MOVEMENTS

APRIL 10, 2020

BALBOA RESERVOIR INFRASTRUCTURE PLAN

APPENDIX D – FIRE ENGINE AND FIRE TRUCK TURNING MOVEMENTS

APRIL 10, 2020

BALBOA RESERVOIR INFRASTRUCTURE PLAN

APPENDIX E – PASSENGER VEHICLE TURNING MOVEMENTS

APRIL 10, 2020

BALBOA RESERVOIR INFRASTRUCTURE PLAN

APPENDIX F – FIRE FLOW EVALUATION

APRIL 10, 2020

BALBOA RESERVOIR INFRASTRUCTURE PLAN

APRIL 10, 2020

Appendix G “Balboa Reservoir Hydrologic and Hydraulic Modeling” memo by BKF, dated
January 9, 2020

TECHNICAL MEMORANDUM
Date:

January 9, 2020

Deliver To:

Craig Freeman, SFPUC

From:

Erik Moreno, BKF Engineers
Lindsey Carmona, BKF Engineers

Subject:

Balboa Reservoir
Hydrologic and Hydraulic Modeling

BKF Job No.: C20160367-11

Balboa Reservoir is a 17-acre site in San Francisco bounded by City College campus to the east, multifamily housing and retail on Ocean Avenue to the south, Westwood Park neighborhood to the west, and
Riordan High School to the north. Balboa Reservoir is proposed to be developed (the Project).
The Project is subject to the Stormwater Management Requirements (SMR) and shall provide stormwater
best management practices (BMPs) to reduce the 2-year, 24-hour peak runoff rate and total runoff
volume from the Project (i.e. runoff from on-site areas only) by 25%. Herein, this is referred to as the
2-year storm requirement.
There are capacity limitations in the Ocean Avenue combined sewer system. Therefore, the Project may
not increase the peak discharge to the Ocean Avenue sewer system in the 5-year, 3-hour and 100-year,
3-hour storm events. Herein, this is referred to as the 5-year and 100-year storm requirement.
This memorandum has been prepared to document the hydrologic and hydraulic modeling, and to present
two alternatives for the project that will meet these requirements. Alternative 1 uses only green
infrastructure, and alternative 2 uses a combination of green infrastructure and traditional stormwater
detention.
Assumptions
The following assumptions were made to develop the existing and proposed conditions model:
• Sewer System geometry developed using:
o Ocean Avenue Combined Sewer System (CSS) provided by SFPUC;
o As-built drawings;
o Estimated pipe slopes (1% assumed).
• Green infrastructure assumed to be a single, vertical wall bioretention planter:
o 6” ponding depth;
o 1 in/hr infiltration rate
• Detention system assumed to be off-line vaults separated from the main with a side weir and with
orifice controls to throttle discharge to the sewer main.
• Existing 6’ x 6’ storm drain structure at Node C-010, downstream of 72” pipe in East system is
shown on survey and may contain orifice controls. Due to insufficient information, 6’ x 6’
structure not modeled.
• NAVD88 vertical datum.
• All impervious area is assumed to be directly connecting (no composite curve number).
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Drainage Systems
In existing conditions, the Project site may be split into two drainage systems (West and East), each with
a separate connection to the combined sewer under Ocean Avenue. The East system captures runoff
from off-site areas (areas not impacted by the Project). The West system does not include runoff from
any off-site areas. Refer to Exhibit 1.

Drainage System

Table 1. Existing Drainage System Areas
On-site Area
Off-site Area

West System
East System

Total Area

Acres

Acres

Acres

14.5
2.4

0.0
7.2

14.5
9.6

In the proposed conditions, additional area is added to the West system, and a portion of the West system
is diverted to the East system. Refer to Exhibit 2.

Drainage System

Table 2. Proposed Drainage System Areas
On-site Area
Off-site Area

West System
East System

Total Area

Acres

Acres

Acres

14.3
4.3

0.0
7.0

14.3
11.3

Existing Runoff
Runoff from the West system in existing conditions is significantly attenuated by two undersized pipes.
The pipes are both 12-inch diameter, relatively flat and are the only outlets for the existing parking lot.
The limited capacity of these pipes results in significant volume stored in the parking lot, and low discharge
rates to Ocean Avenue. Runoff rates from the East system are not attenuated in existing conditions.
Table 3. Existing Conditions Flow Results
Drainage System
West System
East System

2-year Storm
(On-site Only)

5-year Storm
(On-site and Offsite)

100-year Storm
(On-site and Offsite)

cfs

AF

cfs

AF

cfs

AF

8.4
3.4

2.3
0.5

8.5
17.2

0.9
0.8

9.4
28.8

1.7
1.5

Proposed Runoff
Two alternatives were studied to meet the Project requirements the proposed conditions.
Alternative 1 – Green Infrastructure:
The required flow rate and volume reductions are achieved using only green infrastructure (GI), assumed
to be unlined bioretention planters. For the 2-year on-site analysis, the amount of green infrastructure
provided in the West system is based on preliminary site plans; the amount provided in the East system
is the minimum required based on modeling. For the 5-year and 100-year requirement, additional green
infrastructure area was added to reduce peak discharge to Ocean Avenue down to existing conditions.
Modeling results are shown in the following tables.
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Table 4. Alternative 1 – Required GI for 2-year Requirement (On-site Only)
Provided
2-year Peak
2-year Rate
2-year Total
2-year Volume
Drainage
GI Area
Runoff Rate
Reduction
Runoff Volume
Reduction
System
West System
East System

Acres

cfs

Percent

cf

Percent

1.1
0.4

5.9
1.3

30%
61%

1.1
0.3

54%
28%

Table 5. Alternative 1 – Required GI for 5-year and 100-year Requirement (On-site and Off-site)
5-year Storm
100-year Storm
Provided
Drainage
Existing
Proposed
Existing
Proposed
GI Area
System
Discharge Rate Discharge Rate Discharge Rate Discharge Rate
West System
East System

Acres

cfs

cfs

cfs

cfs

1.9
0.5

8.5
17.2

0.0
17.0

9.4
28.8

9.0
28.4

Alternative 2 – Combination Green Infrastructure and Detention:
For this alternative, the 2-year requirement volume reduction is achieved using GI, and an off-line
detention system is used to reduce the 2-year peak rate down to existing conditions. The benefit of this
approach is less green infrastructure is required in the western system. For the 5-year and 100-year
requirement, additional detention volume was added to reduce the peak discharge to Ocean Avenue
down to existing conditions. Modeling results are shown in the following tables.
Table 6. Alternative 2 – Required GI and Detention for 2-year Requirement (On-site)
Provided
2-year Total
2-year
2-year Peak 2-year Rate
Provided GI
Drainage
Detention
Runoff
Volume
Runoff Rate
Reduction
Area
System
Volume
Volume
Reduction
West System
East System

Acres

AF

cfs

Percent

cf

Percent

0.4
0.4

0.3
0.0

6.2
1.3

26%
61%

1.7
0.3

25%
28%

Table 7. Alternative 2 – Required GI and Detention for 5-year and 100-year Requirement
(On-site and Off-site)
5-year Storm
100-year Storm
Provided
Provided
Existing
Proposed
Existing
Proposed
Drainage
Detention
GI Area
Discharge
Discharge
Discharge
Discharge
System
Volume
Rate
Rate
Rate
Rate
West System
East System

Acres

AF

cfs

cfs

cfs

cfs

0.4
0.4

0.9
0.1

8.5
17.2

4.5
17.1

9.4
28.8

9.2
26.5

Storm Drain System Model
The XPSWMM 2017 dynamic hydrologic and hydraulic modeling program developed by XP Solutions was
used to analyze the performance of the existing and proposed storm drain system. Santa Barbara Urban
Hydrograph (SBUH) methodology is used to compute the runoff and the USEPA SWMM hydraulic
computational engine to compute the one-dimensional flow through the proposed storm drain system.
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The existing conditions XPSWMM model consists of two storm sewer lines that drain the east and west side
of the site. The storm sewer line that drains the west side of the site connects to the existing combined sewer
main in Ocean Avenue near Plymouth Avenue. The storm sewer line that drains the east side of the site
connects to the same combined sewer main in Ocean Avenue near Lee Avenue.
The proposed conditions model consists of two sewer systems that serve the east and west side of the site.
The model includes green infrastructure and detention facilities that are required for the project to comply
with the SFPUC’s Stormwater Management Requirements (per discussion above). The two proposed storm
sewer lines connect to the combined sewer main in Ocean Avenue at the same location as the existing storm
sewer lines.
Santa Barbara Unit Hydrograph Hydrologic Parameters
Rainfall
The green infrastructure is modeled using the SFPUC’s 2-year, 24-hour hyetograph. For the 5-year and 100year requirements, the SFPUC’s 5-year, 3-hour “Level of Service” storm and the 100-year, 3-hour storm
hyetograph are used.
Runoff Curve Number
The curve number (CN) of a drainage area is based on the soil type and surface cover. SBUH automatically
assigns a Curve Number of 98 to all impervious areas. Per the geotechnical report dated January 22, 2018
from Rockridge Geotechnical, the top layer of soil encountered in the borings taken on site were silty
sand, sand with silt, and clayey sand with gravel. These soil types behave similar to type B soils. Therefore,
a Curve Number of 61 was assigned to all pervious areas. This number is based on type B soils with “Open
Space” land use (lawns, parks, etc.) with “Good Condition” (grass cover > 75%).
Percent Impervious
The total impervious area for each DMA was estimated based on a combination of the proposed roadway
and preliminary site layout. Roof and pavement covers (i.e. asphalt, concrete, etc.) are assumed to be
100% impervious. Note that impervious area is modeled as directly connecting impervious area (i.e. a
composite curve number is not computed for our analysis).
Time of Concentration
The time of concentration was calculated using the velocity methodology developed by the Natural
Resources Conservation Service (NRCS). A time of concentration of 5 minutes was used for DMAs that had
a calculated time of concentration less than 5 minutes, per the Santa Barbara Urban Hydrograph
Methodology.
Computational Time Step
For the hydrologic analyses, a computational time step of 60 seconds was used.
SWMM Hydraulic Parameters
Manning’s n
Manning's n, or the roughness coefficient, is dependent on the storm drain pipe material. The existing
storm drain is assumed to be vitrified clay pipe. Manning's n is 0.014 for vitrified clay. The same Manning’s
n was used in proposed conditions because the pipe type has not yet been determined.
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Computational Time Step
For the hydraulic analyses, a computational time step of 10 seconds was used.
Green Infrastructure
A storage node representing bioretention areas was added to both the west and east systems. Both
bioretention nodes have infiltration rates of 1.0 inch/hour1, and 6-inches of ponding depth before flows
bypass downstream.
Detention Systems
An off-line detention node is added to the model, downstream of the Green Infrastructure. Flow is diverted
to the detention node using a side weir. The crest of the side weir is set to divert the peak of the hydrograph
to optimize detention volume. An orifice meters flow from the detention vault back to the storm drain main.
No infiltration is modeled for the detention node.

1

Estimated based on recommendations provided by Rockridge Geotechnical through email.
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Balboa Reservoir Project Review Comment Form
Submittal:
File Dates:

Balboa Res H&H Modeling
version 10/25/19; received 10/29/19
Comment Type Category:
G - General
T - Technical
E - Editorial
C - Coordination

12/18/2019
SFPUC WWE
Craig Freeman

Response Date:
Agency / Dept:
Primary Contact:

Response Code:
1 - Accepted - Will comply
2 - Accepted - Action completed
3 - Discussion or clarification required
4 - Unacceptable for reasons given
RESPONSE

REVIEW
Comment
Type

Reference
(Page / Section / Dwg. / Fig. #)

Comment No.

Reviewer

1

CF

page 1, 3rd paragraph, first
sentence

2

CF

3

Review Comment

Respondent

Response Date

Response Code Response Comment

Delete "known".

Lindsey
Carmona

1/9/2020

2

Deleted.

Assumptions Section, third
bullet.

Existing text, "Detention system assumed to be off-line vaults separated from the
main with a side weir and with orifice controls to throttle discharge back to the sewer
main." Is it "back to"? If discharging downstream, suggest deleting "back".

Lindsey
Carmona

1/9/2020

2

Text has been revised.

CF

Assumptions Section, fourth
bullet.

Comment regarding existing text, "Existing 6’ x 6’ storm drain structure downstream
of 72” pipe in East system is shown on survey and may contain orifice controls."
SFPUC webGIS does not identify either structure, though our webGIS does contain
information on what appear to be 2009-installed pipes by City College. Please advise
and clarify in memo. (No pipe size info in memo, so hard to locate where this text is
pointing to.)

Lindsey
Carmona

1/9/2020

2

The location of the 6'x6' storm drain structure was
added to Exhibit 1. The bullet point in the
"Assumptions" list was revised to say "Existing 6’ x 6’
storm drain structure at Node C-010, downstream of
72” pipe in East system is shown on survey and may
contain orifice controls."

4

KK

Conceptual Analysis

Consistent with conceptual level analysis in memo, conceptual stormwater
management approaches and modeling assumptions are not reviewed in detail
regarding SMO requirements. SFPUC to review proposed stormwater management
and modeling assumptions during the Preliminary SCP and Final SCP approvals
process. Stormwater management controls sizing and approach understood to likely
to change.

Lindsey
Carmona

1/9/2020

1

Understood.

5

KK

Eastern DMA - Scale and
Scope

Regarding Alternative 1: Clarify why GI is assumed within the East System calculations,
and clarify ‘the minimum required GI Area based on modeling of the east system'.
This memo identifies a large offsite drainage management area east of the Balboa
Redevelopment Project boundary limits. A portion of this out-of-project-limits area
contributing to the East System includes future roadway improvements (i.e. Lee Ave,
etc.). (Separately, as previously understood, Lee Avenue is not currently proposed
with stormwater GI due to project constraints.)

Lindsey
Carmona

1/9/2020

1

GI is only assumed to manage runoff from on-site
areas. We do not account for GI managing runoff
from off-site areas. Even though the latest site plan
does not show planters within Lee Avenue, we believe
accounting for GI management for all on-site areas in
the East System is reasonable given the following:
1. New buildings within the East System boundary can
have on-site stormwater management BMPs;
2. North Street (east and west of Lee Avenue) can
have small planters to manage runoff, as shown in the
latest site plan;
3. The remaining on-site area in the East system (i.e.
Lee Avenue) could be managed using permeable
pavement in the parking lanes and/or a BMP in the
open space to the east of Node C-010.

6

KK

Alternative 2

Regarding Alternative 2: While GI has been proposed in combination with detention.
Detention facilities, where working in concert with GI, must be designed and sized
using ‘multi-stage’ detention requirements.

Lindsey
Carmona

1/9/2020

1

Understood. During the design phase, the detention
systems will be designed to comply with the 'multistage' detention requirements.

7

CF

Purpose of Memo and
Revisions

It appears (from some distance) that the intent of this concept analysis is to assess the
feasibility within the project team of onsite management of flows from the 5yr and
100yr storm, including initial examination of two primary alternatives. Please feel free
to coordinate with Molly Petrick on the end point of this memo and if revisions to it
are even required.

Lindsey
Carmona

1/9/2020

1

We will share this report with Molly Petrick.
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Appendix B

GOAL 1
Ensure Non-Toxic &
Comfortable Air Indoors & Out

CITY TARGET

EQUITY

RESILIENCE

CLIMATE

OPPORTUNITIES: Keep from exacerbating the health impacts of cumulative air pollution like respiratory and cardiovascular; decrease hospital visits for those with limited access to health insurance

OPPORTUNITIES: better respond to heat waves and bad air
quality days

OPPORTUNITIES: lower toxic pollutants; renewable electricity exports; reduced risks of ozone production due to
higher temperatures

CONSIDERATIONS: projects in neighborhoods with populations with greatest sensitivity to extreme heat should take additional measures to provide habitable environments; population-specific health challenges may warrant additional study

APPROACHES

CITY REQUIREMENTS

CONSIDERATIONS: integrate future heating and cooling
needs into energy capacity scaling equipment; extreme heat
puts pressure on essential services such as energy, transport, and health

GOALS FOR THE BALBOA RESERVOIR NEIGHBORHOOD

CONSIDERATIONS: analyze long-term climate impacts of
strategies to respond to high temperatures

PROJECT STANDARDS & GUIDELINES FROM DSG

LAND USE
ALL-ELECTRIC

CONSTRUCTION PRACTICES

All-electric preferred [GBC ‘20]

● 100% of building systems will be designed for electricity. Buildings
will reduce all sources of local GHG.

/ Construction Air Filtration [GBC]

● Minimize particulate matter emissions associated with diesel fuel
engines during construction by implementing a Clean Construction
Plan.
● Establish a Sustainable Procurement Program
for each building targeting 100% of materials to
meet at least one sustainable materials criteria.

ZERO-EMISSION
environments

MATERIAL SELECTION

ELECTRIC VEHICLES

COMFORTABLE
micro-climate

● Evaluate carbon sequestration concrete and
utilize as demonstration project.
● Prioritize Forest Stewardship Council (FSC)
Certifed Wood and use FSC certifed wood for
50% of total framing materials.

ACTIVE MOBILITY

100% NON-TOXIC
interiors

/ GHG Emissions checklist [CEQA]

MATERIAL SELECTION

AIR FILTERATION

/ Transportation Demand Management
(TDM)
/ Sidewalk widening, bike racks [BSP, PC]

● 80% of the trips to and from the site will be by sustainable modes
and the project will achieve a vehicle trip reduction of at least 30%
compared with a comparable project without TDM measures.

/ 100% EV-ready off-street parking [EC]
/ EV charges @ 5% of spaces [EC]

● A load management system will be installed to manage the EV
charging stations. This would allow EV charging stations to be
installed at 100% of the on-site parking spaces while avoiding any
upgrades to the electrical infrastructure.

/ Low-Emitting Materials [GBC/LEED]

/ High Quality Air Filtration [Art 38]

● 100% of interior materials will meet all low-emitting
materials and emissions testing requirements of the current
version of LEED.

G.4.2.1.1
G.4.2.1.2
G.4.2.4.1
S.4.2.3.1
G.4.2.3.1
G.4.2.3.2
S.4.2.5.1
S.4.2.2.1

Electric Building Systems
Domestic Water Heating
Construction Indoor Air Quality Management Plan
Sustainable Procurement Evaluation
Prioritize Local Materials and Manufacturers
Material Life Cycle
TDM Ordinance
EV Infrastructure

G.4.3.1.1
S.4.3.2.1
G.4.3.2.1

Low Emitting Materials
Ventilation Requirements
Improved Ventilation and Windows

PASSIVE EXTERIOR COOLING
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RESILIENCE

CLIMATE

OPPORTUNITIES: reduced outages; emergency power
supplies; reduced risk from natural gas explosions; secure
against global oil price shifts and instability; better respond
to heat waves and bad air quality days.

OPPORTUNITIES: emission free; increasing energy efficiency reduces overall demand and accommodates fuel
switching; reduce toxic pollutants.

CONSIDERATIONS: avoid passing upfront retrofit costs
to residents; limited triggers/funding for existing building
retrofits; explore opportunities for community-owned solar.

GOAL 2
ACHIEVE AN EFFICIENT
& FOSSIL FUEL-FREE
ENVIRONMENT
CITY TARGET

EQUITY
OPPORTUNITIES: healthier air; lower utility costs & minimized rate volatility; improved indoor comfort; energy revenues for local economy; equal access to energy efficiency
upgrades for renters; increase job opportunities for energy
upgrade work.

APPROACHES

CITY REQUIREMENTS

CONSIDERATIONS: plan for most vulnerable communities;
tenant education about energy measures are great opportunities to foster stronger and connected communities.

GOALS FOR THE BALBOA RESERVOIR NEIGHBORHOOD

CONSIDERATIONS: when assessing carbon footprint factor-in gas leak rates at well sites, forgo gas infrastructures
to receive credits.

PROJECT STANDARDS & GUIDELINES FROM DSG

SOLAR ORIENTATION

BUILDING FORM

MAXIMUM ENERGY
EFFICIENT
environments

ENVELOPE & FAÇADE
TREATMENTS

/ Reduce energy use by 5% [Title 24/GBC]

MECHANICAL SYSTEMS

S.4.4.1.1
G.4.4.1.1
G.4.4.1.2
S.4.4.2.1
G.4.4.2.1

Glazing
Natural Ventilation
Reduced Solar Gain
Infiltration
High Efficiency HVAC Systems

S.4.5.1.1
S.4.5.2.1
S.4.5.4.1

On-Site Renewable Energy
Solar Thermal Arrays
SFPUC Power

S.4.6.1.1
S.4.6.2.1
G.4.13.1

Individual Metering
Resident education
Connect Residents with Local Resources

VEGETATION

ON-SITE RENEWABLE POWER
GENERATION

SOLAR THERMAL HOT WATER

100% CARBON-FREE
energy

BATTERY STORAGE

ALL-ELECTRIC

/ 15% roof area installed with solar PV or
solar thermal systems [GBC]

● The project will generate 25% of its building energy demand via
on-site renewable energy generation systems, in conjunction in
conjunction with measures to reduce EUI.
● The project will offset all carbon emissions related to building
operations. Any gas use on site or at the grid level will be offset by
renewable energy credit (REC) or carbon offset credit purchases.
● The project will evaluate providing battery storage for PV systems
on a building by building basis to provide power supply for up to 72
hours in the event of a power outage or emergency.

GREEN POWER PURCHASE

SMART systems &
operations

AUTOMATION & CONTROL

REPORTING & ENGAGEMENT
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● The project will provide thermal and clean air safety zones for heat
wave and compromised air quality relief at community room or at
childcare. Safety zones will include centralized emergency power
and communication zones where people can charge phones or
refrigerate medications during extended power outages.
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GOAL 3
SUPPORT BIODIVERSITY
& CONNECT EVERYONE
TO NATURE DAILY
CITY TARGET

EQUITY

RESILIENCE

CLIMATE

OPPORTUNITIES: access to healthy and affordable food;
physical and mental health improvement; social cohesion and
connection to one’s environment; reduced exposure to noise,
air pollution, and extreme heat; robust biodiversity minimizes
rodent infestations.

OPPORTUNITIES: ecosystem services improve shoreline
and urban flood management, reducing housing and work
place instability and access due to flooding; planted hillsides
are less susceptible to erosion and landslides; wildlife biodiversity.

OPPORTUNITIES: enhance climate regulation and carbon
sequestration; reduce carbon footprint associated with to
large-scale food production; distribution and waste; improve
water efficiency.

CONSIDERATIONS: inequitable access, use, or quality of
green spaces by vulnerable populations; additional maintenance costs (public & private); potential existing contaminants for safe food production.

CONSIDERATIONS: increased landscaping that includes
too much impervious surface can increase flooding; poor
plant selection or irrigation equipment can exacerbate water scarcity.

APPROACHES

CITY REQUIREMENTS

OPEN SPACES

/ X SF per unit, X SF if common space (does
not require greening) [PC]

LIVING ROOFS

GREEN space equivalent
to 1/2 site area

/ 25% front yard set-back landscaped
(50% pervious) [PC]
/ 30% roof area as living roof [PC alt]

GREEN WALLS

GREEN INFRASTRUCTURE

RIGHT-OF-WAY

/ Manage 25% of stormwater onsite [SMO
option]

GOALS FOR THE BALBOA RESERVOIR NEIGHBORHOOD

CONSIDERATIONS: gas-powered lawn equipment exacerbates emissions and health impacts of landscaping; poor
landscaping maintenance practices can lead to additional
methane from decomposing green waste.

PROJECT STANDARDS & GUIDELINES FROM DSG

● 50% of site area will be vegetated, including areas of tree canopy
and green roofs or landscaping at courtyards.
● Provide a 25% peak rate and total volume stormwater management G.4.7.1 Planting at On-Site Open Space
reduction for the overall site using green infrastructure and Low
S.4.11.1 Stormwater Management
Impact Development.
G.4.11.1 Infiltration
● Minimize stormwater management at public streets by providing
equal offsetting management at private development parcels.

/ 1 street tree every 20’ [PC]

TREE CANOPY

BIODIVERSE landscapes
of 100% climate
appropriate, majority
local species

● 100% healthy landscaping practices - minimizing
or eliminating pesticide, herbicide or fertilizer use following the
City's Integrated Pest Management Ordinance.

UNDERSTORY PLANTING

● Use all-electric / clean fuel landscape maintenance equipment.

NATURAL AREAS

S.4.8.1
G.4.8.1
G.4.8.2
G.4.8.3
G.4.8.4

Native Landscaping
Low Emissions Maintenance
Ecological Placemaking
Daily Maintenance
Quarterly Horticultural Services

G.4.9.1
G.4.9.2
G.4.9.3
G.4.9.4

Access to Community Gardens
Healthy Food Education
Food Corridor
Sustainable Pest Control

BUILDING FAÇADES
BUILDINGS

HEALTHY food &
wildlife systems

/ Bird Safe Buildings [PC]
OPEN SPACES

● Collaborate with City College culinary program to create on-site
programs to assist resident and neighbors in growing and
preparing healthy foods.

OPERATIONS
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GOAL 4
MAXIMIZE CONSERVATION,
FLOOD PROTECTION &
WATERSHED HEALTH
CITY TARGET

REGENERATIVE
systems that minimize
consumption & maximize
reuse

EQUITY

RESILIENCE

CLIMATE

OPPORTUNITIES: Keep from exacerbating the health impacts of populations impacted by toxins in water; reduce
home-based health hazards; reduce the disproportionate
racial impact of flooding.

OPPORTUNITIES: decrease risk of flooding of power generation, transmission, and distribution networks; reduce
vulnerability to droughts; better respond to heat waves and
bad air quality days.

OPPORTUNITIES: decrease in energy and emissions associated with extraction, conveyance, treatment and consumption of water.

CONSIDERATIONS: ground water pollution is more prevalent
in disadvantaged communities; in case of emergency plan for
large-scale temporary relocation of low-income residents; use
high quality potable water filters.

CONSIDERATIONS: In urban centers, critical services like
healthcare, food supply, transportation, energy systems,
schools and retail share interdependencies with water.

APPROACHES

EFFICIENT FIXTURES

/ Reduced water consumption [GBC]

SMART-METERING

/ Residential multifamily water submetering [GBC/CA Water Code]

NON-POTABLE REUSE

IRRIGATION

DESIGN ELEVATIONS

100%
FLOOD-SAFE buildings &
sidewalks

CITY REQUIREMENTS

GREY INFRASTRUCTURE

GREEN INFRASTRUCTURE

EROSION PREVENTION

HIGH QUALITY
waterways & sources
POLLUTANT MANAGEMENT
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/ Onsite systems for non-potable flushing
and irrigation [Art 12C]

GOALS FOR THE BALBOA RESERVOIR NEIGHBORHOOD

CONSIDERATIONS: climate change is expected to impact
water quality by increasing the nutrient content, pathogens,
and the sediment levels of surface water.

PROJECT STANDARDS & GUIDELINES FROM DSG

S.4.10.1.1
S.4.10.2.1
S.4.10.2.2
S.4.10.2.3
S.4.10.3.1
G.4.10.3.1

Plumbing Fixtures
Drip Irrigation
Gray Water Irrigation
Edible Plating Irrigation
Non-Potable Reuse
Gray Water Treatment

/ Low water, climate appropriate plants
[GBC]
/ Sea level rise consideration [CEQA]
/ 100-yr flood disclosure

/ Ensure positive sewage flow, raise
entryway elevation and/or special sidewalk
construction and deep gutters if risk of
ground-level flooding

● Provide a 25% peak rate and total volume stormwater management
reduction for the overall site using green infrastructure and Low
S.4.11.1 Stormwater Management
Impact Development.
G.4.11.1 Infiltration
● Minimize stormwater management at public streets by providing
equal offsetting management at private development parcels.

/ Front setback 25% permeable [PC]

/ Slowed stormwater flow rates [SMO]

/ Reduced runoff and pollution from
construction [GBC]
/ (MS4) filter or treat 80% on site [SMO]
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GOAL 5
PRIORITIZE RESOURCE
CONSERVATION,
RESPONSIBILITY & REUSE
CITY TARGET

EQUITY

RESILIENCE

CLIMATE

OPPORTUNITIES: Keep from exacerbating the health impacts of cumulative air pollution like respiratory and cardiovascular; decrease hospital visits for those with limited access to health insurance

OPPORTUNITIES: better respond to heat waves and bad air
quality days

OPPORTUNITIES: lower toxic pollutants; renewable electricity exports; reduced risks of ozone production due to
higher temperatures

CONSIDERATIONS: projects in neighborhoods with populations with greatest sensitivity to extreme heat should take additional measures to provide habitable environments; population-specific health challenges may warrant additional study

APPROACHES

CITY REQUIREMENTS

CONSIDERATIONS: integrate future heating and cooling
needs into energy capacity scaling equipment; extreme heat
puts pressure on essential services such as energy, transport, and health

GOALS FOR THE BALBOA RESERVOIR NEIGHBORHOOD

CONSIDERATIONS: analyze long-term climate impacts of
strategies to respond to high temperatures

PROJECT STANDARDS & GUIDELINES FROM DSG

RESOURCE EXTRACTION

100% RESPONSIBLE
material use

REUSABLE PRODUCTS

/ Accessible and sufficient collection
systems
/ Recycling and composting (Buildings)

● Divert 100% of residential waste generated from landfll.

S.4.12.1
S.4.12.2
G.4.12.1
G.4.12.2

3-STREAM WASTE COLLECTION

Significantly REDUCED
per-capita waste
generation

CONSUMPTION & PURCHASING

COST MONITORING

100% materials
RECOVERED from waste
stream

Recycling and Composting Ordinance
Recycling of Construction Waste
Recycling
Balanced Cut and Fill

● Divert 75% of construction and demolition waste with a minimum
of 4 separate waste streams.

MATERIAL RE-USE

CONSTRUCTION DEBRIS
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EXHIBIT N
DEVELOPMENT PHASE APPLICATION PROCESS

A.

General

The Project shall be built in Phases in accordance with the terms of the Phasing Plan and Community
Benefits Linkages as set forth in Schedule 1 of this Agreement. The Phasing Plan and Community
Benefits Linkages (the “Linkages”) reflect the Parties’ mutual acknowledgement that certain
controls shall guide the development of the Project and the phased provision of Public Improvements
(i.e. infrastructure to be dedicated to the City) and Publicly Accessible Private Improvements.
B.

Development Phase Application: Purpose and Approval Authority

The purpose of the Development Phase Application is to provide a broad overview of the scope of
each Phase, including the number and type of each element (vertical and horizontal), and to ensure
that the Linkages requirements are satisfied.
1.
City Department responsible for review: Planning Department; Mayor’s Office of
Housing and Community Development (“MOHCD”), as to Affordable Housing Program.
2.
City Department responsible for approval: Planning Department; MOHCD, as to
compliance with Affordable Housing Program.
3.
Role of other City Departments: Development Phase Applications will be distributed
to DPW, SFPUC, SFMTA, Port, SFFD, RPD, and OEWD for their information. No action is
required by these City Agencies. City Agencies may provide comments on the content of the
Development Phase Application to the Planning Department within the Planning
Department’s thirty (30) day completeness review timeline and the sixty (60) day content
review timeline.
4.
Relationship to Infrastructure Review by Other City Departments: A Development
Phase Application must show how the proposed scope and content of Public Improvements
within the Phase will comply with the Project SUD and Approvals, including the Linkages.
The approved Development Phase Application will not limit the scope of Public
Improvements that Developer is required to construct in the Phase, but the proposed scope
and content of Public Improvements in such improvement plans shall at least serve the scope
outlined in the Phase Application. The exact details of required Public Improvements in each
Phase may vary from the approved Development Phase Approval in order to achieve
appropriate roadway access, functional utility systems and connections, and to maintain
service to existing residents and commercial users, but shall still be governed by the Master
Infrastructure Plan and Linkages. Notwithstanding the foregoing, any removal of street
sections from a Phase after its inclusion in a Development Phase Approval (defined below)
will be subject to Planning Department review and approval.
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C.

Development Phase Application Review and Approval

At any time before submitting a Development Phase Application (defined below) to the Planning
Department and MOHCD for review, Developer may request a pre-application meeting with City
staff to review the proposed Phase. Prior to the commencement of each Phase, Developer shall
submit to the Planning Department an application (a “Development Phase Application”) in
substantial conformance with the attached checklist. Upon receipt, the Planning Director shall have
the right to request additional information from Developer as may be needed to understand the
proposed Development Phase Application and to ensure compliance with this Agreement, including
the Linkages; provided, however, that within thirty (30) days following receipt of a Development
Phase Application, the Planning Director shall determine the completeness of the application and
will notify Developer of any deficiencies and make any requests for additional information or
materials that are reasonably necessary in order to review the Development Phase Application. If the
Planning Director fails to respond within such 30-day period, the Development Phase Application
will be deemed complete.
The Planning Department will, within sixty (60) days of determination of application completeness,
complete its review of the proposed improvements against the requirements of the Project SUD
(including the DSG), Linkages and the Development Agreement, including any necessary
coordination with other City Agencies. If the Planning Director objects to the proposed Development
Phase Application, he or she shall do so in writing, stating with specificity the reasons for the
objection and any items that should be included or changed to bring the Development Phase
Application into compliance with the Project SUD, Linkages and the Development Agreement. The
Planning Director will act reasonably in making determinations with respect to each Development
Phase Application, including the determination as to whether the Development Phase Application
meets the requirements of the Linkages and the Development Agreement. The Parties agree to meet
and confer in good faith to discuss and resolve any differences in the scope or requirements of a
Development Phase Application. Changes proposed by the Planning Department will be reasonably
considered by Developer, and changes proposed by Developer will be reasonably considered by the
Planning Director. If there are no objections, or upon resolution of any differences, the Planning
Director shall approve the Development Phase Application with such revisions, comments, or
requirements as may be permitted in accordance with the terms of the Development Agreement and
the Linkages (each a “Development Phase Approval”). The Development Phase Application and
Development Phase Approval shall be posted on the Planning Department website.
D.

Standard of Approval

Approval of the Development Phase Application will be ministerial in nature based on the
Development Phase Application’s consistency with the Linkages, its completeness in providing the
information required by this Exhibit N, and its conformance with the Approvals. Discretion in
approving a Development Phase Application will be limited to those matters where the proposed
development plan deviates from the Approvals. As such, the Planning Director will approve any
Development Phase Application that conforms to and is consistent with the Development
Agreement, including the applicable Project SUD, Linkages and Approvals, and will not disapprove
any Development Phase Application on the basis of any element that conforms to and is consistent
therewith.
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E.

Concurrent Review

Developer must obtain a Development Phase Approval before the City may approve a tentative
subdivision map that covers all or any portion of the applicable Phase; provided, however, that
approval of a Development Phase Application will not be required for (i) the approval of a tentative
or final transfer map, (ii) the issuance of construction permits for grading and site preparation in any
Phase, or (iii) the approval of a tentative subdivision map application that covers all or substantially
all of the entire Project Site (a “Master Tentative Map”), as permitted under Paragraph F below.
Subject to the foregoing, at any time before or after submittal of a Development Phase Application,
Developer may submit Subdivision Map and Design Review Applications covering all or any of the
real property within the Phase for the City’s review and approval in accordance with the procedures
hereunder and under the Project SUD, but the time periods for City review and approvals of
Subdivision Maps other than tentative or final transfer maps or Master Tentative Maps and for
Design Review Applications for vertical development and community improvements (either
privately or publicly owned) shall not begin until the Planning Department issues a Development
Phase Approval.
F.

Start of Development Phase

Upon receipt of a Development Phase Approval, Developer shall submit a tentative subdivision map
application (if not already submitted) covering the real property within the Phase. Developer also has
the option to submit a Master Tentative Map application and seek approval of phased final maps for
each Phase covered by the Master Tentative Map. As provided in Paragraph D above, the City may
not condition approval of a Master Tentative Map on a Development Phase Approval, but the City
shall not be required to issue construction permits to Commence Construction within any Phase
covered by the Master Tentative Map unless the City has first approved a Development Phase
Approval for the applicable Phase. Upon submittal of any tentative subdivision map application,
Developer shall have the right to submit any request or application for Later Approvals, such as
street improvement permits and building permits, required to start construction.
G.

Amendment of a Development Phase Approval

At any time after receipt of a Development Phase Approval, Developer may request an amendment
to the Development Phase Approval. Any such request for amendment shall be made to the Planning
Director and shall be subject to the same review and approval standards as set forth in this
Agreement for the original approval. Changes in the type, density or intensity of vertical
development (residential or commercial) that is identified in a Development Phase Application as
“anticipated” or ”proposed” will not necessarily require an amendment to a Development Phase
Approval, so long as the Phase remains in compliance with this Agreement, including the applicable
Project SUD and Approvals, and the revisions to the vertical development would result in necessary
changes to the provision of Public Improvements and Publicly Accessible Private Improvements
described in the original Development Phase Approval per the provisions of the Linkages and other
Project SUD and Approvals.
H.

Concurrent Development

Each Phase shall remain independent, in accordance with the Development Agreement. So long as
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the functional and operational requirements of that Phase can be met with the completion of any
Public Improvements reasonably necessary to support the Phase or otherwise required by the
Linakges, Developer may begin construction of a Phase simultaneously with another Phase or may
begin construction of a subsequent Phase while components of a prior Phase are still in progress.
Notwithstanding the above, Developer may propose interim or temporary infrastructure
improvements, and DPW, with the consent of any affected City Agency in their respective sole
discretion, may allow such interim or temporary infrastructure improvements and defer completion
of required Public Improvements subject to terms and conditions that the City deems appropriate.
The applicable Public Improvement Agreement will address the interim or temporary infrastructure
improvements along with sufficient security to guarantee the completion and removal of such
improvements and security for the permanent Public Improvements. The City will not accept any
interim or temporary improvements for maintenance and liability purposes. Notwithstanding
Administrative Code Chapter 23, the Director of Real Estate is authorized to accept on behalf of the
City temporary public easements related to the construction, completion, and use of Public
Improvements, and temporary or interim improvements, for a period not to exceed five (5) years.
Nothing in this paragraph shall be construed as a limitation on the discretion retained by any City
Agency as set forth in this Agreement.
I.

Contents of Development Phase Applications

The required components of each Development Phase Application are as follows:
1.
Site plan and other graphics, including existing or proposed blocks, lots, streets
and area, showing the area covered by the applicable Development Phase Application.
2.
A narrative description of the proposed scope of development within the Phase,
including tables indicating the estimated square footage of each land use category per
block and total number of parking stalls (residential and public).
3.
Materials sufficient to describe the Public Improvements, Publicly Accessible
Private Improvements and Project Open Space that will be provided for the Phase, and a
description of how the Phase will comply with the requirements of the Linkages to
provide these Associated Community Benefits. The level of detail will be commensurate
with the detail set forth in the Master Infrastructure Plan and Planning Department
standards for conditional use applications. The materials will also include an itemized
description of the status of Public Improvements and Publicly Accessible Private
Improvements in prior Development Phase Approvals.
4.
If the Phase will include residential use, the Development Phase Application will
also include:
a. Developer’s estimate of the total number of residential units, the number and
location of affordable housing units and target AMI levels, as set forth in the
Housing Program.
b. The anticipated number and location of market rate residential parcel pads to be
prepared, with the estimated number of residential units on each.
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5.
A table or matrix showing applicable Mitigation Measures associated with the
applicable Phase.
6.

The following Public Improvement details:
a. Plans showing the Public Improvements to be provided for the Phase at a level of
detail sufficient to determine consistency of the Phase with the Linkages.
b. Plans showing new streets to be dedicated.
c. Plan showing location of the Phase in relation to the rest of the Project Site, with
street access and circulation for existing residents (as applicable).

7.
Narrative or schedule of anticipated order of horizontal construction within the
Phase, by element (i.e., Public Improvements, Publicly Accessible Private Improvements,
and Project Open Spaces).
8.
A narrative describing the Project’s compliance with the sustainability controls in
the Design Standards and Guidelines.
9.
A narrative describing the Project’s family-friendly design elements for the
Buildings and Dedicated Open Spaces.
10.
List of any requested modifications to this Agreement, including the Linkages, the
Design Standards and Guidelines or other requirements of the Project SUD.
11.

Certification of accuracy from authorized representative.

12.
For illustrative purposes only, a summary table materially in the form shown
below, listing the permitted and anticipated, and if known, type, density and intensity of,
vertical development by parcel within the Phase.
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Sample Summary Table
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EXHIBIT O
FINANCING PLAN

(To be provided)
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(To be provided)
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Preface
BALBOA RESERVOIR
DOCUMENT GUIDE
The Balboa Reservoir Design Standards and Guidelines (DSG)
will guide the design of streets, open spaces, and buildings
within the 17-acre Balboa Reservoir neighborhood.
The DSG is to be applied in conjunction with the San
Francisco Planning Code and with the following projectspecific technical documents:
● Balboa Reservoir Special Use District (SUD)
● Balboa Reservoir Development Agreement (DA)
● Balboa Reservoir Master Infrastructure Plan (MIP)
● Balboa Reservoir Transportation Demand
Management Plan (TDM)

Applicability of the DSG
The DSG is applicable within the boundaries of the Special
Use District (SUD); the San Francisco Public Utilities
Commission (SFPUC) Retained Fee Parcel shall be exempted
from the DSG.

Relationship to the Planning Code
References to the Planning Code or Code herein are
references to the City of San Francisco Planning Code as it
exists as of the effective date of the Development Agreement.
In the event provisions in this DSG directly conflict with those
in the Planning Code, the Planning Code/SUD will control.

San Francisco City Map

vi   Balboa Reservoir Design Standards and Guidelines
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The DSG provides definitions for certain words and concepts
that are incorporated into the SUD, and which may differ from
the meaning given to such words or concepts in the Planning
Code (see Definitions, Appendix A). Terms that are capitalized
throughout the DSG are defined here.

to the project’s streets, open spaces, and utilities. It provides
technical descriptions for how these elements are planned
and identifies the responsible parties for design, construction
and operation of the infrastructure. This includes information
on the project’s regulatory compliance, as well as approach to
non-potable water and stormwater management for the site.

Special Use District (SUD)

Transportation Demand Management Plan (TDM)

The Special Use District (SUD) is an overlay district
incorporated by legislation into the Planning Code
that integrates and implements the provisions of the
Design Standards and Guidelines (DSG) and the Master
Infrastructure Plan (MIP) with the underlying Planning
Code. The SUD also describes the procedure to modify the
standards contained in the DSG.

The Transportation Demand Management program includes
programs, incentives, and infrastructure investments that
reduce the number of vehicle trips and vehicle miles traveled
per person, thereby reducing greenhouse gas and related
vehicle emissions and traffic congestion. The TDM plan
for the Balboa Reservoir is referenced in the Development
Agreement.

Definitions

Development Agreement (DA)
The Development Agreement is the contract entered into by
the City and the Development Entity to define the project’s
rules, regulations, commitments, and policies for a specific
period of time. The regulatory documents including the DSG,
MIP, SUD and TDM are incorporated into the DA by reference.

Infrastructure Plan (MIP)
In concert with the DSG, the Infrastructure Plan (the Master
Infrastructure Plan or “MIP”) describes the infrastructure
improvements required to support the Balboa Reservoir
project. The MIP outlines the infrastructure elements related
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DSG OVERVIEW
Chapter 1: Project Overview

Chapter 8: Appendices

Chapter 1 frames the Vision and Project Goals which guide all
aspects of the Balboa Reservoir Neighborhood Plan. Chapter
1 also provides background regarding the site and the
planning process for the Balboa Reservoir DSG.

Chapter 8 includes supporting documents as outlined below.
● Appendix A – Balboa Reservoir Definitions
● Appendix B – Sustainable Neighborhood Framework
● Appendix C – Compliance Checklist

Chapter 2: Design Framework

Design Intent

Chapter 2 outlines the Design Principles and provides a
Design Framework for implementing the Project Goals.
The Framework guides the physical arrangement and the
design of streets, open spaces, and buildings. The text and
illustrative diagrams in the framework provide broad design
intent, but are not regulatory.

Each section in Chapters 5–7 begins with introductory text
that establishes the design intent as it relates to the Design
Framework. The Design Intent provides the basis for the
Standards and Guidelines in that section. This introductory
text is not in itself a standard or guideline, but is an important
reference for understanding and implementing the Standards
and Guidelines.

Chapter 3: Land Use
Chapter 3 establishes the allowable land uses that
are consistent with the Vision and Project Goals. The
arrangement of these allowable land uses is guided by the
Design Framework. The Land Use chapter is regulatory.

Chapter 4: Neighborhood Sustainability
Chapter 4 describes the approach to sustainability and
provides quantifiable measures that guide the design.
Sustainability standards and guidelines included in Chapter 4
are cross referenced in other chapters of the DSG.

Chapters 5 –7:
Design of Streets, Open Spaces and Buildings
Chapters 5 –7 implement the Design Framework, providing
detailed regulatory guidance for the design of streets,
circulation, open spaces, and buildings.

viii   Balboa Reservoir Design Standards and Guidelines

Standards and Guidelines
Standards and Guidelines are requirements that govern the
construction of buildings, streets, and open spaces within
the project site. Standards are quantifiable or objective
requirements whereas Guidelines are qualitative or subjective
requirements. Guidelines support the described intent of the
subject requirement. The term "shall" will be used throughout
the DSG in order to signal a compulsory responsibility to
meet either a Standard or a Guideline. The term "should" will
be used where a range of qualitative responses may satisfy a
Guideline.
Each new building, street, and open space within the Balboa
Reservoir site must meet the Standards and Guidelines
prescribed herein unless modification to these Standards
and/or Guidelines are approved by the appropriate public

bodies. The Balboa Reservoir SUD describes the procedure to
modify the standards contained in the DSG.
In addition to standards and guidelines, there are definitions
compiled in Appendix A. These definitions are specific to the
Balboa Reservoir project, and further clarify the standards
and guidelines to which they apply.

Regulatory Plans
Plan view diagrams related to height, setbacks, and similar
subjects directly referenced under standards, are regulatory
documents. Compliance with these regulatory plans is
mandatory.

Illustrative Plans, Sections and Diagrams
Illustrative plans, sections, and diagrams illustrate the design
requirements and design intent. Dimensions on diagrams
are regulatory unless otherwise noted. In some figures,
building footprints are shown to communicate the scale of
anticipated development. These footprints are not regulatory.
Planting and landscape graphics, where shown, are intended
to communicate design intent. Strict compliance with these
graphics is not intended.

Illustrative Photographs
Photos illustrate design intent as related to the caption
below the photograph and/or as annotated on the photo. The
photographs are not regulatory.

Appendices
The appendices provide additional reference material that
supports this document.

FINAL DRAFT |  May 14, 2020

Preface

DSG USER GUIDE
Sub-Section
Number and Title

Introduction and
Design Intent
TH2
TH2

Figure /
Regulatory Plan

Guidelines

Illustrative
Diagram

RIORDAN HIGH SCHOOL
RIORDAN HIGH SCHOOL

G
G
RIORDAN HIGH SCHOOL

Building Envelope

G

RIORDAN HIGH SCHOOL
NORTH STREET
NORTH STREET

NORTH STREET
NORTH STREET

E TH2
E

SOUT
SOUTH STRE
H STREET
ET

A
A

G.7.7.3 Buildings without Courtyards
   
 
 


FRIDA
FRIDAKAHLO
KAHLOAVENUE
AVENUE

E

RESERVOIR
PARK

FUTURE
CITY COLLEGE
OF SF
DIEGO RIVERA
THEATER
AND
STEAM
BUILDING

CCSF
CCSF
MULTI-USE
MULTI-USE
BUILDING
BUILDING

SAN RAMON PASEO

D

TH1
CCSF
MULTI-USE
BUILDING

C

Alternative
Alternative Location
Location for
for
Opening
Opening to
to Interior
Interior Courtyards
Courtyards

LEGEND
LEGEND
SuggestedLocations
Locations for Opening
Preferred
to InteriortoCourtyards
Openings
Interior Courtyards
Alternative Locations
Location for
Alternative
for
Opening to
Openings
toInterior
InteriorCourtyards
Courtyards

VisualConnection
Connection at
at Buildings
Buildings
Visual
Visual
Connection
Buildings
withno
noInterior
Interior Courtyard
Courtyard
with
no
Interior
Courtyard
with

P.U.C.
P.U.C.

INGLES
ID
LIBRAR E
Y

Step Backs &
OCEAN Courtyards
Openings to Interior
AVEN

A

UE

PASEO
BRIGHT
ON

WHOLE



Openings that extend the full height of the
building may be utilized as a massing strategy as
defined in Section 7.5 (Mass Reduction at Long
Facades).

G.7.7.1 Location of Openings
Openings shall be located at the preferred
locations shown on Figure 7.7–1 or at another
location that extends the visual experience of the
public realm and public open space.

G.7.7.2 Top of Courtyard in Relation to Opening

UNITY
PLAZA

FOOD

S

Figure 7.7–1: Openings to Interior Courtyards Diagram

LEGEND

Interior Courtyard
location and form varies

Balboa Reservoir Design Standards and Guidelines

CITY
COLLEGE
OF SF
MULTI-USE
BUILDING

STREET

SOUTH
WEST
ST

UNITY
UNITY
PLAZA
PLAZA



Figure 7.7–2: Opening to Interior Courtyards
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The Balboa Reservoir neighborhood is organized around a network of
open spaces, neighborhood streets and pedestrian connections. To
extend the visual experience of the open space network, multifamily
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7.7 OPENINGS TO INTERIOR COURTYARDS

FRIDA KAHLO AVENUE

Building Envelope TH2

Suggested Locations for Opening
to Interior Courtyards

0

05/09/20 print

Openings
250 to
ft Interior Courtyards

To maximize visibility to the interior of the block
the top of the courtyard should be not more than
4 feet above or below the level of the sidewalk or
public open space immediately adjacent to the
opening. Where the top of courtyard is more than
4 feet above or below the level of the adjacent
public way the design should provide a stepped
transition in the form of stairway, planters and
other elements that provide a visual connection
to the interior of the block.

Buildings without internal courtyards should
provide one of the following:
■ An opening through the building meeting
requirements defined in S.7.7.2.

G.7.7.7 Secondary Openings
Secondary openings are recommended at
courtyards to allow multiple access points for
pedestrians and through access for residents.

■ A visual connection through the building. This
visual connection may be glazed provided the
visual connection is maintained through the
building from at eye level from public ways on
both sides of the block.

G.7.7.4 Block F
The recommended opening to the Block F
internal courtyard is on West Street to provide
additional reduction in building scale opposite
the townhouses. An opening may be provided to
Reservoir Park instead of West Street provided
the scale of building elements on West Street is
compatible with townhouses. See Section 7.14
(Streetwall Articulation).

Full-height opening to internal courtyard

G.7.7.5 Outdoor Rooms
Openings should be designed as "outdoor rooms"
and integrated with the internal courtyard.

G.7.7.6 Pedestrian Access
Openings should be designed to allow controlled
pedestrian access to internal courtyards. Where
feasible these openings will also provide access
to entries to buildings and other active ground
floor uses. Open gates and fencing are allowed to
control access. Public access to courtyards is not
allowed.

Building allowed to bridge over opening to courtyard

125
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1.1 	 VISION

The Balboa Reservoir neighborhood will be a diverse and inclusive mixed-income community
that brings together residents and neighbors around the new Reservoir Park. Landscape and
architecture will work together to connect residents to the natural setting and to link the
surrounding commercial, residential and institutional uses into a cohesive community.

Located in the western watershed of the San Francisco
peninsula, the Balboa Reservoir neighborhood has a unique
history, climate, and culture that is distinct from San
Francisco’s historic and financial center. Its location at the
base of Mount Davidson, windward orientation to the Pacific
Ocean, and the fog belt setting is an ever-present reminder
of the ocean’s influence.

The intent of this Design Standards and Guidelines
document is to position the Balboa Reservoir neighborhood
in creating a distinct sense of place—a bold, cohesive
addition at the juncture between City College of San
Francisco, and the Ingleside, Westwood Park, Sunnyside,
and Ocean Avenue neighborhoods.

● The Balboa Reservoir neighborhood embraces and unifies
its diverse edges by introducing a network of pedestrianfocused streets and open spaces.
● In the tradition of great San Francisco neighborhoods, the
Reservoir neighborhood will serve a range of incomes and
household types, including families with children, and City
College faculty and employees.
● Sustainability will be integrated into all facets of planning
and design, promoting walking and biking as a priority
for local trips, prioritizing transit for longer trips, and
instilling shared resource stewardship in residents.

View of Ocean Avenue, Balboa Reservoir and Mount Davidson
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1.2 	 PROJECT GOALS

The Project Goals support the Vision set forth in Section 1.1, and build directly on the Development
Principles and Parameters developed by the Balboa Reservoir Community Advisory Committee.

Build Housing for a
Diverse, Inclusive Community

Create Welcoming
Open Spaces for All

Build a
Transit-First Neighborhood

Instill a Strong
Neighborhood Identity

Half of the homes proposed for the Balboa
Reservoir neighborhood are affordable to
low- and moderate-income households –
with at least 50% of total units twobedroom or larger to accommodate families
with children. Dwellings and common areas
are distributed to ensure every household is
part of this inclusive community.

Family-friendly housing and community
spaces are organized around a centrally
located park designed to include the
surrounding community and the general
public. This park forms the core of a larger
network of open spaces including natural
habitats, recreation areas, and pedestrian
ways all providing an inviting outdoor space
for all ages and households.

On- and off-site transportation
improvements prioritize sustainable
mobility (walking, biking, and transit) to
alleviate congestion and air pollution while
enhancing community safety. A strong
Transportation Demand Management
program will reduce reliance on private
automobiles and support the transition to
electric vehicles.

The Balboa Reservoir neighborhood is
rooted in Bay Area traditions and the
interrelationship between architecture and
landscape that work together in creating
a sequence of urban spaces connecting
to surrounding neighborhoods, reflecting
natural settings, inviting exploration, and
welcoming neighbors.

4   Balboa Reservoir Design Standards and Guidelines
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Provide Community
Facilities and Amenities

Contribute to San Francisco's
Climate Resilience Goals

Collaborate with
City College of San Francisco

Ensure
Project Feasibility

Surrounding facilities will enhance
community connections, including a
new public-serving childcare center and
community space overlooking the central
park. These facilities are for activating
public open spaces and serving the larger
neighborhood.

The Balboa Reservoir neighborhood
promotes living in balance with the
environment and each other. The building
design and operations will eliminate
greenhouse gas emissions through
renewable energy production and zerowaste efforts, minimizing contributions to
climate change. Site landscapes will use
recycled water, reduce stormwater flooding
and include native species to adapt to a
changing climate, bolster biodiversity and
connect people to nature.

City College of SF and the Balboa Reservoir
neighborhood will create a strongly
integrated district based on the shared
values of community, diversity, and
environmental balance. This collaboration
will generate faculty and employee housing
opportunities, provide transportation
improvements, ensure adequate parking
for the college community, and facilitate
construction coordination.

To meet the urgent need for mixed-income
housing and to deliver on broad community
goals, the project must remain realistic and
feasible. All elements of the project will be
carefully evaluated against the project goals
to ensure an economy of means so that
Balboa Reservoir is funded and constructed
in a timely manner.
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MONTEREY BLVD.

1.3 	 SITE
SUNNYSIDE

Overview
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The opportunity for vehicle access to the site is limited to
Lee Avenue and via a new street connecting to Frida Kahlo
Way. There are multiple opportunities for pedestrian and
bicycle connections to Ocean Avenue and to the City College
campus. Connections to the west and north are limited. The
termination of San Ramon Way provides an opportunity for
pedestrian and bike connection from the Westwood Park
neighborhood. The Riordan High School sports facilities to
the north are fenced and currently not open to the public.
See Figure 1.3–2.

WESTWOOD
PARK

BRIGHTON AVENUE

The Balboa Reservoir site, controlled by the San Francisco
Public Utilities Commission, is a large basin with a paved
surface at the center and an approximately 30-foot tall
berm at the western edge. City College currently leases this
space from SFPUC for use as surface parking. There are no
permanent structures on the site. The SFPUC will retain the
fee parcel located along the southern edge of the site where
water transmission pipelines are located.

JUDSON AVENUE

PLYMOUTH AVENUE

The 17-acre Balboa Reservoir site is located in the southwest
quadrant of the city and is bordered by City College of San
Francisco's Ocean Avenue campus to the east, multifamily
housing and retail on Ocean Avenue to the south, the
Westwood Park neighborhood to the west, and Archbishop
Riordan High School to the north. The project site property
line is shown on Figure 1.3–2.

BALBOA PARK

BALBOA PARK
BART STATION
SF MUNI
STATION

Figure 1.3–1: Neighborhood Plan, Illustrative View
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SUNNYSIDE

SITE FEATURES

Primary vehicle access point at Lee Avenue

4

Second vehicle access point from Frida Kahlo Way,
final location to be coordinated with City College

5

Pedestrian connection to Frida Kahlo between MUB and
future Diego Rivera Theatre and STEAM Building

6

Pedestrian connections to Ocean Avenue at
Brighton Avenue, Unity Plaza

7

Parcel to be retained by SFPUC for water infrastructure,
no buildings allowed

8

Private driveway serving Riordan High School,
southbound one-way, exit-only

9

Riordan High School playing field

10

Single family homes with rear yards adjacent to
Balboa Reservoir site

11

San Ramon Avenue currently terminates at the western site
property line providing an opportunity for an east-west
connection for pedestrians and cyclists

12

Existing berm to be removed

13

Existing City College of San Francisco Muni Terminal
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Figure 1.3–2: Access & Edge Condition
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1.4 	 NEIGHBORHOOD CONTEXT
Sunnyside

Neighbors

Riordan HS
Ballfields

The Balboa Reservoir site is located immediately west of the City
College of San Francisco campus and adjacent to three distinct
neighborhoods: Westwood Park, Ingleside, and Sunnyside. For
generations, this area has been occupied by military, industrial,
institutional and residential buildings, and infrastructure. As a
result, the neighborhood has attracted an ethnically diverse and
constantly changing population and a correspondingly eclectic
mix uses and development scales. Nowhere in this neighborhood,
is this eclectic mix more obvious than at the Balboa Reservoir site,
where each frontage addresses a different social and architectural
context.

Future
City College of SF
Diego Rivera
Theatre and
STEAM Building

EA
N

HL
OW
AY

City College
of SF
Multi-Use
Building

OC
E
AV

FR

IDA

E

Ingleside

KA

NU

Westwood Park, a streetcar suburb that was carefully planned
and implemented based on the City Beautiful Standards, is
located directly west of the site. Sunnyside, northeast of the site,
was built over the same time period as Westwood Park, with a
similarly consistent architectural character. The City College of San
Francisco campus lies to the east, dominated by the 1930’s Science
Building. South of Ocean Avenue is the Ingleside neighborhood,
a mix of single-family and multifamily units. These neighboring
identities are linked together by the Ocean Avenue commercial
corridor, largely characterized by one and two-story buildings, with
some larger mixed-use infill such as the mixed-use building and
Whole Foods Market directly south of the Reservoir site.

Westwood
Park

LE

N
VE
A
E

City College
of SF
Upper
Campus

UE

Because the Balboa Reservoir site had been reserved for municipal
use, all of these adjacent neighborhoods effectively turned their back
to the Reservoir, providing few connections to or through the site.
Figure 1.4–1: Existing Site Aerial View
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Transportation and Circulation
The Balboa Reservoir site lies at a crossroads of
transportation infrastructure with the Balboa Park BART
station along Ocean Avenue to the southeast and Interstate
280 to the east. The terminus of the 8, 8BX, and 49 bus lines
is steps away from Lee Avenue at the City College Terminal
and the 43 bus runs along Frida Kahlo Way. In addition, the
Muni light rail K-line runs down Ocean Avenue, providing a
convenient way to access the entire Balboa Park area and
other parts of San Francisco. Access to these transit options
from the Balboa Reservoir site is currently circuitous, and
pedestrian and bicycle connections to BART are in need of
improvement.

Community Facilities

City College Science Hall

Sunnyside neighborhood

Archbishop Riordan High School

Ocean Avenue mixed-use buildngs

In addition to City College of San Francisco, many
other educational institutions are located in the larger
neighborhood. Directly north of Balboa Reservoir is
Archbishop Riordan High School. Lick Wilmerding High
School and Balboa High School are located to the southeast
across Ocean Avenue. Sunnyside Elementary School and
Aptos Middle School are also located in the neighborhoods
that surround Balboa Reservoir. The Ingleside Branch
Library opened in 2009 on the corner of Ocean Avenue and
Plymouth Avenue. The 25-acre Balboa Park recreation area
located across Interstate 280, east of Balboa Reservoir, has
an indoor pool and several sports fields.
This combination of residential and commercial uses, civic
facilities, and educational facilities all in close proximity to
transit creates an ideal setting for a new residential district
with an emphasis on serving families.
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1.5 	 HISTORY OF BALBOA RESERVOIR
The land that would become the Balboa Reservoir site
was part of Adolph Sutro’s Rancho San Miguel holdings,
acquired in 1881. Sutro planted the Reservoir site with
eucalyptus and other trees as part of his expansive Sutro
forest that covered much of the southern slope of Mount
Davidson (then known as Blue Mountain). In 1894, the
Spring Valley Water Company purchased the 42-acre lot for
a future reservoir.

(42 acres)
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Current
Reservoir
Site

1991
City College
of San
Francisco
FRIDA KAHLO WAY

As the area transitioned from Spanish land grant to
ownership by Sutro, to the present day, the site has served
as a kind of community back lot, providing an opportunity
for large-scale recreation (including dog racing and a golf
range), local agriculture, and wartime housing which in
turn was converted to temporary facilities for the new
community college. After the reservoir was built and soon
decommissioned, the land reverted to its earlier status,
providing informal neighborhood open space overlooking a
swath of quasi-public parking.
Following WWII, much of the original 42-acre Balboa
Reservoir site was developed as discrete elements; a
portion as Riordan High School; the frontage on Ocean
Avenue as commercial uses and public infrastructure;
and the eastern portion of the reservoir for a City College
expansion. This pattern of piecemeal development left the
remaining 17-acre site isolated from its surroundings, and
each frontage of the Balboa Reservoir now addresses a
different social and architectural context. See Figure 1.5–1.
While posing challenges, this history also presents potential
guide posts for imagining the development as a culmination
of community growth and investment.

Original
Reservoir Site

1947 Riordan HS

(17 acres)

City College of
San Francisco

1954
1952
Safeway
MUNI & Fire Department

Figure 1.5–1: Historic Development of the Original Balboa Reservoir Site
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The site of the Balboa Reservoir has played an important
role in both daily life and in the public imagination. The
longstanding history of informal community and public uses
can be embodied through carefully designed open spaces
and provisions of shared amenities. The SFPUC parcel, in
particular, can be conceived as continuing the tradition
of providing a flexible framework that can host a wide
range of recreational uses and evolve over time to meet
neighborhood needs.
Transit and public investment have always been at the heart
of neighborhood growth. The neighborhoods surrounding
the Balboa Reservoir site were developed as a direct result
of investment in the Twin Peaks Tunnel. A new emphasis on
higher-density, walkable, transit-oriented development will
bring this historic development model into the 21st century.

Ingleside Coursing Park, 1902

Navy Waves WWII Barracks, 1945

Westwood Park Neighborhood, 1926

Balboa Reservoir Inlet/Outlet Pipes, 1957

Today, the 17-acre site is host to a variety of uses including
parking for City College, a motorcycle training school, urban
wildlife habitat, and a neighborhood dog walking destination.
With no remaining buildings nor original landscape elements,
the site presents a rare opportunity in San Francisco, to
imagine a new and bold urban form that can unite the
eclectic surrounding elements into a cohesive whole.
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1.6 	 PLANNING CONTEXT
Balboa Park Station Area Plan
The Balboa Reservoir site is part of the Balboa Park Station
Area Plan, the result of a City-led planning process launched
in 2000. The final Station Area Plan adopted in 2009 is
comprised of approximately 210 acres, and includes four
distinct districts: City College of San Francisco, Balboa
Reservoir, the Ocean Avenue Neighborhood Commercial
Transit District, and the Transit Station Neighborhood. The
Station Area Plan includes policies designed to increase
affordable housing for a variety of incomes; create open
space; knit together isolated areas of the neighborhood;
integrate diverse land uses with the area's commercial and
transit corridors; design streets for walking, biking, and
public transit; and otherwise strengthen the Balboa Park
Station area. A key objective of the Balboa Park Station Area
Plan is to consider housing as a primary component of any
new development that may occur at the Reservoir. Policy
4.4.1 reads: “Develop housing on the West basin if it is not
needed for water storage.” The Site is currently zoned P,
“Public,” and is in the 40-X and 65-A height and bulk district.

Public Land for Housing at Balboa Reservoir
In 2014, the Office of Economic and Workforce Development,
the Planning Department, and the San Francisco Public
Utilities Commission initiated a study of the SFPUC owned
Balboa Reservoir site. It is among the first sites slated for
San Francisco's Public Land for Housing Program, which
utilizes City-owned land to address the City's most pressing
housing issues.

12   Balboa Reservoir Design Standards and Guidelines

Figure 1.6–1: Plan Area, from Balboa Park Station Area Plan, 2009

Development of the Balboa Reservoir neighborhood will
be coordinated with recent and concurrent planning and
construction projects in the Balboa Park Station Area,
including those outlined below.

Phelan Loop (now the City College Terminal) Plan
One outcome of the Balboa Park Plan was to reconfigure the
former Phelan loop bus turnaround as a gateway feature to
the commercial district, and a “new front door” on Ocean
Avenue. The bus loop reconfiguration has been completed,
including Unity Plaza and a new mixed-use affordable
housing building on Ocean Avenue.

San Francisco Bicycle Plan
The goal of the San Francisco Bicycle Plan is to increase the
safe use of bicycles throughout San Francisco. Increasing
bicycle use in San Francisco is an important component
of the City’s Climate Action Plan and Transit-First Policy.
Multiple streets around Balboa Reservoir are identified in
the San Francisco Bicycle Plan for near-term improvements
to bicycle route networks. These routes include Ocean
Avenue (Alemany Boulevard to Lee Avenue) and Frida
Kahlo Way (Judson Avenue to Ocean Avenue). Long-term
improvements are planned for Holloway Avenue (Harold
Avenue to Junipero Serra Boulevard).
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1.7 	 PROJECT TIMELINE

Development of street car line,
Westwood Park and Sunnyside
neighborhoods

Mount Davidson

Reservoir constructed,
never filled

Reservoir reconfigured,
City College takes contol of
Upper Reservoir

Whole Foods Market,
affordable housing and
Unity Plaza built

AVB and BRIDGE
selected as developer

1st phase of
construction begins *
* Future may
vary from graphic

1885

1894

1912 - 1925

1945 - 1954

1957 - 1958

1970 - 1976

1991

2000 - 2009

2010

2014

2016

2016 - 2017

2018

2018 - 2020

2021

Balboa Park Station
Area Plan
Reservoir site purchased by
Spring Valley Water Company

WWII Navy housing and
admin buildings, then
leased to City College of SF

Balboa BART Station and
280 Freeway completed

Declaration of the
Lower Reservoir as
Public Land for Housing

2025 - 2027
Construction
complete *

CAC planning process,
Principles and Parameters

Master planning and
CEQA review

Figure 1.7–1: Project Timeline
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Responses to Community Input

1.8 	 COMMUNIT Y PROCESS

Key components of the plan are a direct result of
community guidance during the planning process:

The Balboa Reservoir neighborhood has been engaged
in community planning efforts since the beginning of the
Balboa Area Station Plan in 2000. Following the selection
of Balboa Reservoir as a Public Lands for Housing site in
2014, City staff participated in over 30 public meetings
to seek feedback on the community’s priorities for the
site’s development. In the spring of 2015, the Board of
Supervisors created the Balboa Reservoir Community
Advisory Committee (BRCAC), consisting of seven members
appointed by the Mayor and the District 7 Supervisor and
two representatives of local neighborhood associations.
The BRCAC has served as the primary forum for community
feedback during the creation of the project’s principles and
parameters which the BRCAC endorsed in September 2016.
These principles informed the programming goals included
in the Request for Proposals issued by the City and SFPUC
in 2017. (For full text of Balboa Reservoir CAC Principles &
Parameters refer to reference documents.)

Community input has provided important guidance for
developing these Design Standards and Guidelines for
the Balboa Reservoir Neighborhood, particularly open
space, building placement, transportation options, and
neighborhood access. The Balboa Reservoir neighborhood
sponsors anticipate ongoing community involvement as the
plan is implemented, including input on the detailed design
of the open space and individual building blocks.

Reservoir Community Planning Process

Community Park Day 2018

1. The Reservoir Park was re-oriented to provide better
shelter from prevailing ocean breezes, to maximize
solar access, and to provide a stronger connection
to north and east neighborhoods;
2. SFPUC Open Space was programmed and designed
to provide for an active neighborhood-serving
recreational uses such as urban soccer and food
trucks;
3. North Drive was shifted south to create better
alignment with Cloud Drive at Frida Kahlo Way,
shorter distance between pedestrian crossings,
and to provide more direct access to the Balboa
Reservoir neighborhood;
4. Lee Avenue was widened to allow for improved
bike and pedestrian access, and to provide more
flexibility for future development at City College;
5. To improve the transition in scale adjacent to single
family homes, the number of lower scale townhouse
units has expanded and the taller buildings were
consolidated nearer to Ocean Avenue and City
College;

Following the proposal and selection process, the Reservoir
neighborhood project sponsors collaborated with the
BRCAC to lead a community process to shape the master
plan for the Reservoir. This phase of the community process
included eight meetings with the BRCAC, two on-site tours,
two community-wide open house events, and multiple
meetings with individuals and community groups. This
engagement process also included ongoing meetings and
coordination with City College, as well as city agencies.

6. Building Standards and Guidelines encourage
buildings that create a cohesive neighborhood and
complement the existing neighborhood fabric;
7. Every aspect of the plan is designed to encourage
walking, biking, and transit use—and to reduce the
reliance on private automobile trips; and
8. Commitments to on-site renewable energy,
stormwater management, and habitat restoration
were strengthened and expanded.
Site Walk 2018
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Figure 2.1–1: Bird's-Eye View Balboa Reservoir Neighborhood, illustrative purposes only.

18   Balboa Reservoir Design Standards and Guidelines

FINAL DRAFT |  May 14, 2020

Design Framework
RIORDAN HIGH SCHOOL

Design Framework
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The Design Framework consists of four elements, that will guide the
physical design of the Reservoir neighborhood:
1. Neighborhood Connections describes key connections to
transit and surrounding neighborhoods that provides the
starting point for design;
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Figure 2.1–2: Illustrative Plan
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4. Neighborhood Places describes four key locations that will
define the identity of the community.

The design of the Balboa Reservoir neighborhood seeks to create
a diverse and inclusive community and to benefit its residents and
neighbors alike. At the heart of this new community is Reservoir
Park, a generously planted and intimately scaled open space that will
provide a gathering place for the larger neighborhood. The SFPUC
retained fee parcel to the south provides additional flexible open
space parallel to Ocean Avenue. The Brighton Paseo linking these
spaces will form the spine of an open space network linking all nine
of the development blocks. Pedestrian paths and slow streets will
extend this network and will provide multiple bike and pedestrian
connections to surrounding neighborhoods. These open spaces will
be framed by buildings and active ground floor uses. Building heights
will step down from east to west to create a shared viewshed towards
the ocean while townhomes on the western edge will provide a
transition to Westwood Park. See Figure 2.1–2 (Illustrative Plan).

E

FRIDA KAHLO WAY

3. Framework Elements illustrate seven key components of the
neighborhood and how they are shaped by site conditions,
goals, and Design Principles; and

F

LEE AVENUE

WEST STREET

2. Design Principles build on the Project Goals in Chapter 1 to
guide the design of buildings and landscapes;
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2.2 	NEIGHBORHOOD CONNECTIONS
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Figure 2.2–1: Neighborhood Connections
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● The Balboa Reservoir neighborhood will implement a
robust Transportation Demand Management plan (TDM)
LEGEND

students. This will include outdoor spaces designed to
accommodate a wide range of uses, community space
that is located to have a visual connection to the larger
neighborhood, and childcare that is readily accessible by
all modes of transit.

● Open spaces and on-site amenities will be designed to be
welcoming to surrounding neighbors and to City College

LEE AVE.

● In collaboration with the City, City College of San
Francisco and neighborhood stakeholders, the Reservoir
neighborhood sponsors will participate in improving
off-site pedestrian connections to BART and to Muni and
will support improvements at the intersection of Ocean
Avenue and Frida Kahlo Way;

that includes measures to support walking, biking and
transit use as a convenient alternative to driving; and

PLYMOUTH AVE.

The Balboa Reservoir neighborhood is organized around
neighborhood connections. To create a truly walkable
transit-oriented neighborhood the first priority is to provide
convenient and enjoyable pathways for pedestrians and
cyclists to access Muni, BART, and the citywide bicycle
network. These connections will also link residents to
shopping at Ocean Avenue, to education and cultural
resources at City College, and to services throughout the
neighborhood; such connections will also work from the
outside in to allow neighbors to access on-site amenities
including Reservoir Park, the SFPUC Open Space, the
community room, and childcare services. Neighborhood
connections will be supported by the following design and
policy initiatives:

43
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2.3 	DESIGN PRINCIPLES
The design principles that guide the Balboa Reservoir
neighborhood are rooted in the traditions of San Francisco
and the Bay Area. The first waves of architecture in the
San Francisco Bay Area were transported wholesale from
other parts of the country, but as the city grew, a unique
sensibility emerged that transcends style and period. The
mild climate, dramatic topography, and striking views have
encouraged a direct connection with nature and enabled
this relationship through each season.

1. Provide High Quality Places
Accessible for Everyone
The neighborhood will be characterized by a range of
open spaces from large gathering areas to more intimate
respites to maximize outdoor activity and socialization
for neighbors.

2. Integrate and Relate
Buildings and Landscapes
Design elements will reflect the casual Bay Area lifestyle
by blurring formal distinctions between indoors and
outdoors, integrating buildings with surrounding
landscapes, and extending exterior materials into
interior spaces.

As a result, Bay Area architecture after 1945 has tended
to encourage a strong connection between building and
landscape, dematerialization of the building envelope and
a sense of transparency and ambiguity of enclosure. These
traditions responded to the site and context to create
designs relating to the surroundings uniquely.
The topography and setting of the Reservoir neighborhood
provide an opportunity to reinterpret these Bay Area design
traditions. Visually connected to Mount Davidson and
to the Pacific Ocean, this coastal setting encourages an
active interface with the landscape through a purposeful
blurring of indoors and outdoors. The sloping site, prevailing
wind, and cyclical rhythm of fog provide opportunities for
site-specific design responses. The centrally located open
spaces reinforce a lifestyle-oriented around walking, biking,
and engagement with the natural setting.

Human-scaled public open space

Unique building design opportunities

The eight design principles that follow will guide the design
of the built environment at the Reservoir neighborhood.
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3. Celebrate and Reflect
the Unique Setting and Vistas
Design and character of open spaces and buildings will
celebrate the site’s topography and emphasize views to
surrounding hills and the distant Pacific Ocean.

Buildings reflect topography and frame distant views

22   Balboa Reservoir Design Standards and Guidelines

4. Contribute to the Surrounding Community and
Network of Neighborhood Places
Through its network of public open spaces, communityserving amenities and pedestrian pathways, the Balboa
Reservoir site will connect City College of San Francisco,
Riordan High School, the Ocean Avenue retail corridor,
BART, Muni, Unity Plaza to the residential neighborhoods
of Westwood Park, Sunnyside, and Ingleside.

Connections will be provided to surrounding neighborhoods

5. Accommodate the Evolving Climate and
Prioritize Nature-Based Solutions
Architecture and amenities will suit Balboa Reservoir’s
cool microclimate, punctuated by wind and fog.
Ecologically inspired systems and materials will support
comfortable environments, connect people to nature,
and anticipate a changing climate.

Unique open space design opportunities to solve functional problems
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6. Develop a Varied, yet Cohesive
Neighborhood Character
The surrounding architectural context includes
institutional grandeur, mixed-use neighborhood
commercial corridors, and residential neighborhoods.
The Balboa Reservoir neighborhood will incorporate
a continuity of architectural expression to respect its
context while establishing its own unique vernacular.

Continuity of expression
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7. Prioritize Ground Floors through
Thoughtful Fenestration and Materials
The design of the buildings and open spaces in the
Balboa Reservoir neighborhood will support an
engaging street-level environment. Care will be taken to
incorporate active ground floor uses and design details
that enhance the pedestrian experience.

Design for pedestrian interest

8. Weave Sustainability throughout
the Built Environment
To ensure a healthy and climate-responsible
neighborhood that meets its sustainability goals, each
built element will minimize its ecological footprint and
support low-impact/low-carbon living.

Unique detail opportunities

02
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2.4 	FRAMEWORK ELEMENTS
The seven framework elements provide a physical foundation for the implementation of the design principles.

1. Restored Topography

SUNNYSIDE

The site design reinterprets the sculptural qualities of
the existing industrial topography and the unique coastal
environment and aims to re-establish the natural grade
to unify the site with the surrounding neighborhoods. The
design:

WESTWOOD
PARK

● Uses the topography to express the site hydrology;

HIGHEST
POINT

● Creates accessible connections to public streets and
open spaces to encourage access and use; and
● Emphasizes low-impact development strategies to reduce
the burden on the City's combined stormwater and sewer
system.
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Figure 2.4–1: Existing Condition
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Figure 2.4–2: Restored Typography
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2. Public Open Space

SUNNYSIDE

The heart of the new neighborhood is a network of public
open spaces generated in shape and location by the desire
lines of pedestrian circulation.

WESTWOOD
PARK

● Reservoir Park, over 400 feet in length, follows the
original slope of the site, providing a mix of active and
passive use areas as well as a natural circulation route
through the neighborhood;
● A greenway on SFPUC land complements the busy
commercial life of Ocean Avenue and provides a transition
to the Balboa Reservoir neighborhood. This is a flexible
zone that can accommodate active uses such as food
trucks, farmers markets, and urban soccer, with the
understanding that those uses will evolve and change
over time;
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● The arrangement of open spaces maximizes the number
of residents who experience open space everyday.

CITY COLLEGE OF
SAN FRANCISCO

E
AC
SP

● Privately owned, publicly accessible, pedestrian
connections and entry courts are provided at townhouse
blocks; and

Pedestrian Circulation

INGLESIDE

Important Connection Node

UNITY
PLAZA

Potential Future Neighborhood
Connection

Figure 2.4–3: Public Open Space Network
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3. Framing Open Space with Active Uses

SUNNYSIDE

The arrangement of open spaces provides every multifamily
block with at least one full frontage on a public park.
Buildings embrace and shape the public open space to
create an active and welcoming sense of place for the entire
neighborhood.

WESTWOOD
PARK

● Urban scale buildings with large entries and shared
terraces reinforce the public character of the open space;
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● Community facilities, a childcare center, and other
amenity spaces are located facing onto public open
space, providing convenient access for residents and
community members; and
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● Landscaped gateways between buildings greet visitors
and provide shared gathering places.

AN

E
OC
E
AV

INGLESIDE

Park Frontage
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Figure 2.4–4: Buildings Framing the Open Spaces
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4. Pedestrian Priority Zone

SUNNYSIDE

The open spaces form the core of a pedestrian priority zone
that connects residents to surrounding neighborhoods,
shopping, and transit options.

WESTWOOD
PARK
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● Reservoir Park and the SFPUC Retained Fee Open Space
are linked by pedestrian passages and pedestrianoriented streets, to create a continuous network of
walking routes and a multiplicity of possible pathways
through the site;
● Connection points through neighboring sites provide
walking access to transit and shopping at Ocean Avenue,
Brighton Plaza, Lee Avenue, and Unity Plaza;
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● Internal courtyards are connected to public open space to
create a continuous network of pedestrian circulation so
that movement through the space becomes intuitive.
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● The pedestrian network provides direct ties to adjacent
neighborhoods: Westwood Park, City College, Riordan
High School, and, via City College, to Sunnyside; and
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Connections to Mid-Block Courtyards
Primary Pedestrian Circulation
Secondary Pedestrian Circulation

UNITY
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Important Connection Node

Figure 2.4–5: Pedestrian Priority Zones
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5. Neighborhood Streets

SUNNYSIDE

The Balboa Reservoir neighborhood street network provides
access for slow-moving vehicles, cyclists, and necessary
services:
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● The internal loop streets, North, South, and West Streets,
are designed to calm traffic while also creating a safe
environment for bicycles;

T

LE

RESERVOIR
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● The extension of Lee Avenue to North Street links the
Reservoir neighborhood with City College and provides a
dedicated bike lane that connects Frida Kahlo Way with
the designated bike route on Holloway;

UT
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● West Street is a narrow residential street designed to
calm vehicles and provide residential character;

H

● Raised crossings at selected intersections improve
pedestrian safety by increasing visibility and reducing
vehicular speed; and
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● Passenger and commercial loading zones are provided
at all buildings and open spaces, thus reducing potential
congestion in the surrounding neighborhood streets.

CITY COLLEGE OF
SAN FRANCISCO

Neighborhood Public Street
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Neighborhood Private Street
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Figure 2.4–6: Neighborhood Streets
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6. Stepped Building Massing

W

SUNNYSIDE

The site is organized to provide a transition in scale from the
institutional buildings at City College to the single-family
homes to the west.

WESTWOOD
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● Taller buildings fronting on Lee Avenue, create a strong
shared frontage with City College;
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● Roof terraces overlook public green space allowing
residents to enjoy views to the park, surrounding hills,
and the ocean.
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● Two and three story townhomes border Westwood Park,
providing a transition in building scale from single-family
homes to the multifamily housing at the interior of the site;
and
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● Intermediate scale buildings provide wind sheltering at
Reservoir Park while allowing solar access;
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Figure 2.4–7: Transition in Scale
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7. Sustainable Neighborhood

SUNNYSIDE

All aspects of the Reservoir Plan are guided by the
principles of the San Francisco Sustainable Neighborhood
Framework, with the goal of enhancing livability and
reducing the environmental footprint of residents for
generations to come. This section complements mobility/
TDM efforts:
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● The Reservoir has set a goal of meeting building energy
demand primarily through the use of greenhouse gas-free
electricity sources;
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● Water consumption will be reduced by treating gray water
on site for reuse in toilet flushing and irrigation;
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● Building envelopes will be designed to minimize energy
loads for heating and cooling, while maximizing the
potential for natural ventilation;

Open Space

AN

E
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● Public spaces, service facilities, and individual units will
be designed to encourage recycling, composting and
reduce waste generation, with the goal of sending zero
waste to landfills; and

Community Garden

RESERVOIR
PARK

● Rooftops will be designed to maximize the potential of
photovoltaic and solar preheat systems with the goal of
meeting 25% of the building energy demand through onsite renewable sources;

● The landscape design is organized to allow stormwater
management to be integrated into the open space plan,
and to provide a climate-appropriate habitat;
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Integrate Roof Design
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Figure 2.4–8: Sustainable Neighborhoods

● The entire site will be designed to connect all residents,
workers, and visitors to nature every day, to educate, and
to inspire long term stewardship.
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2.5 	NEIGHBORHOOD PLACES
Four key places define the character of the new
neighborhood. Each of these places will have a distinct
identity based on location and function, and yet they will
also be linked by shared design principles into a larger
sense of place. Where neighborhood places overlap there
are activity nodes such as Gateway Plaza, Lee Terrace
and Park Pavilion providing focal points for gathering and
interactions.

1. Lee Avenue and Gateway Plaza
Lee Avenue is the front door to the Balboa Reservoir
neighborhood, connecting the project site to adjacent
neighborhoods and City College of San Francisco. Entering
from the Ocean Avenue commercial corridor, Lee Avenue
intersects with the SFPUC Retained Fee Open Space,
which connects the City College campus, Unity Plaza, and
the Muni transit hub to the new neighborhood, creating a
gateway to the site.
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1

Lee Avenue and Gateway Plaza

2

Reservoir Park and Pavilion

3

SFPUC Open Space and Brighton Paseo

4

West Street and Townhouses

Gateway
Plaza

Lee Avenue Gateway, looking north and west to SFPUC open space

2. Reservoir Park, Lee Terrace, and the Pavilion

LE

2

As Lee Avenue continues north, tall ground floors,
cantilevering canopies, unit entry stoops, and strategic
visual connections to Reservoir Park integrate the Reservoir
neighborhood with the academic village envisioned by City
College of San Francisco.

Reservoir Park is the heart of the Balboa Reservoir
neighborhood. The park is fronted by community and
residential uses and is connected to public streets on
all sides. Buildings fronting the park feature common
amenities, rooftop terraces, and unit entries that encourage
outdoor activities. The park design maximizes opportunities
for habitat creation, stormwater management, and food
production.
Lee Terrace is the primary entry into Reservoir Park from
Lee Avenue and City College of San Francisco. With its
robust tree coverage and special paving, the Terrace creates
a welcoming, portal for people arriving on foot or bike.

Reservoir Park, looking north

The Park Pavilion is the primary entry into Reservoir Park
from North Street and is an open gathering space that
frames the northern edge of the park.

Neighborhood Nodes
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3. SFPUC Open Space and Brighton Paseo
Located at the southern boundary of the project site,
the SFPUC Retained Fee Open Space serves as a flexible
recreation zone with links to Reservoir Park, Ocean Avenue
and Unity Plaza. The landscape and architecture will
celebrate this lively crossroads featuring a flexible plaza to
host a variety of active uses.
Brighton Paseo is a pedestrian extension of Brighton
Avenue connecting to Reservoir Park. The Paseo integrates
active pedestrian movement with stormwater planting to
create a unique open space experience.
Lee Terrace, looking west to Reservoir Park from Lee Avenue

SFPUC open space, looking north to Brighton Paseo

4. West Street and the Townhouses
West Street is an intimate neighborhood street lined by
residential entries that provides a transition between the
larger multifamily apartment buildings to the east and
the urban townhouses to the west. Multifamily buildings
step down at West Street and are designed to reflect the
scale of individual units. Townhouses create a network of
private streets that share the close-knit character of the
surrounding neighborhoods.

Community Room, looking northwest to Reservoir Park
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Traffic calming measures such as roundabouts and a raised
crossing at San Ramon Paseo to Reservoir Park will calm
vehicular traffic and emphasize the pedestrian focus of
this area.

West Street, looking north
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3.1 	 OVERVIEW
The Balboa Reservoir neighborhood will be a diverse and inclusive
residential district providing housing for a wide range of households in
close proximity to transit, community services, and an active retail corridor.
The neighborhood will include primarily residential and accessory uses.
Generous publicly accessible open space, a community room and childcare
will be provided on site. Given the close proximity of retail on Ocean
Avenue, retail uses are not required on the Reservoir Site. However, limited
retail is allowed at multifamily residential blocks, where it may serve to
enliven streets and publicly accessible open space.
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Private, off-street accessory parking is permitted in conjunction with
residential uses. Off-street non-accessory public parking is permitted in
specific locations to serve City College staff and students, as well as the
wider public.
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The Land Use controls that follow will be codified in the San Francisco
Planning Code Section 249.88, as the Balboa Reservoir Special Use District
(the “SUD”). Uses shown in the land use plan apply to all floors, including
mezzanines and ground floors, unless otherwise noted. Land use shall be
restricted to those uses permitted by the SF Planning Code including the
SUD. Location of allowable land uses is indicated on the land use plan,
Figure 3.1–1. See Appendix A for land use definitions.
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Figure 3.1–1: Land Use Plan
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Community Room at Central Park

LAND

Land Use

3.3 	GROUND FLOOR USES

3.2 	RESIDENTIAL USES
STANDARDS

The following public serving uses will be located at
the ground floor of residential buildings and will serve
to activate the public realm of the Balboa Reservoir
neighborhood. Ground floor activation is further discussed
in Section 7.10 (Common Areas and Ground Floor Units).

S.3.2.1 Dwelling Unit Density Limit
The dwelling unit and group housing density
limits shall be as described in the Balboa
Reservoir SUD. Greater residential density may
be provided on individual blocks, provided the
overall density does not exceed the density
allowed for the entire project.

STANDARDS
S.3.3.1 Community Room

S.3.2.2 Dwelling Unit Mix
No less than 30% of the total aggregate number
of proposed dwelling units in the SUD shall
contain at least two bedrooms, and no less than
10% of the total aggregate number of proposed
dwelling units in the SUD shall contain at least
three bedrooms, for a total of 40% of units with
two bedrooms or more. The minimum dwelling
unit mix may be less on any individual Block than
otherwise required provided the total dwelling
unit mix in the SUD shall not be less than the
minimum dwelling unit mix upon completion of
the Project.

Community room available for public use

S.3.3.2 Childcare Facility

Childcare facility outdoor open space
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A community room available for public use shall
be located immediately adjacent to Reservoir
Park. One potential location at the southern
corner of Block E is illustrated on the Land Use
Plan, Figure 3.1–1. Controlled public access to
the community room shall be provided from the
park and/or from the public street. The area of
the meeting room shall be not less than 1,000
square feet, not including support areas such as
restrooms and storage closets.

A childcare facility shall be located in close
proximity to the SFPUC Retained Fee Open Space
or other open space. One potential location is
illustrated on Figure 3.1–1. The childcare facility
shall include a portion of the required outdoor
open space on site, and shall accommodate
passenger loading and unloading in close
proximity to entry.
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3.4 	PUBLIC PARKING GARAGE
STANDARDS
S.3.3.3 Retail Uses
Retail uses are allowed at the ground floor of
residential mutlifamily Blocks. Refer to Section
7.13 (Ground Floor Retail) for standards related
to retail uses.

S.3.4.1 Public Parking Garage
A public parking garage with an aggregate total
not exceeding 450 parking spaces shall be
allowed as described below. Public parking is not
required on the Reservoir site. Refer to Section
7.21 for standards related to public garages.
■ Subgrade Public Parking Garage
A public parking garage is allowed subgrade at
Blocks A through G.
■ Above Grade Public Parking Garage
An above-grade public parking garage, meeting
the requirements of Section 7.21, is allowed
at Blocks A and G. Refer to Section 7.21 for
additional standards related to public parking
garages.

3.5 	PUBLICLY ACCESSIBLE
OPEN SPACE
STANDARDS
S.3.5.1 Carts and Kiosks in Open Spaces
Retail, sales and service, entertainment, arts,
and recreation uses are allowed within a limited
number of mobile carts and kiosks in parks and
open spaces. Refer to Section 6.10 (Carts and
Kiosks in Open Spaces).

S.3.5.2 Parking Garages Below Public Open Spaces
Accessory parking garages serving residential
uses are allowed below publicly accessible open
space at the areas indicated on Figure 3.1–1.
Garages located below publicly accessible open
space shall be below grade and landscaped to
maintain uninterrupted public open space. Refer
to Section 7.20 (Private Parking Garages) for
additional private parking garage standards and
S.6.12.8 (Soil Depth) for additional standards
related to planting over parking garages.

3.6 	PERMITTED USES
STANDARDS
S.3.6.1 Permitted Uses
Uses shall be permitted as shown in Table 3.6.–1
(Balboa Reservoir Land Uses).
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Balboa Reservoir Land Uses
Permitted Use Category

A

B

C

D

E

F

G

H

TH1

TH2

Publicly Accessible Open Space

P

P

P

P

P

P

P

P

P

Residential Use

P

P

P

P

P

P

P

P

Child Care Facility

P

P

P

P

P

P

P

Community Facility 2, 3

P

P

P

P

P

P

Retail Sales and Services 2

P

P

P

P

P

Arts Activities 2

P

P

P

P

NP

NP

NP

P

P

P

Carts and Kiosks 5
Public Parking Garage

J

K, L, O

(Reservoir Park)

(Misc. Open Spaces)

P

P

P

P1

P1

NP

NP

P

P

P

P4

P4

P

P

NP

NP

NP

NP

P

P

NP

NP

NP

NP

NP

P

P

P

NP

NP

NP

NP

NP

NP

NP

NP

NP

NP

NP

NP

P

NP

P

P

P

P

P

NP

NP

P6

NP

P = Permitted Use, NP = Non-Permitted Use
Notes:
1

Only townhouse units are allowed

2

All non-residential uses except multi-story parking garages are allowed only on the ground floor and below

3

As defined in Section 102, except Health Care uses are not allowed

4

Childcare open space only

5

Carts and Kiosks are allowed in Block J

6

Below grade only as shown in Figure 3.1–1

Table 3.6.–1: Balboa Reservoir Land Uses
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Overview

• Climate. Well-designed sustainability strategies/actions can help minimize climate change by eliminating carbon emissions. Per the City’s Climate Action framework, this includes co-benefits to renewable energy, sustainable mobility, zero waste, and carbon sequestration. Likewise, by following the dynamic framework, inadvertent increases to greenhouse gas emissions can be avoided.

• Resilience. Resilient communities include people, buildings, and infrastructure that can withstand
and recover from severe shocks and slower-to-accumulate stressors. As the effects of climate change
are already here, investing in resilience today protects against current challenges (often while reduc4.1 	 SUSTAINABLE NEIGHBORHOOD FRAMEWORK
ing energy and operational expenses) while reducing costly future repairs.
The Balboa Reservoir neighborhood has adopted the San
Francisco Sustainable Neighborhood Framework (SNF)
to guide all aspects of sustainable design and operations.
The City of San Francisco developed the Sustainable
Neighborhood Framework as a means to synthesize citywide
sustainability, climate, and resilience-related policies into a
comprehensive yet streamlined tool that helps development
projects amplify environmental performance, quality of
life, and community co-benefits. It also seeks to ensure
investments throughout the built environment support
San Francisco’s global commitment to be a net-zero city by
2050 by embedding the city’s bold and urgent climate and
related goals: healthy air, renewable energy, clean water,
robust ecosystems, and zero waste. The SNF is centered on
these five goals, which are supported by 15 targets that guide
project based sustainability efforts. Refer to Figure 4.1–1.
Chapter 4 identifies project goals, standards and guidelines
that support each of the SNF’s five goals and addresses the
supporting targets that are most relevant for the Balboa
Reservoir neighborhood. For the purposes of this chapter,
project goals are defined as non-binding aspirations that will
guide design decisions. These aspirations will be balanced
with the other community priorities guiding the Balboa
Reservoir neighborhood. Refer to Appendix B for a summary
of the Sustainable Neighborhood Framework in table form,
which includes cross references for standards and guidelines
included in other sections of the DSG.
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Figure 4.1–1: SF Sustainable Neighborhood Framework
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4.1.1 Environmental Leadership Project

4.1.3 Equity

Balboa Reservoir has been selected as an Environmental
Leadership project (ELP) under California State Assembly
Bill 900. Under this program, the Balboa Reservoir project
will achieve net-zero greenhouse gas emissions in the
construction and operation of the project. This will be
accomplished by a combination of efficient building systems,
on-site renewable energy and through the purchase of
certified greenhouse gas credits. As an ELP project, the
Balboa Reservoir neighborhood also commits to achieve
LEED Gold or better for all buildings, to significantly reduce
auto trips, through TDM measures and to ensure prevailing
wages for construction jobs and living wages for permanent
on-site employment.

Consistent with the Sustainable Neighborhood Framework,
all elements of Balboa Reservoir will be designed to promote
equal and equitable access to environmental and community
benefits, including open space, recreation, nature, and
transit options. This emphasis on equity is supported by the
project wide commitment to 50% affordable housing and the
commitment to prevailing wages for construction jobs and
living wages for permanent jobs.

● Housing options that serve a diverse, mixed-income
neighborhood including 50% affordable housing and a
majority of units with two or more bedrooms to better
serve families;
● Publicly accessible open space including a central park
serving the larger community;
● Walkable, bikable, transit-oriented neighborhood with
direct connections to shopping, services and transit; and
● Opportunities for residents and neighbors to collaborate
in creating a sustainable neighborhood model through
community engagement in on-site food production,
management of energy consumption, mobility choices,
and waste management.
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It is also important to recognize that the San Francisco
climate is changing. The future will likely involve warming
ocean temperatures and more extreme weather events. The
Balboa Reservoir neighborhood must be designed to take
best advantage of current climate conditions, recognizing
that this approach is also beneficial for ensuring buildings are
able to adapt to climate change over time.

Figure 4.1–2: Balboa Reservoir Site Sun Path
N

E

The Balboa Reservoir neighborhood's commitment to
sustainability is also rooted in the Principals and Parameters
set forth by the Balboa Reservoir Community Advisory
Committee, including the following project specific measures:

The Balboa Reservoir neighborhood offers an excellent
opportunity to conserve energy and enhance the livability
of indoor and outdoor spaces through climate responsive
design. The San Francisco climate is characterized by
relatively cool and mild weather year-round. In summer, daily
highs average around 70°F, and in winter daily lows average
around 45°F. Cooling demands are minimal in residential
developments. Heating demands are moderate and quite
consistent throughout much of the year. The prevailing wind
direction at the Reservoir site is from the west, particularly in
the afternoons when winds are typically at their strongest.

W

4.1.2 Community Sustainability Goals

4.1.4 Climate Responsive Design

KEY

10 %

> 30 MPH
25-30 MPH

20 %

20-25 MPH
15-20 MPH
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10-15 MPH
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40 %

Lorem
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S

Figure 4.1–3: Wind Rose (prevailing winds on site)
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Healthy Air
Balboa Reservoir seeks to provide residents and visitors with non-toxic and temperate air indoors and out. To achieve this,
the following sub-sections focus on project specific measures related to reducing greenhouse gas emissions, using healthy
materials, and ensuring occupant comfort.

4.2 	ZERO EMISSION ENVIRONMENTS
Carbon emissions from buildings create significant impacts to local air quality and the global climate crisis. Balboa Reservoir
aspires to eliminate greenhouse gas (GHG) emissions from building construction and operations to ensure a climate-safe and
healthy community for all future residents.
Strategies include electrification of building loads, high performance building envelopes, energy efficient HVAC systems, on-site
renewable energy generation, electric vehicle infrastructure, and low SRI building and site materials to reduce the heat island
effect. As California moves towards 100% renewable energy, prioritizing electric power instead of natural gas will minimize the
neighborhood's carbon footprint and increase its resilience.

4.2.1 All Electric
To help achieve the City's net-zero carbon goal, buildings will
prioritize electric systems and renewable energy operations.
This strategy will include the use of electric-based systems
and appliances for space heating, cooking and clothes drying.
The project will evaluate the option of providing electric
heat pump water heating to eliminate any gas use on site.
However, if the technology has not progressed sufficiently
to make this feasible for large scale central water heating
systems, gas-fired boilers may be used in place of electric
heat pump boilers subject to conformance with guidelines in
this section.
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PROJECT GOALS
100% of building systems and appliances will be
designed for electricity. Buildings will reduce all
sources of local GHG.

GUIDELINES
G.4.2.1.1 Electric Building Systems
Building systems should be designed to use
electric based systems for heating, cooling,
cooking and clothes drying.

G.4.2.1.2 Domestic Water Heating
Domestic water heating should be based on
electric heat pump systems, if feasible with
commercially available technology.
In the event that gas fired boilers are provided,
each building will provide a solar thermal pre-heat
system to reduce use of natural gas for domestic
water heating. In addition, the system shall be
designed to allow for conversion to all electric
systems as technologies become available.
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4.2.2 Transportation Demand Management
Transportation Demand Management (TDM) is an umbrella
term for a variety of incentives, programs and infrastructure
investments that reduce driving trips and create an
environment that is conducive to walking, bicycling and using
transit. TDM strategies lead to a reduction in the number of
vehicle trips and vehicle miles traveled per person, thereby
reducing greenhouse gas and related vehicle emissions and
reducing traffic congestion.
The Balboa Reservoir neighborhood will implement costeffective strategies that have been proven successful in urban
settings and will achieve the target set by the City’s TDM
Ordinance for Balboa Reservoir. Refer to the Balboa Reservoir
TDM plan for a full outline of planned strategies.

Walkable/bikable neighborhood
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PROJECT GOALS
80% of the trips to and from the site will be by
sustainable modes and the project will achieve a
vehicle trip reduction of at least 30% compared
with a comparable project without TDM measures.

STANDARDS
S.4.2.2.1 TDM Ordinance
The Balboa Reservoir shall comply with the City’s
TDM Ordinance by implementing TDM strategies
that achieve 30 points in the City's TDM menu and
will achieve a performance standard that does
not exceed 70% of the driving trips estimated in
environmental review. The project shall utilize any
combination of the approved TDM strategies to
achieve the 30 point target.

Bicycle parking
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4.2.4 EV Charging Stations

4.2.3 Construction Practice

To reduce local GHG's generated by personal transportation,
the Balboa Reservoir will promote the use of electric
vehicles (EV).

Construction activities are responsible for significant
contributions to airborne particulate matter and other
pollutants with impacts falling most heavily on those in close
proximity to the construction site.

PROJECT GOALS

PROJECT GOALS

As EV adoption increases in the future, EV
charging will be available at 100% of the off-street
parking spaces. The base design will include
sufficient electric infrastructure to meet this
goal including provisions for installation of a load
management system.

STANDARDS
S.4.2.4.1 EV Charging Stations
The project shall provide EV charging stations at
not less than 20% of the total off-street parking
spaces.

The project will minimize particulate matter
emissions associated with diesel fuel engines
during construction by implementing a Clean
Construction Plan.

GUIDELINES
Electric vehicle charging stations

G.4.2.3.1 Construction Indoor Air Quality Plan
A Construction Indoor Air Quality Management
Plan should be implemented to minimize
pollutants during construction.

S.4.2.4.2 Future Capacity
The electrical capacity at each block shall be
designed to allow for EV charging stations at 100%
of the off-street parking spaces in conjunction
with a future load management system..
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4.3 	NON-TOXIC AND COMFORTABLE INTERIORS
Individuals and families spend the majority of their time in and around their homes, making housing environments a vital
focus for promoting health. Balboa Reservoir strives to create indoor spaces that support the health and well-being of
residents and building owners alike.
The project will create a healthy living environment by focusing on improving the quality of air, water, and light through
design and construction best practices.

4.3.1 Material Selection
PROJECT GOALS
100% of interior materials will meet all lowemitting materials and emissions testing
requirements of the current version of LEED.

GUIDELINES
G.4.3.1.1 Low Emitting Materials
Selection of interior materials should prioritize low
emitting products.

4.3.2 Air Filtration
STANDARDS
S.4.3.2.1 Ventilation Requirements
All buildings shall be designed to meet ASHRAE
62.2 ventilation requirements.

Non-toxic flooring

GUIDELINES
G.4.3.2.1 Improved Ventilation
Project should include strategies for improved
ventilation and well sealed living spaces and
common areas to allow residents to shelter-in
-place in the event of an emergency.

G.4.3.2.2 Non-Toxic Cleaning and Pest Control
Building management should prioritize the use
of non-toxic and environmentally sustainable
products for cleaning and pest management at
common areas, including shared outdoor areas.

G.4.3.2.3 Natural Cross Ventilation
Refer to Section 4.4.1 (Envelope and Facade
Treatments) for Project Goals related to natural
cross ventilation at residential units.

FINAL DRAFT |  May 14, 2020

Non-toxic interior paint
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Renewable Energy
The Balboa Reservoir neighborhood will prioritize achieving an efficient and fossil fuel-free environment. Towards these goals
the following sub-sections focus on project specific measures related to energy efficient building design, on-site renewable
energy and smart system operations.

4.4 	ENERGY EFFICIENT
ENVIRONMENT
Energy efficient building design is the first step towards
the goal of achieving net-zero greenhouse gas emissions.
High performance envelope and building systems not only
reduce energy cost, but also increase thermal comfort and
improve the indoor environment resulting in less moisture,
mold, particulates and allergens. High performance building
envelopes can also mitigate thermal comfort and health
and safety issues associated with heat waves and future
warming of the region due to climate change.

4.4.1 Envelope and Facade Treatments
Reducing the solar heat gain in the spaces in summer will
reduce the cooling load allowing the spaces to be passively
conditioned through natural ventilation and passive
cooling. Windows with higher insulation properties and
lower leakage will reduce heating energy. The mild climate
of the Balboa Reservoir neighborhood coupled with high
performance envelope design allows for the use of natural
ventilation to supplement or replace active cooling systems.
Operable windows allow the residential units to maintain
comfortable temperature levels for the majority of the year,
without requiring any mechanical cooling. This strategy
further lowers the building energy use.
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PROJECT GOALS
■ 50% of the units will be designed to have
natural cross ventilation. Cross ventilation may
be accomplished by providing windows on at
least two building frontages, or by providing
bays or other building features with operable
windows arranged to draw outside air through
the primary living spaces. Natural ventilation will
be in addition to mechanical ventilation systems
required by code.
■ Building envelope will be designed to be at least
5% better than the current energy code standard
(excluding any systems related efficiency
measures). This will be achieved through limiting
the amount of glazing on frontages with high
solar loads, using external shading devices as
necessary, using low-E glazing and thermally
insulated framing (i.e., thermally broken framing
or non-metal window system with low assembly
U-values.).

STANDARDS
S.4.4.1.1 Glazing
Glazing shall meet or exceed a solar heat gain
coefficient of less than .25.

Sunscreens to reduce solar gain

GUIDELINES
G.4.4.1.1 Natural Ventilation
Residential units shall maximize the potential for
passive cooling. Windows shall be designed to
provide opportunities for cross ventilation where
feasible.

G.4.4.1.2 Reduced Solar Gain
Buildings should incorporate sunscreens, glazing
with lower heat gain coefficient, or other means to
reduce solar gain on building frontages with high
solar gain potential.

G.4.4.1.3 Window Sizing
At each building, window sizing should be based
on orientation so that solar gain, natural light and
natural ventilation can be balanced for maximum
benefit.
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PROJECT GOALS

4.4.2 Mechanical Systems
To lower the building energy demand, energy efficient
heating, cooling and ventilation systems will be prioritized.
Electric heat pump heating can reduce the heating energy
use intensity by 65%. Use of ventilation heat recovery saves
energy by recovering the heat energy from exhausted air in
residential units, which is then utilized to preheat the outdoor
air during times of cold ambient temperatures, further
reducing the space heating demand. Figure 4.4–1 illustrates
estimated energy demand versus on-site energy sources.

■ All buildings will utilize heat recovery ventilation at
locations where the result is a significant increase
in the efficiency and efficacy of the mechanical
system.
■ All units will have smart thermostat controls to
shift the load on the electricity grid and reduce
carbon emissions.

STANDARDS
S.4.4.2.1 Infiltration
Buildings shall minimize leakage and infiltration
per the ENERGY STAR Multifamily Testing
Protocols.

GUIDELINES
G.4.4.2.1 High Efficiency HVAC Systems
■ Where heating and cooling are provided, buildings
should utilize electric heat pumps as a higher
efficiency alternative to electric resistance
heating.

Building Energy Balance

■ Where feasible, buildings should utilize heat
recovery ventilation systems.

Estimated
Building
Energy
Demand by
End Use

Space Heating
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Figure 4.4–1: Building Energy Balance
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4.5 	CARBON FREE ENERGY




4.5.1 On-Site Renewable Power Generation
As part of the ELP commitment to be GHG neutral and to
help the City achieve its net-zero carbon goal, buildings will
be designed to maximize the potential for on-site renewable
energy.

PROJECT GOALS
The Balboa Reservoir neighborhood will supply
25% of its building energy demand via on-site
renewable energy generation systems. Based on
the residential building energy benchmarking
results, the overall building energy use is
calculated as 2,234 MWh/year based on an energy
use intensity (EUI) of 32 before solar for a typical
building consisting of 6 floors and 165 residential
units (and a total 38 EUI including all site-wide
energy uses such as EV charging, site lighting,
and on-site water treatment). To meet a 25%
renewable energy target, approximately 80% of
the available building roof surface will need to be
dedicated to a combination of PV arrays and solar
thermal panels. This estimate is based on solar
arrays with a 22% efficiency.

STANDARDS
S.4.5.1.1 On-Site Renewable Energy
Roof areas shall be designed to maximize the
area available for renewable energy generation
while allowing for building maintenance and other
required roof mounted equipment.
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Figure 4.5–1: Healthy Air and Renewable Energy Strategies

4.5.2 Solar Thermal Hot Water
Solar thermal water heating systems provide on-site
renewable energy in the form of heat utilized to preheat
domestic hot water. Solar thermal systems are also a
commonly utilized strategy to meet and exceed California
Title-24 energy code performance, particularly in conjunction
with centralized domestic water heating systems on
multifamily residential buildings.

STANDARDS
S.4.5.2.1 Solar Thermal Arrays
Solar thermal arrays shall be evaluated as part
of the overall on-site renewable energy strategy.
Where provided as part of a central water
heating system, solar thermal arrays shall be
sized to provide 80% of the annual domestic
hot water heating demand. Based on a typical
proposed building consisting of six floors and 165
residential units, the solar thermal system shall
cover 25% of the building roof area to deliver
80% solar heated hot water.
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4.6 	SMART SYSTEMS AND OPERATIONS

4.5.3 Battery Storage

4.6.1 Automation and Control

4.6.2 Reporting and Engagement

On-site energy storage is an important element of resiliency,
allowing residents to remain safely in their homes following
a major power outage. Battery storage can also provide an
important benefit for projects that choose to maximize onsite power generation.

Smart building systems such as learning thermostats,
individual metering, and an online utility dashboard for
residents can support behavioral change resulting in reduced
energy and water use.

Residents are more likely to use energy and water wisely
when they receive training in how to access accurate, realtime usage data.

PROJECT GOALS
The project will evaluate providing battery storage
for PV systems on a building by building basis
to provide power supply in the event of a power
outage or emergency and to shift the building load
on the grid and help reduce carbon emissions at
the grid level.

4.5.4 Green Power Purchase
PROJECT GOALS
Consistent with the Environmental Leadership
project commitments, electric power will be
sourced from GHG free sources to the greatest
degree feasible.

STANDARDS
S.4.6.1.1 Individual Metering
Water and electricity will be metered individually
at all units, consistent with San Francisco
Building Code requirements. At multifamily
buildings, water shall be invoiced to each unit
based on metered use.

PROJECT GOALS
Each building will participate in a whole building
monitoring system consistent with LEED
standards, reporting energy and water use to a
third party utility tracking provider. The project
will offer incentives for tenants to participate in
a the program with the goal of achieving a 50%
enrollment.

GUIDELINES
G.4.6.2.1 Resident Education
In order to maximize and sustain the energy
performance of the project building, management
should provide new residents training and
information on the efficient operation of control
systems and monitoring options.

STANDARDS
S.4.5.4.1 SFPUC Power
Electric power shall be supplied by SFPUC
from GNG free sources, subject to analysis of
technical and financially feasibility and successful
agreement with SFPUC.
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Robust Eco-Systems
The Balboa Reservoir neighborhood will support biodiversity and connect residents and visitors to nature daily. Towards these
goals the following sub-sections focus on project specific measures related to maximizing green space, enhancing biodiversity
and supporting healthy food access and production.

4.7 	 GREEN SPACE

4.8 	BIODIVERSIT Y

To create a strong foundation for a robust ecosystem, the
project will maximize the total area of the site that is occupied
by plantings.

The built landscape and green infrastructure has the capacity
to protect and regenerate natural systems, thereby increasing
the ecosystem services they provide.

PROJECT GOALS
50% of site area will be vegetated, including areas
of tree canopy and green roofs or landscaping at
courtyards.

GUIDELINES
G.4.7.1 Planting at On-Site Open Space
Landscape design at on-site private open space,
including shared courtyards and roof terraces,
should contribute to the project wide goals by
maximizing areas of planting and tree cover while
also providing residents with wind sheltered
usable common space.

G.4.7.2 Living Roofs
Where roof space is not otherwise dedicated to
generating renewable energy, living roofs should
be evaluated as a means to enhance rooftop
outdoor space while also contributing to reduced
stormwater run-off and improved building
performance. Refer to Planning Code Section 149
for additional standards related to green roofs.
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There is a growing body of research that finds a significant
connection between improved human health, well-being, and
productivity with the incorporation of nature into the indoor
environment as well as creating vibrant outdoor vegetation
areas.
Balboa Reservoir neighborhood intends to use climate
appropriate, habitat supportive, and interconnected greening
throughout all open spaces. The project will prioritize native
and bio-diverse plantings for non-turf areas, including native
soil and will develop and implement an Integrated Pest
Management Plan and Sustainable Landscape Maintenance
Plan. Succession planning in landscape design will be
evaluated. See Section 6.2 (Working Urban Ecosystem), for
further discussion of biodiversity.

PROJECT GOALS
■ 100% healthy landscaping practices will be
implemented at all publicly accessible outdoor
areas, consistent with the City's Integrated
Pest Management Ordinance. This will include
minimizing or eliminating pesticide, herbicide and
non-organic fertilizers.

Bee Friendly Landscaping

Vibrant vegetated pedestrian paths

■ All-electric/clean fuel landscape maintenance
equipment will be used.

STANDARDS
S.4.8.1 Native Landscaping
70% of non-turf landscaping shall be native and all
non-turf green areas shall be climate-appropriate
plants, 75% of which shall be native.
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GUIDELINES
G.4.8.1 Low Emissions Maintenance
Low-GHG emission landscape maintenance
should be used.

G.4.8.2 Ecological Placemaking
■ Design of open space, circulation and amenity
spaces should ensure that 100% of residents
experience nature daily and;
■ 100% of residents and visitors should be educated
on local ecological sense of place and/or project
site water story.

G.4.8.3 Daily Maintenance
Daily operations should include custodial
work such as keeping the landscape clean
by sweeping pathways, removing dead wood
and organic debris, trimming lawns, providing
composted mulch and nutrients, and repairing and
maintaining clean park furnishings. No trimming,
pruning or fertilization should be included in this
limited scope.

4.9 	HEALTHY FOOD AND WILDLIFE SYSTEMS
The project seeks to improve nutrition of its residents
through better access to healthy food including promoting
the environmental and economic benefits of communitybased food production. The objective is to ensure that all
residents have access to organically grown, fresh, nutritious,
and affordable food from locale farms and facilities. See
Section 6.2 (Working Urban Ecosystem), for further
discussion of food access.

PROJECT GOALS
The Balboa Reservoir neighborhood will
collaborate with the City College of San
Francisco's culinary program to assist residents,
neighbors, as well as City College staff and
students, in growing and preparing healthy foods
by utilizing the community garden space provided
in Reservoir Park and potentially other locations in
the neighborhood.

G.4.8.4 Quarterly Horticultural Services
Regular maintenance should include quarterly
visits by licensed arborists, horticulturalists
and professional gardeners for structural and
ornamental pruning and seasonal reinvigoration of
perennials and organic fertilization. Visits should
consist of a qualified crew of approximately four
people total, working under the supervision of
an experienced professional, for three days in
order to review all plantings in public use areas,
make recommendations, and engage in plant
augmentation and succession.

FINAL DRAFT |  May 14, 2020

GUIDELINES
G.4.9.1 Access to Community Gardens
■ 100% of residents should have access to a
community garden plot.
■ Edible landscape should be incorporated
throughout the site.

G.4.9.2 Healthy Food Education
100% of residents and neighbors should be
educated and empowered about healthy food
through using the community garden and
community center for food programming and
teaching kitchen.

G.4.9.3 Food Corridor
Open space plan should include a food corridor
area for food trucks and potentially, a farmers
market.

G.4.9.4 Sustainable Pest Control
The maintenance program for the publicly
accessible orchard should be administered by the
developers association and should use sustainable
maintenance practices in controlling pests that
may be attracted by food production.

Community gardens
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Clean Water
The Balboa Reservoir seeks to maximize water conservation, flood protection and watershed health. Towards these goals
the following sub-sections focus on project specific measures related to conservation, non-potable reuse and storm water
management.

4.10 	WATER CONSERVATION AND REUSE
The Balboa Reservoir neighborhood is located within a
climate that is prone to drought and water shortages. Water
conservation is becoming a top concern for the state and
maximizing water savings is a goal for the project.
Water balance for the entire site was evaluated to determine
the estimated water demand as well as the water available to
collect. Figure 4.10–1 (Monthly Water Summary) illustrates
this water balance for the entire site. The bars represent the
water usage demand, blue represents potable water uses and
purple, non-potable water uses. The shaded area represents
the amount of water that can be collected on-site, which can
then be treated and reused for non-potable use.
Figure 4.10–1 indicates that non-potable water demand
peaks during the summer months when there is no rainwater
available. It also shows that gray water treatment and reuse
can meet the site’s entire non-potable demand year-round.
This data impacts which on-site treatment systems are viable
and recommended for the project.

4.10.1 Smart Metering
STANDARDS
S.4.10.1.1 Metering
Smart metering shall be provided at all nonexempt residential units including townhouses as
required by the San Francisco Building Code.

PROJECT GOALS

4.10.2 High Efficiency Plumbing Fixtures

Use 100% climate appropriate trees and
plantings including turf areas.

Installing high efficiency plumbing fixtures and aerators saves
water and money. It also reduces costs for water use, sewer
costs, pumping, and water heating.

STANDARDS

STANDARDS
S.4.10.2.1 Plumbing Fixtures
All plumbing fixtures installed for the project shall
meet or exceed the performance requirements set
forth in Title 24 and San Francisco amendments.
All eligible fixtures shall be WaterSense or ENERGY
STAR labeled.

4.10.3 Drought Tolerant Landscape
By installing plant types that are native and thrive in the area
with minimal water usage, less water is required to keep them
alive and healthy. Two primary irrigation options are overhead
and subsurface sprinkler systems. Subsurface drip irrigation
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systems deliver water directly to the source. Less water is
required and less is lost to evaporation, making subsurface
more efficient than overhead spray sprinklers. For the project,
non-potable water shall be provided for all irrigation through
subsurface irrigation.

S.4.10.3.1 Drip Irrigation
Drought tolerant landscape and drip irrigation
shall be provided for all landscape areas within
the project.

S.4.10.3.2 Gray Water Irrigation
pH testing shall be conducted to ensure the pH
level is suitable for native plant irrigation. If pH is
not neutral, a fertigation system shall be used to
neutralize pH before irrigation.

S.4.10.3.3 Edible Planting Irrigation
Gray water irrigation at edible crops may only be
used at plantings where edible crops are above
ground.
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MONTHLY WATER SUMMARY
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Gray water is the wastewater from lavatories/bathroom sinks,
showers, baths and washing machines. This wastewater can
be diverted from the sewers by capturing, treating it on-site,
and reusing it for non-potable water demands. Within each
building the gray water is piped and collected separately
from black water. The gray water is then routed, via gravity
whenever possible, to one centrally located gray water
treatment. The gray water will first spill into a collection
tank. Then it is pumped from the collection tank through the
treatment system, which consists of sequential processes to
produce the desired effluent quality. It is then pumped into a
treated water storage tank. From here the water is pumped
to serve the non-potable water needs including irrigation
and toilet flushing. Refer to Figure 4.10–2 for a diagram of a
typical gray water treatment and reuse system.
Since there are multiple developers for the site, a shared
district gray water treatment system is not a viable option
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Figure 4.10–1: Monthly Water Summary

4.10.4 On-Site Water Treatment and Reuse

CLOTHES WASHER

Figure 4.10–2: Gray Water Treatment System

for the site. Therefore, a dedicated gray water treatment
system for each building is the preferred alternative. The
approximate gray water treatment system size per building
ranges between 1,000 to 3,000 gallons per day, depending on
building size.

PROJECT GOALS
■ The project will meet 100% of the site’s nonpotable demand through gray water treatment
and reuse. For subsidized residential units this
goal will be balanced with available funding and
priorities related to affordability.
■ All units will be provided with filtration at either
the kitchen faucet or at the refrigerator to
ensure high quality drinking water at all times.
Building management will maintain a supply of
replacement filters. New residents will be provided
with instructions on how to use and maintain the
filtering system at individual units.

STANDARDS
S.4.10.5 Non-Potable Reuse
Each individual building that is subject to the
SFPUC's non-potable water ordinance shall meet
100% of the toilet/urinal flushing and irrigation
demands, through collecting and treating on-site
gray water, rainwater, and/or foundation drainage.

S.4.10.6 Gray Water Treatment
A dedicated gray water treatment system,
complete with storage tanks and non-potable
water booster pumps shall be provided for each
building, where necessary to meet 100% of nonpotable water demand.
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4.11 	STORMWATER
Conventional site development disrupts natural hydrological systems and watersheds through impervious surfaces, soil
composition, loss of vegetation, and loss of natural drainage patterns. Balboa Reservoir resides in a combined sewer area and is
subject to compliance with the Stormwater Management Requirements and Design Guidelines (SMR). As per the requirements
of the SMR, the project must implement a stormwater management approach that reduces existing stormwater runoff flow
rate and total volume by 25% for a two-year, 24-hour design storm.
Following guidelines from the SF Better Streets Plan and SFPUC Stormwater Management Requirements and Guidelines, the
project will help reduce the burden on the City's combined stormwater and sewer system, while providing green space and
habitat for birds and insects. The SFPUC Retained Fee Open Space is planned to independently comply with the SMR.
See Section 6.2 (Working Urban Ecosystem), for further discussion of the Stormwater Management and the Master
Infrastructure Plan Chapter 13, Stormwater Management System, for technical stormwater analysis and concepts.

PROJECT GOALS
■ Maximize localized stormwater management
through green infrastructure throughout the site
including at streets, open spaces and buildings
to protect against flooding and to provide cobenefits.
■ 70% of surfaces at the SFPUC Retained Fee
Open Space to be pervious, subject to review and
approval by SFPUC.

STANDARDS
S.4.11.1 Stormwater Management
Green infrastructure and low impact
development (LID), consistent with SFPUC
stormwater management requirements (SMRs),
shall be used to provide 25% peak rate and total
volume stormwater management reduction for
the overall site.
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S.4.11.2 SFPUC Retained Fee Open Space

Green infrastructure

The SFPUC Retained Fee Open Space shall meet
SMRs independently through provision of at least
50% pervious surfaces, utilizing either planting or
permeable pavings.

GUIDELINES
G.4.11.1 Infiltration
On-grade infiltrative best management practices,
such as permeable pavings, should manage the
peak rate and volume as a site-wide aggregate.

Bioswale retention
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Zero Waste
In both the construction and operations the Balboa Reservoir neighborhood will prioritize resource conservation, responsibility
and reuse. Towards these goals the following sub-sections focus on project specific measures related to selection and
procurement of sustainable materials, waste management and recycling.

4.12 	MATERIALS SELECTION
The project intent is to minimize the embodied energy / carbon and other impacts associated with the extraction, processing,
transport, and maintenance of building materials. By taking a life-cycle approach to materials selection, the project will
holistically improve performance and promote resource efficiency. This will be done through a vetting process that assesses
both the environmental and health impacts of each material being considered. The project also strives to support the local
economy and reduce impacts associated with transportation by selecting regional materials where possible.

PROJECT GOALS
Sustainable Materials
■ A Sustainable Procurement Program will be
established for each building targeting 100%
of materials to meet at least one sustainable
materials criteria;
■ Carbon sequestration concrete will be evaluated
and utilized on one building or portion of a building
as a demonstration project; and
■ Forest Stewardship Council (FSC) certified wood
will be prioritized and FSC certified wood will be
used for 50% of total structural framing materials.
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STANDARDS
S.4.12.1 Sustainable Procurement Evaluation
To provide a framework for evaluating the lifecycle
impact of materials, the project shall create a
sustainable procurement plan with criteria such
as required Environmental Product Declarations
(EPDs), recycled content, and third-party
emissions testing and product certification.

Forest Stewardship Council (FSC) certified wood

GUIDELINES
G.4.12.1 Prioritize Local Materials and Manufacturers
■ Project should prioritize materials sourced from
within 300 miles of the project, such as tile,
concrete, and gypsum.
■ Project should prioritize local product
manufacturers / distributors.

G.4.12.2 Material Life Cycle
■ Materials that can be recycled should be selected.
■ Responsible manufacturers that offer life cycle
management should be prioritized.

04

/ Neighborhood Sustainability   55

Zero Waste

4.13 	WASTE GENERATION AND RECOVERY
The City of San Francisco currently diverts 80% of all waste generated away from landfill disposal through source reduction,
reuse, and recycling and composting programs. In 2018, the City set a new commitment towards its goal of Zero Waste,
committing to reducing municipal solid waste generation (recycling, compost, and trash) by 15% by 2030, and reducing
disposal to landfill and incineration (trash) by 50% by 2030. Balboa Reservoir intends to provide the infrastructure to enable
tenants to pursue and achieve their zero waste goals, cutting their carbon footprint and supporting public health. In addition,
the project will implement design and construction practices that will reduce and divert demolition and construction waste
from landfills.

PROJECT GOALS
■ Collaborate with building contractors and
Recology to increase diversion of construction and
demolition waste to 75% with a minimum of four
separate waste streams.
■ Through partnerships with residents, the City of
San Francisco and local institutions the Balboa
Reservoir will work towards becoming a zero waste
community, sending no waste from the site to
landfill or incineration.

STANDARDS
S.4.13.1 Recycling and Composting Ordinance
Space for collecting and loading recycling and
compost shall be included per San Francisco
Recycling and Composting Ordinance AB-093. See
Section 7.24 (Utilities and Services) for further
design measures.

S.4.13.2 Recycling of Construction Waste
Project shall divert 65% of construction and
demolition waste consistent with City of San
Francisco standards.

GUIDELINES
G.4.13.1 Recycling
■ Adequate centrally located storage should be
provided for the collection of recyclables and
compost in common areas and in open space
areas on-site.
■ At least one drop-off point should be available to
all project occupants for hazardous and electronic
waste, and a plan for post collection disposal
should be established.
■ Signage and educational materials should include
detailed information on where to place materials
and how to reduce waste.
■ Reusable grocery bags should be provided to
residents.
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Reusable grocery bags

Three bin system

G.4.13.2 Balanced Cut and Fill
When possible, the project should use disturbed
soils on-site, to minimize off-haul and/or import of
additional soil.
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4.14 	RESILIENCY
The current need for resilience is urgent. In order to sustain a
safe and vibrant quality-of-life, we must respond holistically
to the weather extremes, economic disruption, and resource
depletion that are now becoming common place. By
understanding the risks associated with a given place and
systematically addressing those risks in the design and
operations of buildings, communities will be strengthened
in way that makes them more shock-resistant, healthy,
adaptable, and regenerative.

PROJECT GOALS
■ Referencing the City and County of San Francisco
Hazards and Climate Resilience Plan, Balboa
Reservoir will assess the potential hazards that will
affect the Balboa Reservoir project, including their
short and long-term impacts and address these in
the design and engage tenants to become more
prepared for emergencies and natural disasters.
This assessment will include review of RELi, a
rating system and leadership standard that takes a
holistic approach to resilient design.
■ The project will provide thermal and clean air
safety zones for heat wave and compromised
air quality relief at on-site location that is readily
accessible to all residents, including either the
community room or childcare. Safety zones
will include centralized emergency power and
communication zones where people can charge
phones or refrigerate medications during
extended power outages.
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Addressing air quality issues

GUIDELINES
G.4.14.1 Common Areas
Shared amenity spaces should be designed to
support working and learning from home. Each
building will provide a common area on-site that
supports residents working and learning from
home during shelter-in-place events. Measures to
be considered include: enhanced air filtration at
common areas, provision of free internet service,
and flexible furnishings to allow social distancing
and private working

G.4.14.2 Connect Residents with Local Resources
The project will provide all residents with
information regarding the local programs
available to support tenants and the community in
education and preparation for potential stressors
including:

Emergency preparedness planning

■ SF72 from the San Francisco Department of
Emergency Management;
■ American Red Cross Bay Area Chapter;
■ The Neighborhood Empowerment Network;
■ San Francisco Fire Department Neighborhood
Emergency Response Team;
■ Auxiliary Law Enforcement Response Teams
(ALERT);
■ San Francisco Interfaith Council provides spiritual
comfort at times of crisis, builds understanding,
celebrates diversity, and coordinates services in
San Francisco; and
■ San Francisco Department of Public Health
preparedness trainings www.sfdem.org/sfdphpreparedness.
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5.1 	 STREET DESIGN OVERVIEW
Circulation Overview
If the heart of the new Balboa Reservoir neighborhood is the park and open space network, then the
streets are the circulatory system that brings vitality to and from the surrounding neighborhoods.
The Balboa Reservoir neighborhood is located in close proximity to local and regional transit lines,
and therefore the Balboa Reservoir DSG prioritizes walking and biking over driving through the use of
traffic calming measures, in coordination with the SFMTA and City College of San Francisco.

Design Context and Concept
The Balboa Reservoir neighborhood's streets conform to the geometry of adjacent streets such as
Frida Kahlo Way, Lee Avenue, and Ocean Avenue. Except for Lee Avenue, all streets will have lower
and slower moving traffic volumes than is typical. The neighborhood will also have a more pedestrian
character, and will be an ideal destination for families, dog owners, residents, and neighbors walking
to transit.

Design Principles and Objectives
All streets should be designed according to the requirements of SF Public Works and the design
principles of the San Francisco Better Streets Plan (BSP). The Balboa Reservoir neighborhood streets
shall achieve the following objectives:
● Streets should accommodate a comprehensive set of mobility, infrastructure, and streetscape
elements, with facilities for diverse users including pedestrians, bicyclists, disabled persons, and
drivers (cars, service, and emergency vehicles).
● Streets provide an array of horizontal elements: utilities, stormwater management infrastructure,
furnishings, planting, and traffic calming.
● Streets should be designed to create a cohesive visual and physical connection between the public
realm and private spaces.
● The streetscape palette should include regularly planted street trees, for creating a canopy for
shade and shelter from wind as well as contributing to a pleasant walking and cycling environment.
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Specific street designs and characteristics are described
further in Section 06.18 (Dog Relief Area) through Section
5.17 (Townhouse Entry Courts and Private Drives).
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Figure 5.1–1: Site Illustrative Plan

BRIGHTON AVENUE

West Street
South
Shared
Street

H

C
H STR

LEE AVENUE

The street names "North Street," "South Street,"and "West
Street" are placeholders to be renamed at a later date.
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● Streets should be accessible to all modes of
transportation via Lee Avenue, North Street, South Street,
and West Street. Figure 5.1–1 (Site Illustrative Plan)
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5.2 	STREET T YPOLOGY
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The street typology is designed to promote safer streets and ensure traffic
flows freely throughout the circulation network. It is determined by the following
characteristics:
● Circulation Context: the number of connection points to adjacent streets.
● Traffic Volume: frequency and total amount of traffic flowing through the street.
● Size: street width and total number of lanes.
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● Mixed-Use Street: Lee Avenue is designed as a mixed-use street for its
adjacency to City College campus. Mixed-use streets serve a variety of needs,
Lee Avenue is the place where campus life interfaces with the new residential
neighborhood, including a great diversity of users.
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Figure 5.2–1: Street Typology and Street Width
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● Shared Streets: shared streets are small-scale, single-surface streets that
prioritize pedestrian use, but permit vehicles and bicycles to share the open
space. Shared streets should be designed to emphasize their pedestrian scale
and calm traffic. They offer opportunities to complement the open space
network by creating pockets of usable open space.
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● Neighborhood Residential Lane: narrower and lower volume publicly owned
streets that tend to only accommodate traffic internal to the Balboa Reservoir
neighborhood. These include North Street, South Street, and West Street.
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The street types represented in the Balboa Reservoir neighborhood are listed below:
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● Townhouse Entry Court/Private Drives: primarily serving townhouse
residents.
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Four circulation-related networks are illustrated on the
following pages:
Transit Network
Pedestrian Network
Bicycle Network
Vehicular Network

NORTH STREET
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Transit Network
The Balboa Reservoir neighborhood is ideally situated with multiple
transit services nearby, including the MUNI K Line on Ocean Avenue,
bus connections at the City College Terminal and Frida Kahlo Way, and
the Balboa Park BART Station. In order to further develop an areawide transportation strategy, the Balboa Reservoir team will continue
developing its partnership with SFMTA and City College. The Balboa
Reservoir neighborhood will implement cost-effective residential
strategies that also meet the City's TDM ordinance.
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Figure 5.3–1: Transit Network Diagram
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Pedestrian Network
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The Balboa Reservoir neighborhood prioritizes walking and biking. The
surrounding street network creates direct access points, for residents
and neighbors, to the central open space and connects to a familyfriendly pedestrian and bike network. Raised crossings are located at
key open space intersections, prioritizing pedestrians. Additionally,
there are multiple pedestrian connections to public transportation and
neighborhood services on Ocean Avenue.
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Bicycle Network
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Each building will house a Class I bike storage room and Class II bike
parking near building entries. A bike share station will be proposed at the
intersection of the SFPUC Retained Fee Open Space and Lee Avenue.
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Internal Bike Circulation
Class II Bike Parking for Open Space Users
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Also, refer to Chapter 3 (Land Use) and Section 7.23 (On-Site Bicycle
Parking) for bike parking requirements for buildings.
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The Balboa Reservoir bicycle network provides dedicated bike lanes on Lee
Avenue linking to the Holloway Avenue Bike Route to Park Merced, as well
as to the bike lanes on Frida Kahlo Way to Sunnyside and Ocean Avenue.
Internal bike circulation is provided on North, South, and West Streets.
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a portion of road reserved for the preferential or
exclusive use of biking, indicated by road markings

Class III: travel lanes shared by bicyclists and vehicles
Class IV: bike lanes separated from traffic by physical barriers
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Figure 5.3–3: Bicycle Network Diagram
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Vehicle Network
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The loop formed by North, West and South Streets at the interior of the site
provides vehicle access to each building entry, loading zone, and garage.
Streets are designed to slow down vehicles and support safe pedestrian and
bicycle movement. Shared streets will provide access to townhouse units.
An above-grade public parking garage may potentially be located at either
the northern or southern block of the site. Refer to Section 7.20 (Private
Parking Garages) and Section 7.21 (Public Parking Garages) for additional
information.
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Vehicular connections to the site shall be located at two access points:
Lee Avenue at Ocean Avenue and Frida Kahlo Way at North Street.
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For a detailed study of streets and intersections, see Section 5.13 (Lee
Avenue) through Section 5.17 (Townhouse Entry Courts and Private Drives).
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Street Design Standards and Guidelines
5.4 	OVERVIEW
Streetscape is defined as the zone between the faces of
buildings, including the publicly accessible right-of-way
and the building setbacks. There are six streetscape zones
referenced throughout the following Street Standards and
Guidelines. Except for the drive lane zone, the categories are
derived from the San Francisco Better Streets Plan.

Setback Zone
The setback zone is the area between the property line and
the face of the building where transitions between public use
at the sidewalk and private use inside the building occur. The
adjacent users may occupy this zone for outdoor display,
seating, and planting with appropriate permits.
Architectural elements that protrude into the street such as
awnings, canopies, and marquees may also occupy this zone.

Pedestrian Throughway Zone
The pedestrian throughway zone is intended for accessible
pedestrian travel only and should be clear of obstacles,
including driveway aprons or other changes to cross
slope. The walking surface should be stable, firm and slipresistant.

Furnishing Zone
The furnishing zone provides a buffer between pedestrian
and vehicular traffic. It also contains street trees, lighting,
planting and site furnishings such as benches, trash
receptacles, and bike racks.

FINAL DRAFT |  May 14, 2020

Figure 5.4–1: Source: SF Better Streets Plan

Edge Zone

Drive Lane Zone

The edge zone is the area intended to provide access to
parallel parking from the sidewalk. The surface of the edge
zone should be stable, firm and slip-resistant.

The drive lane zone is allocated to vehicular travel. In this
pedestrian and bicycle-prioritized neighborhood, the width
of the vehicular drive lane should be minimized but should
still provide fire access.

Extension Zone
The extension zone refers to specific conditions where
the sidewalk extends into the parking lanes. Applications
include curb extension, flexible use of parking lanes and
bicycle parking, tree planting, and stormwater features in
the parking lane.
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STANDARDS
S.5.4.1 Pedestrian Throughway Zone

S.5.4.3 Extension Zone

■ All streets shall provide at minimum a 6-footwide pedestrian throughway.

■ See Section 5.6 (Traffic Calming Strategies) for
bulb-out and chicane design requirements.

■ At sidewalks where there is a continuous planting
zone, a minimum of 3-foot by 5-foot passing zone
at a maximum of 200-feet on center shall be
provided.

■ Accessible loadings zones and associated
curb ramps shall be designed according to the
Balboa Reservoir Infrastructure Plan (Figure
6.9 Proposed Service & Loading Plan). Postentitlement, the ADA coordinator and SFMTA
curb management staff shall provide final
approval of loading zones.

■ SF Public Works standard concrete paving shall
be used at throughway zones.

S.5.4.2 Furnishing Zone
■ Furnishing zones shall be surfaced with cast-inplace concrete or accessible permeable paving to
allow rainfall to supplement street tree irrigation.
For furnishing zones located adjacent to parking,
a minimum of a 4-foot-wide accessible pathway
should be provided centered to the parking
space.
■ See Section 5.9 (Street Planting Palette) for
street planting requirements at furnishing zones.
■ See Section 5.12 (Street Lighting) for street
lighting requirements at furnishing zones.

S.5.4.4 Drive Lane
■ All streets shall comply with SF Fire Department
fire access requirements. For more information
see the Balboa Reservoir Infrastructure Plan
(Section 6.2.4 Fire Department Access).

S.5.4.5 Curb Cut
■ See Section 7.20 (Private Parking Garages),
Section 7.21 (Public Parking Garages), and
Section 7.22 (Facilities for Residential Moving)
for garage/loading access curb cuts.

■ See Section 5.11 (Street Furniture) for site
furnishing requirements at furnishing zones.
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Typical Streetscape Accessibility Requirements and Layout
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Figure 5.4–2: Typical Streetscape Accessibility Requirements and Layout
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5.5 	STREET TREES

As the Better Streets Plan describes, street trees offer
benefits such as traffic calming, shade, stormwater runoff
reduction, support for ecological habitats, air quality
improvements, and the potential to enhance property values
and retail activity by creating a comfortable pedestrian
environment. They are also a reminder of natural cycles and
changing seasons.
City codes require new development projects to plant a 24inch box tree for every 20 feet along the property's street
frontage. The following City Codes apply to the Balboa
Reservoir site:
● SF Planning Code – Section 138.1:
Streetscape and Pedestrian Improvements
● SF Public Works Code – Article 16:
Urban Forestry Ordinance
● SF Administrative Code – Chapter 98:
The Better Streets Policy

STANDARDS
S.5.5.1 Street Trees
Street trees shall be in a minimum 24-inch box at
installation and spaced at max 20 feet on center
along the property street frontage. See Figure
5.5–2 for additional tree planting requirements.
PERFORATED PIPE

S.5.5.2 Tree Spacing and Utility Coordination

TREE WELL SURFACING

Although regular tree spacing is not always
possible due to curb cuts, sub-grade utilities, or
other sidewalk elements, regular spacing shall
be maintained to the extent possible. Utility
planning and street tree layouts shall be carefully
coordinated to minimize tree gaps. See Figure
5.5–2 for typical street layout. See also the Balboa
Reservoir Master Infrastructure Plan (Section 8:
Utility Layout and Separation) for more details.

CONTINUOUS
STRUCTURAL
SOIL TRENCH

ROOT
BALL

3'
MIN

City Policies

COMPACTED SOIL

Figure 5.5–1: Typical Section of Sand-Based Structural Soil

SIDEWALK
FURNISHING ZONE WITH
STRUCTURAL SOIL/
CELL SYSTEM BELOW

● SF Environment Code – Chapter 12:
Urban Forestry Council
For a complete a street tree species list, see Section 5.9
(Street Planting Palette).

10'
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10'
3'

3'

10'
4'
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5 1/2'
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3'

ROADWAY
TYPICAL STREET TREE LAYOUT PLAN

Figure 5.5–2: Tree Well Diagram
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S.5.5.3 Soil Preparation for Street Trees
In order to maintain healthy growing conditions,
each tree shall have at least 500 cubic feet
of growing medium 3 feet deep. This can be
achieved in several ways including structural
cells placed under the sidewalk or continuous
trenches of sand-based structural soils in the
furnishing zone. See Figure 5.5–1.

S.5.5.4 Tree Wells and Sand-Based Structural Soil
Where trees are spaced 20 feet on-center,
successive tree wells should be connected with
a structural soil trench in the furnishing zone.
Sand-based structural soil involves a blend of
soil and sand, which is not “trademarked" and is
uniformly graded. This blend provides structural
strength and high levels of compaction, while
allowing for aeration, fertility, and percolation.

S.5.5.5 Streetscape Planting
Landscape material shall be planted up to the
crosswalk edge on sidewalks, provided it does not
exceed 3 feet in height as measured from
the street.

S.5.5.6 Street Trees, Intersection Design,
and Visibility
Sight line clearance requirements for the
placement of trees and plantings shall comply

No Tree Zone

Figure 5.5–3: Typical Intersection Sight Line Clearance
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5.6 	TRAFFIC CALMING STRATEGIES
with the ‘Street Tree Planting’ guidelines by SF
Public Works.
On the approach to any intersection, trees
shall be planted no closer than 25 feet from the
corner of the property line. On the far side of any
intersection, trees shall be planted no closer than
10 feet from the corner of the property line.

S.5.5.7 Tree Vertical Clearance
Trees shall have a vertical clearance of 84 inches
over the sidewalk measured from the lowest
branch, and 14 feet of vertical clearance for any
portion of the tree that hangs over the roadway.

To promote a pedestrian-friendly environment, the following
strategies have been incorporated into the DSG. For more
information see Balboa Reservoir Infrastructure Plan
(Section 6.6: Traffic Calming).

STANDARDS
S.5.6.1 Chicane
Chicanes shall be installed along West Street.
A chicane is a form of bulb-out added to the
roadway to shift the alignment and slow down
vehicles. It provides additional sidewalk space,
and thus opportunities for additional landscaping
at the street, while visually reducing the width
of drive lane. A chicane is one of the potential
traffic calming measures that can be used for
the treatment of West Street. SFMTA shall have
final authority on the location and design of the
chicane.

Chicane

S.5.6.2 Raised Crossings
Raised pedestrian crosswalks prioritize
pedestrians in the vehicular traffic zone by
slowing down vehicles. A raised crosswalk shall be
provided at the locations shown in Figure 5.3–2
(Pedestrian Network Diagram) .

Mountable traffic circle

72   Balboa Reservoir Design Standards and Guidelines

FINAL DRAFT |  May 14, 2020

Street Design Standards and Guidelines

S.5.6.3 Bulb-Outs
Bulb-outs (also known as curb extensions) shall
be provided at intersections and mid-block
crossings to shorten pedestrian crossings,
and to provide opportunities for stormwater
management and streetscape planting. The
width of each bulb-out shall be maximized based
on vehicle turning radius and adjacent bike lane
requirements. SFMTA shall have final authority
on the location and design of bulb-outs.

GUIDELINES
G.5.6.1 Mountable Traffic Circle

Raised street crosswalk

A mountable traffic circle should be provided
at the intersection of West Street and North
Street and the intersection of West Street and
South Street. Mountable traffic circles provide
an opportunity to create neighborhood identity
while facilitating the childcare drop-off at South
Street.

+0 UP

+2"

Each mountable traffic circle shall accommodate
the turning radius of a typical passenger vehicle
while allowing large vehicles such as firetrucks to
drive over the raised traffic circle. Highly textured
traffic-rated paving material shall be used in the
traffic circle. The final layout and design shall be
subject to SF Public Works and SFMTA approval.

+2"

2"+ +6"

6"+

+2"

2"+

+6"

+2"
UP
+0

Bulb-out
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Raised crosswalk at Lee Avenue and Reservoir Park
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5.7 	 STREET UTILITIES AND PARKING METERS
The layout of street utilities and parking meters will be carefully coordinated with street tree placement to minimize
potential conflict between trees and street furniture.

STANDARDS
S.5.7.1 Above-Grade Utilities Location
All above-grade utilities within the right-of-way
shall be located within the furnishing zone and
shall not interfere with the clear throughway
zone. All laterals and appurtenances must be
outside of any driveway curb cuts.

S.5.7.2 Parking Meters and Other Street Elements

GUIDELINES
G.5.7.1 Location and Access
All utilities should be placed below grade
wherever feasible or be clustered around
driveway curb cuts. When possible, utilities
should be grouped and should allow clear access
to the throughway zone adjacent to street
furnishing elements.

All parking meters and other street elements,
including pay and display machines and multispace meters, shall be placed in the furnishing
zone. Street elements shall be organized and
consolidated where possible.

S.5.7.3 Parking Meters
SFMTA standard parking meters shall be
provided per SFMTA standards. Legislation will
be required from SFMTA to install parking meters
and establish time limits.
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Street Palette
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Streets serve as the primary realm for daily pedestrian life and vehicular
circulation throughout the Balboa Reservoir neighborhood. The following
sections outline the materials and planting palettes that help define the
Balboa Reservoir neighborhood's public realm identity.
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5.8 	OVERVIEW
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Most of the streets will be publicly owned except for the dead end
sections of West Street and Lee Avenue and the driveways and entry
courts within the townhouse blocks. These private streets are primarily
used as loading, garage access, and driveway access for buildings.
Privately owned streets allow for more flexibility on material selection
and streetscape amenities to create a pedestrian-prioritized streetscape.
Privately owned streets will be maintained by the HOA and will remain
accessible to the public. Publicly owned streets are subject to City
standards and material requirements.
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The following diagram identifies the streets where City standard
materials and lighting palettes will be used. The street planting palette is
applicable for all streets within the Balboa Reservoir neighborhood.
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Figure 5.7–1: Street Ownership & Material Application Diagram
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Sustainable plant choices are those that are climate-adapted and that
favor relatively large tree canopies that can capture carbon, hold rainwater,
provide shade, mitigate wind, and encourage pedestrian activity. Plants shall
be selected according to standards approved by the City of San Francisco
(sfplantfinder.org) for adaptability to urban soil conditions.
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CA California native species

Street trees are chosen for their ability to withstand San Francisco's strong
wind and fog, compaction, limited soil volumes, and the harsh alkaline soil
conditions found in urban settings. All trees, except the Southern California
native Catalina ironwood, are from Australia where growing conditions most
closely resemble urban conditions in San Francisco.
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The following symbols, adapted from sfplantfinder.org, are used throughout
the planting palette to denote place of origin:
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There are three types of plantings in the right-of-way:
● Street trees
● Low shrubs and groundcovers
● Low shrubs and groundcovers for stormwater treatment.
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5.9 	STREET PLANTING PALETTE
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Figure 5.9–1: Street Trees Type Diagram
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Street Tree Type 4 – Evergreen Flowering Medium Accent Tree
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Plantings in the right-of-way and the associated irrigation systems
are encouraged when regular maintenance and replacement can be
guaranteed by the adjacent property owner. Low plantings need to
be sturdy and low-maintenance and should be resistant to trampling
and other environmental conditions. Woody shrubs and large-leaved
succulents are discouraged. Plants that have proven to do well are a very
few selected monocots that withstand a wide range of soil, drainage, and
compaction conditions, and are crush resistant and drought-tolerant,
such as Dietes and Lomandra. Additional species are Muhlenbergia
lindheimeri and Muhlenbergia emerslyii. Those plantings can be
supplemented with climate-adapted desert and subtropical species,
such as Yucca, Beschorneria, Agave, and Aloe arborescens. These rightof-way shrubs and groundcovers will have some overlap with those used
in the open space to establish continuity.
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Figure 5.9–2: Low Shrubs and Groundcover Planting Diagram
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Low Shrubs and Groundcovers for Stormwater Treatment
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Low Shrubs and Groundcover Planting for
Stormwater Treatment
Stormwater plantings within the right-of-way are selected
to withstand all the above conditions in addition to seasonal
flooding. Some limited use of natives is possible.
A preliminary list of stormwater plantings are:
● Elymus glaucus (Blue Wild Rye)
● Cornus sericea (Redtwig Dogwood)
● Fragaria chiloensis (Beach Strawberry)
● Lomandra longifolia (Spiny Head Mat Rush)
● Carex tumulicola (Berkeley Sedge)
● Chondrapetalum elephantinum (Giant Cape Rush)
● Muhlenbergia emersleyi (Emersly’s Muhley Grass)

STANDARDS
S.5.9.1 Native Plant Ratio
100% of non-turf green areas must be climate
appropriate plants, within which 75% must be
native species.

Figure 5.9–3: Drought Tolerant and Low Maintenance Low Planting at Street
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STREET TREES, preferred species
Climate Appropriateness

Climate Appropriateness
CA

Catalina Ironwood
Lyonothamnus

Type 1

EX

Bloom Time
Summer

Bloom Time
Spring to Summer

Water Needs
None

Water Needs
Moderate

Associated Wildlife
Birds

Associated Wildlife
Birds, Bees

Habitat Value
Fruit

Habitat Value
Fruit

Size Determined by SF
Urban Forestry Council
Large Street Tree

Size Determined by SF
Urban Forestry Council
Large Street Tree

Native Frangipani
Hymenosporum flavum

Type 2

Climate Appropriateness

Climate Appropriateness

EX

Primrose Tree
Lagunaria patersonii
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Type 1

EX

Bloom Time
June to September

Bloom Time
Spring

Water Needs
Moderate

Water Needs
None

Associated Wildlife
Bees, Butterflies, Birds

Associated Wildlife
Birds, Butterflies

Habitat Value
Fruit, Seeds

Habitat Value
Fruit

Size Determined by SF Urban
Forestry Council
Large Street Tree

Size Determined by SF
Urban Forestry Council
Large Street Tree

Brisbane Box
Lophostemon confertus

Type 2
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STREET TREES, preferred species
Climate Appropriateness

Climate Appropriateness
EX

EX

Paperbark Tea Tree
Melaleuca quinquenervia

Type 3

Bloom Time
Summer-Fall

Bloom Time
Spring , Summer

Water Needs
None

Water Needs
None

Associated Wildlife
Birds, Bees

Associated Wildlife
Birds

Habitat Value
Fruit, Shelter

Habitat Value
Fruit, Cover

Size Determined by SF
Urban Forestry Council
Medium Street Tree

Size Determined by SF
Urban Forestry Council
Medium Street Tree

New Zealand Christmas Tree
Metrosideros excelsa

Type 4

Climate Appropriateness

Climate Appropriateness

EX

EX

Bloom Time
Fall ,Winter, Spring,
Summer

Bloom Time
Spring - Summer
Water Needs
Moderate

Water Needs
Low

Associated Wildlife
Butterflies

Associated Wildlife
Birds, Bees

Habitat Value
Fruit, Shelter

Water Gum
Tristaniopsis laurina
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Type 4

Size Determined by SF
Urban Forestry Council
Medium Street Tree

Habitat Value
Pollinators, Fruit

Red Flowering Gum
Corymbia ficifolia

Type 4

Size Determined by SF
Urban Forestry Council
Large Street Tree
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Toyon
Heteromeles arbutifolia

Climate Appropriateness

Climate Appropriateness

CA

CA

Bloom Time
Summer

Bloom Time
Fall

Water Needs
Low

Water Needs
Low

Associated Wildlife
Birds, Bees

Associated Wildlife
Birds

Habitat Value
Pollinators, Fruit

Habitat Value
Fruit

Size Determined by SF
Urban Forestry Council
Small Street Tree

Note
Used at
Private Shared Street
Monterey Cypress
Hesperocyparis macrocarpa

Type 5

Type 6

Climate Appropriateness

Climate Appropriateness:

EX

CA

Bloom Time
Spring

Bloom Time
Winter

Water Needs
None

Water Needs
Low

Associated Wildlife
Birds, Bees

Associated Wildlife
Birds, Bees

Habitat Value
Polinators

Habitat Value
Fruit, Pollinators

Mountain Lilac
Ceanothus 'Ray Hartman'
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Size Determined by SF
Urban Forestry Council
Small Street Tree
Type 5

Silk Oak
Grevillea robusta

Type 6
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LOW SHRUBS AND GROUNDCOVERS, preferred species
Climate Appropriateness

Climate Appropriateness

Climate Appropriateness

CA

SF CA

EX

Bloom Time
Summer, Spring, Fall

Bloom Time
July-Nov

Bloom Time
Spring, Summer

Water Needs
Low

Water Needs
Low

Water Needs
Low

Associated Wildlife
Bees, Butterflies

Associated Wildlife
Birds

Associated Wildlife
Bees, Birds, Butterflies

Habitat Value
Pollinators, Buds/Greens

Habitat Value
Buds/Greens, Cover

Habitat Value
Pollinator, Cover

Gooding's Muhly
Muhlenbergia emersleyi

California Buckwheat
Eriogonum fasciculatum
Climate Appropriateness
SF

California Poppy
Eschscholzia californica
Climate Appropriateness

CA

Climate Appropriateness

SF CA

EX

Bloom Time
Spring, Summer, Fall

Bloom Time
Summer, Fall

Bloom Time
Spring, Fall

Water Needs
Low

Water Needs
Low

Water Needs
Low

Associated Wildlife
Birds, Butterflies

Associated Wildlife
Butterflies, Bees,
Hummingbirds

Associated Wildlife
Butterflies, Bees,
Hummingbirds

Habitat Value
Buds/Greens, Pollinators

Habitat Value
Buds/Greens, Pollinators

Habitat Value
Buds/Greens, Cover,
Pollinators
California Sagebrush
Artemisia californica

Sage and Variety
Salvia "Bee Bliss" and Variety

Striped Fortnight Lily
Dietes grandiflora 'variegata'

Figure 5.9–4: Regular Planting Palette for Bulb-Outs and Sidewalks
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LOW SHRUBS AND GROUNDCOVER, preferred species
Climate Appropriateness

CA

CA

Bloom Time
Spring/Summer

Bloom Time
Summer

Bloom Time
Summer

Water Needs
Moderate

Water Needs
Low

Water Needs
Low

Associated Wildlife
Butterflies

Associated Wildlife
Butterflies, Insects

Associated Wildlife
Butterflies, Insects

Habitat Value
Buds/Greens

Habitat Value
Buds/Greens

Habitat Value:
Pollinator

Cedros Island Verbena
Verbena lilacina "De La Mina"

Idaho Fescue
Festuca idahoensis
Climate Appropriateness
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EX

Yellow/Red Yucca
Hesperaloe parviflora
Climate Appropriateness:

EX

Torch Aloe and Aloe Variety
Aloe arborescens

Climate Appropriateness

Climate Appropriateness

EX

Bloom Time
February to September

Bloom Time
Rarely Flowers

Water Needs
Low

Water Needs
Moderate

Associated Wildlife
Bees, Birds

Associated Wildlife
Bees, Birds

Habitat Value
Pollinators, Buds/Greens

Habitat Value
Pollinators, Buds/Greens

Smooth Agave and Agave Variety
Agave desmettiana
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LOW SHRUBS AND GROUNDCOVERS FOR STORMWATER TREATMENT, preferred species
Climate Appropriateness

Climate Appropriateness

Climate Appropriateness

CA

EX

CA

Bloom Time
Summer

Bloom Time
Spring to Fall

Bloom Time
Winter, Spring

Water Needs
Low

Water Needs
Low

Water Needs
Low

Associated Wildlife
Butterflies, Bees, Insects

Associated Wildlife
Butterflies, Birds

Associated Wildlife
Birds

Habitat Value
Buds/Greens, Cover

Habitat Value
Fruit, Cover

Habitat Value
Buds/Greens, Cover

Blue Wild-Rye
Elymus glaucus

American Dogwood
Cornus sericea
Climate Appropriateness
SF

Climate Appropriateness

CA

Water Needs
Low
Associated Wildlife
Bees, Birds, Butterflies
Habitat Value
Cover, Fruit
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Climate Appropriateness
SF

EX

Bloom Time
Spring, Winter

Fragaria chiloensis
Coast Strawberry

Berkeley Sedge
Carex tumulicola

Large Cape Rush
Chondropetalum elephantinum

CA

Bloom Time
Summer/Fall

Bloom Time
WinSpring

Water Needs
Low

Water Needs
Low

Associated Wildlife
None

Associated Wildlife
Bees, Birds, Butterflies

Habitat Value
Cover

Habitat Value
Buds/Greens, Nesting

Douglas Iris
Iris douglasiana
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5.10 	STREET PAVING MATERIALS
Paving materials are selected to withstand extensive wear
and to signify the circulation hierarchy. The street network
in the Balboa Reservoir neighborhood consists of publicly
owned and privately owned streets which will be maintained
by SF Public Works and private developers respectively and
will have different standards and guidelines.

Publicly Owned/Maintained Streets
STANDARDS
S.5.10.1 Public Works Specification
The design of the public right-of-way sidewalk
and roadway shall be compliant with SF Public
Works standard specifications and shall deploy
the latest approved list of paving materials.

S.5.10.2 Roadway
Standard roadway asphalt shall be used on
roadways. Vehicular concrete paving shall be
used at key raised crosswalks to prioritize
pedestrians and enhance open space network
connections.

S.5.10.3 Sidewalk
Concrete paving shall be used and designed to
meet load-bearing requirements. The materials
shall be able to provide level surfaces onto which
furnishings, stages and elements can be secured.
At the intersections of mid-block crossings,
unit paving shall be used at 18 inches in length

Crosswalks
(in the direction of travel). Where a sidewalk
abuts a plaza, sidewalk paving materials shall
be coordinated with the plaza paving to create a
continuous public space.

S.5.10.4 Warning Paving
City standard detectable warning paving shall be
used at raised crosswalks and curb ramps.

Thermoplastic crossing

Traffic Lane

Thermoplastic crossing with
custom pattern inlay

Warning Pavers

GUIDELINES
G.5.10.1 Raised Crosswalk
Custom crossing design using materials in
compliance with SF Public Works approved
material palette should be encouraged in all key
street intersections and park entrances to signify
pedestrian priority, add neighborhood character,
and enhance place-making.

City standard asphalt

Parallel Parking

Warning pavers, cast intact

Pedestrian Throughway/
Protected Bike Lane Median

G.5.10.2 Unit Paving at Parallel Parking
Unit paving should be used at parallel parking.
Where possible, permeable unit paving should be
considered for stormwater management subject
to City approval.

4"x 8" dark grey paver

Cast-in-place concrete;
medium gray w/ silica carbide
and water jet finish

Tree Well Surfacing

Tree Well Mulch

Cobble stone with split sides and
flamed top or split top and sides

3/4" minimum crushed black
basalt

Figure 5.10–1: City-Approved Materials for Publicly Owned Streets
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Concrete Unit Paving
Privately Owned/Maintained Streets
In privately owned and maintained streets, paving materials are not limited to the SF Public Works standard paving palette.
Privately owned streets provide an opportunity to feature unique materials and details to introduce variation within the
design of the public realm.
6x12 concrete unit paver, ground and blasted finish

STANDARDS
S.5.10.5 Sidewalk and Roadway
The materials used for sidewalk and roadway
in shared streets shall be durable enough to
withstand extensive use, wear-and-tear, and loadbearing requirements for all types of vehicles.
Materials, colors and finishes used for both
pedestrian and vehicular zones create a unified
pedestrian priority auto space.

S.5.10.6 Warning Paving
Detectable warning paving shall be used at
shared streets to signify pedestrian priority. Cast
iron or white precast detectable warning pavers
are recommended for durability and aesthetic
quality and variation.

S.5.10.7 Vehicular Unit Paving
When unit pavers are used for roadway
applications, smaller unit pavers and a
bituminous setting bed shall be used to
withstand heavy loads and extend longevity
of the paving system.

GUIDELINES
G.5.10.3 Permeable Paving

Permeable Paving

Permeable paving should be used to reduce
impervious surface for stormwater management
and should meet SFPUC stormwater
management requirements.

G.5.10.4 Paving Patterns
Special paving pattern designs and material
variations are recommended to define spatial
identity.

Pedestrian permeable paving

Vehicular permeable paving

Warning Paving

Warning pavers cast iron

Warning pavers alt 1
Precast concrete

Tree Well Surfacing

Tree Well Mulch

4x4 cobble stone with
flamed finish

Gravel mulch

Figure 5.10–2: Street Material Examples for Privately Owned Street
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5.11 	STREET FURNITURE
Seating, Receptacles, Bike Racks, and Other Amenities
Street furniture is intended to be an amenity that supports
a wide variety of activities. The primary materials for
furnishings are steel and wood, for durability and comfort.
Pictured to the right is suggested street furniture that
shows the recommended character of naturally-weathered
materials and finishes which should be coordinated across
the site to ensure a consistent palette. The standards and
guidelines outlined in this chapter are for both private and
public streets.

STANDARDS
S.5.11.1 Location
Site furnishings shall be located within the
furnishing zones parallel to the curb per the
Better Streets Plan. Site furnishings shall be
located in areas where they are likely to be
used, such as low traffic shared streets or at the
Reservoir Park entrance. Their locations are also
determined by ADA access and loading zones.
Use of non-DPW standard furniture on public
right-of-ways requires a special permit

S.5.11.2 Bike Racks
■ Selected bike racks shall have a rectangular
section, be securely mounted, and employ
durable materials that do not require
maintenance. They shall also meet all additional
requirements as noted in the SFMTA Bicycle Rack
Specifications.

FINAL DRAFT |  May 14, 2020

■ The Balboa Reservoir neighborhood shall provide
Class II bike parking for each building and open
space at the right-of-way or in the publicly
accessible open space.
■ The placement of bike racks shall comply with
SFMTA Bicycle Parking Standards, Guidelines,
and Recommendations. The total Class II bike
parking requirement shall be defined according
to the final TDM plan. See additional bike parking
requirements see Section 7.23 (On-Site Bicycle
Parking) and Section 7.39 (On-Site Bicycle
Parking) at townhouses.

Benches

Manufactured bench with back,
metal and wood finish

Manufactured backless bench,
metal and wood finish

Bollards

S.5.11.3 Bollards
Fixed bollards shall be provided at mid-block
crossings and removable bollards shall be
provided at the SFPUC Open Space access drive
curb cut.

Manufactured bench with
reclaimed wood or similar
Bollard, metal finish
or similar

GUIDELINES
G.5.11.1 Litter and Recycling Receptacles
Litter and recycling receptacles should be
provided when regular maintenance and cleaning
is available. They should be attractive site
furnishings which contribute to the character
of the street and provide options for landfill,
recycling, and compost. Waste receptacles
shall be located in areas of high pedestrian
traffic, such as near pedestrian crossings. SF
Public Works shall have final authority on trash
receptacle selection and locations.

Litter + Recycling
Receptacles

Bike Racks

Trash and recycling receptacles,
for metal finish

Square stainless or galvanized
steel tube section

Figure 5.11–1: Street Furnishing Examples
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5.12 	STREET LIGHTING

ST

Straight Square Steel Pole
Privately Owned Shared Street Pole Lights

Street lighting at the Balboa Reservoir neighborhood is an important component of the streetscape design. It helps to
establish a sense of continuity and cohesiveness in the neighborhood and a hierarchy of primary and secondary streets. The
FIXTURE TYPE:
quality and intensity of the light provides neighborhood character, as well as a sense of safety and security. Lighting design
PROJECT
intent shall follow IES-RP8, Illuminating Engineering Society standards appropriate to the
subject NAME:
street type.
40'

STANDARDS
S.5.12.1 Location
All street lights shall be located within the
furnishing zone and should not obstruct
pedestrian throughways or the loading and
unloading of people and goods.

S.5.12.2 Public Street Pole Lights

GUIDELINES
FEATURES:
• Heights available from 10 to 40'
G.5.12.1 Suspended Lights

Suspended lights
are recommended
forpowder
the
• Galvanized
then polyster
coat painted (AAMA 2604 standard)
privately owned
shared streets.
• Supplied with a two piece casted
aluminum base cover

Manufactured pedestrian light,
metal finish

Louis Poulsen Abertslund
Maxi Post or similar

30'
SFPUC Alternate Streetlight Package

• Multiple mounting options

Alternate from SFPUC Street Light Catalogue

Street lighting design for public right-of-ways
shall be in compliance with SFPUC guidelines
and the light fixtures shall be selected from the
SFPUC Street Light Catalogue. See MIP (Section
6.5.5: Lighting) for more information.

Public Street Pole Light
20'
Fixture Orientation
B Side
Handhole

S.5.12.3 Privately Owned Shared Street Pole Lights
Street pole lights at privately owned shared
public ways shall be pedestrian in scale to
emphasize pedestrian priority. Colors and
finishes shall be coordinated with other site
furnishings and building color palettes. The same
pedestrian poles shall be used at both the shared
public way and the public open space. Street
light fixtures in privately owned streets are not
required to be selected from the SFPUC Street
Light Catalogue.

10'
C Side

D Side

Manufactured pole light from
SFPUC catalogue of acceptable
fixtures, metal finish

A Side
Philips Lumec Roadstar GPLM
~4” Steel Pole

12” Arm Lighting Palette
Figure 5.12–1: Street
48” Fixture
Integral Photocell
HORTON LEES BROGDEN LIGHTING DESIGN

4" Square
8.5" Bolt Circle

ORDERING GUIDE: EXAMPLE: ST-20-BLK-A20-B12-STD

new york | san francisco | los angeles | boston | miami | denver
8580 Washington Blvd, Culver City CA 90232 P: 310.837.0929 F: 310.837.0902
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Street Design by Individual Case
5.16
WEST STREET NORTH
SHARED STREET

G
5.14

5.17

TOWNHOUSE
ENTRY COURT

5.14

NORTH STREET

NORTH STREET

E
LEE AVENUE

F
WEST STREET

Given the number of unique conditions at Balboa Reservoir, maintaining
a simple and coherent street design is essential to providing a
unifying framework for development over time. In order to support
implementation of the Streetscape Design Guidelines, the following
sections will provide detailed standards and guidelines for individual
streets. The streets are listed per Section 5.2 (Street Typology).

5.15

FRIDA KAHLO WAY

TH2

5.13
LEE AVENUE NORTH

Street Design by Individual Case

5.13

TH1
5.17

D

TOW
ENTRYNHOUSE
COUR
T
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H
5.16

WEST
S
SHARETREET SOU
D STR TH
EET

SOUTH

B

STREE

T

5.14

A

LEGEND

Section Number in Chapter 5

5.XX

Section Number in Chapter 5
Note: building footprints are for
illustrative purposes only

NUE

Figure 5.12–2: Street Ownership & Key Plan
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Street Design by Individual Case / Lee Avenue

TH2

G

5.13 	LEE AVENUE
Lee Avenue is a primary mixed-use street connecting the project site to the adjacent
neighborhood. Lee Avenue will serve nonresidential and residential uses including
potential future housing on City College property. The extension of Lee Avenue is a treelined bicycle boulevard that provides a gateway to Reservoir Park and a complementary
edge to the City College Master Plan. It will be the primary bicycle connection south
to the Class III bike route to Holloway Avenue and to Frida Kahlo Way. The treatment of
Lee Avenue is divided into three main zones, with five total segments. See Figure 5.13–1
(Lee Avenue, Key Map).

WEST STREET

NORTH STREET

L.3
D
SOU T

H

Lee Avenue at Central Block (L.2 & L.3)

B

PLYMOUTH AVENUE

O CE A

N AVE

NUE

C
H STR

A

EE T

L.4

L.5
BRIGHTON AVENUE

The section of Lee Avenue between North Street and South Street will have an
asymmetric profile within a 72-foot-wide-right-of-way. It will have one travel lane in
each direction and a protected Class IV bike lane and a minimum of 12-foot-wide
sidewalks on both sides. Parallel parking and loading areas are provided only on the
west side of the street. See Figure 5.13–4 (Lee Avenue, Site Plan L.2) and Figure
5.13–5 (Lee Avenue, Site Plan L.3).

L. 2

Figure 5.13–1: Lee Avenue, Key Map

LEE AVENUE

The section of Lee Avenue north of North Street provides a one-way exit route for
Riordan High School, a possible garage exit for Block G, and a potential parking garage
exit from the City College property. This segment will be a conventional two-way street
with a minimum 12-foot sidewalk on both sides. The right-of-way for this segment is 50feet wide. This segment of Lee Avenue will be privately owned with public access. See
Figure 5.13–2 (Lee Avenue, Site Plan L.1).
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Lee Avenue North of North Street (L.1)

Note: building footprints are for
illustrative purposes only
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Lee Avenue South of South Street (L.4 & L.5)
Lee Avenue south of South Street will taper from a 72-footwide right-of-way to a 56-foot-wide right-of-way to match
the existing width between 1110 and 1150 Ocean Avenue. At
this segment, there will be no parking on either side of the
street and one travel lane and bike lane in each direction.
Class II bike lanes run from South Street to the SFPUC
Retained Fee Open Space and transition into Class III bike
lanes through Ocean to Holloway Avenue Class III bike
route. There will be bulb-outs at intersections and midblock
crossings at the Reservoir Park and SFPUC Retained Fee
Open Space to emphasize pedestrian priority and traffic
calming. A vehicular left turn lane on the southern most
end of Lee Avenue will assist with traffic control at the
intersection of Lee Avenue and Ocean Avenue. See Figure
5.13–7 (Lee Avenue, Site Plan L.4) and Figure 5.13–9 (Lee
Avenue, Site Plan L.5).

STANDARDS

GUIDELINES

S.5.13.1 Street Zone Dimensions

G.5.13.1 Stormwater Management

Right-of-way cross-section dimensions shall
be as shown in Figure 5.13–2 through Figure
5.13–10.

S.5.13.2 Element and Material Specification
Landscape elements shall be provided per Figure
5.13–2 through Figure 5.13–9. Dimensions vary.

S.5.13.3 Raised Crosswalk
The crosswalk at the intersection of Lee Avenue
and the Reservoir Park entry and the intersection
of Lee Avenue and the SFPUC Retained Fee Open
Space shall be raised and a minimum of 50 feet
long. High quality paving materials such as unit
paving are encouraged. See Balboa Reservoir
Infrastructure Plan (Section 6.6: Traffic Calming)
and Section 5.6 (Traffic Calming Strategies) for
more details.

Some of the Lee Avenue stormwater
requirements will be offset in the open space
stormwater management areas. See Chapter 6
(Open Space Network) for more information.
This enables flexibility in the design of Lee
Avenue including managing challenging grading,
potential inclusion of protected bike ways, and
other pedestrian amenities. The open space
stormwater management area will be sized over
the 25% requirement to offset the Lee Avenue
stormwater requirement.

S.5.13.4 Loading
Loading per Balboa Reservoir Infrastructure Plan,
(Figure 6.9: Proposed Service and Loading Plan)..

S.5.13.5 SFPUC Asset Protection Standards
Street trees are not allowed where the roadway
and sidewalk cross the SFPUC Retained Fee
parcel. Refer to SFPUC Asset Protection
Standards for tree restrictions over transmission
distribution assets at this parcel.
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Lee Avenue Enlarged Plans /

Street Design by Individual Case
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Street Design by Individual Case / Lee Avenue Sections
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Street Design by Individual Case
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Street Design by Individual Case / Lee Avenue Sections
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Lee Avenue Sections / Street Design by Individual Case
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Street Design by Individual Case / North Street and South Street
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LEE AVENUE
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H

South Street will be an east-west neighborhood residential lane with a 64-foot-wide rightof-way. It will provide vehicular, pedestrian and bike access to individual buildings, childcare,
Brighton Paseo, and Reservoir Park. Loading zones and 12-foot-wide sidewalks are provided
on both sides of the street. South Street will have slower traffic and will accommodate
bicycles on the street. There will be bulb-outs at intersections and, as in the case of North
Street, a midblock raised crossing to create safe connections to Reservoir Park and Brighton
Paseo. Stormwater will be treated through bioswales located in the bulb-out areas and
through pervious paving in vehicular areas.

Note: building footprints are for
illustrative purposes only

N. 2
LEE STREET

N.1

North Street will be an east-west neighborhood residential street with a 64-foot-wide rightof-way providing vehicular, bike, pedestrian and service access to buildings and to Reservoir
Park. Parallel parking and 12-foot-wide sidewalks are provided on both sides of the street.
North Street will also extend eastward connecting Lee Avenue to the existing Frida Kahlo
Way and provide access to the future Performing Arts Education Center at City College.
The portion of North Street between Lee Avenue and Frida Kahlo Way will be narrowed to a
62-foot-wide right-of-way to accommodate designated bike lanes on both sides of the street
and parallel parking on the south side. There will be bulb-outs at intersections and a raised
midblock crossing at Reservoir Park to strengthen pedestrian connections to the central
public space. Street stormwater will be treated with rain gardens in bulb-outs or pervious
paving in vehicular areas.
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Street Design by Individual Case

STANDARDS

GUIDELINES

S.5.14.1 Street Zone Dimensions

G.5.14.1 Stormwater Management

Right-of-way cross-section dimensions shall be
as shown in Figure 5.14–2 to Figure 5.14–6.

S.5.14.2 Element and Material Specification
Elements shall be included per Figure 5.14–2
to Figure 5.14–5. All elements shown shall be
included.

S.5.14.3 Raised Crosswalk
Crosswalks at the intersection of North Street
and the Reservoir Park entrance, and South
Street and the Reservoir Park entrance shall be
raised and at minimum 60 feet long at North
Street and 15 feet long at South Street. High
quality paving materials such as unit paving
are recommended. See Balboa Reservoir
Infrastructure Plan (Section 6.6: Traffic Calming)
and Section 5.6 (Traffic Calming Strategies) for
more details.

FINAL DRAFT |  May 14, 2020

To the extent possible, stormwater generated
within the North Street and South Street rightof-ways shall be treated within the right-of-way
in centralized linear bioretention treatment
areas adjacent to the sidewalk. The bioretention
planters adjacent to the sidewalk shall have
a 6-inch curb for fall protection. An alternate
treatment option is to route North Street and
South Street stormwater to Reservoir Park. A
Brighton Paseo stormwater area is also under
consideration.

G.5.14.2 Mountable Traffic Circle
High quality paving such as unit paving is
encouraged around the mountable traffic circles
at the intersection of North Street and West
Street and the intersection of South Street and
West Street. See Balboa Reservoir Infrastructure
Plan (Section 6.6: Traffic Calming) and Section
5.6 (Traffic Calming Strategies) for more details.
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Street Design by Individual Case / North Street and South Street Site Plan and Sections
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North Street and South Street Site Plan and Section / Street Design by Individual Case
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Street Design by Individual Case / North Street Plan Enlargement and Section
5

11

1

2

6

9

14

7

3

12

1

G

5

G

SW 12'
P 8'
64' R.O.W.

NORTH STREET

TL 24'
P 8'

See Figure 5.14-6

F

LEE AVENUE

N.1

WEST STREET

SW 12'

E

Figure 5.14–4: North Street Site Plan N.1

0

50 ft

LEGEND

TH2

1

G

F

1 Tree Well

N.1

E

N. 2

2 Concrete Sidewalk
3 Street Light
4 Litter + Recycling Receptacle
5 Bioretention Planting
6 Regular Planting
7 Warning Paver

D

TH1

C

1

H

25

B

S .1
A

8 Curb Cut for Accessible

Loading/Parking

9 Raised Crosswalk with

Special Treatment

10 Traffic Island
11 Curb Cut for Garage
12 Bike Rack

13 Bench
14 Bollard
15 Concrete Unit Pavers
16 Roadway - Asphalt
17 Curb Cut for Driveway
18 Bike Share

BL
P
SW
TL
M
BO

bike lane
parking
sidewalk
travel lane
median
bulb-out

Key Map

104   Balboa Reservoir Design Standards and Guidelines

FINAL DRAFT |  May 14, 2020

South Street Plan Enlargement / Street Design by Individual Case
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Street Design by Individual Case / North Street and South Street Section
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West Street / Street Design by Individual Case

TH2

G

West Street will be a north-south neighborhood residential
street with a 54-foot-wide right-of-way providing vehicular,
pedestrian, and bike access to individual buildings,
townhouses, San Ramon Paseo, and Reservoir Park. This
street will have an asymmetrical profile with parallel
parking on the east side. There will be one travel lane in
each direction with a 10.5-foot-wide sidewalk on both sides
of the street. Since there will be no parallel parking at the
townhouse side of the street, a continuous 4-foot-wide tree
and planting buffer with 8-foot-wide breaks every 60 feet
will be provided along this frontage. The streetscape design
will feature traffic calming elements such as chicanes,
raised crosswalks, and mountable traffic circles.
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Figure 5.15–1: West Street, Key Map

LEE AVENUE

Note: building footprints are for
illustrative purposes only
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Street Design by Individual Case / West Street

STANDARDS

GUIDELINES

S.5.15.1 Street Zone Dimensions

G.5.15.1 Stormwater Management

Right-of-way cross-section dimensions shall be
as shown in Figure 5.15–2 through Figure 5.15–3.

S.5.15.2 Element and Material Specification
Elements per Figure 5.15–2. All elements shown
shall be included. Dimensions vary to meet sitespecific conditions.

S.5.15.3 Raised Crosswalk
The crosswalk at the intersection of West Street
and the Reservoir Park entry shall be raised and
30 feet long at minimum. High quality paving
materials such as unit paving is recommended.
See MIP (Section 6.6: Traffic Calming) and
Section 5.6 (Traffic Calming Strategies) for more
details.
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Due to grading challenges and spatial
constraints, West Street will not be able to
meet the 25% reduction in stormwater rate
and volume. The open space stormwater
management area will be oversized beyond
the 25% requirement to offset the West Street
stormwater requirement. See Chapter 6 (Open
Space Network) for more information.

G.5.15.2 Mountable Traffic Circle
High-quality paving such as unit paving is
recommended at the mountable traffic circle at
the intersection of North Street and West Street
and the intersection of South Street and West
Street.
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West Street Plan Enlargement / Street Design by Individual Case
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Figure 5.15–2: West Street, Site Plan W.2 & W.3
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Street Design by Individual Case / West Street Section
* Planting zone to contain 500 cubic feet of verified
growing media at a 3-foot depth per street tree
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Figure 5.15–3: West Street, Section 1 *see "Figure 5.15–2: West Street, Site Plan W.2 & W.3".
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West Streets North and South, Shared Streets / Street Design by Individual Case
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5.16 	WEST STREETS NORTH AND SOUTH,
SHARED STREETS
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The privately managed, pedestrianized raised street at the north end of
West Street has a 54-foot-wide right-of-way. 28-feet outside the fire lane
will serve as a usable open space with attractive paving that provides supplemental fire access and signifies pedestrian priority, and at the seating
area with large trees at the end of the street to terminate the view. The
streets will be flanked by townhouse entries on the west side and stoops
on the east side. Off-street loading for Block G will be accommodated on
the West Street North Shared Street.
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The pocket park at the West Street North is one of the possible dog relief
area locations currently under consideration. See Section 06.18 (Dog
Relief Area) for additional information.
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Figure 5.16–1: West Street, Shared Street Key Map
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LEE AVENUE

The West Street South shared street will also be a privately operated
street. The south end of West Street will provide fire access, vehicular
access, and off-street loading for Block B and the townhouse area. This
curbless street will be flanked by plantings and stoops on both sides and
will be curbless with permeable paving and warning pavers to emphasize
its pedestrian nature of the street.
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Street Design by Individual Case / West Streets North and South, Shared Streets

STANDARDS
S.5.16.1 Street Zone Dimensions
Right-of-way cross-section dimensions shall be
as shown in Figure 5.16–2 (West Street North,
Site Plan W.1).

S.5.16.2 Element and Material Specification
Elements are per Figure 5.16–2 and Figure
5.16–5. All elements shown shall be included.
Dimensions vary.

S.5.16.3 Street Profile
The street shall be curbless and paved with ADA
accessible, H-20 load-bearing special paving to
emphasize pedestrian priority.

S.5.16.4 Fire Access
26-foot-clear fire access zones shall be provided.
See Balboa Reservoir Infrastructure Plan
(Section 6.2.4: Fire Department Access) for more
details.

S.5.16.5 Loading
Shared public ways at the north and south
end of West Street shall accommodate auto
access and loading to adjacent townhouses. See
Balboa Reservoir Infrastructure Plan (Figure
6.9: Proposed Service & Loading Plan) for more
details.

S.5.16.6 Street Furnishing and Lighting
Since West Street has limited auto access at
the north and the south ends, the termini can
double-up as usable outdoor space. They should
be developed to have a plaza-like character with
furnishings and street lighting which serves
pedestrians as well as autos.

GUIDELINES
G.5.16.1 Vehicular Access
At West Street South, vehicular access shall be
limited to 2/3 of the street so a mini park can be
accommodated at the end of the street to serve
as a gateway to the SFPUC Open Space and to
provide a visual terminus at the end of street at
West Street North. Special paving shall be used
for the entire roadway to distinguish the shared
zone from vehicular driveway in public streets.

High quality paving creates a plaza-like environment to serve slow
vehicles, bike and pedestrian circulation

G.5.16.2 Planting
Planting should maximize habitat creation and
stormwater management. See Section 5.9
(Street Planting Palette).

G.5.16.3 Stormwater Management
Stormwater generated within West Street
South should be treated within the right-of-way.
Permeable paving is recommended.
Fire access lane serves as pedestrian pathway
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West Street North, Shared Street / Street Design by Individual Case
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West Street South, Shared Street / Street Design by Individual Case
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Townhouse Entry Courts and Private Drives / Street Design by Individual Case
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The intent of the townhouse entry courts is to provide a strong visual
terminus to North and South Streets, and to integrate the townhouses
into the rest of the project. Entry courts and private drives within the
townhouse neighborhood will be designed to accommodate pedestrian
and cyclists as well as low speed vehicle circulation.
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Street Design by Individual Case / Townhouse Entry Courts and Private Drives

AUTO COURT AND PRIVATE DRIVE PRECEDENTS

STANDARDS
S.5.17.1 Entry Courts
Entry courts shall be designed as auto/
pedestrian courts and shall be located at the
ends of North Street and South Street. Special
paving and curbless treatment shall be used
to emphasize their pedestrian character. No
gates or fences are allowed at the auto court
entries. Refer to Section 7.29 (Entry Courts)for
additional standards at entry courts and private
drives.

GUIDELINES
G.5.17.1 Planting
Planting should maximize habitat creation and
stormwater management. See Section 5.9
(Street Planting Palette).

S.5.17.2 Private Drives

Figure 5.17–2: Permeable and vehicular rated paving is used to
maximize pervious surface for stormwater management

Special paving and curbless treatment shall be
provided at private drives within the townhouse
neighborhood to emphasize the pedestrian
character. Planting shall be maximized to
enhance the pedestrian character and to slow
vehicle traffic.

S.5.17.3 Stormwater Management
Stormwater that is generated within the rightof-way of townhouse driveways shall be treated
within the townhouse development parcel.
Permeable paving is recommended as a driveway
and auto court treatment to increase pervious
surface area.

Figure 5.17–3: Planting is maximized wherever possible to scale down
the width of the driveway and for traffic calming.
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Figure 5.17–4: High quality paving material, planting and accent lighting
create a pedestrian environment.
FINAL DRAFT |  May 14, 2020

Townhouse Entry Courts and Private Drives / Street Design by Individual Case

2

TH2

6

4

5

3

1

3

7

G

E

F

TH2
D

TH1

G

Private Drive

TH. 2

C

H

NORTH
STREET

Entry
Court

B
A

Private Drive

Key Map

LEGEND

F

WEST
STREET

1 Pedestrian Walkway
2 Buffer Planting
3 Tree Planting
4 Focal Tree Planting
5 Concrete Unit Paver
6 Townhouse Garage Entrance

TH. 2

7 Curb Cut for Private Drives

Figure 5.17–5: Townhouse Entry Court, Site Plan TH.2

FINAL DRAFT |  May 14, 2020

05

/ Circulation	   119

Street Design by Individual Case / Townhouse Entry Courts and Private Drives

2

TH2

6

4

5

3

3

1

7

G

E

Priva

WE S
T
STRE
ET

t e Dr

ive

F

D

TH1

TH1

C

TH.1
B

Entry
Court

A

ive

H

D

Priva

t e Dr

Key Map

S OU
T
STR H
EE T

LEGEND

B

1 Pedestrian Walkway
2 Buffer Planting
3 Tree Planting
4 Focal Tree Planting
5 Concrete Unit Paver
6 Townhouse Garage Entrance

TH.1

7 Curb Cut for Private Drives

Figure 5.17–6: Townhouse Entry Court, Site Plan TH.1

120   Balboa Reservoir Design Standards and Guidelines

FINAL DRAFT |  May 14, 2020

OPEN SPACE NE T WORK

OPEN SPACE CONCEPT
6.1 	 Design Overview .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  . 122
6.2 	 Working Urban Ecosystem .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  . 124

PL ANTING AND MATERIAL PALET TE
6.3 	 Planting Palette .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  . 129
6.4 	 Selection Criteria for Site Furnishings,
Materials, and Lighting .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  . 141
6.5 	 Paving Materials .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  . 142
6.6 	 Site Furnishings  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  . 145
6.7 	 Open Space Lighting .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  . 147
6.8 	 Community Art  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  . 149
6.9 	 Wayfinding and Signage  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  . 151
6.10 	Carts and Kiosks in Open Spaces . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 153

OPEN SPACE DESIGN
6.11 	Typologies and Hierarchy .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  . 155
6.12 	Reservoir Park .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  . 156
6.13 	Pavilion Plaza . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 165
6.14 	SFPUC Retained Fee Open Space .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  . 167
6.15 	Gateway Landscape .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  . 174
6.16 	Brighton Paseo  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  . 175
6.17 	San Ramon Paseo . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 177
6.18 	Dog Relief Area .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  . 179

FINAL DRAFT |  May 14, 2020

6

Open Space Concept

Open Space Concept
6.1 	DESIGN OVERVIEW
The publicly accessible open space network, oriented to the
Pacific Ocean and Mount Davidson, is the central organizing
principle for the Balboa Reservoir neighborhood. The two
primary areas, Reservoir Park and the SFPUC Retained Fee
Open Space, are linked by pedestrian and bicycle circulation
to Westwood Park, Sunnyside, City College of San Francisco,
Ocean Avenue and transit.
The design will create new and memorable outdoor spaces
the will reflect the unique natural and cultural history of
the area. The sloped topography and ocean views serve as
inspiration for a dynamic open space network serving the
diverse existing and anticipated residents of the Balboa
Reservoir neighborhood. Walkers, joggers, bicyclists, transit
riders, and families from the surrounding areas, will be
welcomed to visit, or to simply pass through the site.

Urban open space serves as a refuge for habitat and the community.
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Open Space Concept

TH2
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Design Intent
The Balboa Reservoir neighborhood open space design is
shaped by the following guidelines:
Pavilion Plaza

1. Celebrate and reinterpret the natural topography of
the existing site through grading and terracing.
2. Maintain a central open space to serve as the heart of
the pedestrian network.

F

3. Align access points with existing streets that
terminate at the site edge, facilitating movement
within and throughout the Balboa Reservoir site.
4. Achieve a balance between recreation spaces and
natural habitats that connect people to nature.
5. Optimize solar orientation and provide wind
protection as an integral part of the design.
6. Encourage indoor and outdoor building relationships,
especially the community room and other shared
spaces.

Reservoir Park

TH1

D

7. Maximize stormwater reuse and biodiversity.
8. Provide family-oriented areas at various scales and
for a wide age range.
9. Ensure long-term sustainable operations and
maintenance.

E

San
Ramon
Paseo
SECTION
6.17

H

SECTION 6.13

SECTION 6.12

C

City College of SF
Building

Brighton Paseo SECTION 6.16

B

LEGEND

A
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* See disclaimer in Section 6.14
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Note: building footprints are for illustrative purposes only
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Open Space Concept

6.2 	WORKING URBAN ECOSYSTEM
Expression of Natural Processes
The flow of water through the site’s restored topography will be visible,
with surface and roof water directed to richly planted bioswales located
at intervals between the programmed terraces. The bioswales will be
designed to retain moisture, attract birds and insects, and invite children
into planted rain gardens by way of stepping stones which bridge across
the swales. Most of the building stormwater will be directed to these
larger centralized planting areas. This minimizes the need for small-scale
and dispersed flow-through planters which are inaccessible and costly to
build and maintain. Additional stormwater management strategies include
permeable paving, infiltration galleries under lawns, and flow-through
planters at residential blocks. Stormwater management requirements are
treated as an opportunity for environmental education and the promotion
of native plants.

Stormwater Management
The SFPUC Stormwater Management Regulations require the
stormwater runoff peak flow rate and volume to decrease by 25% from
pre-development conditions for a two-year 24-hour storm. It is difficult
for the public streets to meet this requirement on their own, due to a
lack of space and grading constraints at the right-of-way. Stormwater
management facilities on development parcels will be sized to offset the
public streets by providing reductions for rates and volume beyond the
required 25%. As SFPUC will continue ownership of the SFPUC Retained
Fee Open Space, no development-parcel stormwater will be treated within
this area. Stormwater within the SFPUC Retained Fee Open Space will be
self-treated by providing a 50% pervious surface, utilizing either planting
or permeable paving, but not bioretention.
Design guidelines are based on the SF Better Streets Plan: Bioretention
Section and the SFPUC Stormwater Design Guidelines. The project is

LEGEND
Flow-Through Planter

Stormwater Planting

Bioretention at Bulb-Out

Watershed

Public Open Space

Permeable Surface

Figure 6.2–1:   Site Stormwater Management
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also subject to the Combined Sewer Area Performance
Requirement of the San Francisco Stormwater Management
Requirements (SMRs). See Master Infrastructure Plan
(Chapter 13: Stormwater Management System) for
technical stormwater analysis and concepts and Section
4.11 (Stormwater) for stormwater standards and guidelines.

STANDARDS
S.6.2.1 Building Stormwater
Buildings that are directly adjacent to public
open space shall direct at least 50% of the
building’s stormwater to open space rain
gardens. The rest of the building stormwater shall
be treated within the common residential open
space of each block.

Reclaimed wood log bridge at rain garden encourages nature play

Seasonal stormwater feature in private courtyard

Sculptural splash block and downspout

Metal bridge through rain garden

S.6.2.2 Landscape Stormwater Features
Runnels, sculptural stone splash blocks, and
open roof leaders shall be used in the public open
space to express the flow of stormwater through
the site.

S.6.2.3 Rain Garden Design
Boulders and reclaimed wood bridges shall be
added to provide informal connections and to
encourage nature play for children.

S.6.2.4 Permeable Paving
Permeable paving shall be used wherever
possible to maximize infiltration.

Figure 6.2–2:   Stormwater Management Techniques
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The Balboa Reservoir neighborhood is located in proximity to several
significant open spaces, including Mount Davidson, Balboa Park, McLaren
Park, Glen Canyon Park, Stern Grove, Park Merced, and San Bruno
Mountain. Along with the City’s Green Connection Initiative, the Balboa
Reservoir neighborhood's open spaces can contribute to increased
biodiversity and improved access to the larger open space network. The
Green Connection Initiative aims to increase access to parks, open spaces,
and the waterfront by envisioning a network of ‘green connectors’ or city
streets that will be upgraded incrementally over the next 20 years to make
it safer and more pleasant to travel to parks by walking, biking, and using
other forms of active transportation.
Plant selection for the Balboa Reservoir neighborhood will build upon the
Green Connections recommended plants for Ingleside — Coast Live Oak
and buckeye — to be augmented with fog belt and native plant species as
needed to enhance existing biodiversity, maximize stormwater treatment,
minimize water use, lower maintenance requirements, and eliminate
the need for pesticides. Interpretive signage will connect residents and
neighbors to nature to inspire stewardship and awareness for climate
resiliency. For detailed plant selections, see Section 06.3 (Planting
Palette) and Section 4.8 (Biodiversity) for standards and guidelines.

G

TH2

To support the recently adopted San Francisco Climate Emergency
Declaration as well as the City's biodiversity policy and vision, the Balboa
Reservoir neighborhood's open space will aim to maximize biodiversity,
provide equitable access to nature for all, foster community, and
encourage ecological stewardship.
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Food Access

RIORDAN HIGH SCHOOL

The landscape design should reinforce the importance of access to,
and education regarding, healthy local food production. Opportunities
include spaces for education within the Reservoir Park, community
gardens, Meyer lemon, and avocado orchards, and a kitchen within
the main community room. The SFPUC Retained Fee Open Space
may provide the opportunity for farmers’ markets to provide a regular
supply of local, healthy, organic food. Partnerships with the City
College Culinary Arts program, Environmental Horticulture program,
Whole Foods Market, and local food retailers and businesses along the
Ocean Avenue Community Benefits District are encouraged in order to
strengthen the network of food-related activities in the community and
the park. Refer to Section 4.9 (Healthy Food and Wildlife Systems)for
additional information regarding food access.
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Figure 6.2–4: Site Open Space Food Programs
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Food Access Examples

Community garden

Educational signage / programming

Collaborations with local grocers

Orchard

Community kitchen

Farmers market at SFPUC Retained Fee open space

Figure 6.2–5:   Food Access Examples
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Planting and Material Palette
6.3 	PLANTING PALETTE
To support the City’s biodiversity vision, native plants shall
be selected to provide shelter and food for wildlife and
support pollinator habitats. The fog belt setting provides
an opportunity to plant native flowering shrubs and
groundcovers that can provide seasonal interest year-round.
Native plantings should also be supplemented with climateadapted desert and subtropical succulent species that work
well as accent plants. Each outdoor space within the site
has a unique function and environmental condition. This
provides an opportunity to showcase many different types
of plantings.

STANDARDS
S.6.3.1 Planting Requirement
All non-turf green areas shall be climateappropriate plants, 76% of which shall be native.

S.6.3.2 Wind Protection Planting
In order to mitigate the wind, tall evergreen
coastal native trees underplanted with large
multi-trunked shrubs at various height shall
be provided at open spaces where prevailing
westerly and northwesterly winds are prevalent.

The following symbols, adapted from sfplantfinder.org,
are used throughout the planting palette to denote the
place of origin:
●SF San Francisco native species
●CA California native species
●EX Exotic species, not native to the region or state
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Figure 6.3–1:
  Open Space Tree Planting Palette
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treat stormwater, and bear fruit. The fog belt setting provides an
opportunity to plant a high percentage of native trees, including
redwood, Monterey cypress, Live oak, and California buckeye.
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additional climatically adapted large-scale non-native specimen
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trees that have been familiar to the California landscape
for over
100 years are the Atlas cedar and the Italian stone pine.
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Understory and Groundcover Planting Palette
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Low shrubs and groundcovers for stormwater treatment are selected to
withstand seasonal flooding, while also providing wildlife habitats and
seasonal color.
The drought-resistant lawn will be comprised of durable native grasses
such as Bentgrass to the extent feasible.
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Large shrubs, low shrubs and groundcovers are selected for their
ability to withstand the long dry summers and will have some overlap
with those used in Section 5.9 (Street Planting Palette) to establish
continuity.
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Edible plants for the community garden will be selected and tended to
by the Balboa Reservoir community, so no planting palette is specified
for that area.
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The planting palette shown on the following pages is organized as
follows:
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Figure 6.3–2:   Open Space Understory Planting Palette
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BACKBONE TREES, preferred species
Climate Appropriateness

Climate Appropriateness

SF CA

CA

Bloom Time
Spring, Winter

Bloom Time
Spring, Summer

Size at Maturity:
25–82 feet, spread 15–35 feet

Size at Maturity
20–35 feet, spread 15 feet

Water Needs
None

Water Needs
Moderate

Associated Wildlife
Birds, Butterflies, Insects

Associated Wildlife
Birds

Habitat Value
Pollinators, Buds/Greens
Catalina Ironwood
Lyonothamnus floribundus
ssp. Asplenifolius

Coast Live Oak
Quercus agrifolia

Climate Appropriateness

132   Balboa Reservoir Design Standards and Guidelines

Notes: CalPoly UFEI

Climate Appropriateness

CA

Monterey Cypress
Hesperocyparis macrocarpa

Habitat Value
Nesting

EX

Bloom Time
Non-Flowering

Bloom Time
Non-Flowering

Size at Maturity:
40–65 feet, spread 30–40 feet

Size at Maturity
40–80 feet

Water Needs
Moderate

Water Needs
Low

Associated Wildlife
Birds

Associated Wildlife
Birds

Habitat Value
Buds/Greens

Habitat Value
Nesting, Cover
Italian Stone Pine
Pinus pinea
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Climate Appropriateness
EX
Bloom Time
Summer, Fall, Winter
Size at Maturity:
40-100 feet, spread 15–50 feet
Water Needs
Low
Associated Wildlife
None
Habitat Value
None
Lemon-Scented Gum
Corymbia citriodora

Climate Appropriateness

Climate Appropriateness

EX

Atlas Cedar
Cedrus atlantica 'Glauca'
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EX

Bloom Time
Non-Flowering

Bloom Time
Spring

Size at Maturity
40 - 60 feet

Size at Maturity
6–15 feet

Water Needs
Moderate

Water Needs
Low

Associated Wildlife
Birds

Associated Wildlife
Bees, Insects

Habitat Value
Nesting, Cover

Habitat Value
Pollinators
Olive
Olea europaea ‘Wilsonii’
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EDIBLE FRUIT TREES, preferred species
Climate Appropriateness

Climate Appropriateness
CA

EX
Bloom Time
Non-flowering

Bloom Time
Spring, Summer

Size at Maturity
6–10 feet

Size at Maturity
15 -20 feet

Water Needs
High

Water Needs
Moderate

Associated Wildlife
None

Associated Wildlife
Birds, Bees

Habitat Value
None

Habitat Value
Pollinators, Buds/Greens

Meyer Lemon
Citrus × meyeri

Santa Rosa Plum
Prunus salicina ‘Santa Rosa’
Climate Appropriateness

Climate Appropriateness

CA

EX

Bloom Time
Spring

Bloom Time
Spring

Size at Maturity
20 -26 feet

Size at Maturity
15-18 feet

Water Needs
High

Water Needs
Low

Associated Wildlife
Birds, Bees, Butterflies, Insects

Associated Wildlife
Birds

Habitat Value
Pollinators, Buds/Greens

Habitat Value
Buds/Greens
Apple
Malus domestica ‘Gala’
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Avocado Tree
Persea americana ‘Bacon’
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ACCENT TREES, preferred species

STORMWATER TREES, preferred species

Climate Appropriateness

Climate Appropriateness

EX

CA
Bloom Time
Spring

Bloom Time
Non-Flowering

Size at Maturity:
30-115 feet, spread 65 feet

Size at Maturity
50-80 feet, spread 20-30 feet

Water Needs
Low

Water Needs
Moderate

Associated Wildlife
Bees

Associated Wildlife
Birds

Habitat Value
Pollinators

Habitat Value
Cover

Bigleaf Maple
Acer macrophyllum

Monkey Puzzle Tree
Araucaria heterophylla
Climate Appropriateness

Climate Appropriateness

CA

SF CA

Bloom Time
Spring, Summer

Bloom Time
Summer

Size at Maturity
13–24 feet

Size at Maturity:
13–40 feet, spread 40 feet

Water Needs
Low

Water Needs
None

Associated Wildlife
None

Associated Wildlife
Bees, Birds, Butterflies,
Hummingbirds, Insects

Habitat Value
None

Brisbane Box
Tristaniopsis laurina 'Elegant'
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Notes
Approved large street tree by
SF Urban Forestry Council

Habitat Value
Pollinators, Buds/Greens, Nesting
California Buckeye
Aesculus californica
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MINIATURE ACCENT TREES, preferred species

Climate Appropriateness

Climate Appropriateness

CA

CA

Bloom Time
Spring

Bloom Time
Spring

Bloom Time
Winter

Water Needs
None

Water Needs
None

Water Needs
Low

Associated Wildlife
Birds, Hummingbirds,
Butterflies

Associated Wildlife
Bees, Butterflies, Insects

Associated Wildlife
Bees, Birds

Habitat Value
Cover, Buds/Greens,
Pollinator

Habitat Value
Fruit, Cover

Habitat Value
None

Ray Hartman Wild Lilac
Ceanothus 'Ray Hartman'

California Flannelbush
Fremontadendron californica
Climate Appropriateness

Climate Appropriateness
SF CA

Silk Tassel
Garrya elliptica ‘James Roof ’
Climate Appropriateness

SF CA

Climate Appropriateness

SF CA

EX

Bloom Time
Summer

Bloom Time
Summer

Bloom Time
Non-flowering

Water Needs
Moderate

Water Needs
None

Size at Maturity
15 feet, spread 10 feet

Associated Wildlife
Bees, Birds, Butterflies

Associated Wildlife
Bees, Birds, Butterflies,
Hummingbirds, Insects

Water Needs
Low

Habitat Value
Cover, Fruit, Pollinator,
Nesting

Pacific Wax Myrtle
Myrica californica

136   Balboa Reservoir Design Standards and Guidelines

Associated Wildlife
Birds

Habitat Value
Cover, Buds/Greens,
Fruit, Pollinator

Toyon
Heteromeles arbutifolia

Hollywood Juniper
Juniperus chinensis ‘Torulosa’

Habitat Value
Cover
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SHRUBS, preferred species

Climate Appropriateness

Climate Appropriateness

SF CA

Bloom Time
Spring, Winter

Bloom Time
Spring, Winter

Water Needs
None

Water Needs
None

Water Needs
None

Associated Wildlife
Bees, Birds, Hummingbirds

Associated Wildlife
Bees, Birds, Butterflies

Habitat Value
Fruit, Pollinator

Habitat Value
Pollinator

Associated Wildlife
Bees, Birds, Butterflies,
Insects

Chaparral Currant
Ribes malvaceum var. malvaceum

Habitat Value
Cover, Buds/Greens,
Fruit, Pollinator

Hollyleaf Cherry
Prunus ilicifolia
Climate Appropriateness

Climate Appropriateness

CA

CA

Bloom Time
Fall

Bloom Time
Spring

Bloom Time
Winter

Water Needs
None

Water Needs
None

Size at Maturity
6–10 feet

Associated Wildlife
Bees, Birds, Butterflies,
Insects

Associated Wildlife
Bees, Birds, Butterflies,
Hummingbirds, Insects

Water Needs
Low

Habitat Value
Cover, Buds/Greens,
Pollinator, Nesting

Habitat value:
Cover, Buds/Greens,
Pollinator

Climate Appropriateness
SF CA
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SF

Bloom Time
Spring, Winter

Flowering Currant
Ribes sanguineum

Coyote Bush
Baccharis pilularis

Climate Appropriateness

SF CA

Blueblossom
Ceanothus thyrsiflorus

Associated Wildlife
Birds, Hummingbirds

Coffeeberry
Rhamnus californica

Habitat Value
Pollinators, Fruit
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LOW SHRUBS AND GROUNDCOVER, preferred species

Climate Appropriateness

Climate Appropriateness

SF CA

Climate Appropriateness

CA

SF CA

Bloom Time
Winter, Spring

Bloom Time
Spring

Bloom Time
Spring

Water Needs
None

Water Needs
Low

Water Needs
Low

Associated Wildlife
Bees, Birds,
Butterflies, Insects

Associated Wildlife
Bees, Birds, Butterflies

Associated Wildlife
Birds

Habitat Value
Nesting

Habitat Value
Buds/Greens, Cover

Habitat Value
Cover, Buds/Greens,
Pollinator, Nesting

Deer Grass
Muhlenbergia rigens

Point Reyes Ceanothus
Ceanothus gloriosus

Climate Appropriateness

Soft Rush
Juncus effusus

Climate Appropriateness

Climate Appropriateness

SF CA

EX

SF CA

Bloom Time
Spring, Summer

Bloom Time
Spring, Summer

Bloom Time
Spring, Winter

Water Needs
None

Water Needs
Low

Water Needs
Low

Associated Wildlife
Bees, Butterflies, Insects

Associated Wildlife
None

Associated Wildlife
Bees, Birds, Butterflies

Habitat Value
Pollinator

Habitat Value
None

Habitat Value
Cover, Fruit

Lizardtail
Eriophyllum staechadifolium
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Evergreen Eulalia
Miscanthus transmorrisonensis

Coast Beach Strawberry
Fragaria chiloensis
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ACCENT PLANTS, preferred species

Climate Appropriateness

Climate Appropriateness

EX

EX

Bloom Time
Summer

Bloom Time
Infrequent

Water Needs
Low

Water Needs
Low

Associated Wildlife
None

Associated Wildlife
None

Habitat Value
None

Habitat Value
None

Smooth Agave
Agave desmettiana

Mexican Lily
Beschorneria yuccoides
Climate Appropriateness

Climate Appropriateness

EX

Torch Aloe
Aloe arborescens
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CA

Bloom Time
Infrequent

Bloom Time
Summer

Water Needs
Low

Water Needs
Low

Associated Wildlife
Birds, Bees

Associated Wildlife
Butterflies

Habitat Value
Pollinators

Habitat Value
None

Spanish Dagger
Yucca gloriosa
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LOW SHRUBS AND GROUNDCOVER FOR STORMWATER TREATMENT, preferred species

Climate Appropriateness

Climate Appropriateness

SF CA

Climate Appropriateness

SF CA

EX

Bloom Time
Summer

Bloom Time
Spring, Summer

Bloom Time
Spring

Water Needs
None

Water Needs
Moderate

Water Needs
Low

Associated Wildlife
Birds, Butterflies

Associated Wildlife
Bees, Birds, Butterflies,
Insects

Associated Wildlife
Birds

Habitat Value
Fruit

Red Stem Dogwood
Cornus sericea

Blue Wild Rye
Elymus glaucus

Habitat Value
None

Habitat Value
Buds/Greens, Cover,
Pollinator

Climate Appropriateness

Large Cape Rush
Chondropetalum elephantinum
Climate Appropriateness

SF CA

Climate Appropriateness

CA

SF CA

Bloom Time
Spring

Bloom Time
Winter

Bloom Time
Winter

Water Needs
Low

Water Needs
None

Water Needs
Low

Associated Wildlife
Birds

Associated Wildlife
Bees, Birds, Butterflies

Associated Wildlife
Birds

Habitat Value
Buds/Greens

Habitat Value
Cover, Fruit

Habitat Value
Fruit

Berkeley Sedge
Carex. tumulicola
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Coast Strawberry
Fragaria chiloensis

Beaked Hazelnut
Corylus cornuta
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RIORDAN HIGH SCHOOL

TH2

In order to foster a strong neighborhood identity, the design language
and materials selections will be place-specific and will be informed by the
following characteristics:

LEE AVE NORTH

WEST ST NORTH

6.4 	SELECTION CRITERIA FOR SITE
FURNISHINGS, MATERIALS, AND LIGHTING

G

NORTH STREET

E

WEST STREET

2. The relationship between the Balboa Reservoir neighborhood and
other renowned Northern California settings with coastal and inland
features, such as Sea Ranch and Monterey.
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STEAM
BUILDING

LEE AVENUE

F

1. Unique location between Mount Davidson and
the Pacific Ocean.

NORTH STR
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PARK

3. The sculptural, industrial topography of the abandoned reservoir.
4. The connection to Bay Area regional modern architecture, which
emphasizes and blends the relationship between indoors and
outdoor with humble, earthy materials.

SAN RAMON PASEO

D

TH1

5. The need for durable and natural materials which will gracefully
weather in the coastal environment.
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6. A unified color palette.
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The following design guidelines for paving materials, site furnishings, and
open space lighting are applicable to the publicly accessible open space.
The open space hardscape palette shall be coordinated with the palette
for the shared public way to create a coherent public realm identity. Refer
to Street Palette, Section 5.8 (Overview) through Section 5.12 (Street
Lighting) in Chapter 5 for shared street and residential entry court
requirements.
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Figure 6.4–1: Site Furnishing and Materiel Standard and Guideline Subject Area
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6.5 	PAVING MATERIALS
Paving plays a key role in defining identity, character,
and connectivity in the public realm. It signals areas of
pedestrian and bike priority and weaves the streetscape and
open space together into a coherent network. To reinforce
the indoor/outdoor relationships that are fundamental
to Bay Area regional modernism, the paving palette shall
be chosen to integrate building interiors with exterior
furnishings and materials. See Figure 06.5–1 (Open Space
Material Diagram and Matrix) and Figure 06.5–2 (Paving
Material Palette).

STANDARDS
S.6.5.1 Paving Material Quality
Paving materials shall be constructed from
durable materials that withstand harsh urban
conditions without fading or deteriorating. The
design shall utilize a variety of textures and
finishes to establish an appropriate human
scale, reinforce design programs, and provide
ADA compliance without incurring unusual
maintenance.

GUIDELINES
G.6.5.1 Paving Types
a) Special Paving at Park Entrances
High quality, unique, textured, or permeable
paving such as precast concrete unit pavers,
stone slabs, cobbles, and enhanced concrete
paving should be used at park entrances to
signify pedestrian priority.
b) Special Paving at Privately Owned
Shared Streets
Small-scale unit pavers appropriate for
occasional heavy vehicle traffic such as
permeable precast concrete unit pavers should
be used in the shared vehicular and pedestrian
zone to signify pedestrian priority.
c) Removable Paving at SFPUC Retained Fee
Open Space Water Transmission
Pipe Setback
Since the SFPUC requires full access to water
transmission lines for maintenance, surface
materials within the water transmission pipe
setback should consist of easily removable
paving or low plantings to facilitate maintenance.
Materials are subject to SFPUC review.

Surfacing thickness should conform to fall height
requirements per the surfacing manufacturer's
specification.
e) Play Surfacing at
Nature Exploration Play Area
Loose natural paving materials such as wood
chip, bark, soft groundcover, or decomposed
granite should be used in the Nature Exploration
Play Area.
See Figure 06.5–1 (Open Space Material
Diagram and Matrix) and Figure 06.5–2 (Paving
Material Palette) for more information.

G.6.5.2 Permeable Paving
The design should prioritize permeable precast
concrete where feasible and where underlying
soil conditions allow.

G.6.5.3 Sustainable Materials
The design should prioritize low impact and
locally sourced materials to reduce greenhouse
gas emissions wherever feasible. These materials
include permeable surfaces, reflective materials,
sustainable woods, and locally produced unit
masonry.

d) Play Surfacing at
Children's Play Area and Dog Park
Rubberized surfacing and artificial turf should
be used at the children's play area and dog park.
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Paving Material Matrix
Open Space

Allowable Materials

Reservoir Park

P1, P2,BP3, P4, P5, P7, P8, P9
P10, P11, P13, P14
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CITY COLLEGE
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LEE AVENUE
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A

P1, P2, P3, P4, P5, P6,
SFPUC Retained Fee Open Space
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P1, P3, P4, P8, P9
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CITY COLLEGE
LOOP
BUS TERMINAL
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H
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Note: see Figure 06.5–2 (Paving Material Palette) for paving designation.
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Figure 6.5–1: Open Space Material Diagram and Matrix
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PAVING MATERIAL PALETTE

P1: cast-in-place concrete paving with
silicon carbide and saw-cut joints

P4: stain-resistant concrete unit paving

P7: granite cobble

P10:	 gravel mulch

P13: rubberized play surfacing

P2: cast-in-place concrete with
seeded aggregate

P5: permeable recycled concrete paving
salvaged from the existing reservoir
concrete slope with gravel joint

P8: slip-resistant weathered steel
decking at rain garden elevated
walkway

P11: compacted decomposed granite,
red-brown pathway mix

P14:	  artificial turf

P3: Pervious concrete paving with
grind finish

P6: turf block

P9: slip-resistant wood decking

P12:	  wood mulch

P15:	  painted asphalt

Figure 6.5–2: Paving Material Palette
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6.6 	SITE FURNISHINGS
Furnishings, along with planting, lighting, and paving, help
establish the identity of the Balboa Reservoir neighborhood
and create a welcoming public realm. A combination of
built-in and prefabricated furnishings shall be provided
consisting of precast concrete, metal, timber, hardwoods,
and other materials. Site furnishings are important in
mediating the scale between the multi-story buildings
and the landscape. They should be durable, comfortable,
accessible, and uniquely designed.

STANDARDS
S.6.6.1 Site Furnishing Criteria
Site furnishings shall relate as a family and
prioritize durable, thick materials and naturally
weathering finishes.

S.6.6.2 Built-In Furnishings
■ Furnishings and small occupiable spaces with
seating and tables shall be integrated into the
permanent features of the open space such as
the stepping terraces, widened stairs, expanded
ramp landings, bioswale ‘boardwalks’ and
retaining walls which define the architectural
framework and program areas of the open space.
■ Comfortable and accessible built-in seating shall
be distributed throughout all program areas.
■ Seating shall be constructed with high-quality
durable materials, with a combination of backed
and backless seating. See Figure 06.6–1 (Built-In
Furnishings) for built-in furnishing character.
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S.6.6.3 Fabricated Furnishings
Where fabricated furnishings are specified, they
shall be a uniform family of elements distributed
throughout the open space network, tying
visually to colors, finishes, and materials for
buildings and required site elements such as
light poles and site structures. See Figure 06.6–2
(Fixed and Movable Fabricated Furnishings) for
examples of fabricated furnishings.

S.6.6.4 Natural Site Elements
Natural elements such as boulders and reclaimed
wood logs shall be used to create opportunities
for nature exploration and informal play, and to
provide seating at bioretention areas and at the
SFPUC Retained Fee Open Space. Wood shall be
elevated by steel legs to minimize contact with
soil to maintain longevity. See Figure 06.6–3
(Natural Site Elements) for natural site element
examples.

S.6.6.5 Metalwork Requirements and Finishes
Painted or veneer finishes shall be used only
when absolutely necessary and only in the case
of repair to outdoor damaged areas. Paints shall
be marine-grade Tnemec-type steel coatings or
equivalent. Site metal colors shall be coordinated
for uniformity and subdued in order to ensure
cohesiveness of the open space aesthetic. If
metallic silver Tnemec paint is used, for example,
it will be compatible with galvanized metals and
stainless steel fasteners. Stainless steel is to be
316-grade or better for marine environments.

S.6.6.6 Timber Requirements
Reclaimed urban timber that can withstand
weathering outdoors, such as Deodar cedar
and Monterey cypress, shall be used for custom
seating and curbs.

S.6.6.7 Tree Grates and Stormwater Channels
Tree grates and trench drains for stormwater
channels in plazas and pedestrian throughways
shall be cast iron, heel-proof, and ADA accessible.

S.6.6.8 Bike Repair Stand
One bike repair stand shall be provided at the
Reservoir Park adjacent to the community room.

GUIDELINES
G.6.6.1 Waste Receptacles
Waste receptacles should be located adjacent to
areas with high pedestrian traffic and in picnic
and seating areas. Receptacles should be rainprotected and accommodate trash, recycling,
and compost.

G.6.6.2 Stonework Requirements
Local stone such as black basalt, Academy Black
granite and Sierra White granite is affordable and
recommended.

G.6.6.3 Movable Seating
Movable seating should be provided when
a maintenance entity is in place. A uniform
selection of movable seating should be used for
the whole project.
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Built-In Furnishing

Custom wood and concrete
seating and platform

Fabricated Furnishing

Heavy timber wheel guide and
accessible stormwater channel

Picnic tables in a durable
material

Natural Elements

Bike repair stand

Modern pedestrian bollard

Boulders cluster for
informal play

Path.

Terrace seating integrated with
stairs and sloped walk

Terraced seating

Prefabricated backed bench

Wood and metal bike rack

Modular exercise station

Elevated wood log

Custom integrated timber

Custom seating integrated at
the edge of elevated walk

Waste receptacle with built-in
trash and recycling compartment

Bi-level drinking fountain with
pet station

Movable seating

Boulders to define edge of
bioretention area

Figure 6.6–1: Built-In Furnishings

146   Balboa Reservoir Design Standards and Guidelines

Figure 6.6–2: Fixed and Movable Fabricated Furnishings

Figure 6.6–3: Natural Site Elements
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6.7 	 OPEN SPACE LIGHTING
Site lighting plays an important role in creating identity
and enhancing pedestrian wayfinding, safety, and security.
Lighting can help define character, enhance connectivity,
signal areas of pedestrian and bike priority, and weave
the streetscape and open space together into a coherent
network. It can also reinforce indoor/outdoor relationships.
Fixtures are to relate as a family, and to be compatible
with building interiors as well as exterior furnishings and
materials.
These practical lighting concerns should be supplemented
with engaging and artful lighting strategies that grow out of
the unique conditions of the site. Lighting within the open
space shall be scaled to pedestrians and bicycles to make
those routes legible and distinct from streets.
Given the project's residential location and proximity to the
Mount Davidson forest, special consideration shall be made
to minimize light pollution and mitigate the project's effects
on the ecology of the coastal neighborhood.
For street lighting, see Section 5.12 (Street Lighting).
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STANDARDS
S.6.7.1 Light Pollution and Glare
The strategy for site lighting shall minimize light
pollution and glare beyond the development
into adjacent neighborhoods. Backlight, uplight,
and glare (BUG) ratings for exterior fixtures
shall meet the criteria established in the current
California Green Building Code.

S.6.7.2 Energy-Efficient Lighting Fixtures
Lighting fixtures and bulbs shall meet or exceed
applicable energy efficiency standards.

S.6.7.3 Pedestrian-Scale Lighting
Lighting shall be designed to allow facial
recognition along paths of travel and shall be
scaled to designate a distinct pedestrian and
bicycle experience. Lighting shall not create glare
or 'hot spots' that would inhibit visual acuity
and shall facilitate sight lines, enhancing safety
throughout the public open space. There shall
be a variety of lighting zones with different light
types and levels in order to create a range of
experiences and to demarcate different program
areas. See Figure 06.7–1 (Lighting Type and
Character) for light fixtures characters and
Figure 06.7–2 (Lighting Diagram).

S.6.7.4 Paseo Lighting
Paseo lighting shall be provided at a lower level
and distinct character from street lighting in
order to distinguish pedestrian areas from auto
areas. Paseo lighting may be softer and more
naturalistic in character, and the light source
shall be concealed to avoid contrast at night.

GUIDELINES
G.6.7.1 Energy-Efficient Lighting
All lighting should use timers, motion sensors,
dimmers, and other smart technologies to
maximize energy efficiency and minimize
unnecessary glare and light pollution.

G.6.7.2 Lighting at Brighton Paseo
Suspended lighting should be used at Brighton
Paseo to scale down space for human comfort.
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BRIGHTON AVENUE

Figure 6.7–1: Lighting Type and Character
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6.8 	COMMUNIT Y ART
Community art in the Balboa Reservoir neighborhood
plays an important role in celebrating the site’s unique
eclectic history, climate, and culture. It should also foster
community identity, enhance public life, and reflect
community priorities.
Art is an integral part of the architectural and landscape
design. Community art is encouraged to complement
required design elements such as canopies, signage, paving,
steps, lighting, utility structures, or pavilions. Suggested
enhancements include but are not limited to:
● Sculptural building elements
● Sculptural site structures
● Special graphics, finishes, and materials
● Wind sculptures.
See Figure 06.8–1 (Community Art Precedents) for
community art examples.

GUIDELINES
G.6.8.1 Community Art
Artistic enhancements should prioritize
interaction and engagement with pedestrians
of all ages. Art that invites play, represents the
environment, and creates opportunities for
participation are all encouraged. Freestanding
art could be placed to reinforce or strengthen
existing axes, view corridors, and spaces.

G.6.8.4 SFPUC Retained Fee Open Space and
Lee Gateway Landscape
Due to restrictive SFPUC right-of-way
requirements at the SFPUC Retained Fee Open
Space, ground murals are encouraged. Graphic
or material enhancements should be integrated
into the building facade of Block A to signify the
Balboa Reservoir Gateway at Lee Avenue.

G.6.8.2 Community History
The Reservoir neighborhood should celebrate the
past and present inhabitants of the site in order
to unify the community.

G.6.8.3 Interactive Design
The design should include play structures –
either explicitly for children, or sculptures that
engage adults and children alike. The design
should provide space and infrastructure to allow
food trucks, concerts, performance art, and
temporary kiosks or vendors.

Lee Gateway Plaza
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Existing public art illustrating neighborhood history at Unity Plaza stair

The Reader sculpture by Julian Voss-Andrase

Ground mural at Unity Plaza

Wind Harp sculpture by Ned Kahn

Figure 6.8–1: Community Art Precedents
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6.9 	WAYFINDING AND SIGNAGE
Consistent design and wayfinding signage organization
provides important visual or tactile cues to help people
make route decisions, find the shortest path to nearest
transit options, and locate nearby destinations. A signage
program with input from local institutions and businesses
shall be instituted to educate and raise consciousness
about environmental stewardship, local cultural history,
and natural history including native plants, stormwater
treatment, and local food production. See Figure 06.9–1
(Signage Placement Diagram) for locations and Section
7.26 (On-Site Signage) for further information on building
signage requirements.

S.6.9.3 Freestanding Signage
Independent, freestanding signs are discouraged
except where required for City requirements
such as street or parking signs. Billboards are
prohibited.

S.6.9.4 Illuminated Signage
Integrated wayfinding signage into paving

S.6.9.5 Parking and Bike Facility Wayfinding
Wayfinding signage for vehicular parking access
and bicycle facilities shall be visible from major
bike routes and vehicular access points and shall
be located to not obstruct drivers’ sight lines.

STANDARDS
S.6.9.1 Permanent Wayfinding Signage
All text and signage shall be designed to provide
uniformity and coherence throughout the
plan area. Wayfinding signage shall address
pedestrian, bicycle, and vehicular circulation
along with loading and parking. Wayfinding
signage is permitted for locating public facilities,
rooftop open spaces, ADA assistance, and
alternative access routes.

Illuminated signage shall be directed towards
pedestrians or the intended audience, with nospill light or light pollution affecting adjacent and
neighboring spaces.

Integrate wayfinding signage into seat wall

S.6.9.2 Signage Placement
Signage shall be building-mounted or integrated
into site elements such as seat walls, pavilions,
and paving when possible.
Signage integrated on the screen of pavilion structure
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Wayfinding signage at road intersection
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Retail and food service carts and kiosks will be allowed to operate, in
a limited capacity, within the Balboa Reservoir neighborhood’s open
spaces.
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6.10 	CARTS AND KIOSKS IN OPEN SPACES
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STANDARDS
Carts and kiosks shall not block areas of emergency vehicle
access (EVA) or accessible paths for travel. See table below
and Figure 06.10–2 (Cart and Kiosk Examples) for the
maximum allowable carts and kiosks in each open space.
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Figure 6.10–1: Allowed Zones for Carts and Kiosks
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S.6.10.3 Carts and Kiosks at
SFPUC Retained Fee Open Space
All carts and kiosks at the SFPUC Retained Fee
Open Space shall allow for fast deployment and
relocation. Carts and kiosks shall not block the
waterline access path at the SFPUC Retained Fee
Open Space. In this area, SFPUC shall have final
approval on cart and kiosk types, quantity, and
locations.

GUIDELINES
G.6.10.1 Kiosk Character and Visual Interest
Kiosks should add character and visual interest
to the Balboa Reservoir neighborhood, even
when closed as illustrated in Figure 6.10–2.

Prefabricated shipping container kiosk

Compact cart integrated with wheels for fast deployment

Kiosk with sculptural form

Cart integrated with tricycle to allow for easy relocation

Figure 6.10–2:
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Cart and Kiosk Examples
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6.11 	T YPOLOGIES AND HIERARCHY
Public open spaces within the Balboa Reservoir neighborhood fit into
three general categories:
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2. Small, public open spaces, including shared public ways and
paseos (pedestrian-only corridors) that connect to the surrounding
neighborhood. The second category of open spaces add up to a
total of one acre.
3. Common usable open space is provided at each residential building
block at internal courtyards and roof terraces. For more information
on private open space, see Section 7.9 (Usable Open Space). Figure
06.11–1 illustrates the names, categories, and locations of these
open spaces.
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Figure 6.11–1: Open Space Hierarchy and Typology
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6.12 	RESERVOIR PARK

7

Reservoir Park is the largest open space in the Balboa Reservoir
neighborhood, located at the heart of the site. It is positioned in the northsouth orientation to maximize sunlight and to provide shelter from the
prevailing westerly and northwesterly winds. Reservoir Park is fronted by
residential blocks and connected to public streets on all sides. Residents
and neighbors can stroll through the open space to get to their home, the
main community room, transit, or Ocean Avenue retail.

6

4

F
10

Reservoir Park has approximately 13 feet of elevation change from the
highest point in the northeast corner to the lowest point in the southwest
corner. The grade will be mitigated by a series of planted terraces that
gently step down towards Ocean Avenue from the Pavilion Plaza. Each
planted terrace will include active, family-oriented programming. See Figure
06.12–1 (Concept Plan) for planned diagram elements.
Reservoir Park will prioritize the planting of native and edible plants
to maximize opportunities for habitat creation and food production.
Stormwater management is incorporated into the design as an amenity,
revealing the path of water through the site. Stormwater from residential
Blocks C, D, E and F will be directed through narrow, architecturally
designed channels into a series of rain gardens. Stormwater infiltration
will also be provided under the multi-use lawn as is feasible. Overall, the
design seeks to educate the community about the importance of managing
stormwater to protect water quality, wildlife, and public health.
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Figure 6.12–1: Concept Plan
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Figure 6.12–2: Reservoir Park Perspective Rendering
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The design intent, diagrams, and illustrations present the concept
design and structure of the open spaces as developed through
the community process. The Reservoir Park potential program
elements are shown in Figure 06.12–3 (Reservoir Park Program
Diagram). Specific program elements may shift as the final
design is developed. The chart below shows the recommended
maximum and minimum sizes for each potential open space
program.

C

* Shown for reference only. See Chapter 7 Building Design for further
information.
Figure 6.12–3: Reservoir Park Program Diagram
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NORTH DRIVE

S.6.12.2 Wind Protection

F

E

LEE AVENUE

WEST STREET

Wind protection is provided by layers of planting, and also by the
north-south orientation of the park, which protects it from the
prevailing westerly and northwesterly winds. Tall evergreen coastal
native trees, underplanted with large, multi-trunked shrub trees,
provide wind control at various heights. While wind is an issue in
May through August, there is a general warming trend with many
balmy fall, winter, and spring days and weeks when the site is warm
and comfortable.

S.6.12.3 Stormwater
The Reservoir Park stormwater management area should treat 50%
of Blocks C, D, E and F.

S.6.12.4 Percentage of Pervious Surface
At least 70% of the park shall be pervious, and at least 50% of the
total area of the park shall be planted.

S.6.12.5 Pedestrian Path
The primary and secondary universally accessible pathways
connecting all programmed areas in the park shall be eight and six
feet wide, respectively. Figure 6.12–4 illustrates potential pedestrian
paths. Informal pathways through planting areas or rain gardens
can be three feet wide.

D

LEGEND
8 foot-wide Main Promenade
6 foot-wide Universally Accessible Secondary Path

S OU

TH D

C

RI VE

3 foot-wide Informal Pathways
Figure 6.12–4: Circulation Diagram
FINAL DRAFT |  May 14, 2020

0

50

06

100 ft

/ Open Space Network   159

Open Space Design

S.6.12.6 Stairs and Sloped Walks
Stairs and sloped walks shall be wide enough
to accommodate occasional resting places in
addition to circulation.

S.6.12.7 Planting
Drought tolerant native and edible plant species
are preferred and shall be considered for use
in the park. See Section Section 06.3 (Planting
Palette) for more detail.

S.6.12.8 Soil Depth
■ Minimum soil depth for stormwater and onstructure planting is 3 feet deep for trees, 2 feet
deep for shrubs, and 1 foot deep for groundcover.
■ Minimum soil depth for on-grade planting is 4
feet for trees, 2.5 feet for shrubs, and 1.5 feet for
groundcover.

S.6.12.9 Tree Planting at Plaza
Structural soil or structural cell systems shall be
used to maximize soil volume for tree growth and
maximize programing flexibility at Lee Terrace
and the Pavilion Plaza. Provide a minimum of 700
cubic feet of uncompacted soil per tree.

S.6.12.10 Bike Infrastructure
Ample Class II bicycle racks shall be located
adjacent to park entrances at public streets and
the community room. A bike repair station shall
be provided adjacent to the community room.
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S.6.12.11 Drinking Fountain
Accessible drinking fountains for people and pets
shall be provided at the Pavilion Plaza, children’s
play area and Lee Terrace.

S.6.12.12 Community Garden Security
The Community Garden shall be secured with a
4-foot-tall fence and gate system.

GUIDELINES
G.6.12.1 Communal Space in the Community Garden
There should be a minimum of 100 square feet
of communal space with picnic tables and chairs
in the community garden. Paving material used
at the communal areas shall be ADA-compliant
and ADA-compliant beds will be provided. The
community garden should allot approximately
1.5 square feet per plot for garden tool storage
sheds. The garden shall provide areas for
composting with at least two 3-foot x 3-foot
compartments for every 15 plots, and at least one
hose bib per 10 plots (or every 25 feet).

G.6.12.2 Rain Gardens at Park Terraces
Rain gardens at the park terraces provide
opportunities for informal play. Stepping stones
or reclaimed wood logs should be used to create
informal pathways to connect program spaces.

G.6.12.3 Community Terrace and Stepped Seating
The community terrace is an extension of the
community room. Together, they function as
one continuous flexible, gathering space that is
visually and physically connected to the park.
Stepped seating takes advantage of the grade
transition connecting the sculptural industrial
topography of the historic Balboa Reservoir
basin. The design should provide at minimum a
20-foot-wide terrace and stepped seating area,
totaling 600 square feet.

G.6.12.4 Gathering Spaces
The design should provide gathering spaces
at a variety of scales to accommodate a range
of community events from small informal
gatherings such as picnics and community
classes to large, formal events such as
community yoga and concerts.
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RESERVOIR PARK SECTION

G.6.12.5 Raised Planters

315 +

Raised planters on structure shall be at maximum 18 inches
above the adjacent finish surface, except where required for
stormwater treatment or tree planting.

+ FF 315

4.8%

B page 163

B
310.5 +

WEST STREET

F

E

4.8%

LEE AVENUE

G.6.12.6 Conceptual Grading
The conceptual grading plan shows the intended
relationships between program uses, public spaces, and
ground floor uses at buildings. Grading should conform to
the design intent. Final grades will vary. See Figure 6.12–5
(Grading Diagram).
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Figure 6.12–5: Grading Diagram
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RESERVOIR PARK SECTION

A B
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Figure 6.12–6: Reservoir Park Sections A
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Figure 6.12–7: Reservoir Park Sections B
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RESERVOIR PARK CHARACTER

Children's play area

Terraced seating

Community garden

Native fog belt planting

Informal stepping stone path at rain garden

Multi-use lawn

Figure 6.12–8: Range of Programs and Spaces in Reservoir Park
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6.13 	PAVILION PLAZA
The Pavilion Plaza is the primary entry into Reservoir Park
from North Street. With monumental native cypress, high
quality paving, and an intimate open air pavilion, the plaza
creates a welcoming gateway to the park and provides a
flexible space that accommodates small and medium sized
gatherings. Located at the highest elevation of the park, the
pavilion serves as a beacon and overlook. The design of the
pavilion shall be unique in form and designed to maximize
outdoor comfort.

STANDARDS
S.6.13.1 Size
The pavilion shall be scaled to mediate between
the park and the taller multifamily building to the
north of North Street. The pavilion height shall
be tall enough to maintain unobstructed views to
the open space and scaled for human comfort.
The maximum allowable footprint for the pavilion
structure is 1,800 square feet. The height shall
vary from 10 feet to 14 feet.

S.6.13.2 Program
The pavilion shall accommodate small scale
gatherings such as picnics or birthday parties,
and provide intimate seating and overlook
opportunities. The design shall provide built-in
seating, a picnic table, a pet/human-friendly
drinking fountain, and a serving counter and/
or a barbecue with high quality marine-grade
architectural finishes and detailing.

F

E

0

50

LEE AVENUE

NORTH DRIVE

S.6.13.3 Pavilion Design
The pavilion shall be iconic and sculptural in
form, with accent lighting integrated to create a
focal point at the open space. See Figure 06.13–2
(Pavilion Precedents).

S.6.13.4 Wind and Shade Protection
Due to the windy site conditions, vertical wind
screening and partially open roof structures shall
be provided for wind and rain protection. Vertical
screens shall have 45% porosity to maintain
transparency for safety and wind mitigation.

S.6.13.5 Power and Lighting
The design of the pavilion shall integrate lighting
to increase safety during the evening and serve
as a beacon or lantern for the park. Power shall
be provided.

GUIDELINES
G.6.13.1 Movable Tables and Chairs
Movable tables and chairs are not required
but may be added once the park management
strategy is in place.

G.6.13.2 Pavilion Signage
The pavilion should incorporate educational
signage describing the site’s history, the
Reservoir Park’s stormwater management
design, and principles of fostering wildlife
habitat.

100 ft

Figure 6.13–1: Pavilion Location at North Side of Reservoir Park
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College Park Pavilion, Dallas TX

Trillium Park, Toronto ON

Grafenegg Castle Garden, Vienna, Austria

Station Park Green Pavilion, San Mateo CA

Figure 6.13–2: Pavilion Precedents
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SFPUC Retained Fee Open Space
This section is included in the Balboa Reservoir
Design Standards and Guidelines for reference
only.
The SFPUC Open Space will not be subject to the
Balboa Reservoir Special Use District or Design
Standards and Guidelines. The San Francisco
Public Utilities Commission (“SFPUC”) is and
will remain the property owner of the SFPUC
Retained Fee parcel and will issue a revocable
license to the project sponsor and later, to any
assignee homeowner’s association, to allow for
construction, management, and operations of the
planned flexible public open area.
The SFPUC Open Space will retain its existing
public “P” and 40-X/65-A zoning designation,
which permits it to be used as an urban open space
with public access in a manner subject to the
SFPUC’s utility purpose and utility assets in this
parcel. The parcel will be subject to the SFPUC’s
asset protection standards and other policies.
The license will be the sole controlling agreement
pertaining to the licensee’s use of the Retained Fee.
The City, through the SFPUC, will continue to own and
maintain jurisdiction over the SFPUC Open Space
in order to protect the high-pressure subsurface
water pipelines and surface appurtenances in, on
and under this portion of the reservoir. The SFPUC
Retained Fee parcel is essential to the SFPUC’s
utility use. The water transmission pipelines serve
a high volume of water customers and thus, the
priority use of the Retained Fee parcel is and will
be for the ongoing management of SFPUC’s utility
purpose.
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6.14 	SFPUC RETAINED FEE OPEN SPACE
The SFPUC Retained Fee parcel will remain owned
by SFPUC. The parcel can be a potential open space
resource and is a crucial component of the City and
County's water supply system. Improvements in
close proximity to pipelines must conform to SFPUC
guidelines and are to be non-permanent, such as
pavement markings, artificial turf, raised planting
beds, shrubs, or temporary trees. Potential programs,
pending SFPUC approval, include a nature exploration
area, picnic areas, a childcare/play space, and a flexible
plaza for sports and pop-up urban activities (such as
concerts, farmers’ markets, and flea markets).
To seamlessly incorporate the SFPUC Open Space into
the neighborhood, the design must accommodate
current uses and adjacencies. With the success of the
recently completed Unity Plaza, there is a precedent
for the SFPUC Open Space to perform multiple
purposes while serving as a pedestrian connector
between parcels. Unity Plaza should be connected to
the Reservoir Park while retaining the function north of
the multifamily building as a back up space for loading
into Whole Foods. Similarly, the extension of Brighton
Avenue will continue across the SFPUC Open Space as a
pedestrian paseo, providing an important access point
to Reservoir Park from Ocean Avenue.

San Francisco Public Utilities Commission (SFPUC)

Right
Of Way (ROW) Landscape Vegetation Guidelines
Existing SFPUC No Build Zone looking West
25 feet

15 feet

End of SFPUC Right of Way

10 feet

Water
Pipelines

Grass, Flowers and Ground Cover Zone

Small Shrub Zone

Small Tree Zone
Illustration not to scale

The following vegetation types are permitted on the ROW within the appropriate zones.
Plantings that may be permitted
directly above existing and future
pipelines:
Ground cover, grasses, flowers, and
very low growing plants that reach
no more than one foot in height at
maturity.

Plantings that may be
permitted 15–25 feet
from the edge of
existing and future
pipelines:

Plantings that may be
permitted 25 feet or
more from the edge
of existing and future
pipelines:

Shrubs and plants that
grow no more than five
feet tall in height
at maturity.

Small trees or shrubs
that grow to a maximum
of twenty feet in height
and fifteen feet in
canopy width or less.

Figure 6.14–1: SFPUC R.O.W. Landscape Vegetation Guidelines
(https://sfwater.org/modules/showdocument.aspx?documentid=14199 )

06

/ Open Space Network   167

Open Space Design

H

Under Review by SFPUC

B

1

B

2

A

3
R AC

16
CES

4

S PA
TH

19

16

18

5

Library

20' C
LE A

13

10

11

14

15

20
6
8

N AV

E

9

21

17
7

BRI G

HTO

12

OCE

AN A
V EN

LEE AVENUE

UNIT Y
Plaza

UE

Figure 6.14–2: SFPUC Open Space Concept Plan
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11 Existing Cypress tree to remain
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3
4
5

Nature exploration area (NAE)
Play area with removable willow fence
Brighton Gateway Plaza
Flexible plaza for sport, recreation and
community events

6
7
8
9

Lee Gateway Plaza /
possible move-in loading zone
Connection to Unity Plaza
Raised crosswalk with special treatment
Removable bollards

10 Screen planting at existing wall

11 Pipe line service access

12 Existing Whole Foods Market access

easement to remain

13 Existing Whole Foods Market parking

vent structure to remain

14 Pedestrian connection to Ocean Avenue

15 Buckeye grove / potential switch

gear alternate location and
potential dog relief area

16 Picnic area

17 Preferred switch gear location

18 Potential building lobby /

building ground floor activation

19 Pedestrian walkway

20 Meadow planting

21 Removable bike share station

NOTE: The HOA, the community, or individual project sponsors may propose temporary activations of the plaza as part of the operation plan.
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SFPUC RETAINED FEE OPEN SPACE PERSPECTIVE

Figure 6.14–3: SFPUC Retained Fee Open Space Perspective Rendering
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The following items should be accommodated in the design of the SFPUC Retained Fee Open Space:
 SFPUC Open Space
Open space design shall meet the intent of the SFPUC
R.O.W. Landscape Vegetation Guidelines. See Figure
06.14–2 (SFPUC Open Space Concept Plan).
 Water Transmission Pipe Line Access
No use is permitted that would restrict access to the
SFPUC Retained Fee parcel by SFPUC staff, construction
equipment, or vehicles. A minimum of 20-foot wide clear
path shall be provided for pipe access.
 Program
Program elements shown in Figure 06.14–4 (SFPUC
Open Space Program Diagram) shall be provided,
subject to approval by SFPUC. Final size and
configuration of program elements may vary.
 Planting Restriction
Planting shall conform to SFPUC Open Space Landscape
Vegetation Guidelines (see Figure 06.14–1). No trees
or large shrubs may be planted within 20 feet of any
pipeline edge.
 Temporary Landscape
Since SFPUC is not responsible for restoring or replacing
any improvements in the SFPUC Retained Fee parcel
damaged in the process of accessing its pipelines,
surface materials within the water transmission pipe
setback should be easily removable paving or low
plantings to order to facilitate maintenance. All trees and
shrub shall be planted in removable planters.
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 Stormwater
No adjacent property shall use the SFPUC Open Space
parcel for stormwater treatment. Stormwater within the
SFPUC Open Space shall be self treated within the rightof-way boundary by providing 50% pervious ground
surface.
 Existing Blank Building Wall and

Utility Shaft Treatment
Vegetation screening in form of vines, or murals shall
be used to beautify the existing blank building wall
along the southern edge of the SFPUC Open Space.
Screening shall also be provided for the existing Whole
Foods Market parking vent that terminates at the end of
Brighton Paseo.
 Lee Avenue
SFPUC Retained Fee Open Space design shall coordinate
with the final configuration of Lee Avenue. Public
Works approved special treatment at the intersection
of the SFPUC Open Space and Lee Avenue shall be
used to slow traffic, create an entrance gateway to the
development, and to connect the SFPUC Open Space
parcel to Unity Plaza. A ground mural is encouraged
but would need coordination and final approval from
Public Works. See Section 5.13 (Lee Avenue) for more
information.

 SFPUC Retained Fee Open Space

Extension to Unity Plaza and
Whole Foods Market Service Loading
The design of the SFPUC Open Space extension to Unity
Plaza shall accommodate a turnaround zone serving
the loading dock at Whole Foods Market, which has an
established agreement with the SFPUC.
 Play Space with Operable Fence
Final sizing and public access hours for the fenced play
space shall be coordinated with the future childcare
facility at Block B. Facilities may be open to public and
flexible to allow for community use at certain times.
 Nature Exploration Area
Loose and fixed natural elements such as bark, pine
cones, sticks, rocks and natural elements such as
ornamental grass with habitat value shall be provided at
the nature exploration area.
 Connection
Pedestrian connections to Unity Plaza and Whole Foods
Market should be provided.
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Figure 6.14–4: SFPUC Open Space Program Diagram
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SFPUC RETAINED FEE OPEN SPACE SECTION

80' R.O.W.
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Figure 6.14–5: SFPUC Retained Fee Open Space Section
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SFPUC RETAINED FEE OPEN SPACE POTENTIAL PROGRAM

Picnic area

Habitat planting

Nature exploration area

Outdoor childcare play space

Tree planting in removable planters

Flexible plaza for recreation, sport and community events

Figure 6.14–6: SFPUC Retained Fee Open Space Potential Programs
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6.15 	GATEWAY LANDSCAPE
The triangle of open space on Lee Avenue between Ocean
Avenue and City College functions as a gateway to the site
for cars coming from Ocean Avenue and for pedestrians
coming from Unity Plaza. Lee Avenue curves to resolve the
existing site geometry with the proposed triangular open
space. This landscape will be planted with a grove of native
trees such as Californai Buckeyes to tie in with the City’s
Green Connection initiative. The gateway landscape is
also designated as a potential location for the dog park or
electric service switchgear. See Section 06.18 (Dog Relief
Area).

GUIDELINES

STANDARDS

G.6.15.1 Connection to City College

S.6.15.1 Slopes
Side slopes shall not exceed a 3:1 ratio. The
design shall implement a slope stabilization
system to prevent erosion and reduce overall
maintenance for slopes greater than 3:1.

S.6.15.2 Soils
Provide a growing medium of top soil import or
amended existing soils. Provide 4 feet deep soil
for trees, 2.5 feet deep for shrubs, and 1.5 feet
deep for groundcovers.

1

Coordinate with City College before and during
the build-out of their Facilities Master Plan to
ensure a harmonious transition between Lee
Avenue, the gateway landscape, and the current
and future uses of the City College upper
reservoir area.

G.6.15.2 Planting
Drought-tolerant native plantings with oaks and
buckeyes, to tie into the citywide Ingleside green
connection, should be used to create habitat. See
Section 06.3 (Planting Palette) for more detail.
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Figure 6.15–1: Gateway Landscape
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6.16 	BRIGHTON PASEO
Brighton Avenue shall be extended as the main north/south
pedestrian axis of the plan, aligning with Mount Davidson.
It will lead to the main public amenity spaces at Reservoir
Park and connect the site to the adjacent neighborhood.

STANDARDS
S.6.16.1 Percentage of Pervious Surface
At least 70% of Brighton Paseo shall be pervious
and at least 50% of the total area of the paseo
shall be planted..

S.6.16.2 Pedestrian and Slow Bike Shared Path
A minimum of a 12-foot-wide shared path shall be
provided at Brighton Paseo.

S.6.16.3 Stormwater
Wherever possible, planting areas at the paseo
shall be used for stormwater treatment for the
adjacent building parcels.

S.6.16.4 Elevated Walkway
Elevated walkways over bioretention areas shall
be elevated no more than 30 inches from the
adjacent grade.

S.6.16.5 Paseo Signage

Paseo at Mission Bay Mews

GUIDELINES
G.6.16.1 Lighting
Overhead lighting should be considered at
Brighton Paseo. See Section 06.7 (Open Space
Lighting).

To ensure public access to open spaces, there
shall be visible and clear signage located at the
Ocean Avenue entrance to Brighton Paseo and
by the entrance near City College indicating
the publicly accessible open space nearby. See
Section 06.9 (Wayfinding and Signage) for
further information.
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Figure 6.16–1: Brighton Paseo Section
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6.17 	SAN RAMON PASEO
San Ramon Paseo is for pedestrians and slow bikes,
connecting the Balboa Reservoir neighborhood open space
network to San Ramon Way to the west. Pedestrian and
bike amenities will be provided along the paseo, creating
a lush, garden-like passage for residents and community
members. The paseo may also be used as a stormwater
treatment area, creating a habitat for the neighborhood
ecological network. There will be raised crossings at West
Street to emphasize the pedestrian priority of the open
space network. See Section 7.28 (Townhouse Frontage
at West Street and San Ramon Paseo) at West Street and
San Ramon Paseo for more information on the townhouse
interface with San Ramon Paseo.

STANDARDS
S.6.17.1 Percentage of Pervious Surface
At least 70% of the area of San Ramon Paseo
shall be pervious, and at least 50% of the total
area of the paseo shall be planted.

S.6.17.2 Pedestrian and Slow Bike Shared Path
A 10-foot-wide shared path shall be provided at
San Ramon Paseo.

S.6.17.3 Stormwater
Wherever possible, planting areas at paseos
shall be used for stormwater treatment for the
adjacent building parcels.

S.6.17.4 Elevated Walkway
Elevated walkways over bioretention areas shall
be raised no more than 30 inches from the
adjacent grade.

S.6.17.7 Pedestrian Safety
The design of the San Ramon Paseo shall
consider the safety of pedestrians, especially
children, when walking between Monterey
Boulevard and beyond to Ocean Avenue.

S.6.17.8 Planting Buffer and Townhouse Access Path
To ensure a lush, verdant environment, the
shared path shall be set at a minimum of eight
feet away from the building parcel line to ensure
adequate width for shrub planting. The paseo
shall be activated by townhouse access paths to
promote public safety. See Figure 06.17–3 (San
Ramon Paseo Section L.1).

GUIDELINES
G.6.17.1 Lighting
Pedestrian pole lights should be used at this
paseo. See Section 06.7 (Open Space Lighting).

S.6.17.5 Planting
50% of the paseo shall be planted to maximize
planting area. The remaining percentage will be
dedicated to townhouse access paths, pedestrian
and bike shared paths, and seating areas.

S.6.17.6 Paseo Signage

Paseo shall be designed as lush garden passage
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To ensure public access to open spaces, there
shall be visible and clear signage located at the
west entrance to San Ramon Paseo indicating
the publicly accessible open space nearby. See
Section 06.9 (Wayfinding and Signage) for
further information.

Paseo shall be activated by townhouse entrances
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Figure 6.17–4: San Ramon Way Connection Concept Plan
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Open Space Design

6.18 	DOG RELIEF AREA
Dog relief areas may be provided for brief visits. Larger dog play areas are not recommended due to the community's
priority in regards to programs for children, gardening, and wildlife habitats. Several locations in the project are now under
consideration for dog relief areas. See Figure 06.18–1 (Potential Locations for Dog Relief Areas). One or more of these
options will be chosen as the final dog relief location(s).

STANDARDS
S.6.18.1 Size
The Balboa Reservior neighborhood shall provide
a minimum 2,000 square feet dedicated to dog
relief areas site-wide. This requirement may be
fulfilled within one contiguous space or through
a combination of multiple locations within the
project site.

S.6.18.2 Fencing and Security Gate
A perimeter fence no taller than 5 feet high
measured from the adjacent finished grade shall
line the perimeter of the off-leash dog area.
Fencing shall be at least 85% transparent. An
entry corral, consisting of an 8 foot by 8 foot
fenced area (at minimum) with two gates, shall be
provided to allow for pet owners to safely unleash
their dog prior to letting them into the area.

S.6.18.3 Drinking Fountain and Trash Receptacle
A fountain for both people and dogs should be
provided within or adjacent to the dog relief
areas. At least one trash receptacle shall be
provided per dog relief area.
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S.6.18.4 Signage
Rules shall be clearly posted, including codes of
behavior, hours, and requirements for entry.

S.6.18.5 Water and Sewage Connection
Water and sewage connections shall be provided
for maintenance and sanitation purposes.

S.6.18.6 Planting at Dog Relief Area
In the case where a dog relief area replaces a
habitat planting area, artificial turf will be used in
lieu of understory planting, with occasional shade
trees protected by dog barriers such as boulders
or low fencing.

GUIDELINES
G.6.18.1 Buffer From Adjacent Land Use
The design should provide a buffer between
nearby residences and the dog park. Buffers may
include vegetation and/or fencing to minimize
noise/visual disturbances.

G.6.18.2 Protect Natural Areas
Dog relief areas should not be located in or in
close proximity to natural areas where flora
and fauna, such as ground-nesting birds, small
mammals, and native plants, would be disturbed.
Nearby water bodies should also be protected,

G.6.18.3 Surface Treatment
A variety of surfaces (concrete, crushed fines,
rubberized surface, artificial turf, etc.) may be
used within dog relief areas. Decomposed granite
at the entry are recommended as these areas
have a high concentration of use. In smaller dog
run areas, a larger decomposed granite area is
recommended as the concentration of dogs may
not allow grass to grow. All surfaces should be
easy to maintain. If possible, lawn areas should
be rested periodically to allow the turf to recover.

G.6.18.4 Shade
Shade should be provided for at least 25%
of the site, using tree canopies and/or shade
structures.

G.6.18.5 Seating
Benches should be provided in convenient
locations to allow for gathering and resting
throughout the dog park area.

G.6.18.6 Climbing Elements
Climbing elements and grade changes should be
provided for dogs.

G.6.18.7 Lighting
Requirements for lighting should be coordinated
with the park's hours of operation. If the parks
are open from dawn to dusk, lighting need not be
provided as an additional amenity.
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7.1 	 BUILDING DESIGN OVERVIEW
The architecture of the Balboa Reservoir neighborhood will emphasize
the connection between indoors and outdoors by bringing elements of
landscape and public realm into the building and by opening the building
to embrace public spaces.
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The intent of the height standards is to provide a stepped urban form,
transitioning from 2-3 stories at the western property line to 6 and 7
stories adjacent to the larger institutional buildings of City College of San
Francisco. The height standards are also intended to provide a gradual
transition between the scale of the townhouses and the multifamily
blocks at the interior of the site. Site sections (Figure 7.2–2 and Figure
7.2–3) illustrate the stepped height in relation to sloping site and in
relation to adjacent uses.
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STANDARDS
S.7.2.1 Maximum Height and Number of Stories
Building height and number of stories shall not
exceed the maximums indicated on Figure 7.2–1
(Building Height Diagram).

S.7.2.2 West Street Step-Down
At Blocks B, D, F and G, the maximum height of
buildings on West Street is limited to 48 feet for a
depth of 20 feet as measured from the required
setback as indicated on Figure 7.2–1 (Building
Height Diagram).
Refer to Section 7.6 for additional standards
related to step backs at multifamily blocks.

S.7.2.3 Step Down at Western Project Boundary
At Blocks H, TH1, and TH2, the maximum height
of buildings adjacent to the western property
line is limited to 25 feet for a depth of 30 feet
measured from the property line. Refer to
Section 7.3 for required setbacks.

S.7.2.4 Measurement of Height
Maximum building height shall be measured in
the manner set forth in SF Planning Code Section
260.
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S.7.2.5 Exceptions to Height Limits
The features listed in Planning Code Section
260(b) (1) and those below may extend above
the maximum allowable height provided the sum
of the horizontal areas of said features do not
exceed 40 percent of the rooftop area and do not
encroach into the required step back at upper
floors as per Section 7.6 (Step Backs at Upper
Floors).
■ Solar energy collection devices shall be allowed
to a maximum height of 10 feet. Horizontal area
of solar panels shall not be counted towards the
maximum area of features allowed above the
maximum allowable height.

■ Non-occupied architectural features, including
wind screens, shall be allowed up to 8 feet above
the allowable height.
■ Refer to Section 7.24 (Utilities and Services) for
standards related to location and screening of
rooftop equipment.

S.7.2.6 Bulk Controls
There are no bulk controls at the Balboa
Reservoir neighborhood.

■ Rooftop enclosed utility sheds designed
exclusively for the storage of landscaping,
gardening supplies, and related equipment for
living roofs shall be allowed, provided they do
not exceed 100 square feet of gross area and a
maximum height of 10 feet.
■ Projections above the allowable height necessary
to accommodate additional ceiling height at
common amenity spaces located on the top floor
shall be allowed to a maximum ceiling height of
10 feet average measured to finished surface at
the ceiling.
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S.7.3.3 Planted Areas at Setbacks
Setbacks shall provide continuous planted areas
with a minimum average depth of 3 feet, except
at paved areas serving active ground floor uses
or allowed service areas. Raised planters at
setbacks should not exceed an average of 3 feet
above the adjacent sidewalk or grade level.

S.7.3.4 Type A – Lee Avenue

S.7.3.5 Type B – Street and Open Space

A minimum 5 foot setback is required on the
ground floor (or the first story above street
level). There is no minimum setback at levels
above the ground floor. Refer to Section 7.10
(Common Areas and Ground Floor Units) for
minimum required height at the ground floor.
Outdoor patios, stoops, shared terraces and
columns supporting building elements are
allowed in the setback at the ground floor.

A minimum 5 foot setback is required for the
full height of the building. Shared entry porches,
shared outdoor terraces and other architectural
elements that are part of shared outdoor spaces
are allowed to project into the minimum setback
provided the extent of these elements does
not exceed 30% of the building frontage and
complies with Section 136 of the Planning Code.










  


Street level setback at Lee Avenue, illustrative photo
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Figure 7.3–2: Type A – Lee Avenue Setback







Figure 7.3–3: Type B – Typical Streetwall and
		
Park Frontage Setbacks
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S.7.3.6 Type C – West Street and
San Ramon Paseo Frontage
A minimum 5 foot setback is required at
residential units fronting on the west side of West
Street and on San Ramon Paseo. Covered entry
porches are allowed in the setback provided they
are at least 50% open at each side.

S.7.3.7 Type D – Western and Northern Project
Boundaries at Townhouses
A minimum 12 foot setback is required at
the western project boundary separating
townhouses from rear yards at Plymouth Avenue
and at the northern project boundary separating
townhouses from Riordan High School. Where
rear yards of townhouses are located adjacent
to project boundary the minimum setback
is increased to 15 feet. Refer to Section 7.31
(Neighborhood Edge at Western Project
Boundary) or additional standards.

S.7.3.8 Type E – Northern Project Boundary
at Block G
A minimum 15 foot setback is required at the
northern project boundary separating Parcel G
from Riordan High School. Below grade parking
may extend into the setback provided the
finished surface of the garage roof is a maximum
of two feet above the existing grade at the
property line.



    

 






   

   
  
   
 


Figure 7.3–4: Type C – West Street and
		
San Ramon Paseo Setback
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Figure 7.3–5: Type D – Townhouses Side/
		
Rear Yard Setback

 
 

      
   

Figure 7.3–6: Type E – Parcel G Rear Setback
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7.4 	 STREETWALLS
Defined streetwalls shape the linear path of the street into
urban spaces and enhance the legibility of neighborhoods
by framing view corridors and by providing nodes of activity.

STANDARDS
S.7.4.1 Streetwall Definition
The streetwall shall be defined as a planar
building facade extending from grade to the
top of the building. Streetwall area may include
facade modulation as required under Section 7.16
(Facade Modulation and Composition).

S.7.4.2 Streetwall Locations
To provide a defined streetwall, buildings shall be
built to the setback line at all public right of ways
including parks and paseos.
Where there is no setback line buildings shall
be built to the property line. Streetwalls may
be offset from the setback line or property line
by not more than 2 feet towards the interior of
the parcel. (For example, at Type B setback, the
distance from the property line to the streetwall
must be not less than 5 feet and not more than
7 feet.)

GUIDELINES
G.7.4.1 Flexible Streetwall at Ground Floor
The arrangement of facade elements at the
ground floor is intended to be flexible to allow
recessed front porches and to allow for the
ground floor articulation required under Section
7.16 (Facade Modulation and Composition). The
combined area of streetwall at all floors shall
meet the minimum streetwall area set forth in
S.7.4.3.

  
  
  


  

  

S.7.4.3 Extent of Required Streetwall
Streetwalls shall be provided at not less than
60% of the total area of the building facade area.
Openings to interior courtyards and other breaks
in the streetwall required under mass reduction
shall not count towards the required streetwall.
See Figure 7.4–1.
Streetwall with allowable offsets and projections
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LEGEND
Area of required streetwall equal to
not less than 60% of total building frontage

Figure 7.4–1: Streetwall Diagram
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7.5 	 MASS REDUCTION AT LONG FACADES
Mass reduction standards are intended to create distinct breaks at long building frontages. Mass reduction also provides
opportunities to reinforce the connection between indoors and outdoors.


STANDARDS
S.7.5.1 Applicability of Mass Reduction Standards
Mass reduction standards apply to all building
frontages on a public or private street or a
publicly accessible open space. Mass reduction
standards also apply at frontages facing an
adjacent use or neighborhood.
Buildings with a frontage exceeding 180 feet in
length and a height exceeding 48 feet or 4 stories
shall incorporate at least one of the following
mass reduction strategies:

■ Exterior Recess
Provide a recess at building exterior with a
minimum width of 15 feet and minimum depth of
10 feet from the building wall extending vertically
for height at least 75% of the height of the
facade. The recess may start at the second floor,
or may terminate at the top floor. The recess
may be integrated with ground floor setback as
long as minimum dimensions on upper floor are
maintained.
■ Vertical Elements
Provide a combination of elements consisting
of recess and/or projection with a minimum
width of 10 feet, minimum depth of 5 feet and
extending vertically for a height equal to at least
75% of the height of the facade. The cumulative
base footprint area of all vertical elements on a
frontage shall equal a minimum of 150 square feet
to qualify as a mass reduction strategy. Balconies
at vertical elements are allowed if the railings are
visually differentiated from the main facade.

S.7.5.2 Alternative Mass Reduction Strategies

Vertical breaks and openings through building

FINAL DRAFT |  May 14, 2020

Alternative strategies are allowed if a quantitative
analysis is provided demonstrating that the








 


 
 

Figure 7.5–1: Exterior Recess

 
 

 
 




 


 
 


Figure 7.5–2: Vertical Elements

alternative strategies provide a similar reduction
in mass in terms of depth, width and total area,
and meet the intent of the mass reduction
standards.
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S.7.6.3 Location of Step Backs
The preferred locations of step backs are
indicated on Figure 7.6–1. The location of these
step backs may vary from locations shown on
Figure 7.6–1 provided that the location meets
the intent of the standards and is consistent
with the additional guidelines below.



 







Figure 7.6–2: Step Back – End Condition

S.7.6.4 Configuration of Step Backs
Examples of step backs that meet the intent
for these standards are illustrated in Figures
7.6–2 through 7.6–4.

     
      



S.7.6.5 Coordination with Other Design Elements
 

Upper floor step backs should be coordinated
with other standards, including:

Step back of top floor

■ Mass Reduction at Long Facades (Section 7.5)








■ Openings to Interior Courtyards (Section 7.7)
■ Roof Design (Section 7.15)

Figure 7.6–3: Step Back – Middle






  








Figure 7.6–4: Multiple Step Backs – Upper Floor
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Continuous step back at top floor
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G.7.7.3 Buildings without Courtyards
   
 
 


 
    




  





Figure 7.7–2: Opening to Interior Courtyards

Openings that extend the full height of the
building may be utilized as a massing strategy as
defined in Section 7.5 (Mass Reduction at Long
Facades).

GUIDELINES
G.7.7.1 Location of Openings
Openings shall be located at the preferred
locations shown on Figure 7.7–1 or at another
location that extends the visual experience of the
public realm and public open space.

G.7.7.2 Top of Courtyard in Relation to Opening
To maximize visibility to the interior of the block
the top of the courtyard should be not more than
4 feet above or below the level of the sidewalk or
public open space immediately adjacent to the
opening. Where the top of courtyard is more than
4 feet above or below the level of the adjacent
public way the design should provide a stepped
transition in the form of stairway, planters and
other elements that provide a visual connection
to the interior of the block.
FINAL DRAFT |  May 14, 2020

Buildings without internal courtyards should
provide one of the following:
■ An opening through the building meeting
requirements defined in S.7.7.2.

G.7.7.7 Secondary Openings
Secondary openings are recommended at
courtyards to allow multiple access points for
pedestrians and through access for residents.

■ A visual connection through the building. This
visual connection may be glazed provided the
visual connection is maintained through the
building from at eye level from public ways on
both sides of the block.

G.7.7.4 Block F
The recommended opening to the Block F
internal courtyard is on West Street to provide
additional reduction in building scale opposite
the townhouses. An opening may be provided to
Reservoir Park instead of West Street provided
the scale of building elements on West Street is
compatible with townhouses. See Section 7.14
(Frontage Character).

Full-height opening to internal courtyard

G.7.7.5 Outdoor Rooms
Openings should be designed as "outdoor rooms"
and integrated with the internal courtyard.

G.7.7.6 Pedestrian Access
Openings should be designed to allow controlled
pedestrian access to internal courtyards. Where
feasible these openings will also provide access
to entries to buildings and other active ground
floor uses. Open gates and fencing are allowed to
control access. Public access to courtyards is not
allowed.

Building allowed to bridge over opening to courtyard
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7.8 	 DWELLING UNIT EXPOSURE AND REAR YARDS
STANDARDS
S.7.8.1 Unit Exposure at Multifamily Buildings
All residential units shall face onto a street or
open space that meets one of the following
definitions:
■ A street, public alley, or paseo (public or private)
at least 25 feet in width.
■ An open area, an inner courtyard or a space
between separate buildings on the same lot
which is unobstructed (except for obstructions
permitted in Planning Code Section 136) and
is no less than 25 feet in every horizontal
dimension.

S.7.8.2 Unit Exposure at Townhouses
Refer to Section 7.36 (Dwelling Unit Exposure
and Rear Yards) for required exposure at
townhouse blocks.

S.7.8.3 Rear Yards
Multifamily buildings and townhouses are not
subject to rear yard requirements set forth in
Planning Code Section 134.

194   Balboa Reservoir Design Standards and Guidelines

Dwelling units fronting on a paseo
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7.9 	 USABLE OPEN SPACE
Usable open space is required on each block to provide residents with easy access to outdoor space. Usable open space also
provides an opportunity to enhance the connection between dwelling units, common areas and the exterior. Usable open
space may include courtyards, roof terraces, balconies and stoops.

STANDARDS
S.7.9.1 Usable Open Space
On-site usable open space shall meet the
requirements of Planning Code Section 135
except as modified by these standards and
guidelines:
■ Publicly accessible open space including paseos
shall not count towards the required on-site
usable open space.

S.7.9.2 Required Usable Open Space Per Unit
At the multifamily blocks, a minimum of 40
square feet of usable open space per dwelling
unit shall be provided on-site.

S.7.9.3 Minimum Dimensions
Any space credited as private usable open space
shall have a minimum horizontal dimension of
five feet and a minimum area of 35 square feet.
Any space credited as common usable open
space shall have a minimum horizontal
dimension of 10 feet and a minimum area of 150
square feet.

S.7.9.4 Minimum Dimensions at Courts
Courts utilized to meet the required usable
open space standards shall meet the following
minimum dimensions:
■ Inner Courts: where enclosing building walls
are four stories or more in height, the inner court
shall be large enough to inscribe a rectangular
area 30 feet by 40 feet within the enclosing walls.
This minimum area may include landscaping and
other features allowed as part of the usable open
space.
■ Outer Courts: where enclosing building walls
are four stories or more in height, the outer court
shall be large enough to inscribe a rectangular
area 25 feet by 25 feet within the enclosing walls.
This minimum area may include landscaping and
other features allowed as part of usable open
space.

Common courtyard open space

S.7.9.5 Usable Open Space at Townhouses
Refer to Section 7.37 (Open Space) for usable
open space at townhouses.

Rooftop terrace
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GUIDELINES
G.7.9.1 Amenities and Programming
Common usable open space should include
common amenities for residents such as BBQ
facilities, fire pits, play areas, and community
common spaces.

G.7.9.6 Raised Planters
Raised planters at common usable open space
should be a maximum of 18 inches above
adjacent finish surfaces except where required
for stormwater treatment or tree planting.

G.7.9.2 Furnishings

Common usable open space with seating and play structure

S.7.9.6 Landscape at Common Usable Open Space
Approximately 30% of the common usable open
space shall be softscape except at any block
with public-serving childcare facilities, where
courtyards will be partially used for secured
childcare open space.

S.7.9.7 Gates and Screens at
Common Usable Open Space
Gates, fences and screens separating common
usable open space from public areas shall have
approximately 50% porosity for approximately
75% of the length of any gate or screen in order
to provide a visual connection to the public open
space.

196   Balboa Reservoir Design Standards and Guidelines

Placement of permanent and temporary
furnishings in common usable open space should
be permitted and maintained by the buildings'
homeowners association.

G.7.9.3 Wind Protection
Wind screening should be provided to protect
exposed common usable open spaces from the
prevailing wind.

G.7.9.4 Soil Depth
Where provided, trees should have a minimum
soil depth of 3 feet.

G.7.9.5 Stormwater
At common usable open space, stormwater
collection and stormwater treatment is
encouraged to be designed as a seasonal water
feature that celebrates stormwater collection
rather than as a backdrop landscape.
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Sculptural stormwater element in courtyard

Landscape oasis in courtyard

Wind protected seating area at roof terrace

Children's play area in courtyard
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Ground Floor Activation

■ Where residential units are required at the
ground floor, each unit shall have direct access
to the adjacent street or public way, except as
otherwise allowed in these standards.

S.7.10.2 Southwest Corner of Block A at Lee Avenue
The southwest corner of Block A is highly visible
from Ocean Avenue and provides an important
opportunity to activate the SFPUC Open Space.
To create place for visitors coming north on
Lee Avenue from Ocean Avenue, the corner will
include one of the following elements:
■ Building lobby or other active residential
common area.
■ A retail space conforming with Section 7.13
(Ground Floor Retail). Space should be designed
to accommodate outdoor seating in the case of
food service use.

S.7.10.3 Required Entries
■ At least one entry from street to a common
area shall be provided at each location requiring
ground floor common area.
■ Entries to ground floor units will be provided at
a maximum average space of 35 feet. Refer to
Section 7.12 (Entries to Ground Floor Units).

S.7.10.4 Minimum Depth
■ Minimum depth of ground floor common areas
shall be 20 feet from outside face of exterior wall.
■ Minimum depth of ground floor residential units
shall be 15 feet from outside of exterior wall.
Refer to Section 7.28 (Townhouse Frontage
at West Street and San Ramon Paseo) for
FINAL DRAFT |  May 14, 2020

standards related to ground floor active uses at
townhouses.

S.7.10.5 Minimum Height of Ground Floor
■ At ground floor common areas, the minimum
floor-to-floor height shall be 15 feet. At Blocks
E and F the minimum floor-to-floor height at
ground floor residential common areas may be
reduced to 12 feet at areas located less than 100
feet from the property line at North Street. This is
intended to accommodate the higher elevation of
North Street adjacent to Blocks E and F.

Active frontage entries and articulated base zone

■ At ground floor residential units, the minimum
floor-to-floor height shall be 10 feet. The
minimum ground floor height standard does not
apply at townhouses.

S.7.10.6 Transparency
■ Ground floor common areas shall have a
transparency of not less than 50% between two
feet and twelve feet above finished floor and
visible light transmittance of 80%. Residential
common areas shall also provide direct visual
access between the active space and the street
with an average sill height of openings not
exceeding 2 feet in height from finished floor.
Screening of required transparent openings
is allowed at areas less than 8 feet above the
adjacent sidewalk grade where necessary to
provide enhanced security and/or privacy at
the following ground floor common areas: bike
storage rooms, administrative offices, business
centers, pet amenity rooms and resident
workshops. Light transmittance at screen areas

Transparency at active ground floor uses

shall not be less than 50%. Screening patterns
and materials shall be integrated into the overall
building design.
■ Ground floor residential units shall have a
transparency of not less than 25% with average
sill height of openings not exceeding 4 feet in
height from finished floor.
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S.7.10.7 Awnings at Ground Floor Common Areas
Awnings and canopies are allowed at residential
common areas in conformance with Planning
Code Section 136.1.

S.7.10.8 Parking Garages
Where on-site garages are provided, auto entries
shall be provided at the preferred locations
indicated on Figure 7.10–1. Location of garage
entries may be adjusted provided the intent
of the standards is met. Refer to Section
7.20 (Private Parking Garages) for additional
standards related to parking garages.

S.7.10.9 Service Areas
Building service areas including, but not limited
to, electrical rooms, mechanical rooms, refuse
rooms and pump rooms may be located where
ground residential units are required, subject to
the following limitations:
■ Services shall not exceed a maximum total length
of 40 feet or 25% of the required active frontage,
whichever is greater.
■ Services shall be located a minimum of 25 feet
from any corners as measured from the
property line.
■ Building services are not allowed at ground floor
locations where common areas are required.
Refer to Section 7.20 for additional standards for
garages, Section 7.24 for additional standards

200   Balboa Reservoir Design Standards and Guidelines

for utilities and services, and Section 7.41 for
standards related to townhouses.

S.7.10.10 Facade Areas without Openings
Where active ground floor uses are required, no
portion of the ground floor facade shall exceed
10 feet in height and 20 feet in length without
a window or door opening at an active ground
floor use, or an opening to a service area as
allowed under S.7.10.8. Such facade areas will
be integrated into the overall building design
through the use of modulation, materials and
architectural elements.

S.7.10.11 Defined Building Base at Active Uses
Where active ground floor uses are required,
buildings shall have a clearly defined base
zone for at least 80% of the building frontage.
The ground floor or base zone shall have a
differentiated architectural expression from
the upper floors. This may include, but is not
limited to, increased transparency, horizontal
or vertical shifts, changes in material and scale
of modulation, and increased texture of facade
elements.

S.7.10.12 Community Room
The community room shall provide transparency
between the community room and Reservoir
Park as required for residential common areas
as set forth in Section 7.10.6. Sliding doors,

folding doors or other large openings with a clear
opening width of at least 6 feet shall be provided
between the community room and the adjacent
outdoor terrace. Refer to S.3.3.1 for additional
standards related to location and configuration of
the community room.

S.7.10.13 Childcare Facility
The childcare facility shall meet the following
standards:
■ The floor to floor height in classrooms, meeting
areas, lobby and primary circulation areas shall
be not less than 14 feet.
■ The childcare shall provide a sheltered entry with
large glazed openings, outdoor seating areas,
bicycle parking accommodating cargo bikes and
other elements that support family interaction
and sustainable mobility.
■ Childcare facilities shall provide transparency
as required for residential common areas as
set forth in S.7.10.6 (Transparency). Screening
of required transparent openings is allowed at
areas less than 8 feet above the sidewalk where
necessary for security at classrooms or other
childcare spaces.
■ Refer to S.3.3.2 (Childcare Facility) for standards
related to size and location of the childcare
facility.

FINAL DRAFT |  May 14, 2020
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7.11 	BUILDING ENTRIES
Well-designed entries link the public and private realm and
support a vibrant, walkable neighborhood. Building entries
should provide an easily distinguished architectural feature
that is proportional to the uses it serves in order to aid
wayfinding and neighborhood legibility.

STANDARDS
S.7.11.1 Main Entry Porch
Each multifamily building shall provide a
sheltering exterior porch integrated into the
design of the building. The exterior sheltered
space shall be adjacent to a lobby or other active
uses, shall have horizontal dimensions of at
least 8 feet by 12 feet, and shall provide outdoor
seating for waiting passengers and visitors.

S.7.11.2 Location
Primary building entries shall be located where
indicated on Figure 7.10–1 (Ground Floor Active
Uses). Alternate locations are allowed where they
provide equal activation of public areas and equal
convenience for residents and visitors.

S.7.11.3 Direct Access

Main entry at prominent location

Common lobbies and primary building entries
shall be directly accessible to the public way or
public open space without intervening gates
or walls.

S.7.11.4 TDM Measures at Building Entries
TDM measures shall be provided at building
entries as identified in the Balboa Reservoir
TDM plan.

Sheltered entry

FINAL DRAFT |  May 14, 2020
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GUIDELINES
G.7.11.1 Scale and Proportion
Building entries should include building-scaled
elements and relate to the massing and facade
modulation strategies defined in Section 7.5
(Mass Reduction at Long Facades) and Section
7.16 (Facade Modulation and Composition).

G.7.11.4 Street Address
The numeric street address should be located at
the entry, clearly visible from curbside drop off
zone. The street numbers and any signage at
the entry should be an integrated part of the
exterior design.

G.7.11.2 Visibility and Transparency
■ Building entries should be designed to be readily
visible from a street frontage.
■ Public and common entries should be designed
to maximize transparency and provide direct
visual access into the lobby area.
■ Building entries should be designed to be easily
identifiable and distinguishable from residential
entries.

Building entry related to scale of modulation of the facade

G.7.11.3 Additional Building Entries
Additional building entries are encouraged to
accommodate move-ins and to provide residents
additional options for accessing open space and
the surrounding neighborhood.

Building entries coordinated with opening to courtyard
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7.12 	ENTRIES TO
GROUND FLOOR UNITS
Entries to ground floor units provide a direct connection
between ground floor residents and the public realm
with the intent of enhancing supervision of public areas,
encouraging walking and allowing additional opportunities
for informal socializing.




   













STANDARDS
S.7.12.1 Primary and Secondary Entries
The primary entry to the unit must be on an
accessible route. Where stoops are accessed only
by stairs or are otherwise not accessible, they
shall be considered secondary entries.

S.7.12.2 Location and Spacing
Front stoops and landings serving entries to
ground floor units shall be provided at frontages
identified in Section 7.10 (Common Areas and
Ground Floor Units).
Where ground floor units are required, the
distance between unit entries shall not exceed an
average of 35 feet measured from center of door,
or to face of door where perpendicular to street.

S.7.12.3 Design of Entries and Front Stoops at
Multifamily Buildings
The landing elevation at stoops shall be not less
than 2 feet and not more than 5 feet above the
adjacent sidewalk grade. Up to 25 percent of the
required stoops on a given frontage can deviate





 

Figure 7.12–1: Stoop Section

from these requirements to accommodate
sloping site conditions and/or configuration of
primary entry internal to the building.

S.7.12.4 At-Grade Entries



Figure 7.12–2: Stoop Plan at Combined Entries

S.7.12.6 Entries to Townhouse Buildings
Refer to Section 7.28 (Townhouse Frontage at
West Street and San Ramon Paseo) for entries to
units at townhouses.

Where site constraints prevent units from being
raised above grade as required, landings and
entries may be located less than 2 feet above
grade, provided the entry door is setback
a minimum of 8 feet from property line as
measured to face of door parallel to the right of
way or centerline of door perpendicular to the
right-of-way.

S.7.12.5 Private Outdoor Space in Lieu of Entries
Where sloping conditions result in unit entries
located higher than five feet above adjacent
grade, elevated private terraces may be provided
in lieu of stoops.
Unit entry at-grade with recessed entry

FINAL DRAFT |  May 14, 2020
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GUIDELINES
G.7.12.1 Design
The 2008 San Francisco "Guidelines for Ground
Floor Residential Design" shall apply to the
design of entries to ground floor units, except
where these standards and guidelines conflict
or provide more specificity. In such case these
standards and guidelines shall govern.







  



G.7.12.2 Design Character
The design of stoops and residential entries
should correspond to the character of the
street frontage, as described in to Section 7.14
(Frontage Character). Stoops on West Street
should be individually articulated to correspond
to the scale of the townhouses. Stoops on Lee
Avenue may be grouped together to create a
larger scale architectural element.








Figure 7.12–3: Ground Floor Stoops

Ground floor stoop

G.7.12.3 Private Outdoor Space at Stoops
Where feasible, stoops should incorporate usable
private space. This space helps to activate the
street and provides additional privacy between
the residential unit and the public way.

 




G.7.12.4 Planting and Screening
Required planting between stoops should be
configured to provide visual buffering between
ground floor units and the public way.

G.7.12.5 Entry Doors
Entry doors should be arranged to be visible from
the street. Where feasible entry doors should
face the street.
204   Balboa Reservoir Design Standards and Guidelines



 








Figure 7.12–4: Unit Entry at Grade

Private terrace above grade where stoop is not feasible
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7.13 	GROUND FLOOR RETAIL
Where provided retail spaces shall contribute to the vitality of streetscapes and open spaces.

STANDARDS
S.7.13.1 General
Ground floor retail uses shall meet the standards
for ground floor residential common areas
provided in Section 7.10 (Common Areas
and Ground Floor Units) except as indicated
otherwise in the standards below.

GUIDELINES
G.7.13.1 Daylighting
Commercial and retail spaces should be
designed to maximize daylighting through the
use of glazing orientation, daylighting system
controls, light shelves, user-adjustable localized
shading, and maximized glazing transparency.

S.7.13.2 Depth and Height
■ Minimum depth of ground floor retail shall be
30 feet from exterior wall.
■ The minimum floor-to-floor height shall be
14 feet.

Retail frontage, street level activation

S.7.13.3 Transparency and Daylighting
Transparency at retail frontage shall be not less
than 75% with a visible light transmittance of at
least 80%. Average sill height shall not exceed 2
feet. Interior partitions exceeding 4 feet in height
shall be set back not less than 10 feet from
exterior glazing.

Retail frontage, street level activation
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Building Modulation

TH2

7.14 	FRONTAGE CHARACTER
The Balboa Reservoir neighborhood is comprised of four distinct places
that are linked together to create a neighborhood: Lee Avenue, Reservoir
Park, SFPUC Retained Fee Open Space, and West Street. Each has a
unique character in terms of scale and use. These neighborhood places
are linked by connecting spaces including North Street, South Street,
Brighton Paseo, and San Ramon Paseo. These standards guide how
building frontage will reinforce the distinct character of each of these
locations. Refer to Section 2.4 (Framework Elements) for additional
descriptions of these distinct places.
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G
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E
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FUTURE
CITY COLLEGE
OF SF
DIEGO RIVERA
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S.7.14.1 Coordination with Streetwall Standards
Building frontages shall provide a defined streetwall as set
forth in Section 7.4 (Streetwalls).

C
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Figure 7.14–1: Streetwall Locations and Types
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Lee Streetwall

STREETWA

Building Modulation

GUIDELINES

Lee Avenue Frontage
Buildings fronting on Lee Avenue will reinforce this street
as the front door to Reservoir Park and will emphasize
the connection with the existing and future institutional
buildings on the City College campus. Building design will
be coordinated between adjacent blocks to reinforce a
recognizable definition of Lee Avenue.

G.7.14.1 Facade Design
Facade design at Lee Avenue should emphasize
the following:
■ A regular rhythm of modulation elements that is
compatible with the institutional buildings at City
College of San Francisco.
■ Gateways into the Balboa Reservoir
neighborhood at the SFPUC Retained Fee Open
Space, South Street, Reservoir Park, and North
Street.
■ Shared entries and residential common areas.

STANDARDS
S.7.14.2 Ground Floor Articulation
The ground floor on Lee Avenue shall be
articulated as a defined base zone with a
minimum height of 15 feet at residential common
areas and a minimum height of 10 feet at
residential units. Refer to Section 7.10 (Common
Areas and Ground Floor Units).

Lee Avenue, illustrative sketch



  










 
 
  






   
  





   











 

Figure 7.14–2: Conceptual Streetwall Character - Lee Avenue
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West Street Frontage
Buildings fronting on West Street will create an intimate
scale that reinforces the character of this quiet
neighborhood street. The required step down to four-stories
at the multifamily building creates a transition in scale to
the three story townhouse
buildings.
  

STANDARDS

GUIDELINES

S.7.14.3 Vertical Articulation at West Street
Vertical massing breaks shall be provided at the
building frontage at an average spacing of 100



feet measured from the centerline of
the break.

G.7.14.2 Relationship between
Multifamily Buildings and Townhouses

 
  

These massing
breaks shall
feet


be at least 8


wide and
5 feet deep and shall
extend vertically
  
through no less than three floor levels.



Balconies may occur within these massing
breaks at not more than one level.






Massing breaks at West Street may be
the required building
considered part of

modulation. Refer
to Section 7.16 (Facade
Modulation and Composition).






 





  





Figure 7.14–3: Conceptual Streetwall Character - East Side of West Street
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■ At the multifamily building, modulation measures
such as bays, recesses and balconies should be
provided at an average spacing of 20 feet oncenter, or as appropriate to compliment the scale
of the townhouse buildings.
■ Additional articulation should be provided at an


average spacing
of 50 feet.


■ Refer to Section 7.28 (Townhouse Frontage at
West Street and San Ramon Paseo) for required
 
modulation measures at townhouses on West
Street.

West Street, illustrative photo
  
 

The scale of the streetwalls and building


elements
on West Street should
be compatible

   
on both sides of the street.
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■ An outdoor covered porch or canopy serving a
building entry and/or common building amenity
with a minimum floor to ceiling height of 15 feet
and a minimum width of 25 feet.
■ A shared outdoor terrace with a minimum
width of 30 feet and a minimum depth of 12
feet that provides outdoor gathering space
overlooking the park and direct access to lobbies,
amenity spaces, multiple unit entries, or some
combination of these elements.

Reservoir Park frontage, illustrative photo

Reservoir Park Frontage
Building frontages on the park will provide an inviting sense
of permeability while also maintaining spatial definition
of the public open space. Buildings will feature common
amenity spaces, unit entries, generous terraces, stoops and
balconies that overlook the park and enliven the shared
public space.

FINAL DRAFT |  May 14, 2020

STANDARDS
S.7.14.4 Shared Spaces at Park Frontage
Each frontage on Reservoir Park shall provide
at least two shared elements that activate the
park and provide visual focal points. These may
include the specific elements described below
or other elements that provide a similar level of
activation and visual focus.

■ A shared roof terrace accessible to all building
residents with a minimum width of 30 feet,
a minimum depth of 10 feet, at a location
overlooking the park. The roof terrace shall be
expressed in the architecture with a step in the
building mass, a projecting element, a trellis
or other architectural device. Location of roof
terraces shall be coordinated with required step
backs at upper floors, refer Section 7.6 (Step
Backs at Upper Floors).
■ Large glazed openings at indoor common
residential areas in conjunction with commonentry porches, terraces, or upper floor roof
terraces that allow unobstructed views between
the shared interior common space and the
park, and complying with requirements listed in
S.7.10.6 (Transparency).
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GUIDELINES

SFPUC Open Space Frontage

G.7.14.3 Layered Facade at Park Frontage

Building frontages on the SFPUC Retained Fee Open Space
will activate and supervise this open space while also
buffering residents from the active uses.

Facade composition should maintain a strong
spatial definition of the public open space while
also providing a layering that allows buildings and
open space to interact. Layered elements may
include private balconies, step backs at upper
floors, french balconies, bay windows and other
occupiable space overlooking the park.

STANDARDS
S.7.14.5 Public Space Activation
Each SFPUC Open Space frontage should provide
at least one shared element to activate the park
as set forth in Section S.7.14.4 (Shared Spaces at
Park Frontage).

G.7.14.4 Shared Canopy at North Street
The frontage at the northern edge of the park
on North Street shall be defined by an open air
landscape structure.

Reservoir Park frontage, shared entry porches

S.7.14.6 Protection
Entries and stoops should incorporate elements
that provide residents with visual and acoustic
protection from public open space uses.

Refer to Section 6.13 (Pavilion Plaza) for
standards and guidelines related to landscape
structure at North Street.

S.7.14.7 SFPUC Construction Impacts
Frontage on SFPUC shall be designed to allow
for temporary closure of SFPUC Open Space
for subsurface utility construction and or
maintenance. Primary access to ground floor
units shall be from the interior of the site.

SFPUC frontage, illustrative photo
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Brighton Paseo Frontage

North Street and South Street Frontages

Brighton Paseo is an intimately scaled space that provides
a transition from the commercial corridor on Ocean Avenue
to Reservoir Park. This shared open space is also intended
to provide stormwater treatment areas for the adjacent
buildings. Building frontages will reinforce the intimate scale
of this landscaped passage and provide a buffer between
ground floor uses and the public passageway.

North Street forms the northern edge of the park and will
be the primary access for vehicles and bicycles from Frida
Kahlo Way. South Street will be one of the main vehicular
and bicycle access points to the site from Lee Avenue.

GUIDELINES
G.7.14.5 Facade Design
■ Facade composition should emphasize the active
uses at each of these frontages and emphasize a
welcoming arrival point for residents and visitors.

STANDARDS
S.7.14.8 Usable Open Space at Stoops
To reinforce the residential character, at least
four unit entries with raised stoops shall be
provided at Brighton Paseo. Each required front
stoop shall provide a landing area not less than
5 feet by 6 feet that provides a usable private
outdoor space and provides additional privacy
between ground floor units and the paseo.

Brighton Paseo frontage, illustrative photo

■ Facade composition at North and South Street
should continue the themes developed at Lee
Avenue, West Street, Reservoir Park and SFPUC
Open Space frontages to create a cohesive
building form and to create an appropriate
transition between neighborhood places.

S.7.14.9 Coordination with Stormwater Treatment
Ground floor frontage and entries shall be
coordinated with storm water treatment areas.
Walkways, stoops and other building related
landscape elements shall be designed to
highlight the water management function of the
paseo. Refer to Section 6.16 (Brighton Paseo)
for additional standards and guidelines.

South and North Streets, illustrative photo
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7.15 	ROOF DESIGN
The roofscape at the Balboa Reservoir neighborhood will be highly visible from adjacent hillside neighborhoods. Roofs
provide area for renewable energy systems and opportunities for shared spaces that allow residents access to views and
additional outdoor amenity space. Roofs will be designed as the fifth facade, to integrate these functions into the design of
the building and to create a varied building silhouette that avoids large expanses of flat roofs that are incompatible with the
larger neighborhood.

STANDARDS
S.7.15.1 Articulated Roof Forms
Buildings exceeding 3 stories in height shall
provide an articulated roof form. These roof
forms may consist of either of the following
options, or a combination of the two:
Option 1: an articulated roof form equal to a
minimum 25% of the total building roof area. An
articulated roof may consist of any shape with
a minimum average roof slope of not less than
2:12 and minimum vertical projection of 6 feet.
Shed roofs, gabled roofs, curved roofs and any
variation or combination of these elements are
acceptable. The articulated roof form may be
enclosed or may be open provided the structure
has sufficient visual definition to be read as a
distinct form.
Option 2: an articulated roof line with a
cumulative linear extent not less than 40% of
the total frontage on public streets and/or open
spaces. Articulated roof lines must measure a

minimum of 6 feet in height from the structural
deck or, in the case of a sloping roof line, must
measure a minimum of 6 feet to the midpoint
of the sloping roof line. The articulated roof line
may consist of either a solid or open parapet
extension and must be consistent with the
material palette chosen for the building.






Figure 7.15–1: Articulated Roof form






S.7.15.2 Measurement Across Two Blocks
At adjacent multifamily Blocks A and B,
and Blocks C and D, articulated roof form
requirement may be met by measuring roof
forms and/or roof lines in aggregate across two
blocks. For example the articulated roof forms
could be concentrated at Block A provided the
standard is met in aggregate measured across
Blocks A and B.

Figure 7.15–2: Distributed Roof Form

  

S.7.15.3 Visibility
Articulated roof forms shall be located to be
visible from public streets or common open
spaces.

 




Figure 7.15–3: Articulated Roofline
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S.7.15.4 Arrangement of Roof Forms
Roof forms shall be coordinated with massing
breaks and building modulation elements.
Roof forms may be either a single element or
distributed elements.

S.7.15.5 Living Roofs
All building roofs shall comply with Planning
Code Section 149 (Better Roofs: Living Roof
Alternative Ordinance) by meeting one of the
following standards:
■ At least 30 percent of the roof area shall be
overlaid by solar energy or heating systems
(including photovoltaic "PV" panels), or,

S.7.15.7 Roof Terraces
Where provided, occupied roof terraces shall be
adjacent to public open space and be expressed
on the facade of the buildings. Roof terraces shall
provide wind protected areas while maximizing
opportunity for views.

S.7.15.8 Railings at Roof
Railings visible from the grade at any of the
adjacent streets shall be designed an integral
part of the design composition.

Distinctive roof shapes

S.7.15.9 Screening of Roof Top Equipment
See S.7.24.2 (Equipment Screening).

■ At least 30 percent of the roof area of each
building shall be a living roof.
All building rooftops shall also comply with the
San Francisco Green Building Code section on
Renewable Energy and Better Roofs.

Roof terrace expressed on facade

S.7.15.6 On-Site Renewable Energy
Roofs shall be designed to meet standards for
renewable energy generation set forth in
S.4.5.1.1 (On-Site Renewable Energy).

Articulated roofline

FINAL DRAFT |  May 14, 2020
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7.16 	FACADE MODULATION AND COMPOSITION
Building facades shall be designed in a manner that reinforces distinct neighborhood places, enhances the pedestrian
experience, creates continuity with adjacent blocks, supports connections between indoors and outdoors, and responds
to climate and views. Building facades shall have strong organizing concepts with an emphasis on clear forms, careful
proportions and a balance between articulation and restraint.

STANDARDS
S.7.16.1 Building Base Zone
All buildings five stories or more in height shall
have a clearly defined base zone for at least
80% of the building frontage located on public
way. The ground floor or base zone shall have
a differentiated architectural expression from
the upper floors. This may include, but is not
limited to, increased transparency, horizontal
or vertical shifts, changes in material and scale
of modulation, and increased texture of facade
elements.

S.7.16.2 Facade Modulation Requirement
All facades located above the Building Base Zone
shall provide modulation elements with a total
area not less than 25% of the nominal streetwall.
Modulation elements may be contiguous or may
be comprised of separate design elements. Refer
to the following figures for examples of facade
modulation that meet the intent of this standard.
■ Subtraction
Subtraction modulation shall be recessed a
minimum depth of 2 feet from the streetwall
with an average horizontal spacing of 30 feet as
measured from centerline of recessed element.

Modulation providing private outdoor space












Figure 7.16–1: Subtraction

■ Projection
Projection modulation shall extend between 2
and 4 feet from the streetwall with an average
horizontal spacing of 30 feet as measured from
centerline of projecting element. Projections
shall comply with allowable obstructions per
Planning Code Section 136.


  
  





 

 

 



Facade modulation by subtraction with a defined base
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Figure 7.16–2: Projection
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■ Shallow Modulation
Shallow modulation consists of projections and
subtractions with a minimum offset depth of 2
feet. To qualify as a building modulation shallow
modulation shall be equal to at least 40% of the
nominal streetwall above the ground level.
■ Continuous Modulation
Continuous modulation consists of projections
and subtractions with a minimum offset depth of
1 foot. To qualify as building modulation, shallow
sculpting shall be equal to at least 60% of the
nominal streetwall above the ground level.


  






 
 
 







Figure 7.16–3: Shallow Modulation

Shallow modulation

    
  
   
   



■ Vertical or Horizontal Modulation
Modulation measures may consist of either
vertical or horizontal elements or a combination
of the two.

  
 
 
  
  

S.7.16.3 Balconies
Balconies may be incorporated in any of the
facade modulation strategies outlined above.







Continuous modulation

Figure 7.16–4: Continuous Modulation

S.7.16.4 Facade Areas without Openings
Facade areas without windows shall be limited to
a maximum of 20 linear feet at any single story.

 
 



Figure 7.16–5: Horizontal Modulation

FINAL DRAFT |  May 14, 2020



 



Horizontal modulation
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GUIDELINES
G.7.16.1 Facade Organization
Each building frontage should have a strong
visual hierarchy and should express a consistent
rhythm of architectural elements that reflects
the internal organization of the building.

G.7.16.2 Focused Articulation
Building facades should be articulated to
emphasize the location of key elements of the
building including prominent corner locations,
main entries, and shared amenities.

G.7.16.6 Continuity
Building facades should reinforce the character
of neighborhood places by expressing continuity
between adjacent buildings through modulation,
materials, fenestration and color.

G.7.16.7 Window Organization
Windows should be organized and patterned to
reinforce building modulation and to provide an
additional layer of visual detail.

G.7.16.3 Integration with Roof Form and Articulation
Facade composition and modulation should be
integrated with roof articulation to emphasize
clear architectural forms.

Modulation created by projections and recesses

G.7.16.4 Sloping Frontage
At sloping frontages the facades should be
organized to reflect the slope of street and or
open space.

G.7.16.5 Transitions in Scale
Building facades should utilize modulation
and materials to provide transition in scale to
adjacent buildings within the Balboa Reservoir
neighborhood as well as buildings in the
surrounding neighborhoods.
Facade modulation reflects sloping street
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7.17 	EXTERIOR MATERIALS AND FENESTRATION
Materials and fenestration shall be selected to reinforce the
building design principles and to contribute to a cohesive
neighborhood character. Exterior materials at the ground
floor shall enhance the pedestrian environment and be
able to withstand increased wear. Materials used above the
ground floor shall balance the Balboa Reservoir vision of
placemaking and continuity while differentiating between
adjacent buildings.

STANDARDS
S.7.17.1 Required High Quality Materials
The exterior facade material shall include a
minimum percentage of high quality cladding
materials drawn from Category A in the material
palette. High quality materials not included in
the material palette may be substituted if similar
in quality to one or more materials included in
Category A. Percentages indicated below are
exclusive of windows and other openings, but
include all wall returns, soffits and other visible
exterior surfaces.

■ High quality materials will be used in a manner
that reinforces architectural forms. Materials will
turn corners as appropriate to provide complete
expression.

S.7.17.2 Materials at Building Base Zone
Where a defined building base is required
under Section 7.16 (Facade Modulation and
Composition), high quality exterior materials
and glazing shall be provided to differentiate
the ground floor and to enhance the pedestrian
frontage. At least 50% of the exterior cladding

shall consist of materials drawn from the
Category A1 – High Quality Materials at Building
Base Zone, or materials of similar quality that are
appropriate for application at the building base.

S.7.17.3 Architectural Elements
The integration of high quality exterior elements
such as decorative railings and projecting
sunscreens are encouraged. Architectural
elements indicated in Category C may be used
in conjunction with any of the materials in the
Category B to meet required percentages for
high quality materials.
For example, a Category B material used
in combination with a regular pattern of
projecting sunscreens will be considered equal
to a Category A material for purposes of these
standards.

S.7.17.4 Prohibited Materials
The following materials are not allowed at
frontages visible from public ways: vinyl or
fabric awnings, vinyl planks or siding, and foam
moldings.

■ At facades facing streets and public open spaces
at least 20% of facade area above the base zone
exclusive of windows and other openings, shall
consist of Category A – High Quality Materials.

S.7.17.5 Stucco Quality
All stucco facades shall be high quality. Finishes
shall be light sand or smooth trowel. Control
joints shall be high quality and located to
reinforce facade composition.

■ At the Reservoir Park, Brighton Paseo and SFPUC
frontages, at least 40% of the facade area shall
consist of Category A materials.
High quality materials reinforce architectural form
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Stucco may be consider a Category A material
where windows are recessed at least 8 inches
and stucco is installed with high quality hand
finish and architectural grade trim, or other
installation techniques that demonstrate a high
visual quality.

S.7.17.6 Window Design
Windows facing public streets, paseos, and
open spaces, and designed without trim, shall
be recessed a minimum of 2 inches, or shall be
provided with recessed frame with a minimum
return dimension of 2 inches.

S.7.17.7 Storefront
Storefront glazing shall be high quality with
integrated doors, trim and hardware. Storefront
glazing at ground floor active uses shall be
transparent. Reflective glazing is not allowed
except at spandrel panels. Where storefront
is interrupted by structural elements or other
elements, metal fascia shall be provided to
conceal structural elements at storefront and to
create an integrated visual appearance.

S.7.17.8 Exterior Materials at Townhouses
Refer to Section 7.32 through Section 7.35 for
standards and guidelines related to townhouses.
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GUIDELINES
G.7.17.1 Material Selection
Material selection and application should be
consistent with the Balboa Reservoir Material
Palette. Similar materials may be used as part
of a demonstrated strategy consistent with the
Balboa Reservoir vision.
Variations in materials shall be utilized to
reinforce the facade modulation and composition
themes set forth in Section 7.16 (Facade
Modulation and Composition).

G.7.17.2 Quality and Durability
Facade materials shall be durable and of
architectural-grade quality suitable for long-term
exposure in a coastal marine environment.

G.7.17.3 Natural Color and Finish
Materials selection should favor materials with
inherent natural color. Where metal material
are used the preference is for copper, anodized
aluminum, weathered steel or zinc with a natural
patina. Durable finishes that emulate these
materials are acceptable. Matte finishes are
preferred with the exception of special materials
uses for trim and other architectural accents.
Reflective materials, if any, should be used only in
limited areas.

G.7.17.4 Alternate Materials and Methods
Alternate high quality materials and
combinations of materials that do not meet the
percentage stipulated above are acceptable
provided they are consistent with the design
intent and reinforce the overall design character.

G.7.17.5 Material Transitions
Changes in material shall be located at interior
corners to appear integral with building massing,
rather than as a surface application.

G.7.17.6 Window Organization
Windows should be organized, patterned, and
grouped to reflect building organization and
design concept.

G.7.17.7 Vents and Grilles
To the maximum extent feasible, mechanical
grilles and vents should be located on secondary
facades. Grilles should be integrated into facade
design and should be architectural grade in
material and finish.

G.7.17.8 Green Walls
Green walls and/or plantings are encouraged
at the building base zone to provide a highly
visible, green amenity, additional screening for
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ground floor residential units and to reinforce the
connection between indoors and outdoors.
Green walls should include a wire framework,
cable stays or other durable framework
specifically designed to support vegetation.

G.7.17.9 Exterior Soffits
Exterior soffits are an important visual element
particularly at the base zone where they are
highly visible to pedestrians. Soffits should be
treated with materials at least equal in quality to
the adjacent vertical facades. At building entries,
unit entries and covered portals, soffits should be
treated with special materials such as wood slats
that emphasize the indoor outdoor transition.

G.7.17.10 Sustainable Materials
Selection of materials should be consistent with
the goals, standards and guidelines set forth in
Section 4.2 (Zero Emission Environments).

G.7.17.11 High Performance Building Envelopes
Design of exterior building systems should
be consistent with the targets, standards and
guidelines set for in Section 4.4 (Energy Efficient
Environment).
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CATEGORY A: High Quality Materials

A

A

High quality materials are distinguished from good quality
materials by having inherent color variation and having
greater variation in pattern and visual depth. In most cases,
high quality materials are factory finished which provides
greater durability and lower maintenance.
Category A materials include:
■ Tile or brick cladding

High pressure laminate panel

Seamed metal siding

■ Factory finished wood siding
■ Stone or terracotta

A

A&C

■ Metal siding
■ Pressure laminated panels
■ Stucco with 8" minimum recess at windows and high
quality finish as set forth in S.7.17.5 (Stucco Quality).

Factory finished wood siding

A&C

Formed metal panel

Terracotta tile veneer

A

Corten steel or natural weathering steel

Figure 7.17–1: Category A: High Quality Material Palette
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CATEGORY A1: High Quality Materials and Glazing at Building Base Zone

C

C

Exterior cladding at the building base zone shall be selected
to create a strong connection between the building and
the public realm, including the adjacent hardscape and
landscape. These materials will also be suitable for ground
floor application where the facade meets the sidewalk and/
or adjacent landscaping, and where the facade is subject to
high traffic.
Category A1 materials include:
■ Cast-in-place concrete
■ Tile or brick veneer

Cultured stone

C

Tile base

C

■ Stone or terracotta
■ Channel glass
■ High quality storefront.

Brick or brick veneer

C

Board formed concrete and acetylated wood

Channel glass

C

Storefront with varying mullion patterns

Figure 7.17–2: Category A1: High Quality Material Palette for Building Base Zone
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CATEGORY B: Good Quality Materials

B

B

Good quality materials generally include stucco and
composite cement board products that are field finished.
These materials rely on careful detailing and installation to
provide a sense of quality and to ensure long term durability.
Category B materials include:
■ Stucco
■ Cement board panels
■ Cement board siding
■ Board and batten siding.

Flat fiber cement board siding

B

Wood shingles

B

Fiber cement board siding

Fiber cement board and batten

B

Fiber cement panel

B

High quality stucco

Figure 7.17–3: Category B: Good Quality Material Palette
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CATEGORY C: Architectural Elements

D
Architectural elements such as sunshades, decorative
railings, projecting canopies and screen elements add
shadow and texture to the exterior of the building. Used
in conjunction with good quality exterior cladding, these
elements create a layered effect that can be visually equal
to the use of high quality claddings and can provide other
benefits in terms of shading and reducing weathering at the
building exterior.

Phenolic resin panel sunscreens

D

CNC screen/trellis

D

Acetylated wood brise soleil

D

Perforated metal guardrail

D

Perforated metal sunshade

D

Terracotta baguette

Figure 7.17–4: Category C: Architectural Elements Used in Conjunction with Preferred Materials
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7.18 	COLOR
The thoughtful use of color, whether applied to an exterior
surface or integral to a building material, shall contribute
to a cohesive sense of place within the Balboa Reservoir
neighborhood.

GUIDELINES
G.7.18.1 Color Selection
The color palette for each project will be
developed based on the following principles:
■ Color palette should build on the inherent colors
in selected high quality materials so that the
overall palette is grounded in the material natural
qualities.
■ Colors should complement the plantings and
finishes at outdoor areas.
■ Lighter tones should be prevalent at the upper
portions of buildings to be consistent with the
greater neighborhood. Avoid large areas of
darker tones that stand out in the neighborhood
context.
■ Color should be used to highlight entrances
or other important aspects of the building in a
manner that provides a secondary layering of
visual interest and information.
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G.7.18.2 Coordination Between Buildings
Buildings at the Balboa Reservoir neighborhood
should coordinate their selection of color and
materials with adjacent buildings to support the
overall goal of achieving a cohesive neighborhood
quality. This could mean a varied palette within
the same color family, similar to the adjacent
single family neighborhoods or other means of
expressing the individuality of distinct buildings.

G.7.18.5 Color Harmony
The primary facade color should harmonize with
accent colors through multiple tints, shades, and
tones of selected base colors in order to balance
restraint and accentuation.

G.7.18.3 Cohesive Palette
Each building should have a cohesive palette.
Color and material selection should not be
coordinated on a facade by facade basis.

G.7.18.4 Color and Transitions
Changes in color should be located at interior
corners to appear integral with building massing,
rather than as a surface application.
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7.19 	ARCHITECTURAL DIVERSIT Y
AND INNOVATION
Building design shall embrace new solutions and avoid
standardized architectural expressions.

GUIDELINES
G.7.19.1 Innovative Strategies
The design of each building should include
design innovations or creative expression
that are rooted in one or more of the following
strategies:
■ Innovative Use of Materials and Forms
Seek new and innovative combinations of
materials and detailing to reinforce presence at
building entrances, courtyard connections, and
highlight important building locations.

Creative use of materials and form

Sustainability integrated with design

■ Street Level Articulation
Focus innovative design elements at street
level and near common areas to enhance the
experience of the building at eye level.
■ Embrace of Sustainable Technologies
Develop new architectural methods and
expressions to integrate emergent sustainable
technologies.

Prioritize the street level and shared amenities
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RIORDAN HIGH SCHOOL

NORTH STREET

NORTH STREET

TH2

G

7.20 	PRIVATE PARKING GARAGES

NORTH STREET

WEST STREET

C

E

F

FRIDA KAHLO AVENUE

LEE AVENUE

WEST STREET

RESERVOIR
Off-street parking shall be located
and designed to minimize the impact
CITYon
COLLEGE
PARK
OF SF
streets and public open spaces. Parking shall be located partially or fully
PERFORMING
ARTS CENTER
below grade and shall be screened from streets, paseos, and open spaces
as described in the standards below. Public parking is allowed within private
SAN RAMON PASEO
parking garages subject to the limitations set forth in the Development
D to Section 7.21 for additional standards related to public
TH1 Agreement. Refer
parking garages.

LEE AVE NORTH

WEST ST NORTH

E

F

FUTURE
CITY COLLEGE
OF SF
DIEGO RIVERA
THEATER
AND
STEAM
BUILDING

LEE AVENUE

Building Details

RESERVOIR
PARK

STANDARDS
S.7.20.1 Allowable SParking
OUT

CITY COLLEGE
OF SF
MULTI-USE
maximum
BUILDING

H STR

EET

D

TH1

SEO

C

BRIGH
TON P
A

WEST
S

T. SOU
T

H

H

SAN RAMON PASEO

BAccessory parking is allowed at all residential uses. The
allowable parking ratio for on-site accessory parking is 0.5 spaces
A
per dwelling unit in aggregate.

S.7.20.2 Allowable Parking at Townhouses

WHOL
E

FOOD

SFPUC
O

PEN S
PACE

INGLE
SID
LIBRA E
RY

Preferred Location of Parking Access
Allowable Location for Above Grade Parking

ed Location of
g Access

ble Location for
Grade Parking

T

A

PASEO

UNITY
PLAZA

LEGEND
			

STREE

TH

B

BRIGH
TON

E

H

SOUTH

WEST
ST SO
U

The maximum allowable parking ratio at the townhouse blocks
is 1.5SFspaces
per dwelling unit. Parking spaces provided at the
PUC O
PEN S
P
ACE count towards the maximum of 0.5 spaces
townhouses shall
per unit in aggregate. Refer to Section 7.38 (Vehicle Access and
Parking) for private parking at townhouses.

CITY
COLLEGE
OF SF
MULTI-USE
BUILDING

Allowable Location for Parking
Allowable Location for Parking below Reservoir Park
Below Reservoir Park
Liner of Active Uses, 20 Feet Min. Depth
Liner of Active Uses, 20 ft Min Depth

ble Location for
Garage
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Figure 7.20–1: Parking Locations

0

LEGEND
Preferred Location of
Parking Access

UNITY
PLAZA

FOOD

Allowable Location for Parking
Below Reservoir Park

125

250 ft

FINAL DRAFT |  May 14, 2020

Building Details

If located above grade, parking structure shall be
screened from streets, paseos and open spaces
with a liner of active use not less than 20 feet in
depth as indicated in Figure 7.20–1 and Figure
7.20–2.

S.7.20.3 Location of Private Parking Garages
Parking is allowed below grade at any of the
multifamily blocks. Where parking is provided
below grade, the top of the garage structure
shall not extend above the adjacent sidewalk
grade more than 4 feet, except as allowed in the
standards below.

S.7.20.5 Off-Street Parking at Blocks C and D
Below grade parking at Blocks C and D may
extend below Reservoir Park to create a
connected parking garage. The top of garage
structure shall be fully integrated into park
design. Refer to S.6.12.8 (Soil Depth) for design
of landscaping over parking structure.

S.7.20.4 Parking at Blocks A, B and G
Off-street parking at Blocks A, B and G may be
located either below grade as set forth above,
or may be located above grade at the locations
indicated on Figure 7.20–1 (Parking Locations).

S.7.20.6 Off-Street Parking at Block F
At Block F, where the below grade garage is
parallel to a sloping street, the top of the garage
may extend above grade up to 10 feet above the
sidewalk at West Street provided that the top of
the garage is no more than 2 feet above grade
at the sidewalk at the highest point of the site at
North Street.
The southern frontage at Reservoir Park shall
be occupied by residential common areas with
a depth of not less than 20 feet. Refer to Figure
7.20–1 for location of residential common areas.

S.7.20.7 Exposed Garage Facade at Block G
  
     
  
     

 
  
 

 
   
     
  
    

At Block G the portion of any above grade
garage visible from the Riordan High School
shall provide screened openings that prevent
light spillage and views into the garage; and
harmonize in material and scale with adjacent
residential buildings. Green walls and other
special elements are encouraged as part of the
facade composition.

S.7.20.8 Exposed Portions of Below-Grade Garage














 












Exposed portions of the garage shall be
integrated into the ground floor design of the
building. Stoops, stairs and other elements
shall be used to reduce the visual impact of the

Figure 7.20–2: Active Use Liner at Above-Grade Garage
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GUIDELINES
exposed garage wall. Any openings into belowgrade garages for ventilation or other purposes
shall be screened to prevent views into the
garage from public ways.

S.7.20.9 Location of Parking Access
Vehicular access to on-site garages shall be
located at the preferred locations indicated on
Figure 7.20–1, or at an alternate location that is
coordinated with required ground floor uses and
provides safe and convenient access. Ingress and
egress shall be located together with a single
curb cut, where feasible. Ingress and egress may
be separated where necessary to accommodate
site specific conditions.

S.7.20.10 Design of Garage Entries
Garage entries shall be integrated into the
building design to minimize the impact on the
public realm or public frontage. Measures to
reduce impact shall include recessing garage
doors from the main facade or combining with
other facade elements such a projecting terraces
or bays.

S.7.20.11 Dimension of Garage Doors and Curb Cuts
All garage entries shall be designed to provide the
minimum necessary width in order to minimize
impacts to the pedestrian realm. Garage doors at
shared garages shall have a maximum width of

20 feet measured from the inside of the jambs.
The maximum width of the curb cut shall be 20
feet as well. Where separate ingress and egress
doors are provided the maximum width of the
door shall be 10 feet measured from the inside of
jambs. The maximum width of the curb cut at a
single ingress or egress garage door shall be 12
feet.

S.7.20.12 Design for Visibility
Garage entrances shall be designed to allow
adequate visibility between pedestrians, cyclists
and motorists.
Garage entrances shall be located not less than 6
feet from the intersection of the public right-ofway.

S.7.20.13 Lighting Design and Lighting Spillage
To reduce light spillage to the exterior, indirect
lighting should be used to light interior areas of
the garage visible to the exterior. Parapet edges
of the parking trays should be higher than vehicle
headlights to screen adjacent properties.

G.7.20.1 Location of Waste Handling
Where feasible, waste handling facilities should
be located within parking garages to reduce the
impacts of service entries on the public realm or
public frontage.

G.7.20.2 Design of Garage Doors
All garages should be provided with attractive
and durable garage doors consistent with the
following:
■ The design of the garage door should be treated
as an opportunity to enhance the building design
through patterning and use of high quality
materials.
■ Garage doors should provide between 20-50%
transparency through the use of glazed panels or
perforated metal that limits views into the garage
while allowing for required ventilation.
■ Where separate ingress and egress doors are
provided the minimum separation should be not
less than 2 feet between jambs.

G.7.20.3 Convertibility
To the extent feasible, above-grade parking
structures should be designed to allow the
structure to be converted to a different use in the
event that parking is no longer needed through
the following design features:
■ Flat floors and "speed" ramps.
■ Minimum floor to floor height of 12 feet.
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7.21 	PUBLIC PARKING GARAGES
Public use parking is permitted consistent with the limitations set forth in Chapter 3. If a multistory garage is provided, care
must be taken in garage location and configuration to limit the impact on the public realm..

STANDARDS
S.7.21.1 Location of Public Parking
Public parking is permitted below-grade at any
of the multifamily blocks or above-grade at
Blocks A and G. The design of public parking
including access gates shall be consistent with
Section 7.20 (Private Parking Garages), and with
additional standards provided in this section.

S.7.21.2 Parking Access
Public parking garages shall be limited to
one entry/exit per block located to minimize
disruption to pedestrians and cyclists.

S.7.21.3 Parking Access Door/Gate
Public parking access shall be through a secure,
motorized door. Shared parking facility access
shall remain open during times of peak traffic
and shall be controlled off-peak.

GUIDELINES
S.7.21.4 Active Use Liner
Above grade public parking at Blocks A or G shall
be wrapped with a multistory liner as required by
S.7.20.4 (Parking at Blocks A, B and G).

S.7.21.5 Pedestrian Entry to Public Garage
Any public garage providing more than 100
spaces shall provide a dedicated pedestrian
access point that is designed to readily visible,
welcoming and well-integrated into the design of
the building.

S.7.21.6 EV Charging Stations
EV charging stations shall be located at all garage
levels.

G.7.21.1 Public Parking Co-Located with
Private Parking
Public parking may be located within private
parking garages subject to the following
limitations:
■ Any public parking that is co-located with
residential parking shall be located below grade
or above grade in the locations allowed in Section
7.20 (Private Parking Garages).
■ The total number of spaces available for public
parking and hours of public use will be limited as
set forth in the Development Agreement.
■ Access to the garage should be arranged to
ensure that parking areas reserved for residents
remain secure.

Parking access shall be designed to allow
queuing of vehicles without blocking street or
sidewalk.
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7.22 	FACILITIES FOR RESIDENTIAL MOVING
Each multifamily block shall be designed to accommodate resident move-ins and move-outs in a manner that minimizes
disruptions to vehicle, pedestrian and bicycle circulation in the public right-of-way.

STANDARDS
S.7.22.1 Required Loading Areas
Off-street loading to accommodate resident
move-ins and move-outs shall be provided as
required by the SUD. Refer to Balboa Reservoir
Infrastructure Plan, for more details regarding
location of off-street loading.

S.7.22.2 Moving Vehicles
Facilities for residential moving shall be
designed to accommodate a 26-foot fixed-body
truck, the maximum size normally available
from commercial rental companies. Note that
the actual dimensions of 26-foot trucks vary
depending on manufacturer. Loading areas are
not required to accommodate moving vehicles
larger than a standard 26-foot fixed-body truck.

S.7.22.3 Loading Dock Dimensions
Loading docks located within buildings shall
meet the standards of the Planning Code, as
modified below:
■ Maximum size of loading door shall be 12 feet
wide by 14 feet high.
■ Curb cut shall not exceed 14 feet in width.
■ Interior of loading area shall be a minimum of
width of 12 feet and a minimum depth of 30 feet.
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■ Loading doors shall be not more than 25%
transparent or open.
■ A 26-foot box truck turn template shall be
provided to demonstrate that the maneuvers are
possible. A wider curb cut may be justified with
26-foot box truck turn templates subject to the
SFMTA review and approval.

S.7.22.4 Access to Elevator
Loading areas and loading docks shall be located
to allow convenient access to an elevator serving
all primary residential floors.

GUIDELINES
G.7.22.1 Loading Dock Location
Loading docks should be located to minimize
visual impact. Where feasible combine loading
docks with parking entries or other service
elements to minimize curb cuts and other
interruptions to the streetscape.

Loading dock integrated with building facade

G.7.22.2 Design of Loading Docks
Loading docks should be designed as an
integrated component of the building facade
similar to entries to parking garages, refer to
S.7.20.10 (Design of Garage Entries).
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7.23 	ON-SITE BICYCLE PARKING
To encourage bicycle use and to reduce reliance on automobiles, the on-site bicycle parking and service facilities will be
convenient, secure and well-designed. Particular attention will be paid to providing convenient access to bike parking from
the building entry and from residential units so that biking is an easy and obvious alternative.

STANDARDS
S.7.23.1 Design Standards for Class I Spaces
Class I on-site bicycle parking at multifamily
blocks shall be provided in accordance with the
definitions and standards set forth in Planning
Code Section 155.1, except as modified below:
■ Doors accessing bicycle parking facilities shall
have mechanical openers for ease of access.

S.7.23.2 Class ! Spaces for Oversized Bicycles
A minimum of 30 Class I bicycle parking spaces
for oversize bicycles shall be provided on the
project site. These spaces shall be distributed
across blocks and shall be designed to
accommodate oversize bicycles such as cargoes
and long tails.

S.7.23.3 Location Standards for Class II Spaces
Class II on-site bicycle parking shall be provided
near all main pedestrian entries in accordance
with the definitions and standards set forth in
Planning Code Section 155.1.

S.7.23.4 Off-Site Bicycle Parking
Refer to Chapter 5 (Circulation) and Chapter 6
(Open Space Network) for standards related to
off-site bicycle parking.
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S.7.23.5 On-Site Bicycle Parking at Townhouses
Refer to Section 7.39 (On-Site Bicycle Parking)
for standards related to bicycle parking at
townhouses.

Class I bicycle parking

GUIDELINES
G.7.23.1 Design of Bicycle Parking Spaces
Bicycle storage should be designed as an
amenity space. Design features should include
daylighting where feasible, high quality artificial
lighting and careful attention to interior site lines.
Floor and wall surfaces should be designed to be
attractive and easily cleaned. Views to exterior
public areas should be limited to avoid creating a
security issue.

G.7.23.2 Bicycle-Supportive Amenities
A bicycle repair station should be provided and
maintained within buildings. The repair station
should provide a clear work area at least 4 feet
by 8 feet and a bike standard permanently fixed
to the floor. The fix-it station should include a
work bench at least 2 feet deep by 4 feet long, air
pump and basic bike tools permanently secured
to the work bench or the immediate area.

Bicycle supportive amenities

Additional supportive amenities should be
provided with particular attention to supporting
family use of bicycles. These additional amenities
might include storage lockers for helmets, cargo
bags and other bike gear.

G.7.23.3 Charging Facilities for Electric Bicycles
Design should include provision of outlets
conveniently located to allow charging of electric
bicycles, with a capacity equal to 20% of the total
number of bike parking spaces.
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7.24 	UTILITIES AND SERVICES
Care must be taken in the design and location of services
and utilities including waste handling areas, utility meters,
backflow preventers, transformers, fans, and HVAC units,
to conceal these devices and minimize visual impact on the
public realm.

STANDARDS
S.7.24.1 Rooftop Equipment Step Back
Rooftop mechanical equipment taller than
the parapet shall be located a ratio of 1 foot
horizontal from exterior walls for every foot
above the maximum height limit of the building.
Elevators, solar panels and devices specifically
required and located by code shall be exempted
from this step back.

S.7.24.2 Equipment Screening
Equipment extending above the level of the roof
parapet shall be screened. Screening shall extend
to a height at least equal to the highest point of
the equipment.

S.7.24.3 Site Utilities
Site utilities such as meters and backflow
preventers shall be located inside utility
rooms where feasible or shall be screened
with a combination of low walls or screens and
landscaping.
Screening of rooftop mechanical equipment
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GUIDELINES
Electrical transformers shall be located either
in below grade vaults or in equipment rooms
screened from street with solid doors.

S.7.24.4 Location and Screening of
Utilities at Townhouses
Refer to Section 7.41 (Utilities and Services) for
additional standards and guidelines related to
utilities and services at townhouses.

S.7.24.5 Waste Handling Facilities
Waste handling facilities shall be located within
the building and designed to minimize impact
on building entries and active ground floor uses.
Provide adequate space for storage, staging and
collection of waste and recycling materials.

S.7.24.6 Recycling and Zero Waste
Waste handling areas shall be designed in
accordance with project goals, standards and
guidelines set forth in Section 4.13 (Waste
Generation and Recovery).

G.7.24.1 Equipment Grouping
Where feasible, equipment should be grouped to
reduce the quantity of screened areas.

G.7.24.2 Equipment Screening Design
Screening should be thoughtfully designed
with materials that complement the facade to
integrate with the building design. Equipment
screens shall consist of durable materials
and shall be no more than 50% transparent.
Perforated metal, sturdy wood and combinations
of materials are acceptable.

G.7.24.3 Solar Panels
Solar panels are not required to be screened from
view, however any solar panels visible from the
street level or from adjacent properties should
be integrated into the building design such that
the panels do not detract visually from the overall
design character.

Screening of rooftop utilities

G.7.24.4 Site Utility Locations
Site utilities should not be located at residential
common areas frontages identified in Section
7.10 (Common Areas and Ground Floor Units),
adjacent to sidewalks, paseos, or publiclyaccessible open spaces.

Screened facade
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7.25 	ON-SITE LIGHTING
Effective and attractive on-site lighting is necessary to complement the vision for the Balboa Reservoir neighborhood.
Lighting must be energy efficient, commensurate in scale with its intended application, and shall provide a safe environment
for pedestrians, cyclists, residents and visitors. Lighting shall be selected to harmonize with the design of open spaces
and buildings.

STANDARDS
S.7.25.1 Coordination with Off-Site Lighting
On-site lighting shall be coordinated with off-site
lighting at streets and public open spaces. Refer
to Section 5.12 (Street Lighting) and Section 6.7
(Open Space Lighting) for standards related to
off-site light.

S.7.25.2 Exposed Elements Prohibited
Exposed electrical elements including wires,
conduit, junction boxes, transformers, ballasts,
and panel boxes shall be prohibited.

S.7.25.3 Lighting Levels
Lighting levels shall be provided at the minimum
level allowed under the Illumination Engineering
Society of North America (IESNA) lighting
guidelines and applicable codes.

S.7.25.4 Illumination Quality
Building area lighting shall achieve a minimum
Color Rendering Index (CRI) of 90 and R9 value
of 50 with a Correlated Color Temperature (CCT)
between 2700-3200K.
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S.7.25.5 Shielding Required
Lighting shall incorporate shielding to prevent
light from emitting above a 90° plane and shall
be designed and located to minimize glare and
light trespass into neighboring buildings.

Soft lighting with minimum glare

GUIDELINES
G.7.25.1 Indirect Light Sources
Lighting design should rely primarily on indirect
sources that light adjacent surfaces. Direct view
of light fixtures should be minimized except for
decorative fixtures.

G.7.25.2 Secure and Attractive Pedestrian Routes
Lighting should be designed to enhance the
experience and security of pedestrian routes
and entry points such as entrances and common
spaces.

Small, distributed, low-voltage lighting

G.7.25.3 Courts and Shared Spaces
Courts and exterior shared spaces should be
illuminated with small, distributed, low-wattage
lighting whenever feasible. Lighting should
highlight landscape elements and avoid direct
glare from fixtures.

G.7.25.4 Conservation and Smart Technologies
Smart and networked technologies such as
motion, occupancy, and daylight sensors should
be integrated to the maximum extent feasible to
limit excess lighting and conserve energy.
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7.26 	ON-SITE SIGNAGE
Signage should provide convenient wayfinding and enhance the overall aesthetic character of buildings and spaces. Signage
must be designed to provide effective wayfinding, increase resident safety, and contribute to the sense of place consistent
with the vision for the Balboa Reservoir neighborhood.

STANDARDS
S.7.26.1 Residential Project Signs
At multifamily buildings, one project sign is
allowed at each shared entry. At townhouses,
one common project sign is allowed at Blocks H,
TH1, and TH2. Project signs shall be limited to a
total face area of 40 square feet per building.

S.7.26.2 Prohibited Signs
Box signs, programmable digital signs, reflective
signs, kinetic and inflatable signs, waterfall
awnings, billboard signs, applied window signs,
and freestanding signs at residential buildings
shall be prohibited.

S.7.26.3 Exposed Elements Prohibited
Exposed electrical elements including wires,
conduit, junction boxes, transformers, ballasts,
and panel boxes shall be prohibited.

S.7.26.4 Illuminated Signage
Signage shall be externally illuminated or integrated
into sign design. Illuminated signage shall be
limited, unless otherwise required by law, to:
■ Commercial Uses: business operation
■ Residential Uses: sunset to 11pm
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S.7.26.5 Commercial Signage
Signage at retail, arts related uses or other
commercial frontage shall conform with Planning
Code Section 607.1 (Neighborhood Commercial
Signage).

Signage integrated with design facade

S.7.26.6 Temporary Signage
Temporary signs and banners shall be limited
to two (2) signs per block with a maximum
height of 12 feet and maximum area of 144 feet.
Supergraphic wrap of construction scaffolding
shall be allowed without area restrictions.

GUIDELINES

Creative signage is encouraged

G.7.26.1 Integrated Design
Signage should incorporate similar forms,
materials, and motifs as streetscape and site
palette elements.

G.7.26.2 Signage Placement
Signage should be placed to avoid interrupting
key sight-lines and views of common areas and
entrances.

G.7.26.3 Illuminated Signage
Integrally illuminated signage should conceal the
illumination source within the design of the sign
to minimize glare.

G.7.26.4 Commercial Signage
Retail signage incorporating creative logos and
iconic graphic elements should be encouraged in
lieu of typography.
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Townhouses
TH2

G
WEST ST NORTH

7.27 	OVERVIEW
The townhouses are intended to be an integral part of the
Balboa Reservoir neighborhood. The lower scale of these
blocks also provides a transition in scale between the
single family homes at Westwood Park and the multifamily
buildings within the interior of the Balboa Reservoir
neighborhood.

NORTH STREET

F

WEST STREET

The standards in the following sections apply to all buildings
at Blocks H, TH1, and TH2.

STANDARDS
S.7.27.1 Permitted Residential Uses at
Blocks H, TH1, and TH2
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D

TH1

S.7.27.3 Multifamily Housing at Block H
Multifamily housing located at Block H shall
comply with all standards and guidelines for
Townhouses except as indicated otherwise in the
following sections..

SOUTH

LEGEND
West Street Frontage

B
BRIGH
TON P
A

San Ramon Paseo Frontage
SFPUC Frontage
Entry Courts

T

SEO

H

STREE

TH

For standards governing height, setbacks and
other general zoning envelope standards for
Blocks H, TH1, and TH2 refer to the sections
indicated below:
Height — Section 7.2
Setbacks — Section 7.3
Streetwalls — Section 7.4
Active Ground Floor Uses — Section 7.10
Entries to Ground Floor Units — Section 7.12
Allowable Parking — Section 7.20

Townhouses at West Street, illustrative photo
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S.7.27.2 Reference Standards
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Residential units at Blocks TH1 and TH2 shall be
townhouses. Residential units at Block H may be
either townhouses or multifamily housing. Refer
to Table 3.6.–1 (Balboa Reservoir Land Uses) for
permitted uses. Refer to Appendix A for definition
of townhouses and multifamily housing.
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Figure 7.27–1: Townhouse Blocks
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7.28 	TOWNHOUSE FRONTAGE AT WEST STREET AND SAN RAMON PASEO
STANDARDS
S.7.28.1 Townhouses Fronting on
West Street and San Ramon Paseo
Townhouses shall front on West Street to provide
a defined streetwall as required under Section 7.4
(Streetwalls).
■ Occupied residential space shall be located at all
levels of the townhouse frontage, with primary
windows overlooking the street or paseo.
■ Occupied residential space at the first level shall
have a minimum interior depth of 5 feet and may
include an entry foyer and/or stairway providing
access to the upper levels.
■ Refer to Section 7.30 for required pedestrian
connections at West Street and San Ramon Paseo.
■ Refer to Section 7.32 for facade modulation at
West Street.
■ All standards that apply to frontage at West
Street shall also apply to frontage on the shared
streets West Street North and West Street South

S.7.28.2 Unit Entries at West Street
Units fronting on West Street shall have a primary
pedestrian entry directly from West Street. Units
with frontages on both West Street and San
Ramon Paseo or on an entry court, shall provide
an entry either on West Street or on the adjacent
publicly accessible space.
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■ Unit entries at townhouses on West Street shall
have raised stoops as set forth in Section 7.12
(Entries to Ground Floor Units) except where an
accessible path of travel to unit entry is required
to meet accessibility standards, or in cases
where sloping site conditions make raised stoops
infeasible.
■ Where raised stoops are not feasible, entry doors
and landings are permitted to be less than 2 feet
above adjacent grade provided the front door is set
back not less than 8 feet from the property line.
■ In no case shall the landing at the unit entry be
below the adjacent grade at the sidewalk.

S.7.28.3 Unit Entries at San Ramon Paseo
■ Townhouses with a frontage on San Ramon
Paseo shall have an entry directly accessed from
the paseo and primary living spaces facing San
Ramon. At a minimum, four townhouse entries
shall be provided on each side of San Ramon
Paseo.
■ Townhouses with a frontage on both West Street
and San Ramon Paseo shall have a primary entry
accessed directly from either West Street or San
Ramon Paseo.
■ Townhouse entries at San Ramon Paseo may be
located at grade provided the front door is set

Stoops at unit entries at West Street, illustrative photo

back from the streetwall not less than 5 feet.
Allowing unit entries to be at-grade provides
flexibility to accommodate the significant lateral
slope that occurs in this location.

S.7.28.4 Multifamily Housing at Block H
Multifamily housing at Block H, if any, is not
required to comply with the frontage standards
for townhouses set forth in Section 7.28.
Multifamily housing at Block H shall comply with
standards for required ground floor entries set
forth in Section 7.12 (Entries to
Ground Floor Units).
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WEST ST NORTH

TH2
7.29 	ENTRY COURTS

The entry courts shall provide access for bicycles,
pedestrians and autos.

Setback Line
PL



Landscape




  





S.7.29.1 Width and Depth of Entry Court
NORTH STREET

The width of the entry court shall be not less
than 40 feet and not more than 50 feet measured
between the facades at the adjacent buildings.
The depth of the entry courts shall be not less
than 50 feet measured from the property line at
West Street to the primary building facade at the
termination of the entry court.

F

S.7.29.2 Building Frontage at Entry Courts





STANDARDS

WEST STREET

Primary access to the townhouse neighborhood shall be
provided at the termination of North Street and South
Street, creating defined entry courts that connect the
townhouses within the Balboa Reservoir neighborhood.

Entry courts shall be bounded by building
frontage on the north and south for a depth of
not less than 50% of the total depth of the entry
court, measured from the property line at West
Street. Building frontage shall be provided at
the west end of the entry court with a width of
not less than 75% of the total width of the entry
court (Figure 7.29–1). Garage doors are not
allowed to face the entry courts.
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Figure 7.29–1: Entry Courts
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Entry Courts and Pedestrian Connections
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7.30 	PEDESTRIAN CONNECTIONS
■ At required building frontage, living spaces shall
overlook entry courts. The combined area of
windows and doors facing entry courts shall be
equal to not less than 20% of the facade area.
Unit entries on entry courts are encouraged.

S.7.29.3 Landscape at Entry Courts
Entry courts shall be defined by a zone of special
paving and landscaping. Refer to Section 5.17
(Townhouse Entry Courts and Private Drives)
for additional standards regarding paving,
landscape and driveways.
■ A planted area at least 8 feet deep and 20 feet
wide shall be provided at western edge of the
court to provide a visual termination. Other
landscape configurations are allowed if they
provide an equal visual termination.
■ A pedestrian walkway not less than 5 feet wide
and a planting strip not less than 5 feet wide
shall be provided on each side of the entry court.
The entry court shall be designed without curbs.
Walkways shall be distinguished from drive aisles
by a difference in paving, either in color, material
or pattern.
■ Trees shall be provided at landscape areas with
an average spacing of not more than 25 feet
on-center.
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In addition to entry courts, publicly accessible pedestrian
connections shall be provided between West Street and
San Ramon Paseo and the townhouse neighborhood as
indicated on Figure 7.29–2. These pedestrian connections
shall be accessible to the public at all times.

STANDARDS
S.7.30.1 Pedestrian Connection at
West Street and San Ramon Paseo
■ A minimum of two pedestrian connections shall
be provided at West Street in addition to entry
courts at North and South Street.
■ The maximum distance between pedestrian
connections at West Street shall not exceed
150 feet.
■ A minimum of two pedestrian connections shall
be provided at San Ramon Paseo, one from the
north and one from the south.
■ Pedestrian connections shall be linked by a
publicly accessible route within the townhouse
neighborhood. A private drive meeting other
standards may serve as all or part of this internal
pedestrian route. Refer to Section 5.17 for
additional standards for private drives.

S.7.30.2 Design of Pedestrian Connections
■ Required pedestrian connections shall be not
less than 10 feet in width measured from building
to building and shall provide a shared pedestrian
path at least 6 feet in width.

Building openings and pedestrian access

■ Private drives may serve as pedestrian
connections provided they provide an
uninterrupted accessible route.

S.7.30.3 Pedestrian Connections at Block H
■ In the event multifamily housing is provided at
Block H, pedestrian connections indicated in this
section are not required.

07

/ Building Design   239

Townhouses

TH2
WEST ST NORTH

7.31 	NEIGHBORHOOD EDGE AT WESTERN PROJECT BOUNDARY
The western boundary of the project borders the rear yards of existing homes on Plymouth Avenue. Townhouses and any
multifamily houisng at Block H adjacent to the western project boundary will be designed to step down in scale and to
reduce the impacts on privacy at the neighboring homes. See Section 7.2 (Height) and Section 7.3 (Setbacks) for required
step down and required setbacks adjacent to the western boundary.

NORTH STREET

F

STANDARDS

■ Side Yard: a side yard fronts a building wall with
neither a front door nor garage entry and is no
less than 12 feet wide and open to the sky.
■ Rear Yard: a rear yard is a space no less than 15
feet wide and open to the sky.

S.7.31.3 Buildings Perpendicular to
Western Project Boundary
Buildings perpendicular to the western property
boundary shall provide an offset in the plane of

WEST STREET

West facing windows located above the first story
and located less than 25 feet from the western
project boundary shall be subject to the following
standards:

SAN RAMON PASEO

D

TH1

C

■ Total window area shall not exceed 15% of the
wall area at the second floor.
■ Windows shall be located to limit views to
adjacent rear yards. Corner windows are
encouraged as opposed to windows that look
directly towards the adjacent yards.

SOUTH

H

■ Translucent glazing, window sills at least 5 feet
above the floor or other means shall be used
as appropriate to provide privacy between
townhouses and adjacent rear yards.

STREE

T

B
SEO

Setbacks at the western project boundary shall
meet the minimum requirements for either a side
yard or rear as defined below:

S.7.31.4 Windows

BRIGH
TON P
A

S.7.31.2 Setbacks at Western Project Boundary

CENTRAL
PARK

TH

Buildings less than 25 feet from the western
project boundary shall provide openings between
buildings at intervals not to exceed 100 feet.
Buildings more than 25 feet from the western
project boundary shall provide openings between
buildings at intervals not to exceed 150 feet. These
openings between buildings shall be not less than
10 feet in width and shall be open to the sky.

the building frontage at intervals of not less than
100 feet. The required offsets shall be at least 2
feet in depth, at least 15 feet in width, and shall
extend the full height of the building.

WEST
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S.7.31.1 Openings Between Buildings
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Figure 7.31–1:
INGLENeighborhood Edge at Western Project Boundary
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S.7.31.5 Balconies and Outdoor Space
Balconies, roof terraces or other occupied
outdoor spaces above the ground floor are
not allowed less than 25 feet from the western
project boundary.


   
   
   





    
   
  
   
 

  
























Figure 7.31–2: Side Yard Condition at Western Project Boundary


   
   
   

    
   
  
   




Lighting at private drives adjacent to western
project boundary shall be mounted at no more
than 8 feet above grade with illumination
directed down to the surface. Lighting levels at
private drives shall not exceed the minimum
required by applicable building codes.

S.7.31.7 Fencing and Landscape
Continuous fencing shall be provided at the
western project boundary. Fencing shall be

 

solid up to a minimum height of 6 feet from the
adjacent ground or top of retaining wall and shall
consist of 1 inch nominal thickness wood boards
or other materials that provide similar visual and
acoustic separation.
Fencing may extend up to 8 feet in height
provided that fencing above 6 feet is at least
50% open.
Plantings shall be provided adjacent to fencing
to provide visual screening between townhouses
and existing rear yards. Plantings shall be at
least four feet in width and consist of trees at a
minimum of 15 foot on center or tall plantings or
hedges planted at a spacing that will create an 8
foot high visual screen within four to six years, or
a combination of these planted elements.

S.7.31.8 Retaining Walls at Project Boundary
Retaining walls are allowed adjacent to western
and north project boundary subject to the
following limitations:
■ The face of the retaining wall shall be set back
not less than 6 inches from the property line.
■ The top of the retaining wall shall not be more than
2 feet above grade at the property line.












Figure 7.31–3: Rear Yard Condition at Western Project Boundary
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Private drives located adjacent to the western
property boundary shall be no more than 20 feet
in width and shall be set back a minimum of 6
feet from the property line and shall be separated
from the property line by a 6 foot wide landscape
buffer, as set forth in S.7.31.7 (Fencing and
Landscape).



     
  
     
 


S.7.31.6 Private Drives Adjacent to
Western Project Boundary



 
    





■ The retaining wall shall be constructed of castin-place concrete, concrete masonry blocks or
other durable materials. Wood retaining walls are
not allowed.












Figure 7.31–4: Private Drive Adjacent to Western Project Boundary

■ Fencing located on top of the retaining wall or
adjacent to the retaining wall shall not exceed
height allowed in S.7.31.7, measured from the
lowest grade on either side of the retaining wall.
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7.32 	BUILDING FACADES AT WEST STREET AND SAN RAMON PASEO



 
 

The building facades at townhouses shall be designed to emphasize a rhythm reflecting the scale of the individual
townhouses. The facades shall also be designed as larger compositional elements that relate to the scale of the multifamily
buildings on the opposite side of West Street. Refer to G.7.14.2 for the relationship between townhouses and multifamily
buildings at West Street.



STANDARDS
S.7.32.1 Facade Modulation
Townhouse facades facing West Street and San
Ramon Paseo shall provide facade modulation
elements at an average spacing not to exceed
20 feet measured to the centerline of the
modulation element. Modulation elements may
include any of the elements indicated below.
Refer to Figure 7.32–1 for illustration.
■ Recessed portions of the facade with an average
depth of not less than 1 foot. The area of recess
shall be equal to at least of 15% of the facade
area of the townhouse unit.
■ Projecting bays with a average projection of
not less than 2 feet from required streetwall.
The area of the bay shall be equal to at least
15% of the facade area of the townhouse unit.
Projecting bays are allowed to extend into the
required setback zone as set forth in Section 7.3
(Setbacks).
■ Balconies with a width of not less than 6 feet
measured from outside of railing and a minimum
projection from the streetwall of not less than
2 feet. Balconies are allowed to project up to 3
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feet into the required setback. Doors shall be
provided from occupied space to balconies.
■ Other modulation measures or combinations of
modulation measures shall be allowed subject
to quantitative analysis that demonstrates the
proposed modulation provides visual relief
similar to the measures described above.

S.7.32.2 Buildings at Sloping Frontages
Where the slope at the public frontage on West
Street and San Ramon Paseo exceeds 3%, the
floor levels of a townhouse shall step to follow
the grade. The average distance between steps
shall not exceed 80 feet. Required stepping shall
occur at all floor levels and shall provide a clear
visual step at the building facade. Where feasible,
steps in building level shall occur at pedestrian
passages.

S.7.32.3 Exterior Materials










Figure 7.32–1: West Street Frontage

■ At townhouse facades fronting on West Street and
on San Ramon Paseo at least 25% of the facade
area, exclusive of fenestration, shall consist of
Category A materials. High quality materials shall
be concentrated at the first level to enhance the
street level character of the buildings.

S.7.32.4 Windows and Doors
The combined area of exterior windows and
doors fronting onto West Street or onto San
Ramon Paseo shall equal not less than 25% of
the facade area of each townhouse unit. The
combined area of windows and doors shall be not
be less than 20% at any single floor level.

■ Facades fronting on West Street and San Ramon
Paseo shall meet the standards and guidelines
in Section 7.17 and the additional requirements
included below:
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7.33 	BUILDING FACADES ON PRIVATE DRIVES



Private drives are important shared spaces, providing light and views at units and internal circulation for pedestrians and
cyclists, as well as autos. The building facades at private drives shall be designed to emphasize a rhythm of elements that
reflects the scale of the individual townhouses.






  





STANDARDS
S.7.33.1 Facade Modulation
Townhouse facades facing private drives shall
provide facade modulation elements at an
average spacing not to exceed 20 feet measured
to the centerline of the modulation element.
Modulation elements may include any of the
elements indicated below. Refer to Figure 7.33–1
for illustration. These modulations include:
■ Recessed portions of the facade with an average
depth of not less than 1 foot. The area of recess
shall be equal to at least 10% of the facade area
of the townhouse unit.
■ Projecting bays with an average projection of not
less than 1 foot from primary wall. The area of the
bay will be not less than 10% of the facade area
of the townhouse unit.
■ Balconies or occupied space with a width of not
less than 6 feet measured from outside of railing
and a minimum projection from the primary wall
of not less than 2 feet. Doors shall be provided
from occupied spaces to balconies.
■ Other modulation measures or combinations of
modulation measures shall be allowed subject
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to quantitative analysis that demonstrates that
the proposed modulation provides visual relief
similar to the measures described above.

S.7.33.2 Buildings at Sloping Frontages
Where the average slope at a private drive
exceeds 3%, the floor levels at townhouses shall
step to follow the grade. The average distance
between steps shall not exceed 80 feet. Required
stepping shall occur at all floor levels and shall
provide a clear visual step at the building facade.
Where feasible, steps in building level shall occur
at pedestrian passages.

S.7.33.3 Exterior Materials
Facades fronting on private drives shall be
composed of any materials indicated in Section
7.17 (Exterior Materials and Fenestration). For
facades on private drives there is no requirement
for a minimum percentage of Category A
materials.

S.7.33.4 Unit Entries

 








Figure 7.33–1: Private Driveway Frontage

feet. Secondary drives less than 80 feet in length
are not subject to this requirement.

S.7.33.5 Windows and Doors
The combined area of exterior windows and
openings fronting onto private drives shall
equal not less than 20% of the facade area of
each townhouse unit. Garage doors shall not be
considered openings for purpose of meeting this
standard.

S.7.33.6 Garages
Refer to Section 7.38 (Vehicle Access and
Parking) for standards related to garages and
garage doors.

Unit entries shall be provided at the private
drives at an average spacing not to exceed 80
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WEST ST NORTH

TH2

G

NORTH STREET

F

Stepped townhouses at sloping street

S.7.34.1 Facade Standards
Facades fronting on the western and northern
property lines will meet the standards for facade
modulation at private drives.

WEST STREET

D

TH1

■ No portions of the facade shall exceed 20 feet
without a window or opening except where the
distance between townhouse buildings is 12 feet
or less.

SOUTH

H

■ Windows shall be placed to avoid direct views
into adjacent units.

STREE

T

B
BRIGH
TON P
ASEO

STANDARDS

SAN RAMON PASEO

■ All townhouse facades shall be treated as an
integral part of the building design and shall
provide windows, building articulations and
material treatment as appropriate to the
frontage.

TH

Facades fronting on the western and northern project
boundaries will be highly visible from the surrounding
community. These facades shall be designed as integral
elements of the building and shall not be treated as
secondary elements.

7.35 	GENERAL STANDARDS FOR
ALL TOWNHOUSE FACADES

WEST
ST SO
U

7.34 	BUILDING FACADES AT
WESTERN AND NORTHERN
PROJECT BOUNDARIES

CENTRAL
PARK

SFPUC
O

PEN S
PACE

0
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200 ft

Figure 7.34–1:
Building Facades at Western and Northern
INGLESIDE
Project Boundaries
LIBRARY
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7.36 	DWELLING UNIT EXPOSURE
AND REAR YARDS
STANDARDS
S.7.36.1 Dwelling Unit Exposure
All townhouses and any units in multifamily
buildings at Block H shall face onto a street
or open space that meets one of the following
definitions:
■ A public street, private street, private drives or
pedestrian way at least 20 feet in width.
■ An open area, an inner court or a space between
separate buildings, which is unobstructed
(except obstructions permitted in the Planning
Code Section 136) and is no less than 20 feet in
every horizontal direction.

S.7.36.2 Rear Yards
Townhouses are not subject to rear yard
requirements set forth in Planning Code
Section 134.

FINAL DRAFT |  May 14, 2020

7.37 	OPEN SPACE
STANDARDS
S.7.37.1 Usable Open Space at Townhouses
A minimum of 40 square feet of usable open
space per dwelling unit shall be provided at
the townhouse blocks. Usable open space at
townhouses may be provided by any combination
of private and common open space.
■ Balconies facing West Street are permitted to
project up to 3 feet into the required setback.
■ Private outdoor space, located at grade or at
the same level as the ground floor living space,
is allowed at all locations on the site, including
within required setbacks.

Usable open space at townhouses

■ Roof terraces are allowed at all locations except
at locations adjacent to the western project
boundary as provided under Section S.7.31.5
(Balconies and Outdoor Space).
■ Required common usable open space shall be
located on the same block as the townhouse
units it serves, and may be located anywhere on
the block, subject to compliance with the other
standards contained in Chapter 7.
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7.38 	VEHICLE ACCESS AND PARKING

WEST ST NORTH

TH2

G

STANDARDS

Garage doors on West Street, West Street North,
and West Street South and shall be subject to the
following limitations:
■ Garage doors shall be separated by not less than
60 feet measured from centerline of garage door.
■ The number of garage doors fronting on West
Street shall not exceed four total.

S.7.38.5 Access to Private Drives
Private drives may be accessed from West Street
and from the shared streets at the following
locations, as shown in Figure 7.38–1:

SAN RAMON PASEO

■ Curb cuts serving garage doors shall not exceed
10 feet in width.

D

TH1

■ Entry courts as defined in this chapter.
■ From private streets, including West Street North
and West Street South.
■ From West Street at a maximum of two locations,
in addition to entry courts.

■ The number of garage doors fronting on the
shared streets West Street North and West Street
South shall not exceed two on each street.
■ Garage doors may serve individual garages or
may serve shared garages with multiple parking
spaces.

CENTRAL
PARK

SOUTH

H

LEGEND
Preferred Locations for Access to Private Drives

STREE

T

B
SEO

S.7.38.3 Garage Doors on West Street

F

BRIGH
TON P
A

No individual townhouse unit shall have more
than one garage door. Garage doors shall not
exceed 10 feet in width.

Enclosed garage space is allowed adjacent to
the West Street and San Ramon Paseo frontage
provided it does not occupy more than 25% of
the ground floor frontage. The remainder of the
ground floor frontage shall be residential space
meeting these standards and guidelines.
WEST STREET

S.7.38.2 Garage Doors at Townhouses

NORTH STREET

TH

Garages serving dwelling units on West Street
shall be accessed primarily from the private
drives at the interior of the townhouse blocks.

S.7.38.4 Garage Space at West Street and
San Ramon Paseo

WEST
ST SO
U

S.7.38.1 Garage Access and Location

Alternative Locations for Access to Private Drives
SFPUC
O

PEN S
PACE

0

100

200 ft

Figure 7.38–1:
Access to Private Drives
INGLESIDE
LIBRARY
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7.39 	ON-SITE BICYCLE PARKING
STANDARDS
S.7.38.6 Private Drives

S.7.38.8 Garage Doors at Private Drives

Private drives shall be designed for shared use by
autos, cyclists and pedestrians. Refer to Section
5.17 for standards related to streetscape and
landscape.
■ The travel lane for vehicles shall not exceed 20
feet unless required by the Fire Department.
■ No vehicle access or driveway is allowed at San
Ramon Paseo.
Setback from Project Boundary
■ Private drives shall be setback at least 6 feet
from western and northern project boundaries.
■ The area between private drive and property
line shall be planted as required in Section 7.30
(Pedestrian Connections).

S.7.38.7 Private Drives at Townhouses
Private drives shall be open at all times. Security
gates and other access control measures are not
allowed.









Figure 7.38–2: Single Garage Doors
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At private drives, garage doors shall not exceed
a clear width of 10 feet. Individual garage doors
shall be located not less than 6 feet apart as
indicated in Figure 7.38–2 and Figure 7.38–3. No
more than two garage doors may be located side
by side provided the minimum wall area between
the doors is not less than 2 feet and the distance
between pairs of garage doors is not less than 10
feet, refer to Figure 7.38–3.

GUIDELINES
G.7.38.1 Private Drives at Townhouses
Private drives should be designed as an
integrated part of the landscape with high quality
paving and planting.
Provide occupancy controls at exterior lighting
to ensure all exterior areas are safe and well-lit.
Lighting may be mounted on buildings or poles
but must be activated by sensor and centrally
controlled.





Bike parking shall be provided in accordance
with the definitions and standards set forth in
Planning Code Section 155.1 and 155.2, except as
modified below:
■ At townhouses with attached garages the garage
shall provide sufficient area to accommodate at
least one cargo or long tail bicycle in addition to
the parked vehicle. The required bicycle parking
space will be arranged to allow the bicycle to
enter and exit the garage without moving a
parked vehicle.
■ For townhouses without attached garages, the
required Class I parking shall be provided either
within the unit at the entry level or in another
secured location not more than 150 feet from the
townhouse entry.
■ Refer to S.7.23.1 (Design Standards for Class I
Spaces) for standards related to Class I parking
for oversized bicycles.

  
  








S.7.39.1 Class I On-Site Bicycle Parking
at Townhouses





Figure 7.38–3: Side by Side Garage Doors
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7.40 	RETAINING WALLS
STANDARDS
S.7.40.1 Site Retaining Walls and
Sloping Conditions at Townhouses
Retaining walls and sloped site areas shall be
integrated into the architecture and landscaping.
Retaining walls shall not exceed an average
height of five feet in height measured from grade
at base of wall to grade at top of wall.
Required railings at retaining walls, if any, shall
be not less than 50% transparent and shall be
integrated with the architecture of the buildings.
Refer to S.7.31.8 (Retaining Walls at Project
Boundary)for limitations on retaining walls at the
western project boundary.

7.41 	UTILITIES AND SERVICES
STANDARDS
S.7.41.1 Waste Location
Private garages shall be designed to
accommodate storage of individual waste bins,
including separate bins for waste and recycling.
Where townhomes are not provided with garages,
enclosures shall be provided for waste and
recycling bin. Enclosures shall be integrated into
the architecture and landscaping

S.7.41.2 Location and Screening of
Mechanical Equipment
Condensing units and similar mechanical
equipment serving individual townhouse units
shall be located in locations that are not visible
from public streets or paseos.
Mechanical equipment, including roof mounted
equipment, shall be screened from view from
the public streets, shared streets, paseos and
from neighboring homes on Plymouth Avenue.
Screening shall consist of permanent elements
that are integrated with the architecture and
landscape to ensure a cohesive appearance.

S.7.41.3 Electric Meters
Electrical meters and other utility panels shall
be integrated with the building design. Meters
and utility panels are not allowed to face West
Street, San Ramon Paseo or entry courts unless
enclosed and integrated with the building design.
Enclosed utilities
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Appendix A

BALBOA RESERVOIR DEFINITIONS

Capitalized terms used in this Appendix A that are not individually defined herein are defined in Planning Code Section 102 as of
the effective date of the Balboa Reservoir Special Use District

Active Uses
Consist of the any of the following uses:
● Retail, Sales and Service
● Entertainment, Arts, and Recreation
● Childcare or Community Use
● Residential: dwelling units with direct access to a street
or public open space or accessory uses to residential
uses that are social in nature, such as lobbies and waiting
areas, fitness rooms, workshops for hands-on projects
and to conduct repairs, leasing offices, shared kitchens,
resident libraries or reading rooms, community rooms,
children’s playrooms and classrooms, which may also
serve as general assembly rooms, and accessory mail
room.
Arts Activities
Per Section 102: a Retail, Entertainment, Arts and Recreation
Use that includes performance, exhibition (except exhibition
of films), rehearsal, production, post-production and some
schools of any of the following: dance, music, dramatic
art, film, video, graphic art, painting, drawing, sculpture,
small-scale glassworks, ceramics, textiles, woodworking,
photography, custom-made jewelry or apparel, and other
visual, performance and sound arts and craft.
It shall exclude accredited Schools and Post-Secondary
Educational Institutions.
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It shall include commercial arts and art-related business
service uses including, but not limited to, recording and
editing services, small-scale film and video developing and
printing; titling; video and film libraries; special effects
production; fashion and photo stylists; production, sale
and rental of theatrical wardrobes; and studio property
production and rental companies.
Arts spaces shall include studios, workshops, archives
and theaters, and other similar spaces customarily used
principally for arts activities, exclusive of a Movie Theater,
Amusement Enterprise, Adult Entertainment, and any other
establishment where liquor is customarily served during
performances.
Art related activity is required to be open to the public at
regularly scheduled times with a minimum of 20 hours of
public access a week.
Block
A Block means a Building Project block or a Publicly
Accessible Open Space block as depicted on Figure 3.1–1
(Land Use Plan).
Car Share
A car share service that allows members to rent cars for
short periods of time, often by the hour. A car share service
maintains its vehicle fleet and provides automobile insurance
for its members when they are using a car share vehicle.

Childcare Facility
Per Section 102: an Institutional Community Use defined
in California Health and Safety Code Section 1596.750 that
provides less than 24-hour care for children by licensed
personnel and meets the open-space and other requirements
of the State of California and other authorities.
Community Room
A facility within a privately-owned building but open for
public use, in which the chief activity is not carried on as a
gainful business and whose chief function is the gathering of
persons from the immediate neighborhood in a structure for
the purposes of recreation, culture, social interaction, health
care, or education other than Institutional Uses as defined in
Section 102 of the SF Planning Code. It shall exclude health
care uses.
Fenestration
The arrangement of windows and openings on the exterior of
the building.
Frontage
The vertical exterior face or wall of a building and its linear
extent that is adjacent to or fronts on a street, right-of way, or
open space.
Green Connections
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A city wide project that aims to make the City more
healthy, sustainable, and livable through features such as
pedestrian and bicycle infrastructure, street trees and other
landscaping, stormwater management, and opportunities
for beautification, public art, and community stewardship.
(https://sfplanning.org/project/green-connections)
Interim Uses
Interim uses are uses allowed prior to completion of
construction. Interim uses may include Public and Private
parking lots, tree nurseries: farmers’ markets; arts or
concert uses; and rental or sales offices incidental to new
development.
Living Roof
A living roof is defined as the media for growing plants, as
well as the set of related components installed exterior to a
facility’s roofing membrane. “Living Roof” shall include both
“roof gardens” and “landscaped roofs” as defined in Planning
Code Section 149.
Parcel
A development Block under one ownership that constitutes
a complete and separate functional unit of development, and
that does not extend beyond the property lines along streets
or alleys.
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Parking Garage
Per Section 102: a Non-Retail Automotive Use that provides
temporary parking accommodations for automobiles, trucks,
vans, bicycles, or motorcycles in a garage not open to the
general public, without parking of recreational vehicles,
mobile homes, boats, or other vehicles, or storage of vehicles,
goods, or equipment. Provisions regulating automobile
parking are set forth in Sections 155, 156, 303(t) or (u) and
other provisions of Article 1.5 of this Code.
Parking Garage
Per Section 102: a Retail Automotive Use that provides
temporary parking accommodations for automobiles, trucks,
vans, bicycles, or motorcycles in a garage open to the general
public, without parking of recreational vehicles, mobile
homes, boats, or other vehicles, or storage of vehicles, goods,
or equipment. Provisions regulating automobile parking
are set forth in Sections 155, 156, 303(t) or (u) and other
provisions of Article 1.5 of this Code.
Project Sponsor
Any other entity with rights to develop the property pursuant
to the development agreement approved in conjunction with
the SUD.
Projection
A part of a building surface that extends outwards from the
primary facade plane. Projections may include balconies,
bay windows and other architectural features. Projections

may extend into the building setback or the public right-ofway subject to limitations set forth in the Standards and
Guidelines.
Public Serving Uses
Public serving uses consist of privately owned uses that
provide public services to the community. These uses may
include Arts Activities, a Community Room, a Childcare
Facility, a Public Parking Garage, Retail and Publicly
Accessible Open Spaces.
Publicly Accessible Open Spaces
A usable open space that is accessible to the public, including
an unenclosed park or garden at street grade or following
the natural topography, improvements to hillsides or other
unimproved public areas, an unenclosed plaza at street
grade, or an unenclosed pedestrian pathway, or a shared
pedestrian/vehicular right-of-way.
Residential Use
Uses that provide housing for San Francisco residents,
rather than visitors, including Dwelling Units, Group Housing,
Residential Hotels, Senior Housing and Student Housing.
Multifamily Housing
A residential building where multiple separate housing units
for residential inhabitants are contained within one building.
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Townhouse
A single-family dwelling unit that shares a wall with another
dwelling and with direct access into the dwelling unit from
a street or Publicly Accessible Open Space that does not
require access through a lobby, corridor, or other common
indoor space shared with other housing units.

SFPUC Open Space
The fee parcel retained by SFPUC (San Francisco Public
Utilities Commission) at the southern property boundary
of the Balboa Reservoir to allow access to SFPUC water
infrastructure. All improvements to this parcel and public use
of this parcel are subject to approval by SFPUC.

Sales and Services
The use described in Section 102, except for Retail
Automobile Uses, Adult Business, Hotel, Motel, and SelfStorage.

Stoop
An outdoor entryway into residential units raised above the
sidewalk level. Stoops may include steps leading to a porch or
landing at the level of the first floor of the unit.

Roof Area
Roof area shall include areas of roof located above enclosed
space. Roof area shall not include roof area above balconies
or other non enclosed spaces, Roof area does not include
the area of eaves, sunshades or other elements that are not
located above enclosed space.
SF Plant Finder
SF Plant Finder is a resource for gardeners, designers,
ecologists and others interested in greening neighborhoods,
enhancing our urban ecology and surviving droughts. The
Plant Finder recommends appropriate plants for sidewalks,
private backyards and roofs that are adapted to San
Francisco's unique environment, climate and habitats.
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• Climate. Well-designed sustainability strategies/actions can help minimize climate change by eliminating carbon emissions. Per the City’s Climate Action framework, this includes co-benefits to renewable energy, sustainable mobility, zero waste, and carbon sequestration. Likewise, by followingAppendix
the dy- B
namic framework, inadvertent increases to greenhouse gas emissions can be avoided.
• Resilience. Resilient communities include people, buildings, and infrastructure that can withstand

SUSTAINABLE NEIGHBORHOOD FRAMEWORK
and recover from severe shocks and slower-to-accumulate stressors. As the effects of climate change

The City of San Francisco, led by SF Planning, in collaboration
with fellow agencies, has developed a Sustainable
Neighborhood Framework, which builds on years of work
around various “eco-districts” (e.g., Mission Rock, Central
SoMa Area Plan) and global best practices. The Framework
seeks to synthesize citywide sustainability, climate, and
resilience-related policies into a comprehensive yet
streamlined tool that helps any scale development amplify
environmental performance, quality of life, and community
co-benefits. It also seeks to ensure investments throughout
the built environment support San Francisco’s global
commitment to be a net-zero city by 2050 by embedding the
City’s bold and urgent climate and related goals: healthy air,
renewable energy, clean water, robust ecosystems, and zero
waste.

are already here, investing in resilience today protects against current challenges (often while reducing energy and operational expenses) while reducing costly future repairs.

As a platform, the Framework aims to:
● Provide a consistent vision and set of priorities for
sustainable development throughout the City;
● Advance equity and climate resilience through the
thoughtful, integrated, and innovative pursuit of
environmental sustainability regulations; and
● Help identify opportunities, constraints, best practices,
and potential partnerships for success.
The Sustainable Neighborhood Framework is centered on five
goals, which are supported by 15 targets that guide project
based sustainability efforts. Refer to Figure 8.1–1.
The Balboa Reservoir neighborhood has adopted the San
Francisco Sustainable Neighborhood Framework (SNF) to
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Figure 08.1–1: San Francisco Sustainable Neighborhood Framework

guide all aspects of sustainable design and operations. The
SNF matrix on the following pages provides a summary of
sustainability goals and standards for the project. Refer to

Page | 2

Chapter 4 for the full description of the sustainability goals,
standrds and guidelines for the Balboa Reservoir.
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EQUITY

RESILIENCE

OPPORTUNITIES: Keep from exacerbating the health
impacts of cumulative air pollution like respiratory and
cardiovascular; decrease hospital visits for those with limited
access to health insurance

GOAL 1
Ensure Non-Toxic &
Comfortable Air Indoors & Out

CITY TARGET

CONSIDERATIONS: projects in neighborhoods with
populations with greatest sensitivity to extreme heat should
take additional measures to provide habitable environments;
population-specific health challenges may warrant additional
study

APPROACHES

CITY REQUIREMENTS

OPPORTUNITIES: better respond to heat waves and bad
air quality days
CONSIDERATIONS: integrate future heating and cooling
needs into energy capacity scaling equipment; extreme
heat puts pressure on essential services such as energy,
transport, and health

GOALS FOR THE
BALBOA RESERVOIR NEIGHBORHOOD

CLIMATE
OPPORTUNITIES: lower toxic pollutants; renewable
electricity exports; reduced risks of ozone production due
to higher temperatures
CONSIDERATIONS: analyze long-term climate impacts of
strategies to respond to high temperatures

PROJECT STANDARDS & GUIDELINES FROM DSG

LAND USE

All-electric preferred [GBC ‘20]

● 100% of building systems will be designed for electricity. Buildings
will reduce all sources of local GHG.

CONSTRUCTION PRACTICES

/ Construction Air Filtration [GBC]

● Minimize particulate matter emissions associated with diesel fuel
engines during construction by implementing a Clean Construction
Plan.

MATERIAL SELECTION

/ GHG Emissions checklist [CEQA]

ALL-ELECTRIC

ZERO-EMISSION
environments

ACTIVE MOBILITY

ELECTRIC VEHICLES

100% NON-TOXIC
interiors

COMFORTABLE
micro-climate

MATERIAL SELECTION

AIR FILTRATION

PASSIVE EXTERIOR COOLING

INTERIOR RESPITES
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/ Transportation Demand Management
(TDM)
/ Sidewalk widening, bike racks [BSP, PC]

● 80% of the trips to and from the site will be by sustainable modes
and the project will achieve a vehicle trip reduction of at least 30%
compared with a comparable project without TDM measures.

/ 100% EV-ready off-street parking [EC]
/ EV charges @ 5% of spaces [EC]

● EV charging stations to be installed at 100% of the on-site parking
spaces while avoiding any upgrades to the electrical infrastructure.

/ Low-Emitting Materials [GBC/LEED]

/ High Quality Air Filtration [Art 38]

● 100% of interior materials will meet all low-emitting
materials and emissions testing requirements of the current
version of LEED.

G.4.2.1.1
G.4.2.1.2
G.4.2.3.1
S.4.2.2
S.4.2.4.1
S.4.2.4.2
S.6.6.8

Electric Building Systems
Domestic Water Heating
Construction Indoor Air Quality Management Plan
TDM Ordinance
EV Charging Stations
Future Capacity
Bike Repair Stand

G.4.3.1.1
S.4.3.2.1
G.4.3.2.1
G.4.3.2.2

Low Emitting Materials
Ventilation Requirements
Improved Ventilation and Windows
Non-Toxic Cleaning and Pest Control

● The project will provide thermal and clean air safety zones for heat
wave and compromised air quality relief.
● 50% of the units will be designed to have cross ventilation.

FINAL DRAFT |  May 14, 2020

Appendix B

EQUITY
OPPORTUNITIES: healthier air; lower utility costs &
minimized rate volatility; improved indoor comfort; energy
revenues for local economy; equal access to energy
efficiency upgrades for renters; increase job opportunities
for energy upgrade work.

GOAL 2
ACHIEVE AN EFFICIENT
& FOSSIL FUEL-FREE
ENVIRONMENT

CITY TARGET

CONSIDERATIONS: avoid passing upfront retrofit costs
to residents; limited triggers/funding for existing building
retrofits; explore opportunities for community-owned solar.

APPROACHES

CITY REQUIREMENTS

RESILIENCE

CLIMATE

OPPORTUNITIES: reduced outages; emergency power
supplies; reduced risk from natural gas explosions; secure
against global oil price shifts and instability; better respond
to heat waves and bad air quality days.

OPPORTUNITIES: emission free; increasing energy
efficiency reduces overall demand and accommodates fuel
switching; reduce toxic pollutants.

CONSIDERATIONS: plan for most vulnerable
communities; tenant education about energy measures
are great opportunities to foster stronger and connected
communities.

GOALS FOR THE
BALBOA RESERVOIR NEIGHBORHOOD

CONSIDERATIONS: when assessing carbon footprint
factor-in gas leak rates at well sites, forgo gas
infrastructures to receive credits.

PROJECT STANDARDS & GUIDELINES FROM DSG

SOLAR ORIENTATION

● Building envelope will be designed to be at least 5% better than the
current energy code standard.

BUILDING FORM

MAXIMUM ENERGY
EFFICIENT
environments

ENVELOPE & FAÇADE
TREATMENTS

/ Reduce energy use by 5% [Title 24/
GBC]

● All buildings will utilize heat recovery ventilation at locations where
the result is a significant increase in the efficiency and efficacy of
the mechanical system.
● All units will have smart thermostat controls to shift the load on the
electricity grid and reduce carbon emissions.

MECHANICAL SYSTEMS

S.4.4.1.1
G.4.4.1.1
G.4.4.1.2
G.4.4.1.3
S.4.4.2.1
G.4.4.2.1
G.6.7.1
S.6.7.2

Glazing
Natural Ventilation
Reduced Solar Gain
Window Sizing
Infiltration
High Efficiency HVAC Systems
Energy-Efficient Lighting
Energy-Efficient Lighting Fixtures

VEGETATION
ON-SITE RENEWABLE POWER
GENERATION
SOLAR THERMAL HOT WATER

100% CARBON-FREE
energy

BATTERY STORAGE

ALL-ELECTRIC

/ 15% roof area installed with solar PV or
solar thermal systems [GBC]
● The project will generate 25% of its building energy demand via
on-site renewable energy generation systems, in conjunction with
measures to reduce EUI.
● The project will evaluate providing battery storage for PV systems
on a building by building basis to provide power supply in the event
of a power outage or emergency.

S.4.5.1.1 On-Site Renewable Energy
S.4.5.2.1 Solar Thermal Arrays
S.4.5.4.1 SFPUC Power

GREEN POWER PURCHASE

AUTOMATION & CONTROL

SMART systems &
operations
REPORTING & ENGAGEMENT
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● Each building will participate in a whole building monitoring system
consistent with LEED standards, reporting energy and water use to
a third party utility tracking provider.
● The project will provide thermal and clean air safety zones for heat
wave and compromised air quality relief at community room or at
childcare. Safety zones will include centralized emergency power
and communication zones where people can charge phones or
refrigerate medications during extended power outages.

S.4.6.1.1
S.4.6.2.1
G.4.14.1
G.4.14.2

Individual Metering
Resident Education
Common Areas
Connect Residents with Local Resources
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EQUITY

GOAL 3
SUPPORT BIODIVERSITY
& CONNECT EVERYONE
TO NATURE DAILY

CITY TARGET

GREEN space
equivalent to
1/2 site area

RESILIENCE

OPPORTUNITIES: access to healthy and affordable food;
physical and mental health improvement; social cohesion
and connection to one’s environment; reduced exposure to
noise, air pollution, and extreme heat; robust biodiversity
minimizes rodent infestations.

OPPORTUNITIES: ecosystem services improve shoreline
and urban flood management, reducing housing and
work place instability and access due to flooding; planted
hillsides are less susceptible to erosion and landslides;
wildlife biodiversity.

CONSIDERATIONS: inequitable access, use, or quality
of green spaces by vulnerable populations; additional
maintenance costs (public & private); potential existing
contaminants for safe food production.

CONSIDERATIONS: increased landscaping that includes
too much impervious surface can increase flooding; poor
plant selection or irrigation equipment can exacerbate
water scarcity.

APPROACHES

CITY REQUIREMENTS

OPEN SPACES

/ X SF per unit, X SF if common space
(does not require greening) [PC]

LIVING ROOFS

/ 25% front yard set-back landscaped
(50% pervious) [PC]
/ 30% roof area as living roof [PC alt]

GREEN WALLS

GREEN INFRASTRUCTURE

RIGHT-OF-WAY

GOALS FOR THE
BALBOA RESERVOIR NEIGHBORHOOD

CLIMATE
OPPORTUNITIES: enhance climate regulation and carbon
sequestration; reduce carbon footprint associated with
to large-scale food production; distribution and waste;
improve water efficiency.
CONSIDERATIONS: gas-powered lawn equipment
exacerbates emissions and health impacts of landscaping;
poor landscaping maintenance practices can lead to
additional methane from decomposing green waste.

PROJECT STANDARDS & GUIDELINES FROM DSG

G.4.7.1 Planting at On-Site Open Space
● 50% of site area will be vegetated, including areas of tree canopy
and green roofs or landscaping at courtyards.

G.4.7.2 Green Roofs
S.4.11.1 Stormwater Management
G.4.11.1 Infiltration

/ Manage 25% of stormwater onsite [SMO
option]
/ 1 street tree every 20’ [PC]

TREE CANOPY

BIODIVERSE
landscapes of
100% climate
appropriate,
majority
local species

● 100% healthy landscaping practices - minimizing
or eliminating pesticide, herbicide or fertilizer use following the
City's Integrated Pest Management Ordinance.

UNDERSTORY PLANTING

● All non-turf green areas shall be climate-appropriate plants,
70% of which shall be native.

NATURAL AREAS

● Use all-electric / clean fuel landscape maintenance equipment.

S.4.8.1
G.4.8.1
G.4.8.2
G.4.8.3
G.4.8.4
S.5.9.1
S.6.3.1

Native Landscaping
Low Emissions Maintenance
Ecological Placemaking
Daily Maintenance
Quarterly Horticultural Services
Native Plant Ratio
Planting Requirement

G.4.9.1
G.4.9.2
G.4.9.3
G.4.9.4
G.6.9.1

Access to Community Gardens
Healthy Food Education
Food Corridor
Sustainable Pest Control
Public Education

BUILDING FAÇADES

BUILDINGS

HEALTHY food &
wildlife systems

/ Bird Safe Buildings [PC]
OPEN SPACES

OPERATIONS
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● Collaborate with City College culinary program to create on-site
programs to assist resident and neighbors in growing and
preparing healthy foods.
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EQUITY

GOAL 4
MAXIMIZE CONSERVATION,
FLOOD PROTECTION &
WATERSHED HEALTH

CITY TARGET

REGENERATIVE
systems that
minimize
consumption &
maximize
reuse

OPPORTUNITIES: decrease risk of flooding of power
generation, transmission, and distribution networks; reduce
vulnerability to droughts; better respond to heat waves and
bad air quality days.

CONSIDERATIONS: ground water pollution is more prevalent in disadvantaged communities; in case of emergency
plan for large-scale temporary relocation of low-income
residents; use high quality potable water filters.

CONSIDERATIONS: In urban centers, critical services like
healthcare, food supply, transportation, energy systems,
schools and retail share interdependencies with water.

APPROACHES

CITY REQUIREMENTS

EFFICIENT FIXTURES

/ Reduced water consumption [GBC]

SMART-METERING

/ Residential multifamily water submetering [GBC/CA Water Code]

NON-POTABLE REUSE

IRRIGATION

DESIGN ELEVATIONS

100%
FLOOD-SAFE
buildings &
sidewalks

GREY INFRASTRUCTURE

GREEN INFRASTRUCTURE

EROSION PREVENTION

HIGH QUALITY
waterways & sources
POLLUTANT MANAGEMENT

FINAL DRAFT |  May 14, 2020

RESILIENCE

OPPORTUNITIES: Keep from exacerbating the health
impacts of populations impacted by toxins in water; reduce
home-based health hazards; reduce the disproportionate
racial impact of flooding.

GOALS FOR THE
BALBOA RESERVOIR NEIGHBORHOOD

/ Onsite systems for non-potable flushing
and irrigation [Art 12C]

● Project will meet 100% of the site's non-potable demand through
gray water treatment and reuse. For subsidized residential units the
goal will be balanced with available funding and priorities related
to affordability.

/ Low water, climate appropriate plants
[GBC]

● Use 100% climate appropriate trees and plantings including turf
areas.

/ Sea level rise consideration [CEQA]
/ 100-yr flood disclosure

/ Ensure positive sewage flow, raise
entryway elevation and/or special
sidewalk construction and deep gutters if
risk of ground-level flooding

● 70% of surfaces within the SFPUC Retained Fee Open Space to be
pervious, subject to review and approval by the SFPUC.

/ Front setback 25% permeable [PC]

● Maximize localized stormwater managment through green
infrastructure throughout the site including at streets, open spaces
and buildings to protect against flooding and to provide co-benefits.

/ Slowed stormwater flow rates [SMO]

● All units will be provided with filtration at either the kitchen faucet
or a the refrigerator to ensure high quality drinking water at all
times.

CLIMATE
OPPORTUNITIES: decrease in energy and emissions
associated with extraction, conveyance, treatment and
consumption of water.
CONSIDERATIONS: climate change is expected to impact
water quality by increasing the nutrient content, pathogens,
and the sediment levels of surface water.

PROJECT STANDARDS & GUIDELINES FROM DSG

S.4.10.1.1
S.4.10.2.1
S.4.10.3.1
S.4.10.3.2
S.4.10.3.3
S.4.10.5
G.4.10.5

S.4.11.1
S.4.11.2
G.4.11.1
G.5.10.3
S.6.2.1
S.6.2.2
S.6.2.3
S.6.2.4
G.6.5.2
G.6.9.2
S.6.12.4

Smart Metering
Plumbing Fixtures
Drip Irrigation
Gray Water Irrigation
Edible Plating Irrigation
Non-Potable Reuse
Gray Water Treatment

Stormwater Management
SFPUC Open Space
Infiltration
Permeable Paving
Building Stormwater
Landscape Stormwater Features
Rain Garden Design
Permeable Paving
Permeable Paving
Stormwater Interpretataive Signage
Percentage of Pervious Surface

/ Reduced runoff and pollution from
construction [GBC]
/ (MS4) filter or treat 80% on site [SMO]
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EQUITY

RESILIENCE

OPPORTUNITIES: Keep from exacerbating the health
impacts of cumulative air pollution like respiratory and
cardiovascular; decrease hospital visits for those with limited
access to health insurance.

GOAL 5
PRIORITIZE RESOURCE
CONSERVATION,
RESPONSIBILITY & REUSE

CITY TARGET

CONSIDERATIONS: projects in neighborhoods with
populations with greatest sensitivity to extreme heat should
take additional measures to provide habitable environments;
population-specific health challenges may warrant
additional study.

APPROACHES

CITY REQUIREMENTS

REUSABLE PRODUCTS

/ Accessible and sufficient collection
systems
/ Recycling and composting (buildings)

GOALS FOR THE
BALBOA RESERVOIR NEIGHBORHOOD

● Prioritize Forest Stewardship Council (FSC)
Certifed Wood and use FSC certifed wood for
50% of total framing materials.

CONSUMPTION & PURCHASING

COST MONITORING

100% materials
RECOVERED
from
waste stream

CONSIDERATIONS: analyze long-term climate impacts of
strategies to respond to high temperatures.

PROJECT STANDARDS & GUIDELINES FROM DSG

● Evaluate carbon sequestration concrete and
utilize as demonstration project.

● Divert 100% of residential waste generated from landfll.

3-STREAM WASTE COLLECTION

Significantly REDUCED
per-capita waste
generation

CONSIDERATIONS: integrate future heating and cooling
needs into energy capacity scaling equipment; extreme
heat puts pressure on essential services such as energy,
transport, and health.

CLIMATE
OPPORTUNITIES: lower toxic pollutants; renewable
electricity exports; reduced risks of ozone production due
to higher temperatures.

● Establish a Sustainable Procurement Program
for each building targeting 100% of materials to
meet at least one sustainable materials criteria.

RESOURCE EXTRACTION

100% RESPONSIBLE
material use

OPPORTUNITIES: better respond to heat waves and bad
air quality days.

S.4.2.3.1
G.4.2.3.1
G.4.2.3.2
S.4.13.1
S.4.13.2
G.4.13.1
G.4.13.2
G.6.5.3
G.6.6.1
S.6.6.4

Sustainable Procurement Evaluation
Prioritize Local Materials and Manufacturers
Material Life Cycle
Recycling and Composting Ordinance
Recycling of Construction Waste
Recycling
Balanced Cut and Fill
Sustainable Materials
Waste Receptacles
Natural Site Elements

MATERIAL RE-USE

CONSTRUCTION DEBRIS

258   Balboa Reservoir Design Standards and Guidelines

/ Construction waste diversion (65%)

● Divert 75% of construction and demolition waste with a minimum
of 4 separate waste streams.
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dYZ\Z\]~_scdcp__c cvqwszzx zb_jhij̀kjb_àbcqrokv̀ml̀as~_scdcp__csbhvvo_v̀jc̀_mcqr__c
dc_uyql
rqphm_ucbqr\r__chsj_hskp_mrpqjcb_p_kp̀_ms_cohwZ_r_pcqxàkp_YZ\yeZ
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EIENEKa<
r RWAIIGlNGDHIAJGKZGKPQPaPG`OYGuEZJGKPAKDPH_aYAZJGKPlQaWANQKQNHN
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SHQIDQKTSAPE FAaEYQAIPAaSHQIDQKTSAPE^GYNAaEYQAIPG`PQNQIAY]HAIQacaWAaAYEAOOYGOYQAaEG̀Y
AOOIQZAJGKAaaWESHQIDQKTSAPE<
UGKE
WEG̀IIGlQKTNAaEYQAIPAYEOYGWQ_QaEDG̀YEvaEYQGYHPE?[QKcIGYÀ_YQZAlKQKTP^[QKcI
R<;<=;<w?
OIAKPGYPQDQKT^@R^AKDG̀ANGYPaHZZGNGIDQKTP<
tYGWQ_QaED
FAaEYQAIP
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CU@BCPN`u<ÙUPMESKM]@KJKMTUMN`uGGÙUP;FJdUTBTMdC@XfTMdN`XNEVPTJXDNE
cUKdNTMTQ
VXMvNIS@EBVCMIIeUMIINfUSf@PCNJPMTUMTUVPT@XDNEV;
F@BEMBU
Z cNfECNJVUVVCMII`TNEPNEUVPFPTUUPPNdTNY@SUMSUEUSVPTUUPfMIIMV
F;:;<;u>
:;<>RJ@IS@EB
TUkJ@TUSJESUTFUXDNE:;G;
TNEPMBUMPUVP cNfECNJVUV
Z XXJd@USTUV@SUEDMIVdMXUVCMIIeUINXMPUSMPMIIIUYUIVN`PCUPNfECNJVU
FPTUUPMESFME\MKNE TNEDEBNE
`TNEPMBUrf@PCdT@KMTQf@ESNfVNYUTINNt@EBPCUVPTUUPNTdMVUN;
UVPFPTUUPMES
qMVUN
FME\MKNEqMVUN Z XXJd@USTUV@SUEDMIVdMXUMPPCUTVPIUYUIVCMIIdTNY@SUMXNYUTUSǸQUT
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SCHEDULE 1
PHASING PLAN AND COMMUNITY BENEFITS LINKAGES SCHEDULE
Pursuant to Article 4 of the Agreement, the Developer’s right to occupy Market Rate Units
and/or Townhouse Units is linked to (i) completion of Associated Community Benefits and
(ii) its construction and/or funding of a certain number of Affordable Units, as described in the
Affordable Housing Program set forth in Exhibit D to the Agreement and in this Phasing Plan
and Community Benefits Linkages (“Linkages Schedule”). The linkages between the specific
Associated Community Benefits/Affordable Housing Units and the associated Buildings,
Townhouse Units or Market Rate Units are set forth in this Schedule 1. The anticipated phasing
of Buildings and Associated Community Benefits are shown in the table attached to this
Schedule 1 as Schedule 1-A, and as further described below. All capitalized terms used in this
Linkages Schedule and not specifically defined herein will have the meanings ascribed to them
in the Development Agreement by and between the City and County of San Francisco, a
municipal corporation, and RCP Community Partners LLC, a Delaware limited liability
company (the “Agreement”) to which it is attached.
1.
Phasing Plan. An overriding principle of the Project is that as Developer constructs
Market Rate Units, it will contribute Developer’s Affordable Funding Share and cause a like number
of Affordable Units to be constructed, subject to City’s contribution of City’s Affordable Funding
Share, as described in the Affordable Housing Program attached as Exhibit D to the Agreement (the
“Affordability Principle”). Therefore, Developer’s ability to obtain a first certificate of occupancy,
including any temporary certificate of occupancy (an “FCO”), for any Market Rate Units is
conditioned upon Developer’s obtaining an FCO for a like number of total Affordable Units in the
Project, subject to the terms and provisions of this Schedule 1. The anticipated phasing of the
Project is as follows:
a.
Phase 1. Affordable Parcel E (approximately 124 units), Affordable Parcel F
(approximately 154 units); Market Rate Parcels C and D (approximately 260 units), and Townhome
Parcels H, TH1 and TH2 (approximately 100 units); Reservoir Park Parcel J, Community Room
Parcel E.
b.
Phase 2. Affordable Parcels A (approximately 182 units), Affordable Parcel B
(approximately 70 units), Affordable Parcel H (approximately 20 units); Market Rate Parcel G
(approximately 190 units); SFPUC Retained Fee Area Parcel I; childcare center on Parcel B.
c.
Changes to Phasing Plan. Developer may propose changes to the phasing
plan to be considered by the Planning Department. If those changes impact the linkages between the
Associated Community Benefits and specific Buildings, Townhouse Units or Market Rate Units, or
if the phasing plan changes such that certain Market Rate Parcels or Affordable Parcels are
developed in different phases than described in this Linkages Schedule and thus cannot satisfy the
Phase 1 or Phase 2 Linkage requirements, then the parties will meet and confer in good faith to
attempt to agree to a new linkage requirement that is substantially equivalent and satisfies the
Affordability Principle. The Planning Director may grant approval of an amended phasing and
linkage requirement in the Planning Director’s sole discretion. If the amended phasing includes
changes to the phasing of an Affordable Parcel, then the Planning Director will consult with and
obtain the consent of the MOHCD Director.
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2.

Affordable Housing Linkage.

a.
Phase 1 Linkage. Developer must obtain an FCO for the Affordable Units
located on Affordable Parcel E and Affordable Parcel F as a condition to the issuance of an FCO for
the Market Rate Units located on Market Rate Parcels C and D and any Townhouse Units (except as
detailed below for Townhouse Units).
b.
Phase 1 Townhouse Development. Developer may, in its sole discretion,
satisfy the Phase 1 Linkage for the Townhouse Units by paying a site-directed in-lieu fee equal to
33% of the Townhome Parcel’s Townhouse Units (the “Townhouse In-Lieu Fee”). The
methodology for calculating the Townhouse In-Lieu Fee will be as set forth in Planning Code
Section 415.5; except that the applicable percentage will be 33% regardless of changes to the
percentages otherwise required by Planning Code Section 415.5. The Townhouse In-Lieu Fee will
be deposited into an escrow account at a mutually agreed upon title company and will be controlled
jointly by City, acting by and through MOHCD, and Developer. City will release funds from the
escrow account to Developer for Developer’s use for any Affordable Units in Phase 1 or Phase 2.
Such release of funds will occur no later than the close of escrow of the construction loan for any
Affordable Building requested by Developer. The Townhouse In-Lieu Fee will, in City’s sole
discretion and upon City’s unilateral direction to the escrow holder, be released to MOHCD upon (i)
any termination of the Agreement resulting from Developer’s Default, as described in Section 9.4.2
of the Agreement, or (ii) upon expiration of the Term of the Agreement.
c.
Phase 2 Linkage. Developer must obtain an FCO for Affordable Parcel A and
Affordable Parcel B as a condition to the issuance of an FCO for Market Rate Parcel G, unless either
of the following scenarios occurs:
i. If Affordable Parcel B contains homeownership affordable housing units
that will be constructed using volunteer labor or a “self-help” model of construction, such as
those anticipated to be developed by Habitat for Humanity (the “Self-Help Units”), then the
linkage obligation for the Self-Help Units only will be satisfied upon the commencement of
construction of the Self-Help Units and confirmation from the MOHCD Director at the time of
commencement that, in the MOHCD Director’s reasonable good faith judgment, Developer has
demonstrated that these units have adequate financing or other security to complete construction.
Subject to subsection (ii) below, all other Affordable Units in Affordable Parcel B must obtain an
FCO as a condition to the issuance of an FCO for Market Rate Parcel G unless DBI determines
that an FCO for the Affordable Units is not permissible without an FCO of the Self-Help Units,
in which case the linkage obligation for the entire Affordable Parcel B will be satisfied upon the
commencement of construction if the MOHCD Director determines that all Affordable Units in
Affordable Parcel B have adequate financing or other security to complete construction.
ii. If the gap subsidy for either Affordable Parcel A or Affordable Parcel B
will be funded entirely by City’s Affordable Funding Share, without any contribution of
Developer’s Affordable Funding Share, Developer may obtain an FCO for Market Rate Parcel G
if it has obtained an FCO for the parcel (either Affordable Parcel A or Affordable Parcel B) that
requires Developer’s Affordable Funding Share.
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3.
Reservoir Park. Reservoir Park, as described in Exhibit C, must be completed as a
condition to the issuance of the first addendum to any Site Permit for any Building on a Market Rate
Parcel in Phase 2 described in Schedule 1-A (i.e., Parcel G). For purposes of this Section 3,
Reservoir Park will be considered “complete” when it is sufficiently complete to allow the public to
occupy or utilize the space for its intended use, as reasonably determined by the Planning Director.
4.
Community Room. The Community Room, as described in Exhibit C and Exhibit
C-2, must be complete as a condition to the issuance of the FCO for the Building in which the
Community Room is located. For purposes of this Section 4, the Community Room will be
considered “complete” when the Department of Building Inspection is ready and willing to issue an
FCO for the community room.
5.
Public Parking. The Permanent Public Parking, as described in Exhibit J, must be
complete prior to issuance of an FCO for any Building in Phase 2, as identified in Schedule 1-A,
unless the Permanent Public Parking is being provided within a Building in Phase 2 in which case
the Permanent Public Parking must be complete concurrent with issuance of the FCO for the
Building in which the Permanent Public Parking will be located. For purposes of this Section 6, the
Permanent Public Parking will be considered “complete” when it is sufficiently complete to allow
the public to utilize the space for vehicular parking, as reasonably determined by the Planning
Director.
6.
Childcare Center. The childcare center, as described in Exhibit L, must receive an
FCO prior to or concurrent with issuance of the FCO of the Building in which the childcare center is
located. For purposes of this Section 7, the childcare center will be considered “complete” when it
obtains a temporary certificate of occupancy for space in a “warm shell” condition, i.e. with the
space demised to meet occupancy separation requirements (minus finishes on wall, floor and
ceiling), stubs for standard utilities, path to a location for mechanical equipment, storefront and rear
access as required, and other items required to obtain a temporary certificate of occupancy to allow a
tenant to proceed with its improvements.
7.
SFPUC Open Space & Gateway Landscape. The open space improvements on the
SFPUC Retained Fee Area and Gateway Landscape, as described in Exhibit C must have
commenced construction of improvements as a condition of issuance of an FCO for the Market Rate
Units in Phase 2, as described in Schedule 1-A (i.e., Parcel G). The open space improvements on the
SFPUC Retained Fee Area and Gateway Landscape must be complete by the earlier to occur of (i)
three months after the date of the FCO for the building on Affordable Parcel B, or (ii) the expiration
of the Term of this Agreement. For purposes of this Section 8, the improvements on the SFPUC
Retained Fee Area and Gateway Landscape will be considered “complete” when it is sufficiently
complete to allow the public to occupy or utilize the space for its intended use, as reasonably
determined by the Planning Director.
8.
Brighton Paseo, San Ramon Paseo. Brighton Paseo must be complete prior to
issuance of the FCO for the later of the Buildings on Parcel A or Parcel B. San Ramon Paseo must
be complete prior to issuance of the FCO for the 50th Townhouse Unit. For purposes of this
Section 8, the Brighton Paseo and San Ramon Paseo will be considered “complete” when they are
sufficiently complete to allow the public to occupy or utilize the spaces for their intended use, as
reasonably determined by the Planning Director.

34469\13285665.3

Schedule 1

SCHEDULE 1-A
Approximate Unit

Affordable or

Count

Market Rate Units

Parcel E

124 Units

Affordable

140,000

Parcel F

154 Units

Affordable

181,000

Parcels C & D

260 Units

Market Rate

350,000

Parcels TH1 & TH2

100 Units

Market Rate

200,000

Parcel

Approximate Size

Phase 1

Parcel J

2 Acres

Reservoir Park
Parcel L

.12 acres

San Ramon Paseo
Public Improvements

[describe]

Phase 2

Parcel A

182 Units

Affordable

230,000

Parcel B

70 Units

Affordable

90,000

Parcel H

20 Units

Parcel G

190 Units
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Affordable
(Self-Help Units)
Market Rate

Schedule 1-A

30,000

290,000

SFPUC Open Space

1.2 acres

& Parcel O
Gateway Landscape

.07 acres

Parcel K

.23 acres

Brighton Paseo
Child Care Facility

100 seats

Community Room

1,000 SF

Public Parking
Public Improvements
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SHEDULE 2-1
SHEDULE OF IMPACT FEES

Impact Fee Applicable to Project

Planning Code Section

Transportation Sustainability Fee

Sec. 411A.1-411A.9

Impact Fees Waived for Project

Planning Code Section

Balboa Park Impact Fee

Sec. 422.1-422.4

Residential Child Care Fee

Sec. 414A.1-414A-8

Residential Affordable Housing Fee

Sec. 415.1-415.11
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SHEDULE 2-2
SCHEDULE OF CODE WAIVERS AND AMENDMENTS
The following sections of the San Francisco Municipal Code are waived or modified by this
Agreement:
Administrative Code Chapter 56 (Development Agreements).
The provisions of the Workforce Agreement shall attached to the Development
Agreement as Exhibit I shall apply in lieu of the provisions of Administrative Code
Section 56.7(c), Chapter 82.4, Chapter 23, Chapter 14B and Chapter 6.22.
The provisions of the Agreement regarding any amendment or termination, including
those relating to “Material Change” shall apply in lieu of the provisions of
Administrative Code Section 56.15 and Section 56.18.
In connection with the Agreement, the Board of Supervisors found that the City
substantially complied with Administrative Code Section 56, and waived any procedural
or other requirements if an to the extent not strictly complied with in the approval and
adoption of the Agreement.
The competitive selection process for the disposition of the Project Site and the
subsequent negotiation of the Agreement, including the Affordable Housing Program
attached to the Agreement as Exhibit D satisfies the intent of Chapter 41B and, to the
extent of any non-compliance, Chapter 41B is waived.
In recognition of the Fiscal Feasibility Report adopted by the Board of Supervisor as
Resolution 85-18 and the depth of analysis and sophistication required to appraise the
Project Site in connection with the sale of the Project Site, the Appraisal Review required
by Section 23.3 is waived.
Planning Code
The Impact Fees described in Schedule 2-1 constitute the entirety of impact fees required
for the Project. As such, the impact fees described in Article 4 of the Planning Code are
waived on the condition that Developer pays the impacts fees and other exactions
required by the Agreement.
The Master Infrastructure Plan attached to the Agreement as Exhibit M is deemed to
satisfy the requirements of Section 138.1 and, to the extent of any non-compliance,
Section 138.1 is waived.
The Affordable Housing Program attached to the Agreement as Exhibit D is deemed to
satisfy the requirements of Section 415 et seq. and, to the extent of any non-compliance,
Section 415 et seq. is waived.

34469\13285665.3

Schedule 2-2

The Project Open Space described in Exhibit C and Exhibit C-1 of the Agreement is
deemed to satisfy the requirements of Section 422 (Balboa Park Community
Improvements Fund) and, to the extent of any non-compliance, Section 422 is waived.
The Child Care Program attached to the Agreement as Exhibit L is deemed to satisfy the
requirements of 414A and, to the extent of any non-compliance, Section 414A is waived.
Subdivision Code
A Public Improvement Agreement, if applicable, shall include provisions consistent with
the Development Agreement and the applicable requirements of the Subdivision Code
and the Subdivision Regulations regarding extensions of time and remedies that apply
when improvements are not completed within the agreed time. Accordingly,
Section 1348 is waived.
Public Works Code
The Master Infrastructure Plan attached to the Agreement as Exhibit M is deemed to
satisfy the requirements of 806(d) and, to the extent of any non-compliance, Section
138.1 is waived.
Heath Code
The Board of Supervisors found that the recycled water requirements set forth in
Section 12B would inhibit the timely and efficient construction of the Affordable Units
and any townhouse condominium units and, as such, the requirements of Section 12B , to
the extent applicable to the Affordable Units or any townhouse condominium units
included in the Project are waived.
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RECORDING REQUESTED BY
CLERK OF THE BOARD OF SUPERVISORS
OF THE CITY AND COUNTY OF SAN FRANCISCO
AND WHEN RECORDED MAIL TO:
Angela Calvillo
Clerk of the Board of Supervisors
City Hall, Room 244
1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place
San Francisco, CA 94102
(Exempt from Recording Fees Pursuant to
Government Code Section 27383)

DEVELOPMENT AGREEMENT
BY AND BETWEEN
THE CITY AND COUNTY OF SAN FRANCISCO
AND RESERVOIR COMMUNITY PARTNERS, LLC
FOR THE BALBOA RESERVOIR PROJECT

Block ______ Lots ____
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DEVELOPMENT AGREEMENT
BY AND BETWEEN
THE CITY AND COUNTY OF SAN FRANCISCO
AND RESERVOIR COMMUNITY PARTNERS, LLC
THIS DEVELOPMENT AGREEMENT dated for reference purposes only as of this
____ day of ________, 2020, is by and between the CITY AND COUNTY OF SAN
FRANCISCO, a municipal corporation (the “City”), acting by and through its Planning
Department, and RESERVOIR COMMUNITY PARTNERS, LLC, a Delaware limited liability
company (“Developer”), pursuant to the authority of Section 65864 et seq. of the California
Government Code and Chapter 56 of the Administrative Code. The City and Developer are also
sometimes referred to individually as a “Party” and together as the “Parties”. Capitalized terms
not defined when introduced have the meanings given in Article 1.
RECITALS
This Agreement is made with reference to the following facts:
A.

The City, through the San Francisco Public Utilities Commission (“SFPUC”), is

the owner of an approximately 17 acre site located generally north of the Ocean Avenue
commercial district, west of the City College of San Francisco Ocean Campus, east of the
Westwood Park neighborhood, and south of Archbishop Riordan High School, in San Francisco,
California, as described in greater detail in Exhibit A (the “Project Site”).
B.

The Developer proposes a mixed income housing development of up to

approximately 1,100 housing units, including approximately 550 units affordable to low and
moderate income households, approximately 4 acres of publicly accessible open spaces
(including property immediately adjacent to the south of the Project Site that contains an SFPUC
underground pipeline and will remain under the ownership of the City and the jurisdiction and
control of SFPUC (the “SFPUC Retained Fee Area”)), a childcare center serving
approximately 100 children, a community room, approximately ____ square feet of commercial
space, 550 parking spaces for use by residents and up to 450 parking spaces for use by the
general public, in addition to new streets, sidewalks, sewer, power and water infrastructure,
including an auxiliary water supply system, and bicycle and pedestrian facilities, located on the
Project Site , as described in greater detail in Exhibit B (the “Project”).

34469\13289427.3

1

C.

The Project is anticipated to generate an annual average of approximately 460

construction jobs during construction and approximately 30 net new permanent on-site jobs upon
completion, and an approximately $1.7 Million annual increase in general fund revenues to the
City.
D.

In order to strengthen the public planning process, encourage private participation

in comprehensive planning, and reduce the economic risk of development, the Legislature of the
State of California adopted Government Code Section 65864 et seq. (the “Development
Agreement Statute”), which authorizes the City to enter into a development agreement with any
person having a legal or equitable interest in real property regarding the development of such
property. Pursuant to Government Code Section 65865, the City adopted Chapter 56 of the
Administrative Code (“Chapter 56”) establishing procedures and requirements for entering into
a development agreement pursuant to the Development Agreement Statute. The Parties are
entering into this Agreement in accordance with the Development Agreement Statute and
Chapter 56.
E.

In addition to the significant housing, jobs, and economic benefits to the City

from the Project, the City has determined that as a result of the development of the Project in
accordance with this Agreement, additional clear benefits to the public will accrue that could not
be obtained through application of existing City ordinances, regulations, and policies. Major
additional public benefits to the City from the Project include: (i) an increase in affordable
housing that exceeds amounts otherwise required and will equal approximately fifty percent
(50%) of the total number of housing units for the Project, of which Developer will be
responsible for approximately sixty-seven percent (67%) of the gap financing for the affordable
housing units, and City will be responsible for approximately thirty-three percent (33%) of the
gap financing for the affordable housing units; (ii) construction and maintenance of new parks,
pedestrian pathways, and landscape areas for a total of approximately 4 acres of publicly
accessible open areas; (iii) street and infrastructure improvements; and (iv) an on-site childcare
center serving approximately one hundred (100) children, each as further described in this
Agreement.
F.

It is the intent of the Parties that all acts referred to in this Agreement shall be

accomplished in a way as to fully comply with the California Environmental Quality Act
(California Public Resources Code Section 21000 et seq.; “CEQA”), the CEQA Guidelines
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(Title 14, California Code of Regulations, Section 15000 et seq.); “CEQA Guidelines”), the
Development Agreement Statute, Chapter 56, the Planning Code, the Enacting Ordinance and all
other applicable Laws in effect as of the Effective Date. This Agreement does not limit the
City's obligation to comply with applicable environmental Laws, including CEQA, before taking
any discretionary action regarding the Project, or the Developer's obligation to comply with all
applicable Laws in connection with the development of the Project.
G.

The Final Environmental Impact Report (“FEIR”) prepared for the Project and

certified by the Planning Commission on ____________, together with the CEQA findings (the
“CEQA Findings”) and the Mitigation Measures adopted concurrently therewith and set forth in
the MMRP, comply with CEQA, the CEQA Guidelines, and Chapter 31 of the Administrative
Code. The FEIR thoroughly analyzes the Project and Project alternatives, and the Mitigation
Measures were designed to mitigate significant impacts to the extent they are susceptible to
feasible mitigation.

On _____________, 2020, the Board of Supervisors, in Motion No.

[______], affirmed the decisions of the Planning Commission to certify the FEIR.

The

information in the FEIR and the CEQA Findings were considered by the City in connection with
approval of this Agreement.
H.

On or about the Effective Date of this Agreement, the Parties anticipate entering

into a Purchase and Sale Agreement (“PSA”) pursuant to which the City will convey title to the
Project Site to Developer (except for the SFPUC Retained Fee Area), and, pursuant to an
agreement with SFPUC, grant Developer such other rights of access and use of the Project Site
as are necessary for the development of the Project Site (the “Infrastructure License
Agreement”), as contemplated by this Agreement. In addition, the Parties anticipate entering
into a separate license agreement with SFPUC pursuant to which Developer may access,
construct, and maintain certain open space improvements on the SFPUC Retained Fee Area (the
“SFPUC Retained Fee License Agreement”)
I.

On _____________, 2020, the Planning Commission held a public hearing on this

Agreement and the Project, duly noticed and conducted under the Development Agreement
Statute and Chapter 56. Following the public hearing, the Planning Commission adopted the
CEQA Findings and determined among other things that the FEIR thoroughly analyzes the
Project, and the Mitigation Measures are designed to mitigate significant impacts to the extent
they are susceptible to a feasible mitigation, and further determined that the Project and this
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Agreement will, as a whole, and taken in their entirety, continue to be consistent with the
objectives, policies, general land uses and programs specified in the General Plan, as amended,
and the policies set forth in Section 101.1 of the Planning Code (together the “General Plan
Consistency Findings”).

The information in the FEIR and the CEQA Findings has been

considered by the City in connection with this Agreement.
J.

On _____________, 2020, SFPUC held a duly noticed public hearing on this

Agreement, the PSA, the Infrastructure License Agreement, and the SFPUC Retained Fee
License Agreement. Following the public hearing, SFPUC made the CEQA Findings required
by CEQA, and adopted Resolution No. _____________, consenting to this Agreement,
approving the PSA, the Infrastructure License Agreement, and the SFPUC Retained Fee License
Agreement, and incorporating by reference the General Plan Consistency Findings.
K.

On ________________, the Board of Supervisors, having received the Planning

Commission's recommendations, held a public hearing on this Agreement pursuant to the
Development Agreement Statute and Chapter 56. Following the public hearing, the Board made
the CEQA Findings required by CEQA, approved this Agreement, the PSA, the Infrastructure
License Agreement, the SFPUC Retained Fee License Agreement, incorporating by reference the
General Plan Consistency Findings, and adopted Resolution No. _________ in connection with
the Project.
L.

On _______________, the Board adopted Ordinance Nos. ________, [________],

and ________, amending the Planning Code, the Zoning Map, and the General Plan to create the
Balboa Reservoir Special Use District (“Project SUD”), approving this Agreement (File No.
_____), and authorizing the Planning Director to execute this Agreement on behalf of the City
(the “Enacting Ordinance”). The Enacting Ordinance took effect on _______________.
Now therefore, for good and valuable consideration, the receipt and sufficiency of which
are hereby acknowledged, the Parties agree as follows:
AGREEMENT
1.

DEFINITIONS

In addition to the definitions set forth in the above preamble paragraph, Recitals and
elsewhere in this Agreement, the following definitions shall apply to this Agreement:
1.1.
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1.2.

“Affordable Housing Program” means the Affordable Housing Program

attached hereto as Exhibit D.
1.3.

“Affordable Parcel(s)” has the meaning set forth in Exhibit B, as further

described and depicted in Exhibit D and Exhibit D-1, respectively.
1.4.

“Affordable Units” has the meaning set forth in the Affordable Housing

Program attached as Exhibit D.
1.5.

“Agreement” means this Development Agreement, the Exhibits which are

expressly incorporated herein and any amendments thereto.
1.6.

“AMI” means median income as published annually by MOHCD, which

is derived from the income limits determined by HUD for the San Francisco area, adjusted solely
for household size but not high housing cost area. If HUD ceases to publish such data for 18 or
more months, MOHCD and the Housing Entity will make good faith efforts to agree on other
publicly available and credible substitute data for MOHCD AMI. attached as Exhibit D.
1.7.

“Annual Review Date” has the meaning set forth in Section 8.1.

1.8.

“Applicable Laws” has the meaning set forth in Section 5.2 (where not

capitalized, “applicable Law” has its plain meaning and refers to Laws as otherwise defined
herein).
1.9.

“Approvals” means the City approvals, entitlements, and permits listed on

Exhibit E, including any Later Approvals at the time and to the extent they are included pursuant
to Section 5.1.
1.10.

“Assignment and Assumption Agreement” has the meaning set forth in

1.11.

“Associated Community Benefit” is defined in Section 4.1.

1.12.

“Board of Supervisors” or “Board” means the Board of Supervisors of

Section 12.2.

the City and County of San Francisco.
1.13.

“Building” or “Buildings” means each of new buildings to be constructed

on the Project Site, as described in the Project description attached as Exhibit B.
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1.15.

“CEQA Findings” has the meaning set forth in Recital G.
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“Chapter 56” has the meaning set forth in Recital D.
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1.18.

“Child Care Program” means the child care facility program attached as

1.19.

“City” means the City as defined in the opening paragraph of this

Exhibit L.

Agreement. Unless the context or text specifically provides otherwise, references to the City
means the City acting by and through the Planning Director or, as necessary, the Planning
Commission or the Board of Supervisors.
1.20.

“City Agency” or “City Agencies” means the City departments, agencies,

boards, commissions, and bureaus that execute or consent to this Agreement, or are controlled by
persons or commissions that have executed or consented to this Agreement, that have
subdivision or other permit, entitlement or approval authority or jurisdiction over development of
the Project or any improvement located on or off the Project Site, including, without limitation,
the City Administrator, Planning Department, SFPUC, MOHCD, OEWD, SFMTA, PW, DBI,
together with any successor City agency, department, board, or commission. Nothing in this
Agreement shall affect the jurisdiction under the City’s Charter of a City department that has not
approved or consented to this Agreement in connection with the issuance of a Later Approval.
The City actions and proceedings subject to this Agreement shall be through the Planning
Department, as well as affected City Agencies (and when required by applicable Law, the Board
of Supervisors).
1.21.

“City Attorney's Office” means the Office of the City Attorney of the

City and County of San Francisco.
1.22.

“City Costs” means the actual and reasonable costs incurred by a City

Agency in preparing, adopting or amending this Agreement, in performing its obligations or
defending its actions under this Agreement or otherwise contemplated by this Agreement, as
determined on a time and materials basis, including reasonable attorneys' fees and costs but
excluding work, hearings, costs or other activities contemplated or covered by Processing Fees;
provided, however, City Costs shall not include any costs incurred by a City Agency in
connection with a City Default or which are payable by the City under Section 9.6 when
Developer is the prevailing party, and shall not include any of the City’s Affordable Funding
Share, as defined in the Affordable Housing Program.
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1.25.

“City-Wide” means all real property within the territorial limits of the

City and County of San Francisco, not including any property owned or controlled by the United
States or by the State of California and therefore not subject to City regulation.
1.26.

“CMA” is defined in Section 12.1.

1.27.

“Commence

Construction”,

“Commenced

Construction”

or

“Commencement of Construction” means groundbreaking in connection with the
commencement of physical construction of horizontal infrastructure or, when used in reference
to any Building, the applicable Building foundation, but specifically excluding the demolition or
partial demolition of existing structures.
1.28.

“Community Benefits” has the meaning set forth in Section 4.1.

1.29.

“Community Benefits Program” has the meaning set forth in Section

1.30.

“Community Room” is described in Exhibit C.

1.31.

“Costa Hawkins Act” has the meaning set forth in Exhibit D.

1.32.

“Default” has the meaning set forth in Section 9.3.

1.33.

“DBI” means the Department of Building Inspection of the City and

4.1.

County of San Francisco.
1.34.

“Developer” has the meaning set forth in the opening paragraph of this

Agreement, and shall also include (i) any Transferee as to the applicable Transferred Property,
and (ii) any Mortgagee or assignee thereof that acquires title to any Foreclosed Property but only
as to such Foreclosed Property.
1.35.

“Development Agreement Statute” has the meaning set forth in

Recital D, as in effect as of the Effective Date.
1.36.

“Development Parcel” means a parcel within the Project Site on which a

Building or other improvements will be constructed, as set forth in a Subdivision Map.
1.37.

“Development Phase Application” has the meaning set forth in Section

1.38.

“Effective Date” has the meaning set forth in Section 2.1.

1.39.

“Enacting Ordinance” has the meaning set forth in Recital L.

1.40.

“Engineering Design” has the meaning set forth in Section 5.4.2.

1.41.

“Excusable Delay” has the meaning set forth in Section 11.5.2.

3.1.
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1.42.

“Existing Standards” has the meaning set forth in Section 5.2.

1.43.

“Existing Uses” means all existing lawful uses of the existing land and

improvements (and including, without limitation, pre-existing, non-conforming uses under the
Planning Code) on the Project Site as of the Effective Date, as the same may be modified by the
Approvals and any Later Approvals.
1.44.

“Federal or State Law Exception” has the meaning set forth in

1.45.

“FEIR” has the meaning set forth in Recital G.

1.46.

“First Construction Document” is defined in San Francisco Building

Section 5.8.1.

Code Section 107A.13.1(a)(8).
1.47.

“Finally Granted” means (i) any and all applicable appeal periods for the

filing of any administrative or judicial appeal challenging the issuance or effectiveness of any of
the Approvals, this Agreement or the FEIR shall have expired and no such appeal shall have
been filed, or if such an administrative or judicial appeal is filed, the Approvals, this Agreement
or the FEIR, as applicable, shall have been upheld by a final decision in each such appeal
without adverse effect on the applicable Approval, this Agreement or the FEIR and the entry of a
final judgment, order or ruling upholding the applicable Approval, this Agreement or the FEIR
and (ii) if a referendum petition relating to this Agreement is timely and duly circulated and
filed, certified as valid and the City holds an election, the date the election results on the ballot
measure are certified by the Board of Supervisors in the manner provided by the Elections Code
reflecting the final defeat or rejection of the referendum.
1.48.

“Foreclosed Property” is defined in Section 10.5.

1.49.

“General Plan Consistency Findings” has the meaning set forth in

1.50.

“Gross Floor Area” has the meaning set forth in Planning Code as of the

Recital I.

applicable date of determination of such area.
1.51.

“Impact Fees and Exactions” means any fees, contributions, special

taxes, exactions, impositions, and dedications charged by the City, whether as of the date of this
Agreement or at any time thereafter during the Term, in connection with the development of
Projects, including but not limited to transportation and transit fees, child care requirements or
in-lieu fees, housing (including affordable housing) requirements or fees, dedication or
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reservation requirements, and obligations for on-or off-site improvements. Impact Fees and
Exactions shall not include the Mitigation Measures, Processing Fees, taxes or special
assessments or school district fees, SFPUC Capacity Charges, and any fees, taxes, assessments
impositions imposed by any Non-City Agency, all of which shall be due and payable by
Developer as and when due in accordance with applicable Laws.
1.52.

“Infrastructure License Agreement” has the meaning set forth in Recital

1.53.

“Later Approval” or “Later Approvals” means (i) any other land use

H.

approvals, entitlements, or permits from the City or any City Agency, other than the Approvals,
that are consistent with the Approvals and necessary or advisable for the implementation of the
Project, including without limitation, demolition permits, grading permits, site permits, building
permits, lot line adjustments, sewer and water connection permits, major and minor
encroachment permits, street and sidewalk modifications, street improvement permits, permits to
alter, certificates of occupancy, transit stop relocation permits, subdivision maps, improvement
plans, lot mergers, lot line adjustments, and re-subdivisions. A Later Approval shall also include
any amendment to the foregoing land use approvals, entitlements, or permits, or any amendment
to the Approvals that are sought by Developer and approved by the City in accordance with the
standards set forth in this Agreement.
1.54.

“Law(s)” means the Constitution and laws of the United States, the

Constitution and laws of the State of California, the laws of the City and County of San
Francisco, and any codes, statutes, rules, regulations, or executive mandates thereunder, and any
State or Federal court decision (including any order, injunction or writ) thereunder. The term
“Laws” shall refer to any or all Laws as the context may require.
1.55.

“Law Adverse to City” is defined in Section 5.8.4.

1.56.

“Law Adverse to Developer” is defined in Section 5.8.4.

1.57.

“Litigation Extension(s)” has the meaning set forth in Section 11.5.1.

1.58.

“Losses” has the meaning set forth in Section 4.7.

1.59.

“Market Rate Parcels” has the meaning set forth in Exhibit B.

1.60.

“Market Rate Units” has the meaning set forth in Exhibit B.

1.61.

“Material Change(s)” means any modification that (i) would materially

alter the rights, benefits or obligations of the City or Developer under this Agreement, (ii) is not
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consistent with the Project SUD, (iii) extends the Term, (iv) changes the permitted uses of the
Project Site, (v) decreases the Community Benefits, (vi) increases the maximum height, density,
bulk or size of the Project, (vii) increases parking ratios, or (viii) changes the Impact Fees and
Exactions.
1.62.

“Mitigation Measures” means the mitigation measures (as defined by

CEQA) applicable to the Project as set forth in the MMRP or that are necessary to mitigate
adverse environmental impacts identified through the CEQA process as part of a Later Approval.
1.63.

“MMRP” means that certain mitigation monitoring and reporting program

attached hereto as Exhibit F.
1.64.

“MOHCD” means the Mayor’s Office of Housing and Community

1.65.

“Mortgage” means a mortgage, deed of trust or other lien on all or part of

Development.

the Project Site to secure an obligation made by the applicable property owner.
1.66.

“Mortgagee” means (i) any mortgagee or beneficiary under a Mortgage,

and (ii) a person or entity that obtains title to all or part of the Project Site as a result of
foreclosure proceedings or conveyance or other action in lieu thereof, or other remedial action.
1.67.

“Municipal Code” means the San Francisco Municipal Code.

All

references to any part of the Municipal Code mean that part of the Municipal Code in effect on
the Effective Date, as the Municipal Code may be modified by changes and updates that are
adopted from time to time in accordance with Section 5.4 or by permitted New City Laws as set
forth in Section 5.6.
1.68.

“New City Laws” has the meaning set forth in Section 5.6.

1.69.

“Non-City Agency” means Federal, State, and local governmental

agencies that are independent of the City and not parties to this Agreement.
1.70.

“Non-City Approval(s)” means any permits, agreements, or entitlements

from Non-City Agencies as may be necessary for the development of the Project.
1.71.

“OEWD” means the San Francisco Office of Economic and Workforce

1.72.

“Official Records” means the official real estate records of the City and

Development.

County of San Francisco, as maintained by the City's Assessor-Recorder's Office.

34469\13289427.3

10

1.73.

“Party” and “Parties” has the meaning set forth in the opening paragraph

of this Agreement and also includes any party that becomes a party to this Agreement, such as a
Transferee.
1.74.

“Phase” has the meaning set forth in Section 3.1.

1.75.

“Phasing Plan and Community Benefits Linkages” means the schedule

attached to this Agreement as Schedule 1.
1.76.

“Planning Code” means the San Francisco Planning Code.

1.77.

“Planning Commission” means the Planning Commission of the City and

County of San Francisco.
1.78.

“Planning Department” means the Planning Department of the City and

County of San Francisco.
1.79.

“Planning Director” means the Director of Planning of the City and

County of San Francisco.
1.80.

“Processing Fees” means the standard fee imposed by the City upon the

submission of an application for a permit or approval, which is not an Impact Fee or Exaction, in
accordance with City practice on a City-Wide basis.
1.81.

“Project” means the mixed-income development project as described in

Recital B, Exhibit B, and the Approvals, together with Developer's rights and obligations under
this Agreement.
1.82.

“Project Open Space” means the privately owned, publicly accessible

open space described in Exhibits C and C-1, C-2, C-3, and C-4, including Reservoir Park,
Gateway Landscape, Brighton Paseo, and San Ramon Paseo.
1.83.

“Project Site” has the meaning set forth in Recital A, and as more

particularly described in Exhibit A.
1.84.

“Project SUD” means Planning Code Section ___________ as adopted by

the Board in Ordinance No. [____].
1.85.

“PSA” has the meaning set forth in Recital H.

1.86.

“Public Health and Safety Exception” has the meaning set forth in

1.87.

“Public Improvements” means the facilities, both on- and off-site, to be

Section 5.8.1.

improved, constructed and dedicated by Developer and, upon completion in accordance with this
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Agreement, accepted by the City. Public Improvements include the streets within the Project Site
shown on Exhibit M, and all infrastructure and public utilities within such streets (such as
electricity, water and sewer lines but excluding any non-municipal utilities), including sidewalks,
landscaping, bicycle lanes, bus boarding island, street furniture, and paths and intersection
improvements (such as curbs, medians, signaling, traffic controls devices, signage, and striping)
as specified in the Master Infrastructure Plan. The Public Improvements also include the SFPUC
Infrastructure and the SFMTA Infrastructure, as specified in the Master Infrastructure Plan. The
Public Improvements do not include Publicly Accessible Private Improvements or, if any,
privately owned facilities or improvements in the public right of way. All Public Improvements
will be constructed in accordance with all City standards and at Developer’s sole expense.
1.88.

“Publicly Accessible Private Improvements” has the meaning set forth

1.89.

“PW” means San Francisco Public Works.

1.90.

“SFMTA” means the San Francisco Municipal Transportation Agency.

1.91.

“SFPUC” means the San Francisco Public Utilities Commission.

1.92.

“SFPUC Capacity Charges” means all water and sewer capacity and

in Exhibit C.

connection fees and charges payable to the SFPUC, as and when due in accordance with theapplicable City requirements.
1.93.

“SFPUC Retained Fee Area” has the meaning set forth in Recital B.

1.94.

“SFPUC Retained Fee License Agreement” has the meaning set forth in

1.95.

“Streetscape Improvements” means the streets, sidewalks, curbs, gutters,

Recital H.

bicycle pathways, and associated landscaping, all as set forth in the Master Infrastructure Plan
attached to this Agreement as Exhibit M.
1.96.

“Subdivision Code” means the San Francisco Subdivision Code.

1.97.

“Subdivision Map” means any map that Developer submits for the

Project Site with respect to the Project under the Subdivision Map Act and the Subdivision Code,
which may include, but not be limited to, tentative or vesting tentative subdivision maps, final or
vesting final subdivision maps and any tentative or final parcel map, or transfer map, including
phased final maps to the extent authorized under an approved tentative subdivision map.
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1.98.

“Subdivision Map Act” means the California Subdivision Map Act,

California Government Code Section 66410 et seq.
1.99.

“Term” has the meaning set forth in Section 2.2.

1.100. “Third-Party Challenge” means any administrative, legal or equitable
action or proceeding instituted by any party other than the City or Developer challenging the
validity or performance of any provision of this Agreement, the Project, the Approvals or Later
Approvals, the adoption or certification of the FEIR or other actions taken pursuant to CEQA, or
other approvals under Laws relating to the Project, any action taken by the City or Developer in
furtherance of this Agreement, or any combination thereof relating to the Project or any portion
thereof.
1.101. “Townhouse Parcels” has the meaning set forth in Exhibit B.
1.102. “Transfer,” “Transferee” and “Transferred Property” have the
meanings set forth in Section 12.1, and in all events excludes (1) a transfer of ownership or
membership interests in Developer or any Transferee, (2) grants of easement or of occupancy
rights for existing or completed Buildings or other improvements (including, without limitation,
space leases in Buildings), and (3) the placement of a Mortgage on the Project Site.
1.103. “Transportation Demand Management” benefits are described in
Exhibit J-1.
1.104. “Vested Elements” has the meaning set forth in Section 5.1.
1.105. “Workforce Agreement” means the Workforce Agreement attached
hereto as Exhibit I.
2.

EFFECTIVE DATE; TERM
2.1

Effective Date. This Agreement shall take effect on the first date upon

which both of the following have occurred: (i) the full execution and delivery of this Agreement
by the Parties; and (ii) the date the Enacting Ordinance is effective and operative (“Effective
Date”). The Parties shall execute this Agreement within thirty (30) days of the date the Enacting
Ordinance is effective and operative.
2.2

Term. The term of this Agreement shall commence upon the Effective

Date and shall continue in full force and effect for twenty-five (25) years thereafter unless
extended or earlier terminated as provided herein (“Term”); provided, however, that (i) the Term
shall be extended for each day of a Litigation Extension and (ii) Developer shall have the right to
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terminate this Agreement with respect to a legal parcel upon completion of the Building within
that parcel and the Associated Community Benefits for that Building, as set forth in Section 7.1.
The term of any conditional use permit, planned unit development, any tentative subdivision map
shall be for the longer of (a) the Term (as it relates to the applicable parcel) or (b) the term
otherwise allowed under the Subdivision Map Act or conditional use/planned unit development
approval, as applicable.
3.

GENERAL RIGHTS AND OBLIGATIONS
3.1

Development of the Project. Developer shall have the vested right to

develop the Project in accordance with and subject to the provisions of this Agreement, and the
City shall consider and process all Later Approvals for development of the Project in accordance
with and subject to the provisions of this Agreement. The Project will be developed in phases
(each, a “Phase”). Prior to Commencing any Construction on the Project Site, Developer will
prepare a “Development Phase Application” substantially as set forth in Exhibit N, for City’s
review and approval. The Development Phase Application will set forth the detailed scope and
work plan for each development phase, including the Associated Community Benefits required
in connection with each Phase. The Parties acknowledge that Developer (i) has obtained all
Approvals from the City required to Commence Construction of the Project, other than any
required Later Approvals, including but not limited to approval of a Development Phase
Application for each Phase, and (ii) may proceed in accordance with this Agreement with the
construction and, upon completion, use and occupancy of the Project as a matter of right, subject
to the terms and conditions of the PSA, the Infrastructure License Agreement, the SFPUC
Retained Fee License Agreement, the Project SUD, and subject to the attainment of any required
Later Approvals and any Non-City Approvals.
3.2

Workforce.

Developer shall require project sponsors, contractors,

consultants, subcontractors and subconsultants, as applicable, to undertake workforce
development activities in both the construction and end use phases of the Project in accordance
with the Workforce Agreement attached as Exhibit I.
3.3

Public Power.

Within sixty (60) days after the Effective Date,

Developer will provide the SFPUC with all Project information the SFPUC requires to determine
the feasibility of providing electric service to the Project Site (the “Feasibility Study”). The
SFPUC will complete the Feasibility Study within six (6) months after the date that Developer
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provides to the SFPUC all Project information needed to complete the Feasibility Study.
Developer agrees that if the SFPUC determines it is feasible to provide electricity for the Project
Site, then the SFPUC will be the exclusive power provider to the Project Site. The SFPUC power
will be provided under the SFPUC’s Rules and Regulations Governing Electric Service and at
rates that are comparable to rates in San Francisco for comparable service from other providers.
4.

PUBLIC BENEFITS; DEVELOPER OBLIGATIONS AND CONDITIONS

TO DEVELOPER'S PERFORMANCE
4.1

Community Benefits Exceed Those Required by Existing Ordinances

and Regulations. The Parties acknowledge and agree that the development of the Project in
accordance with this Agreement provides a number of public benefits to the City beyond those
achievable through existing Laws, including, but not limited to, those set forth in this Article 4
(the “Community Benefits”).

The City acknowledges and agrees that a number of the

Community Benefits would not be otherwise achievable without the express agreement of
Developer under this Agreement. Developer acknowledges and agrees that, as a result of the
benefits to Developer under this Agreement, Developer has received good and valuable
consideration for its provision of the Community Benefits, and the City would not be willing to
enter into this Agreement without the Community Benefits. Payment or delivery of each of the
Community Benefits is tied to a specific Building or other development milestone in connection
with implementation of the Project, as described in the Phasing Plan and Community Benefits
Linkages Schedule attached as Schedule 1 to this Agreement or as described elsewhere in this
Agreement (each, an “Associated Community Benefit”). Upon Developer’s Commencement of
Construction of a Building, the Associated Community Benefits tied to that Building shall
survive the expiration or termination of this Agreement to the date of completion of the
Associated Community Benefit. Time is of the essence with respect to the completion of the
Associated Community Benefits.
4.1.1

Community Benefits.

Developer shall provide the following

Community Benefits (collectively, the “Community Benefits Program“) at the times specified
in Schedule 1, the Phasing Plan and Community Benefits Linkages Schedule:
(a)
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(b)

the Affordable Housing Program benefits, as further

described in Exhibit D and Schedule 1;
(c)

the transportation and other infrastructure improvements as

described in Exhibit J and Exhibit M; and
(d)

the Child Care Program benefits, as further described in

Exhibit L.
4.2

Performance of Community Benefits.

Whenever this Agreement

requires completion of an Associated Community Benefit at or before the completion of or
receipt of temporary or final certificate of occupancy for a Building, the City may withhold a
temporary or final certificate of occupancy for that Building until the required Associated
Community Benefit is completed or Developer has provided the City with adequate security for
completion of such Associated Community Benefit in a commercially reasonable form (e.g., a
bond or letter of credit) as approved by (i) the Planning Director in the Director’s reasonable
discretion (following consultation with the City Attorney), and (ii) the MOHCD Director in the
Director’s reasonable discretion if the subject Associated Community Benefit is construction of
Affordable Units. In determining the need for and reasonableness of any such security, the
Planning Director and MOHCD Director (in consultation with the City Attorney) shall consider
(i) any existing or proposed security, such as any bonds required under the Subdivision Map Act,
and (ii) payment and performance bonds provided to a construction lender if the subject
Associated Community Benefit is construction of Affordable Units and construction financing
for the Affordable Units has closed.
4.3

No Additional CEQA Review Required; Reliance on FEIR for Future

Discretionary Approvals. The Parties acknowledge that the FEIR prepared for the Project
complies with CEQA. The Parties further acknowledge that (a) the FEIR contains a thorough
analysis of the Project and possible alternatives, (b) the Mitigation Measures have been adopted
to eliminate or reduce to an acceptable level certain adverse environmental impacts of the
Project, and (c) the Board of Supervisors adopted CEQA Findings, including a statement of
overriding considerations in connection with the Approvals, pursuant to CEQA Guidelines
Section 15093, for those significant impacts that could not be mitigated to a less than significant
level. Accordingly, the City does not intend to conduct any further environmental review or
mitigation under CEQA for any aspect of the Project vested under this Agreement. The City
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shall rely on the FEIR, to the greatest extent possible in accordance with applicable Laws, in all
future discretionary actions related to the Project; provided, however, that nothing shall prevent
or limit the discretion of the City to conduct additional environmental review in connection with
any Later Approvals to the extent that such additional environmental review is required by
applicable Laws, including CEQA.
4.3.1

Compliance with CEQA Mitigation Measures. Developer shall

comply with all Mitigation Measures imposed as applicable to the Project except for any
Mitigation Measures that are expressly identified as the responsibility of a different party or
entity. Without limiting the foregoing, Developer shall be responsible for the completion of all
Mitigation Measures identified as the responsibility of the “owner” or the “project sponsor”. The
Parties expressly acknowledge that the FEIR and the associated MMRP are intended to be used
in connection with each of the Later Approvals to the extent appropriate and permitted under
applicable Law.

Nothing in this Agreement shall limit the ability of the City to impose

conditions on any new, discretionary permit resulting from Material Changes as such conditions
are determined by the City to be necessary to mitigate adverse environmental impacts identified
through the CEQA process and associated with the Material Changes or otherwise to address
significant environmental impacts as defined by CEQA created by an approval or permit;
provided, however, any such conditions must be in accordance with applicable Law.
4.4

Nondiscrimination. In the performance of this Agreement, Developer

agrees not to discriminate against any employee, City employee working with Developer's
contractor or subcontractor, applicant for employment with such contractor or subcontractor, or
against any person seeking accommodations, advantages, facilities, privileges, services, or
membership in all business, social, or other establishments or organizations, on the basis of the
fact or perception of a person's race, color, creed, religion, national origin, ancestry, age, height,
weight, sex, sexual orientation, gender identity, domestic partner status, marital status, disability
or Acquired Immune Deficiency Syndrome or HIV status (AIDS/HIV status), or association with
members of such protected classes, or in retaliation for opposition to discrimination against such
classes.
4.5

City Cost Recovery.
4.5.1

Developer shall timely pay to the City all Impact Fees and

Exactions applicable to the Project or the Project Site as set forth in Section 5.7.
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4.5.2

Developer shall timely pay to the City all Processing Fees

applicable to the processing or review of applications for the Approvals and Later Approvals.
4.5.3

Developer shall pay to the City all City Costs incurred in

connection with the drafting and negotiation of this Agreement, defending the Approvals and
Later Approvals, and in processing and issuing any Later Approvals or administering this
Agreement (except for the costs that are covered by Processing Fees), within sixty (60) days
following receipt of a written invoice complying with Section 4.5.4 from the City.
4.5.4

OEWD shall provide Developer on a quarterly basis (or such

alternative period as agreed to by the Parties) a reasonably detailed statement showing costs
incurred by OEWD, the City Agencies and the City Attorney's Office, including the hourly rates
for each City staff member at that time, the total number of hours spent by each City staff
member during the invoice period, any additional costs incurred by the City Agencies and a brief
non-confidential description of the work completed (provided, for the City Attorney's Office, the
billing statement will be reviewed and approved by OEWD but the cover invoice forwarded to
Developer will not include a description of the work). OEWD will use reasonable efforts to
provide an accounting of time and costs from the City Attorney's Office and each City Agency in
each invoice; provided, however, if OEWD is unable to provide an accounting from one or more
of such parties, then OEWD may send an invoice to Developer that does not include the charges
of such party or parties without losing any right to include such charges in a future or
supplemental invoice but subject to the eighteen (18) month deadline set forth below in this
Section 4.5.4. Developer's obligation to pay the City Costs shall survive the termination of this
Agreement. Developer shall have no obligation to reimburse the City for any City Cost that is
not invoiced to Developer within eighteen (18) months from the date the City Cost was incurred.
The City will maintain records, in reasonable detail, with respect to any City Costs and upon
written request of Developer, and to the extent not confidential, shall make such records
available for inspection by Developer.
4.5.5

If Developer in good faith disputes any portion of an invoice, then

within sixty (60) days following receipt of the invoice Developer shall provide notice of the
amount disputed and the reason for the dispute, and the Parties shall use good faith efforts to
reconcile the dispute as soon as practicable. Developer shall have no right to withhold the
disputed amount. If any dispute is not resolved within ninety (90) days following Developer's
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notice to the City of the dispute, Developer may pursue all remedies at law or in equity to
recover the disputed amount.
4.6

Prevailing Wages. As set forth in the Workforce Agreement (Exhibit I),

Developer agrees that the Project Site is sold by the City for a Housing Development, as defined
in Section 23.61(a) of the Administrative Code, and that therefore all persons performing labor in
construction work on the Project Site shall be paid not less than the highest prevailing rate of
wages for the labor so performed consistent with the requirements of Article VII of Chapter 23
and Section 6.22(e) of the Administrative Code (including those requirements applicable to a
“Housing Development” as defined in Section 23.61 of the Administrative Code), shall be
subject to the same hours and working conditions, and shall receive the same benefits as in each
case are provided for similar work performed in San Francisco, California, and Developer shall
include this requirement in any construction contract entered into by Developer for any such
public improvements. Upon request, Developer and its contractors will provide to City any
workforce payroll records as needed to confirm compliance with this Section. Without limiting
the foregoing, Developer shall comply with all applicable state law requirements relating to the
payment of prevailing wages, and to the extent there is any difference between the requirements
of such state law requirements and the Administrative Code, the stricter requirements shall
apply.
4.7

Indemnification of City. Developer shall indemnify, reimburse, and hold

harmless the City and its officers, agents and employees (the “City Parties”) from and, if
requested, shall defend them against any and all loss, cost, damage, injury, liability, and claims
(“Losses”) arising or resulting directly or indirectly from (i) any third party claim arising from a
Default by Developer under this Agreement, (ii) Developer's failure to comply with any
Approval, Later Approval or Non-City Approval, (iii) the failure of any improvements
constructed pursuant to the Approvals or Later Approvals to comply with any Federal or State
Laws, the Existing Standards or any permitted New City Laws, (iv) any accident, bodily injury,
death, personal injury, or loss of or damage to property occurring on the Project Site (or the
public right of way adjacent to the Project Site) in connection with the construction by Developer
or its agents or contractors of any improvements pursuant to the Approvals, Later Approvals or
this Agreement, (v) a Third-Party Challenge instituted against the City or any of the City Parties,
(vi) any dispute between Developer, its contractors or subcontractors relating to the construction
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of any part of the Project, and (vii) any dispute between Developer and any Transferee or any
subsequent owner of any of the Project Site relating to any assignment of this Agreement or the
obligations that run with the land, or any dispute between Developer and any Transferee or other
person relating to which party is responsible for performing certain obligations under this
Agreement, each regardless of the negligence of and regardless of whether liability without fault
is imposed or sought to be imposed on the City or any of the City Parties, except to the extent
that any of the foregoing indemnification obligations is void or otherwise unenforceable under
applicable Law, and except to the extent such Loss is the result of the negligence or willful
misconduct of the City Parties. The foregoing indemnity shall include, without limitation,
reasonable attorneys' fees and costs and the City's reasonable cost of investigating any claims
against the City or the City Parties. All indemnifications set forth in this Agreement shall
survive the expiration or termination of this Agreement, to the extent such indemnification
obligation arose from an event occurring before the expiration or termination of this Agreement.
To the extent the indemnifications relate to Developer's obligations that survive the expiration or
termination of this Agreement, the indemnifications shall survive for the term of the applicable
obligation plus four (4) years.
5.

VESTING AND CITY OBLIGATIONS
5.1

Vested Rights. By the Approvals, the City has made a policy decision that

the Project, as described in and as may be modified in accordance with the Approvals, is in the
best interests of the City and promotes the public health, safety and welfare. Developer shall
have the vested right to develop the Project as set forth in this Agreement, including without
limitation with the following vested elements: the locations and numbers of Buildings proposed,
the land uses, height and bulk limits, including the maximum density, intensity and gross square
footages, the permitted uses, the provisions for open space, vehicular access, and parking
(collectively, the “Vested Elements”; provided the Existing Uses on the Project Site shall also
be included as Vested Elements). The Vested Elements are subject to and shall be governed by
Applicable Laws. The expiration of any building permit or Approval shall not limit the Vested
Elements, and Developer shall have the right to seek and obtain subsequent building permits or
approvals, including Later Approvals, at any time during the Term, any of which shall be
governed by Applicable Laws. Each Later Approval, once granted, shall be deemed an Approval
for purposes of this Section 5.1.
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5.2

Existing Standards. The City shall process, consider, and review all Later

Approvals in accordance with (i) the Approvals, (ii) the San Francisco General Plan, the
Municipal Code (including the Subdivision Code), and all other applicable City policies, rules
and regulations, as each of the foregoing is in effect on the Effective Date (“Existing
Standards”), as the same may be amended or updated in accordance with permitted New City
Laws as set forth in Section 5.6, (iii) California and Federal law, as applicable, and (iv) this
Agreement (collectively, “Applicable Laws”).

The Enacting Ordinance includes express

waivers and amendments to Chapter 56 consistent with this Agreement.
5.2.1

Code Waivers.

Pursuant to the Enacting Ordinance and this

Agreement, certain provisions of the San Francisco Municipal Code are waived, as set forth in
Schedule 2-2 (Schedule of Code Waivers and Amendments).
5.2.2

No Implied Waiver of Codes. Except as expressly set forth in

Schedule 2-2, nothing in this Agreement constitutes an implied waiver or exemption of the
Subdivision Code or the Public Works Code. For any waiver or exemption other than those set
forth in Schedule 2-2, Developer shall comply with the City's existing processes to seek any
necessary waivers or exemptions. The City's failure to enforce any part of the Subdivision Code
or Public Works Code shall not be deemed a waiver of its right to do so thereafter, but it shall not
override the Approvals standards set forth in Sections 5.2, 5.3, and 5.4.
5.2.3

General Plan Consistency Findings. The Parties acknowledge the

Project is consistent with the City's General Plan and the General Plan Consistency Findings are
intended to support all Later Approvals that are consistent with the Approvals. To the maximum
extent practicable, the Planning Department shall rely exclusively on the General Plan
Consistency Findings when processing and reviewing all Later Approvals, including proposed
Subdivision Maps and any other actions related to the Project requiring General Plan
determinations; provided Developer acknowledges that the General Plan Consistency Findings
do not limit the City's discretion in connection with any Later Approval that (a) requires new or
revised General Plan consistency findings because of Material Changes or amendments to any of
the Approvals or (b) is analyzed in the context of a future General Plan amendment that is a nonconflicting New City Law.
5.3

Criteria for Later Approvals. Developer shall be responsible for obtaining

all required Later Approvals before the start of any construction. and timely providing project
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schedules to OEWD as described in Exhibit K. The City, in granting the Approvals and vesting
the Project through this Agreement, is limiting its future discretion with respect to Later
Approvals to the extent that they are consistent with the Approvals and this Agreement. The
City shall not disapprove applications for Later Approvals based upon an item or element that is
consistent with the Approvals, and shall consider all such applications in accordance with its
customary practices (subject to the requirements of this Agreement). The City may subject a
Later Approval to any condition that is necessary to bring the Later Approval into compliance
with Applicable Laws. For any part of a Later Approval request that has not been previously
reviewed or considered by the applicable City Agency (such as additional details or plans), the
City Agency shall exercise its discretion consistent with the Municipal Code and the Approvals
and otherwise in accordance with the City’s customary practice. Nothing in this Agreement shall
preclude the City from applying New City Laws for any development not within the definition of
the “Project” under this Agreement.
5.4

Strict Building Code Compliance.
5.4.1

City-Wide Building Codes.

Notwithstanding anything in this

Agreement to the contrary, except as otherwise provided in Schedule 2-1 (Schedule of Impact
Fees) and Schedule 2-2 (Schedule of Code Waivers and Amendments) and Section 5.4.2, when
considering any application for a Later Approval, the City or the applicable City Agency shall
apply the then-applicable provisions, requirements, rules, or regulations that are contained in the
San Francisco Building Codes, including the Public Works Code (which includes the Stormwater
Management Ordinance), Subdivision Code, Mechanical Code, Electrical Code, Green Building
Code, Housing Code, Plumbing Code, Fire Code, or other uniform construction codes applicable
on a City-Wide basis.
5.4.2

Sidewalks, Streets and Infrastructure.

By entering into this

Agreement, the City's Board of Supervisors and the City Agencies have reviewed and approved
(i) the Streetscape Improvements and the Publicly Accessible Private Improvements, including
sidewalks, pathways, street widths, and general right of way configurations with respect to
location and relationship of major elements, curbs, bicycle facilities, parking, loading areas, as
set forth in the Approvals described in Exhibit E (including but not limited to the Master
Infrastructure Plan attached to this Agreement as Exhibit M and the Project Open Space
described in Exhibit C) and the Project SUD, as consistent with the City's central policy
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objective to ensure street safety for all users while maintaining adequate clearances, including for
fire apparatus vehicles and utilities. No City Agency with jurisdiction may object to a Later
Approval for any of the Buildings, Streetscape Improvements, or Publicly Accessible Private
Improvements due to the proposed width of a sidewalk, pathway, or street, unless such objection
is based upon the applicable City Agency's reserved authority to review Engineering Design for
compliance with Applicable Laws or other authority under State law. In the case of such
objection, then within five (5) business days of the objection being raised (whether raised
formally or informally), representatives from Developer, PW, the Planning Department and the
objecting City Agency shall meet and confer in good faith to attempt to find a mutually
satisfactory resolution to the objection. If the matter is not resolved within fourteen (14) days
following the objection, then the Planning Director shall notify the Clerk of the Board of
Supervisors and the members of the Board of Supervisors' Land Use and Transportation
Committee. The City Agencies and Developer agree to act in good faith to resolve the matter
quickly and in a manner that does not conflict with the City policy, Approvals, this Agreement,
or applicable Law. As used in this Agreement, “Engineering Design” means professional
engineering work as set forth in the Professional Engineers Act, California Business and
Professions Code Sections 6700 et seq.
5.5

Denial of a Later Approval. If the City denies any application for a Later

Approval that implements a Building, such denial must be consistent with Applicable Laws, and
the City must specify in writing the reasons for such denial and suggest modifications required
for approval of the application. Any such specified modifications shall be consistent with
Applicable Laws, and City staff shall approve the application if it is subsequently resubmitted for
City review and corrects or mitigates, to the City's reasonable satisfaction, the stated reasons for
the earlier denial in a manner that is consistent and compliant with Applicable Laws and does not
include new or additional information or materials that give the City a reason to object to the
application under the standards set forth in this Agreement.
5.6

New City Laws. All future changes to Existing Standards and any other

Laws, plans or policies adopted by the City or adopted by voter initiative after the Effective Date
(“New City Laws”) shall apply to the Project and the Project Site except to the extent they
conflict with this Agreement or the terms and conditions of the Approvals. In the event of such a
conflict, the terms of this Agreement and the Approvals shall prevail, subject to the terms of
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Section 5.8.
5.6.1

New City Laws shall be deemed to conflict with this Agreement

and the Approvals if they:
(a)

limit or reduce the density or intensity of the Project, or any

part thereof, or otherwise require any reduction in the square footage or number of proposed
Buildings or change the location of proposed Buildings or change or reduce other improvements
from that permitted under the Approvals;
(b)

limit or reduce the height or bulk of the Project, or any part

thereof, or otherwise require any reduction in the height or bulk of individual Buildings or other
improvements that are part of the Project under the Approvals;
(c)

limit, reduce or change the location of vehicular access,

parking or loading from that permitted under the Approvals;
(d)

limit any land uses for the Project from that permitted

under the Approvals or the Existing Uses;
(e)

change or limit the Approvals or Existing Uses;

(f)

materially delay, limit or control the rate, timing, phasing,

or sequencing of the Project, including the demolition of existing buildings at the Project Site,
except as expressly set forth in this Agreement;
(g)

require the issuance of permits or approvals by the City

other than those required under the Existing Standards, except for permits or approvals that are
required on a City-Wide basis, relate to the construction of improvements, and do not prevent
construction of the Project as intended by this Agreement;
(h)

limit or control the availability of public utilities, services

or facilities, or any privileges or rights to public utilities, services, or facilities for the Project;
(i)

materially and adversely limit the processing or procuring

of applications and approvals of Later Approvals that are consistent with Approvals;
(j)

increase

the

percentage

of

required

affordable

or

Affordable Units, change the AMI percentage levels for the affordable housing pricing or income
eligibility, change the requirements regarding unit size or unit type, or increase the amount or
change the configuration of required Project Open Space; or
(k)
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Project (as is expressly prohibited in Section 5.7.2).
5.6.2

Developer shall have the right, from time to time and at any time,

to file Subdivision Map applications (including phased final map applications and developmentspecific condominium map or plan applications) with respect to some or all of the Project Site
and subdivide the Project Site as may be necessary or desirable in order to develop a particular
part of the Project as generally described in Exhibit B and depicted in Exhibit B-1. The specific
boundaries of Development Parcels shall be set by Developer and approved by the City during
the subdivision process. Nothing in this Agreement shall authorize Developer to subdivide or
use any of the Project Site for purposes of sale, lease or financing in any manner that conflicts
with the Subdivision Map Act or with the Subdivision Code. Nothing in this Agreement shall
prevent the City from enacting or adopting changes in the methods and procedures for processing
subdivision and parcel maps so long as such changes do not conflict with the provisions of this
Agreement or with the Approvals.

Developer shall cause any Mortgagee to provide its

authorized signature on any final subdivision map with respect to the Project, which shall include
consent and acknowledgement of the Affordable Unit requirements, for the life of the Project, in
accordance with the Affordable Housing Program and this Agreement.
5.7

Fees and Exactions.
5.7.1

Generally. The Project shall only be subject to the Processing Fees

and Impact Fees and Exactions as set forth in this Section 5.7 and Schedule 2-1 (Schedule of
Impact Fees), and the City shall not impose any new Processing Fees or Impact Fees and
Exactions on the development of the Project or impose new conditions or requirements for the
right to develop the Project (including required contributions of land, public amenities or
services) except as set forth in this Agreement. The Parties acknowledge that the provisions
contained in this Section 5.7 are intended to implement the intent of the Parties that Developer
have the right to develop the Project pursuant to specified and known criteria and rules, and that
the City receive the benefits which will be conferred as a result of such development without
abridging the right of the City to act in accordance with its powers, duties and obligations, except
as specifically provided in this Agreement.
5.7.2

Impact Fees and Exactions. During the Term, as extended by the

any Litigation Extensions, no Impact Fees and Exactions shall apply to the Project or
components thereof except for (i) those Impact Fees and Exactions specifically set forth on
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Schedule 1, (ii) the SFPUC Capacity Charges, and (iii) New City Laws that do not conflict with
this Agreement as set forth in Section 5.6, and (iv) as expressly set forth below in this Section.
The Impact Fees and Exactions and SFPUC Capacity Charges will be calculated and determined
at the time payable in accordance with the City requirements on that date, and the parties
acknowledge and agree that the Impact Fees and Exactions are subject to the Planning
Department's final confirmation once the applicable final land uses and Gross Floor Area are
determined. Accordingly, Developer will be subject to any increase or decrease in the fee
amount payable and any changes in methodology of calculation (e.g., use of a different index to
calculate annual increases) but will not be subject to any new types of Impact Fees and Exactions
or modification to existing Impact Fees and Exactions after the Effective Date except as
described in Section 5.6 and this Section. Developer agrees that any new impact fee or exaction
enacted after the Effective Date that (i) is of City-Wide applicability (e.g., applies to all retail
development in the City), (ii) does not pertain to affordable housing, open space, child care,
transportation, parking, or community improvements (for which this Agreement reflects the full
extent of the required Developer contributions), and (iii) would otherwise apply to the Project,
shall apply to the Project or the applicable portion thereof.
5.7.3

Processing Fees. Developer shall pay all Processing Fees in effect,

on a City-Wide basis, at the time that Developer applies for a Later Approval for which such
Processing Fee is payable in connection with the applicable part of the Project.
5.8

Changes in Federal or State Laws.
5.8.1

City's Exceptions.

Notwithstanding any provision in this

Agreement to the contrary, each City Agency having jurisdiction over the Project shall exercise
its discretion under this Agreement in a manner that is consistent with the public health and
safety and shall at all times retain its respective authority to take any action that is necessary to
protect the physical health and safety of the public (the “Public Health and Safety Exception”)
or reasonably calculated and narrowly drawn to comply with applicable changes in Federal or
State Law affecting the physical environment (the “Federal or State Law Exception”),
including the authority to condition or deny a Later Approval or to adopt a new Law applicable
to the Project so long as such condition or denial or new regulation (i)(a) is limited solely to
addressing a specific and identifiable issue in each case required to protect the physical health
and safety of the public, or (b) is required to comply with a Federal or State Law and in each
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case not for independent discretionary policy reasons that are inconsistent with the Approvals or
this Agreement and (ii) is applicable on a City-Wide basis to the same or similarly situated uses
and applied in an equitable and non-discriminatory manner. Developer retains the right to
dispute any City reliance on the Public Health and Safety Exception or the Federal or State Law
Exception.
5.8.2

Changes in Federal or State Laws. If Federal or State Laws issued,

enacted, promulgated, adopted, passed, approved, made, implemented, amended, or interpreted
after the Effective Date have gone into effect and (i) preclude or prevent compliance with one or
more provisions of the Approvals or this Agreement, or (ii) materially and adversely affect
Developer's or the City's rights, benefits or obligations under this Agreement, then such
provisions of this Agreement shall be modified or suspended as may be necessary to comply
with such Federal or State Law. In such event, this Agreement shall be modified only to the
extent necessary or required to comply with such Law, subject to the provisions of Section 5.8.4,
as applicable.
5.8.3

Changes to Development Agreement Statute. This Agreement has

been entered into in reliance upon the provisions of the Development Agreement Statute. No
amendment of or addition to the Development Agreement Statute that would affect the
interpretation or enforceability of this Agreement or increase the obligations or diminish the
development rights of Developer hereunder, or increase the obligations or diminish the benefits
to the City hereunder shall be applicable to this Agreement unless such amendment or addition is
specifically required by Law or is mandated by a court of competent jurisdiction. If such
amendment or change is permissive rather than mandatory, this Agreement shall not be affected.
5.8.4

Effect on Agreement. If any of the modifications, amendments or

additions described in this Section 5.8 would materially and adversely affect the construction,
development, use, operation, or occupancy of the Project as currently contemplated by the
Approvals, or any material portion thereof, such that the Project, or the applicable portion
thereof, becomes economically infeasible (a “Law Adverse to Developer”), then Developer
shall notify the City and propose amendments or solutions that would maintain the benefit of the
bargain (that is this Agreement) for both Parties. If any of the modifications, amendments or
additions described in Section 5.8 would materially and adversely affect or limit the Community
Benefits (a “Law Adverse to the City”), then the City shall notify Developer and propose
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amendments or solutions that would maintain the benefit of the bargain (that is this Agreement)
for both Parties. Upon receipt of a notice under this Section 5.8.4, the Parties agree to meet and
confer in good faith for a period of not less than ninety (90) days in an attempt to resolve the
issue. If the Parties cannot resolve the issue in ninety (90) days or such longer period as may be
agreed to by the Parties, then the Parties shall mutually select a mediator at JAMS in San
Francisco for nonbinding mediation for a period of not less than thirty (30) days. If the Parties
remain unable to resolve the issue following such mediation, then either party shall have the right
to seek available remedies at law or in equity to maintain the benefit of the bargain or
alternatively to seek termination of this Agreement if the benefit of the bargain cannot be
maintained in light of the Law Adverse to Developer or Law Adverse to the City.
5.9

No Action to Impede Approvals. Except and only as required under

Section 5.8, the City shall take no action under this Agreement nor impose any condition on the
Project that would conflict with this Agreement or the Approvals. An action taken or condition
imposed shall be deemed to be in conflict with this Agreement or the Approvals if such actions
or conditions result in the occurrence of one or more of the circumstances identified in
Section 5.6.1.
5.10

Estoppel Certificates. Developer may, at any time, and from time to time,

deliver notice to the Planning Director requesting that the Planning Director certify to Developer,
a potential Transferee, or a potential lender to Developer, in writing that to the best of the
Planning Director's knowledge: (i) this Agreement is in full force and effect and a binding
obligation of the Parties; (ii) this Agreement has not been amended or modified, and if so
amended or modified, identifying the amendments or modifications and stating their date and
providing a copy or referring to the recording information; (iii) Developer is not in Default in the
performance of its obligations under this Agreement, or if in Default, to describe therein the
nature and amount of any such Defaults; and (iv) the findings of the City with respect to the most
recent annual review performed pursuant to Section 8. The Planning Director, acting on behalf
of the City, shall execute and return such certificate within thirty (30) days following receipt of
the request.
5.11

Existing, Continuing Uses and Interim Uses. The Parties acknowledge

that the Existing Uses are lawfully authorized uses and may continue as such uses may be
modified by the Project, provided that any modification thereof not a component of or
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contemplated by the Project is subject to Planning Code Section 178 and the applicable
provisions of Section 5. Developer may install interim or temporary uses on the Project Site,
which uses must be consistent with those uses allowed under the Project Site's zoning and the
Project SUD.
5.12

Taxes. Nothing in this Agreement limits the City's ability to impose new

or increased taxes or special assessments, or any equivalent or substitute tax or assessment,
provided (i) the City shall not institute, on its own initiative, proceedings for any new or
increased special tax or special assessment for a land-secured financing district (including the
special taxes under the Mello-Roos Community Facilities Act of 1982 (Government Code
Section 53311 et seq.) but not including business improvement districts or community benefit
districts formed by a vote of the affected property owners) that includes the Project Site unless
the new district is City-Wide or Developer gives its prior written consent to or requests such
proceedings, and (ii) no such tax or assessment shall be targeted or directed at the Project,
including, without limitation, any tax or assessment targeted solely at all or any part of the
Project Site. Nothing in the foregoing prevents the City from imposing any tax or assessment
against the Project Site, or any portion thereof,that is enacted in accordance with Law and
applies to all similarly-situated property on a City-Wide basis.
6.

NO DEVELOPMENT OBLIGATION

There is no requirement under this Agreement that Developer initiate or complete
development of the Project, or any Phase or portion thereof. There is also no requirement that
development be initiated or completed within any period of time or in any particular order,
subject to the requirement to complete Associated Community Benefits as set forth in
Section 4.1 and the Phasing Plan and Community Benefits Linkages Schedule (Schedule 1). The
development of the Project is subject to numerous factors that are not within the control of
Developer or the City, such as availability of financing, interest rates, access to capital, and
similar factors. Except as expressly required by this Agreement, the City acknowledges that
Developer may develop the Project in such order and at such rate and times as Developer deems
appropriate within the exercise of its sole and subjective business judgment.

In Pardee

Construction Co. v. City of Camarillo, 37 Cal.3d 465 (1984), the California Supreme Court ruled
that the failure of the parties therein to provide for the timing of development resulted in a later
adopted initiative restricting the timing of development and controlling the parties’ agreement. It
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is the intent of the Parties to avoid such a result by acknowledging and providing for the timing
of development of the Project in the manner set forth herein. The City acknowledges that such a
right is consistent with the intent, purpose and understanding of the Parties to this Agreement,
and that without such a right, Developer’s development of the Project would be subject to the
uncertainties sought to be avoided by the Development Agreement Statute, Chapter 56 and this
Agreement. Notwithstanding the foregoing, the City retains authority to reject any Developer
request for temporary or interim Public Improvements or deferral of the construction of the
permanent Public Improvements and can require permanent Public Improvements with each
Development Phase.
7.

MUTUAL OBLIGATIONS
7.1

Notice of Completion, Revocation or Termination. Within thirty (30) days

after any early revocation or termination of this Agreement (as to all or any part of the Project
Site), the Parties agree to execute a written statement acknowledging such revocation or
termination, signed by the appropriate agents of the City and Developer, and record such
instrument in the Official Records. In addition, within thirty (30) days after Developer's request,
when a Building and all of the Associated Community Benefits tied to that Building have been
completed, the City and Developer shall execute and record a notice of completion in the form
attached as Exhibit H for the applicable Building property.
7.2

General Cooperation; Agreement to Cooperate.

The Parties agree to

cooperate with one another to expeditiously implement the Project in accordance with the
Approvals, any Later Approvals and this Agreement, and to undertake and complete all actions
or proceedings reasonably necessary or appropriate to ensure that the objectives of this
Agreement, the Approvals and any Later Approvals are implemented. Except for ordinary
administrative costs of the City, nothing in this Agreement obligates the City to spend any sums
of money or incur any costs other than City Costs or costs that Developer reimburses through the
payment of Processing Fees. The Parties agree that the Planning Department will act as the
City's lead agency to facilitate coordinated City review of applications for the Project.
7.3 Third-Party Challenge. Developer shall assist and cooperate with the City
at Developer's own expense in connection with any Third-Party Challenge. The City Attorney's
Office may use its own legal staff or outside counsel in connection with defense of the ThirdParty Challenge, at the City Attorney's sole discretion. Developer shall reimburse the City for its

34469\13289427.3

30

actual costs in defense of the action or proceeding, including but not limited to the time and
expenses of the City Attorney's Office (at the non-discounted rates then charged by the City
Attorney's Office) and any consultants; provided, however, Developer shall have the right to
monthly invoices for all such costs.
7.3.1

To the extent that any such action or proceeding challenges or a

judgment is entered limiting Developer's right to proceed with the Project or any material portion
thereof under this Agreement (whether the Project commenced or not), including the City's
actions taken pursuant to CEQA, Developer may elect to terminate this Agreement. Upon any
such termination (or, upon the entry of a judgment terminating this Agreement, if earlier), the
City and Developer shall jointly seek to have the Third-Party Challenge dismissed and
Developer shall have no obligation to reimburse City defense costs that are incurred after the
dismissal (other than, in the case of a partial termination by Developer, any defense costs with
respect to the remaining portions of the Project). Notwithstanding the foregoing, if Developer
conveys or transfers some but not all of the Project, or a party takes title to Foreclosed Property
constituting only a portion of the Project, and, therefore, there is more than one party that
assumes obligations of “Developer” under this Agreement, then only the Party holding the
interest in such portion of the Project shall have the right to terminate this Agreement as to such
portion of the Project (and only as to such portion), and no termination of this Agreement by
such Party as to such Party's portion of the Project shall effect a termination of this Agreement as
to any other portion of the Project.
7.3.2

The filing of any Third Party Challenge shall not delay or stop the

development, processing or construction of the Project or the issuance of Later Approvals unless
the third party obtains a court order preventing the activity.
7.4

Good Faith and Fair Dealing. The Parties shall cooperate with each other

and act in good faith in complying with the provisions of this Agreement and implementing the
Approvals and any Later Approvals.
7.5

Other Necessary Acts. Each Party shall use good faith efforts to take such

further actions as may be reasonably necessary to carry out this Agreement, the Approvals and
any Later Approvals, in accordance with the terms of this Agreement (and subject to all
applicable Laws) in order to provide and secure to each Party the full and complete enjoyment of
its rights and privileges hereunder.
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8.

PERIODIC REVIEW OF DEVELOPER'S COMPLIANCE
8.1

Annual Review.

Pursuant to Section 65865.1 of the Development

Agreement Statute and Section 56.17 of the Administrative Code (as of the Effective Date), at
the beginning of the second week of each January following final adoption of this Agreement
and for so long as the Agreement is in effect (the “Annual Review Date”), the Planning Director
shall commence a review to ascertain whether Developer has, in good faith, complied with the
Agreement. The failure to commence such review in January in any calendar year shall not
waive the Planning Director's right to do so later in the calendar year. The Planning Director
may elect to forego an annual review if no significant construction work occurred on the Project
Site during that year, or if such review is otherwise not deemed necessary.
8.2

Review Procedure. In conducting the required initial and annual reviews

of Developer's compliance with this Agreement, the Planning Director shall follow the process
set forth in this Section 8.2.
8.2.1

Required Information from Developer. Within sixty (60) days

following request by the Planning Director, Developer shall provide a letter to the Planning
Director explaining, with appropriate backup documentation, Developer’s compliance with this
Agreement for the preceding calendar year, including, but not limited to, the status of subsequent
development applications and approvals and compliance with the requirements regarding
Community Benefits, payments and fees, the Affordable Housing Program, the Workforce
Agreement, the Transportation Demand Management Program, and the environmental mitigation
measures identified in the FEIR. The burden of proof, by substantial evidence, of compliance is
upon Developer. The Planning Director shall post a copy of Developer’s submittals on the
Planning Department’s website.
8.2.2

City Report. Within sixty (60) days after Developer submits such

letter, the Planning Director shall review the information submitted by Developer and all other
available evidence regarding Developer's compliance with this Agreement, and shall consult
with applicable City Agencies as appropriate. All such available evidence, including final staff
reports, shall, upon receipt by the City, be made available as soon as possible to Developer. The
Planning Director shall notify Developer in writing whether Developer has complied with the
terms of this Agreement (the “City Report”), and post the City Report on the Planning
Department’s website. If the Planning Director finds Developer not in compliance with this
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Agreement, then the City may pursue available rights and remedies in accordance with this
Agreement and Chapter 56. The City's failure to initiate or to timely complete the annual review
shall not be a Default and shall not be deemed to be a waiver of the right to do so at a later date.
All costs incurred by the City under this Section shall be included in the City Costs.
8.2.3

Effect on Transferees. If a Developer has effected a Transfer so

that its interest in the Project Site is divided among multiple Developers at the time of an annual
review, then that annual review shall be conducted separately with respect to each Developer,
each Developer shall submit the materials required by this Article 8 with respect to the portion of
the Project Site owned by such Developer, and the City review process will proceed as one for
the entire Project. Notwithstanding the foregoing, the Planning Commission and Board of
Supervisors shall make its determinations and take its action separately with respect to each
Developer pursuant to Chapter 56. If there are multiple Developers and the Board of Supervisors
terminates, modifies or takes such other actions as may be specified in Chapter 56 and this
Agreement in connection with a determination that a Developer has not complied with the terms
and conditions of this Agreement, such action by the Planning Director, Planning Commission,
or Board of Supervisors shall be effective only as to the Party to whom the determination is
made and the portions of the Project Site in which such Party has an interest.
8.2.4

Default. The rights and powers of the City under this Section 8.2

are in addition to, and shall not limit, the rights of the City to terminate or take other action under
this Agreement on account a Default by Developer.
9.

ENFORCEMENT OF AGREEMENT; DEFAULT; REMEDIES
9.1

Enforcement. As of the date of this Agreement, the only Parties to this

Agreement are the City and Developer. Except as expressly set forth in this Agreement (for
successors, Transferees and Mortgagees), this Agreement is not intended, and shall not be
construed, to benefit or be enforceable by any other person or entity whatsoever.
9.2

Meet and Confer Process.

Before sending a notice of default in

accordance with Section 9.3, the Party which may assert that the other Party has failed to
perform or fulfill its obligations under this Agreement shall first attempt to meet and confer with
the other Party to discuss the alleged failure and shall permit such Party a reasonable period, but
not less than ten (10) days, to respond to or cure such alleged failure; provided, however, the
meet and confer process shall not be required (i) for any failure to pay amounts due and owing
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under this Agreement, or (ii) if a delay in sending a notice pursuant to Section 9.3 would impair,
prejudice or otherwise adversely affect a Party or its rights under this Agreement. The Party
asserting such failure shall request that such meeting and conference occur within three (3)
business days following the request and if, despite the good faith efforts of the requesting Party,
such meeting has not occurred within seven (7) business days of such request, then such Party
shall be deemed to have satisfied the requirements of this Section and may proceed in
accordance with the issuance of a notice of default under Section 9.3.
9.3

Default. The following shall constitute a “Default” under this Agreement:

(i) the failure to make any payment within sixty (60) days following notice that such payment
was not made when due and demand for compliance; and (ii) the failure to perform or fulfill any
other material term, provision, obligation, or covenant of this Agreement and the continuation of
such failure for a period of sixty (60) days following notice and demand for compliance.
Notwithstanding the foregoing, if a failure can be cured but the cure cannot reasonably be
completed within sixty (60) days, then it shall not be considered a Default if a cure is
commenced within said 60-day period and diligently prosecuted to completion thereafter. Any
notice of default given by a Party shall specify the nature of the alleged failure and, where
appropriate, the manner in which said failure satisfactorily may be cured (if at all).
Notwithstanding any other provision in this Agreement to the contrary, if Developer conveys or
transfers some but not all of the Project or a party takes title to Foreclosed Property constituting
only a portion of the Project, and, therefore there is more than one Party that assumes obligations
of “Developer” under this Agreement, there shall be no cross-default between the separate
Parties that assumed Developer obligations. Accordingly, a default by one “Developer” shall not
be a Default by any other “Developer” that owns or controls a different portion of the Project
Site. City shall provide a copy of any notice to Developer of a Default under Section 9.3(ii)
concurrently to any entity that has assumed any rights or obligations of this Agreement pursuant
to a Transfer, provided that such entity has requested such notice from City in writing, and such
assignee shall have the right, at its option, to remedy any such Default on behalf of Developer in
accordance with the terms of this Agreement.
9.4

Remedies.
9.4.1

Specific Performance. Subject to, and as limited by, the provisions

of Sections 9.4.3, 9.4.4, and 9.5, in the event of a Default, the remedies available to a Party shall
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include specific performance of this Agreement in addition to any other remedy available at law
or in equity.
9.4.2

Termination. Subject to the limitation set forth in Section 9.4.4, in

the event of a Default, the non-defaulting Party may elect to terminate this Agreement by
sending a notice of termination to the other Party, which notice of termination shall state the
Default.

Any such termination shall be effective upon the date set forth in the notice of

termination, which shall in no event be earlier than sixty (60) days following delivery of the
notice. Consistent with Sections 9.3 and 12.3, there are no cross-defaults under this Agreement,
and therefore if there is more than one “Developer” (as it relates to different parts of the Project
Site), then any termination of this Agreement for Default will be limited to the Developer that
sent or received the termination notice.
9.4.3

Limited Damages. The Parties have determined that except as set

forth in this Section 9.4.3, (i) monetary damages are generally inappropriate, (ii) it would be
extremely difficult and impractical to fix or determine the actual damages suffered by a Party as
a result of a Default hereunder, and (iii) equitable remedies and remedies at law, not including
damages but including specific performance and termination, are particularly appropriate
remedies for enforcement of this Agreement. Consequently, Developer agrees that the City shall
not be liable to Developer for damages under this Agreement, and the City agrees that Developer
shall not be liable to the City for damages under this Agreement, and each covenants not to sue
the other for or claim any damages under this Agreement and expressly waives its right to
recover damages under this Agreement, except as follows: (1) either Party shall have the right to
recover actual damages only (and not consequential, punitive or special damages, each of which
is hereby expressly waived) for a Party's failure to pay sums to the other Party as and when due
under this Agreement, (2) the City shall have the right to recover actual damages for Developer's
failure to make any payment due under any indemnity in this Agreement, (3) to the extent a court
of competent jurisdiction determines that specific performance is not an available remedy with
respect to an unperformed Associated Community Benefit, the City shall have the right to
monetary damages equal to the costs that the City incurs or will incur to complete the Associated
Community Benefit as determined by the court, (4) either Party shall have the right to recover
reasonable attorneys' fees and costs as set forth in Section 9.6, and (5) the City shall have the
right to administrative penalties or liquidated damages if and only to the extent expressly stated
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in an Exhibit to this Agreement or in the applicable portion of the San Francisco Municipal Code
incorporated into this Agreement. For purposes of the foregoing, “actual damages” means the
actual amount of the sum due and owing under this Agreement, with interest as provided by
Law, together with such judgment collection activities as may be ordered by the judgment, and
no additional sums.
9.4.4

City Processing/Certificates of Occupancy. The City shall not be

required to process any requests for approval or take other actions under this Agreement during
any period in which payments due the City from Developer are past due; provided, however, if
Developer has conveyed or transferred some but not all of the Project or a party takes title to
Foreclosed Property constituting only a portion of the Project, and, therefore, there is more than
one party that assumes obligations of “Developer” under this Agreement, then the City shall
continue to process requests and take other actions as to the other portions of the Project so long
as the applicable Developer as to those portions is current on payments due the City. The City
shall have the right to withhold any temporary or final certificate of occupancy for a Building
until all of the Associated Community Benefits tied to that Building have been completed in
accordance with Section 4.2. For a Building to be deemed completed, all of the Community
Benefits described in Schedule 1, or a Later Approval, tied to that Building must be complete;
provided, if the City issues a temporary or final certificate of occupancy before such items are
completed, then Developer shall work diligently and use commercially reasonable efforts to
complete or cause completion of such items following issuance.
9.5

Time Limits; Waiver; Remedies Cumulative. Failure by a Party to insist

upon the strict or timely performance of any of the provisions of this Agreement by the other
Party, irrespective of the length of time for which such failure continues, shall not constitute a
waiver of such Party's right to demand strict compliance by such other Party in the future. No
waiver by a Party of any condition or failure of performance, including a Default, shall be
effective or binding upon such Party unless made in writing by such Party, and no such waiver
shall be implied from any omission by a Party to take any action with respect to such failure. No
express written waiver shall affect any other condition, action or inaction, or cover any other
period of time, other than any condition, action or inaction and/or period of time specified in
such express waiver. One or more written waivers under any provision of this Agreement shall
not be deemed to be a waiver of any subsequent condition, action or inaction, and the
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performance of the same or any other term or provision contained in this Agreement. Nothing in
this Agreement shall limit or waive any other right or remedy available to a Party to seek
injunctive relief or other expedited judicial and/or administrative relief to prevent irreparable
harm.
9.6

Attorneys' Fees. Should legal action be brought by either Party against the

other for a Default under this Agreement or to enforce any provision herein, the prevailing Party
in such action shall be entitled to recover its reasonable attorneys' fees and costs. For purposes
of this Agreement, “reasonable attorneys' fees and costs” means the reasonable fees and
expenses of counsel to the Party, which may include printing, duplicating and other expenses, air
freight charges, hiring of experts and consultants, and fees billed for law clerks, paralegals,
librarians, and others not admitted to the bar but performing services under the supervision of an
attorney.

The term “reasonable attorneys' fees and costs” shall also include, without

limitation, all such reasonable fees and expenses incurred with respect to appeals, mediation,
arbitrations, and bankruptcy proceedings, and whether or not any action is brought with respect
to the matter for which such fees and costs were incurred. For the purposes of this Agreement,
the reasonable fees of attorneys of City Attorney's Office shall be based on the fees regularly
charged by private attorneys with the equivalent number of years of experience in the subject
matter area of the Law for which the City Attorney's Office's services were rendered who
practice in the City of San Francisco in law firms with approximately the same number of
attorneys as employed by the City Attorney's Office.
10.

FINANCING; RIGHTS OF MORTGAGEES
10.1

Developer’s Right to Mortgage. Nothing in this Agreement limits the

right of Developer to mortgage or otherwise encumber all or any portion of the Project Site for
the benefit of any Mortgagee as security for one or more loans once Developer is the fee owner
of such encumbered portion of the Project Site.
10.2

Mortgagee Not Obligated to Construct.

Notwithstanding any of the

provisions of this Agreement (except as set forth in this Section and Section 10.5), a Mortgagee,
including any Mortgagee who obtains title to the Project Site or any part thereof as a result of
foreclosure proceedings, conveyance or other action in lieu thereof, or other remedial action shall
in no way be obligated by the provisions of this Agreement to construct or complete the Project
or any part thereof or to guarantee such construction or completion. The foregoing provisions
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shall not be applicable to any party who, after a foreclosure, conveyance or other action in lieu
thereof, or other remedial action obtains title to some or all of the Project Site from or through
the Mortgagee, or any other purchaser at a foreclosure sale other than the Mortgagee itself, on
which certain Associated Community Benefits must be completed as set forth in Section 4.1.
Nothing in this Section or any other Section or provision of this Agreement shall be deemed or
construed to permit or authorize any Mortgagee or any other person or entity to devote the
Project Site or any part thereof to any uses other than uses consistent with this Agreement and
the Approvals, and nothing in this Section shall be deemed to give any Mortgagee or any other
person or entity the right to construct any improvements under this Agreement (other than as set
forth above for required Community Benefits or as needed to conserve or protect improvements
or construction already made) unless or until such person or entity assumes Developer’s
obligations under this Agreement.
10.3

Copy of Notice of Default and Notice of Failure to Cure to Mortgagee.

Whenever the City shall deliver any notice or demand to the Developer with respect to any
breach or default by the Developer in its obligations under this Agreement, the City shall at the
same time forward a copy of such notice or demand to each Mortgagee having a Mortgage on the
real property which is the subject of the breach or default who has previously made a written
request to the City therefor, at the last address of such Mortgagee specified by such Mortgagee in
such notice. In addition, if such breach or default remains uncured for the period permitted with
respect thereto under this Agreement, the City shall deliver a notice of such failure to cure such
breach or default to each such Mortgagee at such applicable address. A delay or failure by the
City to provide such notice required by this Section shall extend for the number of days until
notice is given, the time allowed to the Mortgagee for cure. In accordance with Section 2924b of
the California Civil Code, the City requests that a copy of any notice of default and a copy of any
notice of sale under any Mortgage be mailed to the City at the address for notices under this
Agreement. Any Mortgagee relying on the protections set forth in this Article 10 shall send to
the City a copy of any notice of default and notice of sale.
10.4

Mortgagee's Option to Cure Defaults. After receiving any notice of failure

to cure referred to in Section 10.3, each Mortgagee shall have the right, at its option, to
commence within the same period as the Developer to remedy or cause to be remedied any
Default, plus an additional period of: (a) thirty (30) days to cure a monetary Default; and (b)
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sixty (60) days to cure a non-monetary event of default which is susceptible of cure by the
Mortgagee without obtaining title to the applicable property. If an event of default is not cured
within the applicable cure period, the City nonetheless shall refrain from exercising any of its
remedies with respect to the event of default if, within the Mortgagee's applicable cure period:
(i) the Mortgagee notifies the City that it intends to proceed with due diligence to foreclose the
Mortgage or otherwise obtain title to the subject property; and (ii) the Mortgagee commences
foreclosure proceedings within sixty (60) days after giving such notice, and thereafter diligently
pursues such foreclosure to completion; and (iii) after obtaining title, the Mortgagee diligently
proceeds to cure those events of default: (A) which are required to be cured by the Mortgagee
and are susceptible of cure by the Mortgagee, and (B) of which the Mortgagee has been given
notice by the City. Any such Mortgagee or Transferee of a Mortgagee who shall properly
complete the improvements relating to the Project Site or applicable part thereof shall be entitled,
upon written request made to the Agency, to a Certificate of Completion.
10.5

Mortgagee's Obligations with Respect to the Property. Notwithstanding

anything to the contrary in this Agreement, no Mortgagee shall have any obligations or other
liabilities under this Agreement unless and until it acquires title by any method to all or some
portion of the Project Site (referred to hereafter as “Foreclosed Property”). A Mortgagee that,
by foreclosure under a Mortgage, acquires title to any Foreclosed Property shall take title subject
to all of the terms and conditions of this Agreement, to the extent applicable to the Foreclosed
Property, including any claims for payment or performance of obligations which are due as a
condition to enjoying the benefits of this Agreement and shall have all of the rights and
obligations of Developer under this Agreement as to the applicable Foreclosed Property,
including completion of the Associated Community Benefits under Section 4.1.

Upon the

occurrence and continuation of an uncured default by a Mortgagee or Transferee in the
performance of any of the obligations to be performed by such Mortgagee or Transferee pursuant
to this Agreement, the City shall be afforded all its remedies for such uncured default as
provided in this Agreement.
10.6

No Impairment of Mortgage.

No default by Developer under this

Agreement shall invalidate or defeat the lien of any Mortgagee. No foreclosure of any Mortgage
or other lien shall defeat, diminish, render invalid or unenforceable or otherwise impair
Developer’s rights or obligations under this Agreement or constitute a default under this
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Agreement.
10.7

Cured Defaults.

Upon the curing of any event of default by any

Mortgagee within the time provided in this Article 10 the City's right to pursue any remedies
with respect to the cured event of default shall terminate.
11.

AMENDMENT; TERMINATION; EXTENSION OF TERM
11.1

Amendment or Termination. This Agreement may only be amended with

the mutual written consent of the City and Developer; provided, however, that following a
Transfer, the City and Developer or any Transferee may amend this Agreement as it affects
Developer or the Transferee and the portion of the Project Site owned by Developer or the
Transferee without affecting other portions of the Project Site or other Transferees. Other than
upon the expiration of the Term and except as provided in Sections 2.2, 7.1, 7.3.1, 9.4.2, and
11.2, this Agreement may only be terminated with the mutual written consent of the Parties.
Any amendment to this Agreement that does not constitute a Material Change may be agreed to
by the Planning Director (and, to the extent it affects any rights or obligations of a City
department, with the approval of that City department). Any amendment that is a Material
Change will require the approval of the Planning Director, the Planning Commission and the
Board of Supervisors (and, to the extent it affects any rights or obligations of a City department,
after consultation with that City department). The determination of whether a proposed change
constitutes a Material Change shall be made, on City's behalf, by the Planning Director following
consultation with the City Attorney and any affected City Agency.
11.2

Early Termination Rights. Developer shall, upon thirty (30) days prior

notice to the City, have the right, in its sole and absolute discretion, to terminate this Agreement
in its entirety at any time if Developer does not Commence Construction on any part of the
Project Site by the date which is five (5) years following the Effective Date as such five (5) year
date may be extended by any Litigation Extension. Thereafter, the City shall, upon sixty (60)
days prior notice to Developer, have the right, in its sole and absolute discretion, to terminate this
Agreement if the Developer has not Commenced Construction; provided Developer can prevent
any such termination by the City by providing to the City notice, within the above sixty (60) day
period, of Developer’s intent to start construction and the Developer thereafter Commences
Construction within one hundred twenty (120) days following delivery of Developer’s notice to
the City, or, if unable to actually Commence Construction within said time period, demonstrates
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reasonable, good faith and continuing efforts to Commence Construction, such as by pursuing all
necessary Later Approvals, and thereafter promptly Commences Construction upon receipt of the
Later Approvals.
11.3

Termination and Vesting. Any termination under this Agreement shall

concurrently effect a termination of the Approvals with respect to the terminated portion of the
Project Site, except as to any Approval pertaining to a Building that has Commenced
Construction in reliance thereon.

In the event of any termination of this Agreement by

Developer resulting from a Default by the City and except to the extent prevented by such City
Default, Developer's obligation to complete the Associated Community Benefits shall continue
as to the Building that has Commenced Construction and all relevant and applicable provisions
of this Agreement shall be deemed to be in effect as such provisions are reasonably necessary in
the construction, interpretation or enforcement to this Agreement as to any such surviving
obligations. The City's and Developer's rights and obligations under this Section 11.3 shall
survive the termination of this Agreement.
11.4

Amendment Exemptions. No issuance of a Later Approval, or amendment

of an Approval or Later Approval, shall by itself require an amendment to this Agreement, and
no change to the Project that is permitted under the Project SUD shall by itself require an
amendment to this Agreement. Upon issuance or approval, any such matter shall be deemed to
be incorporated automatically into the Project and vested under this Agreement (subject to any
conditions set forth in the amendment or Later Approval). Notwithstanding the foregoing, if
there is any direct conflict between the terms of this Agreement and a Later Approval, or
between this Agreement and any amendment to an Approval or Later Approval, then the Parties
shall concurrently amend this Agreement (subject to all necessary approvals in accordance with
this Agreement) in order to ensure the terms of this Agreement are consistent with the proposed
Later Approval or the proposed amendment to an Approval or Later Approval. The Planning
Department and the Planning Commission, as applicable, shall have the right to approve changes
to the Project as described in the Exhibits in keeping with its customary practices and the Project
SUD, and any such changes shall not be deemed to conflict with or require an amendment to this
Agreement or the Approvals so long as they do not constitute a Material Change. If the Parties
do not amend this Agreement as set forth above when there is a direct conflict, however, then the
terms of this Agreement shall prevail over any Later Approval or any amendment to an Approval
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or Later Approval that conflicts with this Agreement.
11.5

Extension Due to Legal Action or Referendum; Excusable Delay.
11.5.1 Litigation and Referendum Extension. If any litigation is filed

challenging this Agreement or any of the Approvals described on Exhibit E (the “Initial
Approvals”) and it directly or indirectly delays this Agreement or any such Initial Approval, or
if this Agreement or any of the Initial Approvals is suspended pending the outcome of an
electoral vote on a referendum, then the Term of this Agreement and the effectiveness of the
Initial Approvals (starting from the date of the initial grant of the Initial Approval) shall be
extended for the number of days equal to the period starting from the commencement of the
litigation or the suspension

to the end of such litigation or suspension (a “Litigation

Extension”). The Parties shall document the start and end of a Litigation Extension in writing
within thirty (30) days from the applicable dates.
11.5.2 “Excusable Delay” means the occurrence of an event beyond a
Party’s reasonable control which causes such Party's performance of an obligation to be delayed,
interrupted or prevented, including, but not limited to: changes in Federal or State Laws; strikes
or the substantial interruption of work because of labor disputes; inability to obtain materials;
freight embargoes; civil commotion, war or acts of terrorism; inclement weather, fire, floods,
earthquakes, or other acts of God; epidemics or quarantine restrictions; litigation; unforeseen site
conditions (including archaeological resources or the presence of hazardous materials); or the
failure of any governmental agency, public utility or communication service provider to issue a
permit, authorization, consent or approval required to permit construction within the standard or
customary time period for such issuing authority following Developer's submittal of a complete
application for such permit, authorization, consent or approval, together with any required
materials. Excusable Delay shall not include delays resulting from failure to obtain financing or
have adequate funds, changes in market conditions, or the rejection of permit, authorization or
approval requests based upon Developer's failure to satisfy the substantive requirements for the
permit, authorization or approval request. In the event of Excusable Delay, the Parties agree that
(i) the time periods for performance of the delayed Party's obligations impacted by the Excusable
Delay shall be strictly limited to the period of such delay, interruption or prevention and the
delayed Party shall, to the extent commercially reasonable, act diligently and in good faith to
remove the cause of the Excusable Delay or otherwise complete the delayed obligation, and (ii)
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following the Excusable Delay, a Party shall have all rights and remedies available under this
Agreement, if the obligation is not completed within the time period as extended by the
Excusable Delay. If an event which may lead to an Excusable Delay occurs, the delayed Party
shall notify the other Party in writing of such occurrence as soon as possible after becoming
aware that such event may result in an Excusable Delay, and the manner in which such
occurrence is likely to substantially interfere with the ability of the delayed Party to perform
under this Agreement.
12.

TRANSFER OR ASSIGNMENT; RELEASE; CONSTRUCTIVE NOTICE
12.1

Permitted Transfer of this Agreement.

Except as provided in

Section 12.1.1 and 12.1.2, at any time, Developer shall have the right to convey, assign or
transfer all of its right, title and interest in and to all or part of the Project Site (a “Transfer”)
without the City's consent, provided that it also transfers to such party (the “Transferee”) all of
its interest, rights or obligations under this Agreement with respect to such portion of the Project
Site together with any portion required to complete the Associated Community Benefits for such
portion (the “Transferred Property”). Developer shall not, by Transfer, separate a portion of
the Project Site from the Associated Community Benefits tied to that portion of the Project Site
without the prior written consent of the Planning Director. Notwithstanding anything to the
contrary in this Agreement, if Developer Transfers one or more parcels such that there are
separate Developers within the Project Site, then the obligation to perform and complete the
Associated Community Benefits for a Building shall be the sole responsibility of the applicable
Developer (i.e., the person or entity that is the Developer for the Development Parcel on which
the Building is located), subject to the limitation and requirements set forth in the Phasing Plan
and Community Benefits Linkages Schedule; provided, however, that any ongoing obligations
(such as open space operation and maintenance) may be transferred to a residential, commercial
or other management association (“CMA”) on commercially reasonable terms so long as the
CMA has the financial capacity and ability to perform the obligations so transferred. Developer
acknowledges and agrees that a failure to complete an Associated Community Benefit may, if
not completed, delay or prevent a different party’s ability to obtain a temporary or final
certificate of occupancy for a specific Building or improvement under this Agreement if and to
the extent the completion of the Associated Community Benefit is a condition to such temporary
or final certificate of occupancy pursuant to the Phasing Plan and Community Benefits Linkages
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Schedule, and Developer and all Transferees assume this risk.
12.1.1 Prior to subdivision of the Project Site, Developer may only
Transfer the entire Project Site with the Planning Director’s prior written consent and pursuant to
an assignment and assumption agreement in recordable form, in substantially the form attached
as Exhibit G.
12.1.2 Other than in connection with a Transfer of all of Developer’s
interest in the Project Site, Developer’s initial Transfer of the portions of the Project Site
identified on the Site Plan as Parcel C, Parcel D, or Parcel G (individually and collectively, the
“Market Rate Parcels”) may be made only with the Planning Director’s prior written consent
and pursuant to an assignment and assumption agreement in recordable form, in substantially the
form attached as Exhibit G-1 the (“Initial Market Rate Parcel Transfer(s)”). In connection
with the Initial Market Rate Parcel Transfer(s), Developer must make (i) a minimum payment of
$_____________ in connection with the Transfer of theMarket Rate Parcels located within the
first Phase of development of the Project, (ii) a minimum payment of $_____________ in
connection with the Transfer of the Market Rate Parcels located within the second Phase of
development of the Project, and (iii) assurances reasonably satisfactory to the Planning Director
that such payments will be applied towards Project development costs. After the Initial Market
Rate Parcel Transfers, the requirements of this Section 12.1.2 will no longer apply, and any
subsequent Transfers of the Market Rate Parcels will be governed by the other terms and
provisions of this Article 12.
12.2

Notice of Transfer. Developer shall provide not less than thirty (30) days'

notice to the City before any proposed Transfer of its interests, rights and obligations under this
Agreement, together with a copy of the assignment and assumption agreement for that parcel
(the “Assignment and Assumption Agreement”).

The Assignment and Assumption

Agreement shall be in recordable form, in substantially the form attached as Exhibit H (including
the indemnifications, the agreement and covenant not to challenge the enforceability of this
Agreement, and not to sue the City for disputes between Developer and any Transferee) and any
material changes to the attached form will be subject to the review and approval of the Director
of Planning, not to be unreasonably withheld or delayed. The Director of Planning shall use
good faith efforts to complete such review and grant or withhold approval within thirty (30) days
after the Director of Planning's receipt of such material changes. Notwithstanding the foregoing,
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any Transfer of Community Benefit obligations to a CMA as set forth in Section 12.1 shall not
require the transfer of land or any other real property interests to the CMA.
12.3

Release of Liability.

Upon recordation of any Assignment and

Assumption Agreement (following the City's approval of any material changes thereto if
required pursuant to Section 12.2 above), the assignor shall be released from any prospective
liability or obligation under this Agreement related to the Transferred Property, as specified in
the Assignment and Assumption Agreement, and the assignee/Transferee shall be deemed to be
“Developer” under this Agreement with all rights and obligations related thereto with respect to
the Transferred Property. Notwithstanding anything to the contrary contained in this Agreement,
if a Transferee Defaults under this Agreement, such default shall not constitute a Default by
Developer or any other Transferee with respect to any other portion of the Project Site and shall
not entitle the City to terminate or modify this Agreement with respect to such other portion of
the Project Site, except as otherwise provided herein. Additionally, the annual review provided
by Section 8 shall be conducted separately as to Developer and each Transferee and only as to
those obligations that Developer or such Transferee has under this Agreement.
12.4

Responsibility for Performance. The City is entitled to enforce each and

every such obligation assumed by each Transferee directly against the Transferee as if the
Transferee were an original signatory to this Agreement with respect to such obligation.
Accordingly, in any action by the City against a Transferee to enforce an obligation assumed by
the Transferee, the Transferee shall not assert as a defense against the City's enforcement of
performance of such obligation that such obligation (i) is attributable to Developer's breach of
any duty or obligation to the Transferee arising out of the Transfer or the Assignment and
Assumption Agreement or any other agreement or transaction between Developer and the
Transferee, or (ii) relates to the period before the Transfer. The foregoing notwithstanding, the
Parties acknowledge and agree that a failure to complete a Mitigation Measure may, if not
completed, delay or prevent a different party’s ability to start or complete a specific Building or
improvement under this Agreement if and to the extent the completion of the Mitigation Measure
is a condition to the other party's right to proceed, as specifically described in the Mitigation
Measure, and Developer and all Transferees assume this risk.
12.5

Constructive Notice. Every person or entity who now or hereafter owns or

acquires any right, title or interest in or to any portion of the Project Site is, and shall be,
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constructively deemed to have consented to every provision contained herein, whether or not any
reference to this Agreement is contained in the instrument by which such person acquired an
interest in the Project Site. Every person or entity who now or hereafter owns or acquires any
right, title or interest in or to any portion of the Project Site and undertakes any development
activities at the Project Site, is, and shall be, constructively deemed to have consented and agreed
to, and is obligated by all of the terms and conditions of this Agreement (as such terms and
conditions apply to the Project Site or applicable portion thereof), whether or not any reference
to this Agreement is contained in the instrument by which such person acquired an interest in the
Project Site.
12.6

Rights of Developer.

The provisions in this Section 12 shall not be

deemed to prohibit or otherwise restrict Developer from (i) granting easements or licenses to
facilitate development of the Project Site, (ii) encumbering the Project Site or any portion of the
improvements thereon by any Mortgage, (iii) granting an occupancy leasehold interest in
portions of the Project Site, (iv) entering into a joint venture agreement or similar partnership
agreement to fulfill its obligations under this Agreement, or (v) transferring all or a portion of the
Project Site pursuant to a foreclosure, conveyance in lieu of foreclosure, or other remedial action
in connection with a Mortgage, and none of the foregoing shall constitute a Transfer for which
the City's consent is required.
13.

DEVELOPER REPRESENTATIONS AND WARRANTIES
13.1

Interest of Developer; Due Organization and Standing.

Developer

represents that it has the right and authority to enter into this Agreement. Developer is a limited
liability company, duly organized and validly existing and in good standing under the Laws of
the State of Delaware. Developer has all requisite power to own its property and authority to
conduct its business as presently conducted.
13.2

No Inability to Perform; Valid Execution.

Developer represents and

warrants that it is not a party to any other agreement that would conflict with Developer's
obligations under this Agreement and it has no knowledge of any inability to perform its
obligations under this Agreement.

The execution and delivery of this Agreement and the

agreements contemplated hereby by Developer have been duly and validly authorized by all
necessary action. This Agreement will be a legal, valid and binding obligation of Developer,
enforceable against Developer in accordance with its terms.
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13.3

Conflict of Interest. Through its execution of this Agreement, Developer

acknowledges that it is familiar with the provisions of Section 15.103 of the City's Charter,
Article III, Chapter 2 of the City's Campaign and Governmental Conduct Code, and Section
87100 et seq. and Section 1090 et seq. of the California Government Code, and certifies that it
does not know of any facts which constitute a violation of said provisions and agrees that it will
immediately notify the City if it becomes aware of any such fact during the Term.
13.4

Notification of Limitations on Contributions. Through its execution of

this Agreement, Developer acknowledges that it is familiar with Section 1.126 of the San
Francisco Campaign and Governmental Conduct Code, which prohibits any person who
contracts with the City, whenever such transaction would require approval by a City elective
officer or the board on which that City elective officer serves, from making any campaign
contribution to (1) the City elective officer, (2) a candidate for the office held by such individual,
or (3) a committee controlled by such individual or candidate, at any time from the
commencement of negotiations for the contract until the later of either the termination of
negotiations for that contract or twelve (12) months after the date that contract is approved. San
Francisco Ethics Commission Regulation 1.126-1 provides that negotiations are commenced
when a prospective contractor first communicates with a City officer or employee about the
possibility of obtaining a specific contract.

This communication may occur in person, by

telephone or in writing, and may be initiated by the prospective contractor or a City officer or
employee. Negotiations are completed when a contract is finalized and signed by the City and
the contractor. Negotiations are terminated when the City and/or the prospective contractor end
the negotiation process before a final decision is made to award the contract.
Developer acknowledges that (i) the prohibition on contributions applies to
Developer, each member of Developer's board of directors, Developer's chief executive officer,
chief financial officer and chief operating officer, any person with an ownership interest of more
than ten percent (10%) in Developer, any subcontractor listed in the contract, and any committee
that is sponsored or controlled by Developer, and (ii) within thirty (30) days of the submission of
a proposal for the contract, the City department seeking to enter into the contract must notify the
Ethics Commission of the parties and any subcontractor to the contract. Additionally, Developer
certifies it has informed each of the persons described in the preceding sentence of the
prohibitions contained in Section 1.126 by the time it submitted a proposal for the contract to the
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City, and has provided the names of the persons required to be informed to the City department
seeking to enter into that contract within thirty (30) days of submitting its contract proposal to
the City department receiving that submittal, and acknowledges the City department receiving
that submittal was required to notify the Ethics Commission of those persons.
13.5

Other Documents. To the current, actual knowledge of Developer, after

reasonable inquiry, no document furnished by Developer to the City with its application for this
Agreement nor this Agreement contains any untrue statement of material fact or omits a material
fact necessary to make the statements contained therein, or herein, not misleading under the
circumstances under which any such statement shall have been made.
13.6

No Bankruptcy.

Developer represents and warrants to the City that

Developer has neither filed nor is the subject of any filing of a petition under the federal
bankruptcy law or any federal or state insolvency laws or Laws for composition of indebtedness
or for the reorganization of debtors, and, to the best of Developer’s knowledge, no such filing is
threatened.
14.

MISCELLANEOUS PROVISIONS
14.1

Entire Agreement. This Agreement, including the preamble paragraph,

Recitals and Exhibits, and the agreements between the Parties specifically referenced in this
Agreement, constitutes the entire agreement between the Parties with respect to the subject
matter contained herein.
14.2

Incorporation of Exhibits.

Except for the Approvals which are listed

solely for the convenience of the Parties, each Exhibit to this Agreement is incorporated herein
and made a part hereof as if set forth in full. Each reference to an Exhibit in this Agreement
shall mean that Exhibit as it may be updated or amended from time to time in accordance with
the terms of this Agreement.
14.3

Binding Covenants; Run With the Land. Pursuant to Section 65868 of the

Development Agreement Statute, from and after recordation of this Agreement, all of the
provisions, agreements, rights, powers, standards, terms, covenants and obligations contained in
this Agreement shall be binding upon the Parties and, subject to the provisions of this
Agreement, including without limitation Article 12, their respective heirs, successors (by merger,
consolidation, or otherwise) and assigns, and all persons or entities acquiring the Project Site,
any lot, parcel or any portion thereof, or any interest therein, whether by sale, operation of law,
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or in any manner whatsoever, and shall inure to the benefit of the Parties and their respective
heirs, successors (by merger, consolidation or otherwise) and assigns. Subject to the provisions
of this Agreement, including without limitation Article 12, all provisions of this Agreement shall
be enforceable during the Term as equitable servitudes and constitute covenants and benefits
running with the land pursuant to applicable Law, including but not limited to California Civil
Code Section 1468.
14.4

Applicable Law and Venue.

This Agreement has been executed and

delivered in and shall be interpreted, construed, and enforced in accordance with the Laws of the
State of California. All rights and obligations of the Parties under this Agreement are to be
performed in the City and County of San Francisco, and the City and County of San Francisco
shall be the venue for any legal action or proceeding that may be brought, or arise out of, in
connection with or by reason of this Agreement.
14.5

Construction of Agreement. The Parties have mutually negotiated the

terms and conditions of this Agreement and its terms and provisions have been reviewed and
revised by legal counsel for both the City and Developer. Accordingly, no presumption or rule
that ambiguities shall be construed against the drafting Party shall apply to the interpretation or
enforcement of this Agreement. Language in this Agreement shall be construed as a whole and
in accordance with its true meaning. The captions of the paragraphs and subparagraphs of this
Agreement are for convenience only and shall not be considered or referred to in resolving
questions of construction. Each reference in this Agreement to this Agreement or any of the
Approvals shall be deemed to refer to this Agreement or the Approvals as amended from time to
time pursuant to the provisions of this Agreement, whether or not the particular reference refers
to such possible amendment. In the event of a conflict between the provisions of this Agreement
and Chapter 56, the provisions of this Agreement will govern and control.
14.6

Project Is a Private Undertaking; No Joint Venture or Partnership. The

development proposed to be undertaken by Developer on the Project Site is a private
development. The City has no interest in, responsibility for, or duty to third persons concerning
any of said improvements. Developer shall exercise full dominion and control over the Project
Site, subject only to the limitations and obligations of Developer contained in this Agreement.
Nothing contained in this Agreement, or in any document executed in connection with this
Agreement, shall be construed as creating a joint venture or partnership between the City and
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Developer. Neither Party is acting as the agent of the other Party in any respect hereunder.
Developer is not a state or governmental actor with respect to any activity conducted by
Developer hereunder.
14.7

Recordation.

Pursuant to the Development Agreement Statute and

Chapter 56, the Clerk of the Board of Supervisors shall have a copy of this Agreement recorded
in the Official Records within ten (10) days after the Effective Date of this Agreement or any
amendment thereto, with costs to be borne by Developer.
14.8

Obligations Not Dischargeable in Bankruptcy. Developer's obligations

under this Agreement are not dischargeable in bankruptcy.
14.9

Survival. Following expiration of the Term, this Agreement shall be

deemed terminated and of no further force and effect except for any provision which, by its
express terms, survive the expiration or termination of this Agreement.
14.10 Signature in Counterparts. This Agreement may be executed in duplicate
counterpart originals, each of which is deemed to be an original, and all of which when taken
together shall constitute one and the same instrument.
14.11 Notices. Any notice or communication required or authorized by this
Agreement shall be in writing and may be delivered personally or by registered mail, return
receipt requested.

Notice, whether given by personal delivery or registered mail, shall be

deemed to have been given and received upon the actual receipt by any of the addressees
designated below as the person to whom notices are to be sent. Either Party to this Agreement
may at any time, upon notice to the other Party, designate any other person or address in
substitution of the person and address to which such notice or communication shall be given.
Such notices or communications shall be given to the Parties at their addresses set forth below:
To City:

Rich Hillis
Director of Planning
San Francisco Planning Department
1650 Mission Street, Suite 400
San Francisco, California 94102
with a copy to:
Dennis J. Herrera, Esq.
City Attorney
City Hall, Room 234
1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place
San Francisco, CA 94102
Attn: Real Estate/Finance,
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Balboa Reservoir Project
To Developer:

Reservoir Community Partners, LLC
c/o BRIDGE Housing Corporation
600 California St. #900
San Francisco, CA 94108
Attn: Brad Wiblin, Sr. Vice President
Reservoir Community Partners, LLC
c/o AvalonBay Communities
455 Market Street, Suite 1650
San Francisco, CA 94105
Attn: Joe Kirchofer, Vice President

with a copy to:
Charles J. Higley, Esq.
Farella Braun + Martel
235 Montgomery Street, 17th Floor
San Francisco, CA 94104
14.12 Limitations on Actions. Pursuant to Section 56.19 of the Administrative
Code, any decision of the Board of Supervisors made pursuant to Chapter 56 shall be final. Any
court action or proceeding to attack, review, set aside, void, or annul any final decision or
determination by the Board of Supervisors shall be commenced within ninety (90) days after
such decision or determination is final and effective. Any court action or proceeding to attack,
review, set aside, void or annul any final decision by (i) the Planning Director made pursuant to
Administrative Code Section 56.15(d)(3) or (ii) the Planning Commission pursuant to
Administrative Code Section 56.17(e) shall be commenced within ninety (90) days after said
decision is final.
14.13 Severability.

Except as is otherwise specifically provided for in this

Agreement with respect to any Laws which conflict with this Agreement, if any term, provision,
covenant, or condition of this Agreement is held by a court of competent jurisdiction to be
invalid, void, or unenforceable, the remaining provisions of this Agreement shall continue in full
force and effect unless enforcement of the remaining portions of this Agreement would be
unreasonable or grossly inequitable under all the circumstances or would frustrate the purposes
of this Agreement.
14.14 MacBride Principles.
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Northern Ireland to move toward resolving employment inequities and encourages them to abide
by the MacBride Principles as expressed in San Francisco Administrative Code Section 12F.1 et
seq. The City also urges San Francisco companies to do business with corporations that abide by
the MacBride Principles. Developer acknowledges that it has read and understands the above
statement of the City concerning doing business in Northern Ireland.
14.15 Tropical Hardwood and Virgin Redwood. The City urges companies not
to import, purchase, obtain or use for any purpose, any tropical hardwood, tropical hardwood
wood product, virgin redwood, or virgin redwood wood product, except as expressly permitted
by the application of Sections 802(b) and 803(b) of the San Francisco Environment Code.
14.16 Sunshine.

Developer understands and agrees that under the City's

Sunshine Ordinance (Administrative Code, Chapter 67) and the California Public Records Act
(California Government Code Section 250 et seq.), this Agreement and any and all records,
information, and materials submitted to the City hereunder are public records subject to public
disclosure. To the extent that Developer in good faith believes that any financial materials
reasonably requested by the City constitutes a trade secret or confidential proprietary information
protected from disclosure under the Sunshine Ordinance and other Laws, Developer shall mark
any such materials as such. When a City official or employee receives a request for information
that has been so marked or designated, the City may request further evidence or explanation from
Developer. If the City determines that the information does not constitute a trade secret or
proprietary information protected from disclosure, the City shall notify Developer of that
conclusion and that the information will be released by a specified date in order to provide
Developer an opportunity to obtain a court order prohibiting disclosure.
14.17 Non-Liability of City Officials and Others. Notwithstanding anything to
the contrary in this Agreement, no individual board member, director, commissioner, officer,
employee, official or agent of City or other City Parties shall be personally liable to Developer,
its successors and assigns, in the event of any Default by City, or for any amount which may
become due to Developer, its successors and assigns, under this Agreement.
14.18 Non-Liability of Developer Officers and Others.

Notwithstanding

anything to the contrary in this Agreement, no individual board member, director, officer,
employee, official, partner, employee, or agent of Developer or any affiliate of Developer shall
be personally liable to City, its successors and assigns, in the event of any Default by Developer,
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or for any amount which may become due to City, its successors and assigns, under this
Agreement.
14.19 No Third Party Beneficiaries. There are no third party beneficiaries to this
Agreement.

[REMAINDER OF PAGE INTENTIONALLY BLANK]
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IN WITNESS WHEREOF, the Parties hereto have executed this Agreement as of the day
and year first above written.
CITY:

Approved as to form:

CITY AND COUNTY OF SAN FRANCISCO,
a municipal corporation

DENNIS J. HERRERA, City Attorney

By:

By:
Rich Hillis
Director of Planning

Elizabeth A. Dietrich
Deputy City Attorney

RECOMMENDED:
By:
Eric Shaw
Director, MOHCD
Approved on ______, 20__
Board of Supervisors Ordinance No. _____
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DEVELOPER:
_________________________
a _____________________
By:
Name:
Its:
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A notary public or other officer completing this certificate verifies only the identity of the individual who signed the
document to which this certificate is attached, and not the truthfulness, accuracy, or validity of that document.

State of California
County of San Francisco

)
)

On ____________________, before me, ____________________________, a Notary Public,
personally appeared _______________________________, who proved to me on the basis of
satisfactory evidence to be the person(s) whose name(s) is/are subscribed to the within
instrument and acknowledged to me that he/she/they executed the same in his/her/their
authorized capacity(ies), and that by his/her/their signature(s) on the instrument the person(s), or
the entity upon behalf of which the person(s) acted, executed the instrument.
I certify under PENALTY OF PERJURY under the laws of the State of California that the
foregoing paragraph is true and correct.
WITNESS my hand and official seal.

Signature
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A notary public or other officer completing this certificate verifies only the identity of the individual who signed the
document to which this certificate is attached, and not the truthfulness, accuracy, or validity of that document.

State of California
County of San Francisco

)
)

On ____________________, before me, ____________________________, a Notary Public,
personally appeared _______________________________, who proved to me on the basis of
satisfactory evidence to be the person(s) whose name(s) is/are subscribed to the within
instrument and acknowledged to me that he/she/they executed the same in his/her/their
authorized capacity(ies), and that by his/her/their signature(s) on the instrument the person(s), or
the entity upon behalf of which the person(s) acted, executed the instrument.
I certify under PENALTY OF PERJURY under the laws of the State of California that the
foregoing paragraph is true and correct.
WITNESS my hand and official seal.

Signature
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Exhibit A

S-9668
4-10-20

LEGAL DESCRIPTION

“DEVELOPMENT PARCEL”

ALL THAT REAL PROPERTY SITUATED IN THE CITY AND COUNTY OF SAN FRANCISCO,
STATE OF CALIFORNIA, DESCRIBED AS FOLLOWS:
A PORTION OF PARCEL ONE (CITY AND COUNTY OF SAN FRANCISCO), AS SAID PARCEL IS
DESCRIBED IN THAT CERTAIN CERTIFICATE OF COMPLIANCE RECORDED FEBRUARY 15,
2012 IN DOCUMENT NO. 2012-J355048, OFFICIAL RECORDS AND MORE PARTICULARLY
DESCRIBED AS FOLLOWS:
BEGINNING AT THE NORTHEAST CORNER OF SAID PARCEL ONE; THENCE ALONG THE
NORTHERLY LINE OF SAID PARCEL ONE S89°36’00”W 656.18 FEET TO THE WESTERLY
LINE OF SAID PARCEL ONE; THENCE ALONG SAID WESTERLY LINE S00°24’00”E 995.92
FEET TO A POINT DISTANT THEREON N00°24’00”W 82.83 FEET FROM THE SOUTHWEST
CORNER OF SAID PARCEL ONE, SAID POINT BEING ON A LINE THAT IS PERPENDICULARLY
DISTANT 80.00 FEET NORTHEASTERLY FROM THE SOUTHWESTERLY LINE OF SAID PARCEL
ONE; THENCE ALONG SAID LINE THAT IS PARALLEL WITH SAID SOUTHWESTERLY LINE OF
PARCEL ONE S75°22’33”E 685.33 FEET TO THE EASTERLY LINE OF SAID PARCEL ONE;
THENCE ALONG SAID EASTERLY LINE N00°40’45”W 1173.59 FEET TO THE POINT OF
BEGINNING.
CONTAINING 714,637 SQ.FT. OR 16.40 ACRES, MORE OR LESS
THE BASIS OF BEARINGS FOR THE ABOVE DESCRIPTION IS THE MONUMENT LINE ON OCEAN
AVENUE FROM MIRAMAR AVENUE TO LEE AVENUE SHOWN AS S75°22’33”E ON “RECORD OF
SURVEY #7017” FILED FOR RECORD ON MAY 21, 2012 IN BOOK EE OF SURVEY MAPS, AT
PAGES 14-15 INCLUSIVE, OFFICIAL RECORDS OF THE CITY AND COUNTY OF SAN
FRANCISCO.
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EXHIBIT B
PROJECT DESCRIPTION
The Project Site is located on an approximately 17 acre site in the West of Twin Peaks area of
south central San Francisco. The Project Site is north of the Ocean Avenue commercial district, west of
the City College of San Francisco Ocean Campus, east of the Westwood Park neighborhood, and south
of Archbishop Riordan High School. The Project would develop the site with approximately 1,100
mixed-income family-friendly housing units (approximately 1.3 million gross square feet (gsf)), open
space, a childcare facility/community room available for public use, on- and off-street parking, and new
streets, utilities, and other infrastructure. A Site Plan is attached to this Exhibit B as Exhibit B-1.
The Site Plan attached as Exhibit B-1 depicts the various development parcels and anticipated
locations of buildings comprising the Project (“Buildings”). The Affordable Units (defined below) are
anticipated to be constructed on Parcels A, B, E, F, and H (the “Affordable Parcels”). The Project
includes construction of approximately 450 market-rate rental units (the “Market Rate Units”), which
are anticipated to be constructed on Parcels C, D, and G (the “Market Rate Parcels). In addition, the
Project includes approximately 100 for-sale condominium townhouse units to be constructed on the
western portion of the Project Site on Parcels TH-1 and TH-2 (the “Townhouse Parcels”).
The buildings comprising the Project will range in height from 25 to 78 feet. Fifty percent (50%)
percent of the new units comprising the Project will be designated affordable to persons earning between
30 and 120 percent of the area median income, with the final affordability levels for particular buildings
determined as described in the Affordable Housing Program attached to this Agreement as Exhibit D.
Developer will be responsible for providing gap financing for 66.7% of the affordable housing in the
Project, with the City providing the remaining 33.3%. Affordable housing will be distributed throughout
the site. The Affordable Housing Program is described in greater detail in Exhibit D to the Agreement.
In addition to the development of residential units, the Project includes an approximately 1,000
gsf community room for public use, and a childcare center to serve approximately 100 children. The
Child Care Program is described in greater detail in Exhibit L to the Development Agreement.
The Project includes up to 550 residential parking spaces, and up to 450 parking spaces that will
be available at market rates to the general public, including the students, faculty, and staff of the City
College of San Francisco. The parking plan is discussed in greater detail in the Transportation exhibit
attached to this Agreement as Exhibit J.
Approximately 4 acres on the Project Site will be devoted to publicly accessible open space. The
open spaces include pedestrian and bicycle pathways, or paseos, and an approximately 2 acre park in the
center of the Project Site called Reservoir Park. The open space also includes an approximately 80-footwide parcel located along the southern edge of the Project Site where an underground water transmission
pipeline is located, and that will remain under the ownership of SFPUC. The Open Space Plan is
described and depicted in greater detail in Exhibit C to the Agreement.
The Project includes transportation and circulation changes, including the extension of
existing north–south Lee Avenue across the site, and a new internal street network. The project
would include a roadway network that would be accessible for people walking, including people with
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disabilities, bicycling, and driving. The project would also include new utility infrastructure to supply
the site with potable water, wastewater collection, stormwater collection and treatment, electricity,
natural gas, and communications. The street and infrastructure improvements are described in
greater detail in the Master Infrastructure Plan attached to the Agreement as Exhibit M.
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EXHIBIT B-1
SITE PLAN
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EXHIBIT C
PROJECT OPEN SPACE PLAN

This Exhibit C (“Open Space Plan”)describes the Project Open Space. All capitalized terms
used in this Exhibit C and not specifically defined herein will have the meanings ascribed to
them in the Development Agreement by and between the City and County of San Francisco, a
municipal corporation, and Reservoir Community Partners LLC, a California Delaware limited
liability company (the “Agreement”). The Project will provide the following Project Open
Space, in accordance with Exhibit C-1 (Open Space Site Plan), Exhibit C-2 (Open Space Rules
and Regulations), Exhibit C-3 (Public Access Declaration), Exhibit C-4 (Regulations for
Privately-Owned Streets) and Schedule 1 (Community Benefits Linkages) to the Agreement:
1. Publicly Accessible Private Improvements. The Project includes the construction, operation, and
maintenance of the “Publicly Accessible Private Improvements” as identified in this Open
Space Plan. Developer will construct the Publicly Accessible Private Improvements substantially
as described in the Project SUD and Design Standards and Guidelines (“DSG”), as follows:
a. Reservoir Park: An approximately 2-acre park located at the center of the project site,
generally surrounded by the residential buildings proposed for the Project. Potential
programming will include a multi-use lawn and terraces, a playground, community
garden, picnic area, dog facility, and stormwater gardens and a terrace overlooking the
park from the community room (anticipated to be provided as part of the building on
Parcel E.)
b. Gateway Landscape: An approximately 0.10-acre landscaped area, potentially
programmed with dog facilities, and located at the Project site’s entrance east of the Lee
Avenue and South Street intersection.
c. Brighton Paseo: An approximately 0.25-acre pedestrian and slow bike only shared path
connecting the Project, including Reservoir Park, to the adjacent neighborhood across
Ocean Avenue to the south.
d. San Ramon Paseo: An approximately 0.15-acre pedestrian and slow bike only shared
path connecting the Project’s open space network to San Ramon Way at the west. The
landscaped area will include pedestrian and bike amenities, creating a garden-like
passage for residents and community members.
e. Community Room: An approximately 1,000 square foot space that will host services
and programs that are available to the public but are designed for specified
programmed activities (i.e. classes). The Community Room must be located in a
Building immediately adjacent to Reservoir Park and must front the park.
34469\13285665.3
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2. The Publicly Accessible Private Improvements will be privately owned but accessible to the
public on the terms described in Exhibit C-2 and Exhibit C-3. The Publicly Accessible
Private Improvements, depicted in Exhibit C-1, will be provided substantially as described in
the Project SUD and DSG, constructed in accordance with the terms of the Development
Agreement, Exhibit C-2 and Schedule 1, and operated and maintained on the terms of
Exhibit C-2 and Exhibit C-3.
3. SFPUC Open Space. An approximately 1.2-acre, 80-foot wide parcel abutting the south side
of Project site that contains a large underground water transmission pipeline. The City,
through the SFPUC, will continue to own the space for utility use. The space will be
improved to serve as an active flexible urban recreation space subject to a license from the
SFPUC. The space may be used for temporary programming, subject to the terms of the
SFPUC Retained Fee License Agreement and additional permits required for such temporary
uses issued by the SFPUC.
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EXHIBIT C-1
OPEN SPACE SITE PLAN
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EXHIBIT C-2
OPEN SPACE RULES AND REGULATIONS
Regulations Regarding Access and Maintenance of
Publicly Accessible Private Improvements
These Regulations Regarding Access and Maintenance of Publicly Accessible Private
Improvements (these “Regulations”) govern the use, maintenance, and operation of each
completed Publicly Accessible Private Improvement (each, a “Publicly Accessible Private
Improvement” and collectively, the “Publicly Accessible Private Improvements”) as defined
in Section 1 of the Development Agreement for the Balboa Reservoir Project by and between the
City and County of San Francisco, a municipal corporation, and Reservoir Community Partners
LLC, a Delaware limited liability company (the “Agreement”). The Publicly Accessible Private
Improvements are located on the Dedicated Project Open Space for the Project that is privately
owned, but will remain accessible to the public, as described in this Exhibit and more
particularly described in the Declaration of Public Access Covenants and Restrictions attached
hereto as Exhibit C-3 and recorded against the Dedicated Public Open Space (the
“Declaration”), and includes Reservoir Park, Gateway Landscape, Brighton Paseo, and San
Ramon Paseo identified in Exhibit C. All capitalized terms used in these Regulations and not
specifically defined herein will have the meanings ascribed to them in the Agreement.
A.

Developer Obligation to Maintain and Operate Publicly Accessible Private
Improvements and Dedicated Public Open Space

1.
Management in Accordance with Regulations and Declaration. Developer
will control, manage, maintain and operate the Publicly Accessible Private Improvements and
Dedicated Public Open Space pursuant to the Declaration and in accordance with these
Regulations and the Agreement.
2.
Transfer of Obligations. Once the Publicly Accessible Private
Improvements are completed, Developer’s ongoing obligations under these Regulations may be
transferred to a residential, commercial or other management association (the “Manager”) on
commercially reasonable terms so long as (i) the Manager has the financial capacity and ability
to perform the obligations so transferred, (ii) the Planning Director reasonably approves the
Manager, and (iii) Developer notifies the City of the transfer in accordance with the notice
provisions of the Agreement. If so transferred, the approved Manager will assume Developer’s
obligations and will operate, manage, and maintain the Publicly Accessible Private
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Improvements and the Dedicated Public Open Space in good repair and in a clean and safe
condition in accordance with the anticipated and foreseeable use thereof.
3.
Annual Public Meeting. Developer will host a minimum of one (1) public
meeting per year and post notice online inviting neighborhood organizations and members of the
public to attend. Such notice also will be provided to the Planning Department. At such meeting,
Developer will provide the opportunity for the City, members of neighborhood organizations,
and members of the public to comment on Developer’s use, maintenance, and/or operation of the
Publicly Accessible Private Improvements and the Dedicated Public Open Space.
4.
Monitoring and Reporting. One year after the completion and opening of
any Publicly Accessible Private Improvement, and then every three years thereafter, Developer
will submit a Maintenance and Operations Report to the City’s Zoning Administrator for review
by the Planning Department. After the initial report relating to the first year of operations for
each Publicly Accessible Private Improvement, the Maintenance and Operations Report for all of
the Publicly Accessible Private Improvements may be combined into a single report, regardless
of the timing of completion of the individual improvements. At a minimum the Maintenance and
Operations Report will include:
(a)
A description of the amenities, a list of events and programming
with dates, and any changes to the programing during the reporting period;
(b)
If the design of the Publicly Accessible Private Improvement was
altered during the reporting period, a schematic plan of the Publicly Accessible Private
Improvement, including the location of amenities, food service, landscape, furnishing, lighting,
and signage;
(c)
Photos of the existing Publicly Accessible Private Improvement at
the time of reporting;
(d)
A description and schedule of the means and hours of access to the
Publicly Accessible Private Improvement and Dedicated Public Open Space, if changed during
the reporting period, and all temporary closures occurring during the reporting period;
(e)
A schedule of completed maintenance activities during the
reporting period and an assessment of maintenance standards in accordance with the Recreation
and Park Department park maintenance standards set forth in Proposition C (San Francisco
Charter Section F1.102) and the Park Code;
(f)
A schedule of proposed maintenance activities for the next
reporting period; and
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(g)

B.

Contact information for a community liaison.

Permitted Uses.

Upon completion of any Publicly Accessible Private Improvement in accordance with
this Agreement, Developer shall make that Publicly Accessible Private Improvement and
associated Dedicated Public Open Space available for the use, enjoyment and benefit of the
public for circulation, open space and recreational purposes in accordance with the Declaration
and these Regulations. The following Dedicated Public Open Spaces and associated Publicly
Accessible Private Improvements will be available for the following specific uses:
1.
Brighten Paseo and San Ramon Paseo. Brighton Paseo and San Ramon
Paseo, as described in Exhibit C and depicted in Exhibit C-1 to the Agreement (collectively, the
“Paseos”), will provide access for the use, benefit and enjoyment of the public for purposes of
circulation, including walking and bicycling, seven days a week, twenty-four hours a day, in the
same manner as would a public right-of-way.
2.
Park Areas. Reservoir Park and Gateway Landscape (collectively, the
“Park Areas”), as more particularly described in the Declaration, shall be open and accessible to
the public from 5am to Midnight, seven days per week, unless otherwise provided in these
Regulations. No person will enter or remain in the Park Areas when the Park Areas are closed to
the public, except persons authorized in conjunction with a public event reservation, Special
Events, or other Non-Closure Events, or authorized service and maintenance personnel. As part of
the Park Areas, Developer shall build, maintain and operate at a minimum, a total of 2000 square
feet of dog relief areas at one or more of the locations shown in DSG Figure 6.18–1: Potential
Locations for Dog Relief Areas. Additional locations within the Park Areas may be considered.
Dog relief areas shall be open and accessible to the public from 5am to Midnight, seven days per
week, unless otherwise provided in these Regulations. No person will enter or remain in the dog
relief areas when the dog relief areas are closed to the public, except persons authorized in
conjunction with authorized service and maintenance personnel.
3.
Community Room. The Project includes a Community Room that will
host services and programs that are available to the public but are designed for specified
programmed activities (i.e. classes). As such, the Community Room will be considered partial
public access. The Community Room must be located in a Building immediately adjacent to
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Reservoir Park and must front the park. Public access to the community room will be provided
from Reservoir Park and/or from the public street. The public area of the room will be not less
than 1,000 square feet, not including support areas. The Community Room will be operated and
maintained in accordance with all applicable laws. The Community Room will be used as a
community clubhouse, neighborhood center, or other community facility open for public use in
which the chief activity is not carried on as a gainful business and whose chief function is the
gathering of persons from the immediate neighborhood for the purposes of recreation, social
interaction, and education. The Community Room will be made available at reasonable times of
the day and days of the week (such as evenings and weekends) for use and rent by residents,
neighborhood organizations, non-profits, public agencies, and other members of the public for
non-commercial meetings, events and other gatherings. The operator of the Community Room
will publicize the availability of such facility, may require a reasonable fee for such use, and set
reasonable hours and terms for such use, but any fees may not exceed the administrative and
maintenance costs of hosting such events. In addition, each multi-family Building, excluding the
Townhouse Units, will have an adaptable indoor common area for residents of the Building.
Adaptable spaces allow for many different accommodations in response to demographic shifts,
instead of targeting one audience. Each Building’s indoor adaptable space should be able to
accommodate programming for families, such as a space to host meetings, dinners, birthday
parties, or other groups.
C.

Temporary Closure.

Developer shall have the right, without obtaining the prior consent of the City or any
other person or entity, to temporarily close a Publicly Accessible Private Improvement and
associated Dedicated Public Open Space to the public from time to time for one of the following
reasons. Except in the event of a closure in excess on one week as provided in Section ___
below, such temporary closure shall continue for as long as Developer reasonably deems
necessary to address either of the circumstances below, provided that Developer uses
commercially reasonable efforts to limit the duration of the closure and the area subject to
closure.
1.
Emergency; Public Safety. In the event of an emergency or danger to the
public health or safety created from whatever cause (including, but not limited to, flood, storm,
fire, earthquake, explosion, accident, criminal activity, riot, civil disturbances, civil unrest,
unlawful assembly, or loitering),Developer may temporarily close a Publicly Accessible Private
Improvement (or affected portions thereof) and associated Dedicated Public Open Space in any
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manner deemed necessary or desirable to promote public safety, security, and the protection of
persons and property.
2.
Maintenance and Repairs. Developer may temporarily close a Publicly
Accessible Private Improvement and associated Dedicated Public Open Space (or affected
portions thereof) in order to make any repairs or perform any maintenance as Developer, in its
reasonable discretion, deems necessary or desirable to repair, maintain, or operate that Publicly
Accessible Private Improvement or associated Dedicated Public Open Space; provided such
closure may not impede emergency vehicle access.
3.
Temporary Construction Staging. Developer may temporarily restrict
access to a Publicly Accessible Private Improvement and associated Dedicated Public Open
Space (or affected portions thereof) for limited duration and as reasonably necessary for
temporary construction staging related to any phase of development of the Project (during which
time the subject improvements and area will not be used by the public) if such temporary
construction staging is in accordance with the Development Agreement, the Approvals, and any
Later Approvals
4.
Primary Paths of Travel Remain Open. Notwithstanding anything to the
contrary in these Regulations, the portions of the Dedicated Public Open Spaces shown on
Figure 1 function as primary paths of pedestrian travel through the Site or provide access to
adjacent buildings and uses, and shall be open to public passage 24 hours per day every day.
5.
Records; Notices; Security. Developer will keep records of all temporary
closures and regularly disclose them at the annual meeting described in Section ___ and in the
Maintenance and Operation Report pursuant to Section ___ of these Regulations. Developer
will post notices within the Dedicated Public Open Space a minimum of 72 hours prior to a
planned closure for maintenance and repairs. Developer will post signs within 24 hours of a
closure for unplanned maintenance and repairs. Signs will explain the nature and duration of the
closure and provide appropriate contact information. Developer will have the right to block
entrances to, to install and operate security devices, and to maintain security personnel in and
around the Paseos and Open Spaces to prevent the entry of persons or vehicles during the time
periods when public access to any Publicly Accessible Private Improvement, Dedicated Public
Open Space, or any portion thereof is restricted pursuant to this Section.
6.
Extended Closure. In the event of a closure in excess of one week that is
not in connection with temporary construction staging pursuant to Section ___, Developer will
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request the Planning Director’s approval of such closure in writing. Requested extended closures
will be reviewed by the Planning Department and may be approved by the Planning Director in
the Director’s sole discretion, in consultation with the General Manager of the Recreation and
Parks Department, who will determine if the extended closure is necessary and reasonable.

D.

General Use Provisions.

The following provisions are applicable to all Publicly Accessible Private Improvements
and Dedicated Public Open Space, whether Paseos or Park Areas.
1.
Prohibited Use. The following is prohibited in any Publicly Accessible
Private Improvement and Dedicated Public Open Space, (i) smoking of any form, including
cigarettes, cigars, pipes, e-cigarettes and smokeless cigarettes (including tobacco or other
controlled substances), (ii) consumption or possession of open alcoholic beverages (unless
permitted by special permit), (iii) camping or sleeping, (iv) climbing or affixing items to trees,
other landscaping, furniture or infrastructure, (v) disorderly conduct, as defined in Article 4 of
the City’s Park Code, as amended from time to time, (vi) building fires or cooking (unless
permitted by special permit), (vii) peddling or vending merchandise (unless permitted by special
permit), (viii) temporary structures or installations (unless permitted by special permit), (ix)
littering or dumping of waste, (x) removal of plants, soil, furniture, or other facilities of the open
space, (xi) graffiti or the damage or destruction of property, and (xii) amplified sound.
Developer may limit off-leash animals to designated areas but shall permit up to eight leashed
animals per person, including leashed service animals, in the Dedicated Public Open Space.
Organized sporting events are not permitted in the Dedicated Public Open Space due to their
slope and limited size. However, active recreation (e.g., kicking a soccer ball or throwing a
football) among groups of up to four (4) people shall be permitted on Euclid Green provided it
does not endanger other users of Euclid Green. Developer may use a completed Dedicated
Public Open Space for limited duration and as reasonably necessary for temporary construction
staging related to adjacent development on the Project Site (during which time the subject
Dedicated Public Open Space shall not be used by the public) to the extent that such construction
is contemplated under, and performed in accordance with, this Agreement, the Approvals, and
any Later Approvals.
2.

No Discrimination. Developer shall not discriminate against or segregate

any person, or group of persons, on account of the basis of fact or perception of a person’s race,
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color, creed, religion, national origin, ancestry, age, sex, sexual orientation, gender identity,
domestic partner status, marital status, disability or acquired immune deficiency syndrome, HIV
status, weight, height, medical condition, or association with members of any of the foregoing
classes, in the use, occupancy, tenure, or enjoyment of a Publicly Accessible Private
Improvement or Dedicated Public Open Space.
3.
Maintenance Standard. Each Publicly Accessible Private Improvement
and Dedicated Public Open Space shall be operated, managed, and maintained in a clean and
safe condition in accordance with the anticipated and foreseeable use thereof, and in accordance
with the Recreation and Park Department park maintenance standards set forth in Proposition C
(San Francisco Charter Section F1.102) and the Park Code or any successor standard that may be
established by law for the maintenance of parks that are accessible to the public.
4.
Operation of the Publicly Accessible Private Improvements. Operation of
each Publicly Accessible Private Improvement and associated Dedicated Public Open Space
shall be subject to the additional requirements of this Paragraph.
(a)
Hours of Operation. Each Publicly Accessible Private
Improvement shall be open and accessible to the public seven (7) days per week during the
daylight hours (or 30 minutes prior to sunset) (the “Operating Hours”), unless reduced hours
are (i) approved in writing by the City, (ii) otherwise expressly provided for in this Agreement
(including, without limitation, Sections ___ of these Regulations), or (iii) reasonably imposed by
Developer, with the Planning Director’s reasonable consent, to address security concerns. None
of the Publicly Accessible Private Improvements or associated Dedicated Public Open Space
shall be closed to the public during Operating Hours for special events. No person shall enter,
remain, stay, or loiter in a Publicly Accessible Private Improvement or associated Dedicated
Public Open Space when it is closed to the public, except persons authorized in conjunction with
a temporary closure, authorized service and maintenance personnel, or an authorized resident,
guest or employee of the project.
(b)
Signs. Developer shall post signs at the major public entrances to
each of its Publicly Accessible Private Improvements and other key locations (such as public
restrooms or structures), indicating that it is a privately-owned Dedicated Public Open Space in
accordance with all laws and signage requirements. The signs, at a minimum, shall (i) indicate
the public right to use the space in accordance with these Regulations, setting forth the applicable
regulations imposed by these Regulations, hours of operation, and a telephone number to call
regarding security, management or other inquiries, and (ii) meet the minimum standards for
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design, location, and content otherwise applicable to signage similar spaces under Planning Code
Section 138, as amended.
5.
Permissive Use. Developer may post at each entrance to each of its
Publicly Accessible Private Improvement, or at intervals of not more than 200 feet along the
boundary, signs reading substantially as follows: “Right to pass by permission, and subject to
control of owner: Section 1008, Civil Code.” Notwithstanding the posting of any such sign, no
use by the public nor any person of any portion of the Publicly Accessible Private Improvement
or associated Dedicated Public Open Space for any purpose or period of time shall be construed,
interpreted, or deemed to create any rights or interests to or in the Publicly Accessible Private
Improvement or associated Dedicated Public Open Space other than the rights and interests
expressly granted in this Agreement. The right of the public or any person to make any use
whatsoever of a Publicly Accessible Private Improvement, associated Dedicated Public Open
Space or any portion thereof, is not meant to be an implied dedication for the benefit of, or to
create any rights or interests in, any third parties.
6.
Arrest or Removal of Persons. Developer shall have the right (but not the
obligation) to use all lawful means to effect the removal of any person or persons who creates a
public nuisance or causes safety concerns for the occupants or neighbors of the Project, or who
otherwise violates the applicable rules and regulations, or who commits any crime including,
without limitation, infractions or misdemeanors, in or around a Publicly Accessible Private
Improvement or Dedicated Public Open Space. To the extent permitted by law, Developer may
prohibit members of the public who have repeatedly broken the Regulations in any material
respect from entering the Dedicated Public Open Space, and if such person enters a Dedicated
Public Open Space, may ask such person to leave the Dedicated Public Open Space. Developer
shall have the right to exercise its power and authority as owner consistent with other publicly
accessible but privately-owned areas in the City, such as other privately owned public open
space.
7.
Project Security During Period of Non-Access. Developer shall have the
right to block entrances to install and operate security devices and to maintain security personnel
in and around the Publicly Accessible Private Improvements and associated Dedicated Public
Open Space to prevent the entry of persons or vehicles during the time periods when public
access thereto is restricted or not permitted. Subject to the access requirements for City’s
emergency vehicles, as described in the Subdivision Map, and Developer’s obligations under
Applicable Law, Developer may install permanent architectural features that serve as security
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devices such as gates, fences and bollards, and close such devices during non-operating hours or
during periods of closure as identified in these Regulations. Design of such devices is subject to
approval of the San Francisco Planning Department which shall not be unreasonably withheld
and subject to any permits required under Applicable Law. Such design review by the San
Francisco Planning Department shall not be construed as a change in entitlement and shall not be
subject to a planning application or require a separate entitlement. It shall not be unreasonable
for the Planning Department to withhold its consent if any such devices would impede
emergency access that may be required under Applicable Law or in the Approvals. Nothing
shall restrict Developer’s right to install security cameras and monitoring devices anywhere on
the Project.
8.
Removal of Obstructions. Developer may remove and dispose of, in any
lawful manner it deems appropriate, any object or thing left or deposited on a Publicly
Accessible Private Improvement or Dedicated Public Open Space deemed to be an obstruction,
interference, or restriction of use of that Publicly Accessible Private Improvement or Dedicated
Public Open Space for the purposes set forth in these Regulations, including, but not limited to,
personal belongings or equipment in or on a Publicly Accessible Private Improvement or
Dedicated Public Open Space during hours when public access is not allowed pursuant to these
Regulations.
9.
No Temporary Structures. No trailer, tent, shack, or other outbuilding, or
structure of a temporary character, shall be allowed on any portion of the Dedicated Public Open
Space at any time during Operating Hours, either temporarily or permanently, except (a) with
regard to Developer’s right to use Dedicated Public Open Space for temporary construction
staging related to adjacent development as set forth in Sections ___ of these Regulations, and (b)
Developer may approve the use of temporary tents, booths, art installations, temporary displays,
and other structures in connection with public events, temporary exhibitions, or Special Events.
E.

Temporary Closure.

Developer shall have the right, without obtaining the prior consent of the City or any
other person or entity, to temporarily close a Publicly Accessible Private Improvement and
associated Dedicated Public Open Space to the public from time to time for one of the following
reasons. Except in the event of a closure in excess on one week as provided in Section ___
below, such temporary closure shall continue for as long as Developer reasonably deems
necessary to address either of the circumstances below, provided that Developer uses
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commercially reasonable efforts to limit the duration of the closure and the area subject to
closure.
1.
Emergency; Public Safety. In the event of an emergency or danger to the
public health or safety created from whatever cause (including, but not limited to, flood, storm,
fire, earthquake, explosion, accident, criminal activity, riot, civil disturbances, civil unrest,
unlawful assembly, or loitering), Developer may temporarily close a Publicly Accessible Private
Improvement (or affected portions thereof) and associated Dedicated Public Open Space in any
manner deemed necessary or desirable to promote public safety, security, and the protection of
persons and property.
2.
Maintenance and Repairs. Developer may temporarily close a Publicly
Accessible Private Improvement (or affected portions thereof) and associated Dedicated Public
Open Space in order to make any repairs or perform any maintenance as Developer, in its
reasonable discretion, deems necessary or desirable to repair, maintain, or operate that Publicly
Accessible Private Improvement or associated Dedicated Public Open Space; provided such
closure may not impede emergency vehicle access.
3.
Primary Paths of Travel Remain Open. Notwithstanding anything to the
contrary in these Regulations, the portions of the Dedicated Public Open Spaces shown on
Figure 1 function as primary paths of pedestrian travel through the Site or provide access to
adjacent buildings and uses, and shall be open to public passage 24 hours per day every day.
4.
Records; Notices; Security. Developer will keep records of all temporary
closures and regularly disclose them at the annual meeting described in Section ___ and in the
Maintenance and Operation Report pursuant to Section ___ of these Regulations. Developer
will post notices within the Dedicated Public Open Space a minimum of 72 hours prior to a
planned closure for maintenance and repairs. Developer will post signs within 24 hours of a
closure for unplanned maintenance and repairs. Signs will explain the nature and duration of the
closure and provide appropriate contact information. Developer will have the right to block
entrances to, to install and operate security devices, and to maintain security personnel in and
around the Paseos and Open Spaces to prevent the entry of persons or vehicles during the time
periods when public access to any Publicly Accessible Private Improvement, Dedicated Public
Open Space, or any portion thereof is restricted pursuant to this Section.
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5.
Extended Closure. In the event of a closure in excess of one week, the
manager will request the Planning Director’s approval of such closure in writing. Requested
extended closures will be reviewed by the Planning Department and may be approved by the
Planning Director as his or her sole discretion, in consultation with the General Manager of the
Recreation and Parks Department, who will determine if the extended closure is warranted or
would constitute a violation of required public access.

F.

Special Events and Open Events

1.
Special Events. Developer may temporarily close to the public all or any
portion of Reservoir Park for private or public special events such as fundraisers, picnics,
concerts, and weddings (each, a "Special Event" and collectively, "Special Events”) in
accordance with this Section. All Special Events must comply with applicable laws and will be
subject to any required approvals or permits. Developer will post a notice of closure at all major
entrances to Reservoir Park for a period of seventy-two (72) hours prior to closing Reservoir
Park for a Special Event. Closures of Reservoir Park will be limited as follows: a total of six (6)
events per year, but no more than one (1) per month, for up to 48 hours for each event. Events
on Saturdays and Sundays between the hours of 7am and 6pm are permitted up to a maximum of
two times per year. The portions of Reservoir Park that function as primary pedestrian paths
through the Site or provide access to adjacent buildings and uses must always remain open to
public passage in accordance with Section ___ and may not be closed for a Special Event.
Developer will have the right to block entrances to, and to install and operate security devices,
and to maintain security personnel in and around the Park Areas to prevent the entry of persons
or vehicles during the time periods when public access to the Park Areas or any portion thereof is
restricted or not permitted for a Special Event.
2.
Open Events. Members of the public or other event sponsors (“Event
Sponsors”) may request the use of the Park Areas for privately- or publicly-sponsored events,
including meetings, festivals, gatherings, assemblies, celebrations, receptions, seminars, lectures,
fitness classes, concerts, art displays, exhibits, booths for charitable, patriotic or welfare purposes,
conventions, farmers markets, and open air sale of agriculturally produced seasonal decorations,
such as Christmas trees and Halloween pumpkins, that do not require the closure of any portion of
the Open Space to the public (collectively, “Open Events”).
(a)
All Open Events must be approved in advance by Developer and
are subject to any required approvals or permits from applicable City Agencies with jurisdiction
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over the Open Event. It will be the sole responsibility of the requesting member of the public to
obtain any such required permits or approvals.
(b)
Developer may require payment in the form of a permit fee or
other charge for use of the Park Area for Open Events, so long as the permit fee or use charge
does not exceed the reasonable costs for administration, maintenance, security, liability, and
repairs associated with such event, and such fees will be commensurate with fees charged by
City’s Recreation and Parks Department for similar permits of similar facilities in San Francisco.
Developer will post on the internet a clear explanation of the application process and criteria for
review and approval of such Open Events, including related fees, and make available such
criteria and application forms to the Planning Director and General Manager of the Recreation
and Parks Department for the purpose of the Department or other City entity or Agency
publishing such criteria and application forms if they so choose.
(c)
Good Neighbor Policies. Event Sponsors will manage the Park
Areas in accordance with the following good neighbor policies during the Open Event:
i.
The quiet, safety, and cleanliness of the space and its
adjacent area will be maintained in accordance with these Regulations;
ii.

Proper and adequate storage and disposal of debris and

garbage will be provided;
iii.
Noise and odors, unless otherwise permitted, will be
contained within the immediate area of the Park Areas so as not to be a nuisance to neighbors;
iv.
Notices will be prominently displayed during Open Events
urging patrons to: (i) leave the Park Areas and neighborhood in a quiet, peaceful, and orderly
fashion; (ii) remove all litter; and (iii) avoid blocking driveways in the neighborhood. Such
notices will be removed promptly after each Open Event.
v.
The Event Sponsor or its employees or volunteers will walk
a 100-foot radius from the edge of the Park Areas within thirty (30) minutes after the Open Event
has ended and will pick up and dispose of any discarded beverage containers and other trash left
by patrons.
G.

Amendment of Regulations.

Developer and City anticipate that, as time progresses, these Regulations may benefit
from modification and amendment. Publicly Accessible Private Improvements and Dedicated
Public Open Space may be more appropriately operated using an amended set of Regulations.
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Amendments may include limited operating hours and limitations on Special Events in order to
maintain safety and to be considerate of neighboring residences, but in no event may an
amendment materially alter the Publicly Accessible Private Improvements or materially impact
the public’s ability to access or use any of the Publicly Accessible Private Improvements or
Dedicated Public Open Space without first undergoing a design review process pursuant to the
Project SUD, together with any other required approvals. If Developer desires to amend any of
these Regulations, Developer will request such amendments in writing to the Planning Director.
Requested amendments will be reviewed by the Planning Department and may be approved by
the Planning Director in the Director’s sole discretion after undergoing a design review process
pursuant to the Project SUD if such amendments would not materially alter the Publicly
Accessible Private Improvements or affect the public’s ability to access or use the Publicly
Accessible Private Improvements or the Dedicated Public Open Space. The Planning Director
will make its determination in consultation with the General Manager of the Recreation and
Parks Department and the City Attorney.
H.

Code of Conduct for Public Use of Publicly Accessible Private Improvements

1.
Applicability. The following Code of Conduct for Public Use of Publicly
Accessible Private Improvements (“Code of Conduct”) applies to members of the public during
use of the Publicly Accessible Private Improvements. The Code of Conduct is intended to
address normal operating conditions; emergency or unusual circumstances may necessitate
deviations from the Code of Conduct. The Code of Conduct is subject to update and change.
2.
Arrest or Removal of Persons. Manager will have the right (but not the
obligation) to use lawful means to effect the removal of any person who creates a public
nuisance, who otherwise violates the applicable Regulations of any Publicly Accessible Private
Improvements, or who commits any crime, including infractions or misdemeanors in or around
any Publicly Accessible Private Improvement.
3.

Limits on Public Use.

(a)
No Loitering. No person will enter, remain, stay, or loiter in the
Publicly Accessible Private Improvements outside of the hours of operation, or when the
Publicly Accessible Private Improvements are closed to the public as set forth in this Exhibit,
except persons authorized in conjunction with a Special Event or other temporary closure, or
authorized service and maintenance personnel.
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(b)

Intoxication as Cause for Exclusion. Manager is authorized to

order any person to stay out of or to leave a Publicly Accessible Private Improvement or any
building, structure, equipment, apparatus, or appliance therein when it has reasonable cause to
conclude that the person so ordered: (i) Is under the influence of intoxicating liquor, any drug, or
any "controlled substance" as that term is defined and described in the California Health and
Safety Code, or any combination of any intoxicating liquor, drug, or controlled substance, and is
in such a condition that he or she is unable to exercise care for his or her own safety or the safety
of others or interferes with or obstructs or prevents the free use of a Publicly Accessible Private
Improvement. (ii) Is consuming alcoholic beverages in violation of this Code of Conduct. (iii) Is
using any drug or controlled substance or any combination of any intoxicating liquor, drug, or
controlled substance; (iv) Is doing any act injurious to the Publicly Accessible Private
Improvements or any building, structure, equipment, apparatus, or appliance therein; (v) Is
taking any action in violation of SF Park Code Section 4.01 and this Code of Conduct.
(c)
Permits, Reservations, and Rentals. No person will, without a
permit, as applicable, perform any of the following acts in the Publicly Accessible Private
Improvements:
i.

Conduct or sponsor a parade involving fifty (50) or more

persons.
ii.
Conduct or sponsor or engage in petitioning, leafletting,
demonstrating, or soliciting when the number of petitioners, leafletters, demonstrators, or
solicitors engaging in one or more of these activities involves fifty (50) or more such persons at
the same time within an area circumscribed by a five hundred foot (500-foot) radius.
iii.

Sell or offer for sale books, newspapers, periodicals or

other printed material.
iv.
Conduct or sponsor any exhibit, promotion, dramatic
performance, theatrics, pantomime, dance, fair, circus, festival, juggling or other acrobatics or
show of any kind or nature which has been publicized four (4) hours or more in advance.
v.
Perform any feat of skill or produce any amusement show,
movie or entertainment which has been publicized four (4) hours or more in advance.
vi.

Make a speech which has been publicized (4) four hours or

vii.

Conduct or sponsor a religious event involving fifty (50) or

more in advance.

more persons.
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viii.

Conduct or sponsor a concert or musical performance

which (1) has been publicized four (4) hours or more in advance, or (2) utilizes sound
amplification equipment, or (3) involves a band or orchestra.
ix.

Participate in a picnic, dance, or other social gathering

involving forty-five (45) or more persons.
x.

Sell or provide food to persons, except that no permit is

required when a person participating in a picnic or social gathering of forty-five (45) or fewer
persons provides food to others who are also participating in the picnic or social gathering.
xi.
Conduct or sponsor a race or marathon which involves
twenty (25) or more persons as participants or which obstructs or interferes with the normal flow
of pedestrian traffic.
xii.
Conduct or sponsor any event which utilizes sound
amplification equipment, as defined in Part II, Chapter VIII (Police Code) of the San Francisco
Municipal Code.
xiii.

Conduct or sponsor an exhibition.

xiv.

Conduct or sponsor an animal show.

xv.

Conduct a wedding ceremony.

xvi.

Conduct or sponsor an art show.

xvii.

Operate any amusement park device.

xviii.

Conduct or sponsor an organized kite-flying event of any

club or organization.
xix.
Station or erect any scaffold, stage, platform, rostrum,
tower, stand, bandstand, building, fence, wall, monument, dome or other structure.
xx.
Launch or land any drone, airplane, helicopter, parachute,
hang glider, hot air balloon, or other machine or apparatus of aviation, or bring any balloon with
a diameter of more than six (6) feet or a gas capacity of more than one hundred fifteen (115)
cubic feet.
xxi.
Bring or cause to be brought, for the purposes of sale or
barter, or have for sale, or sell or exchange, or offer for sale or exchange any goods, wares, or
merchandise.
xxii.
Construct or maintain or inhabit any structure, tent, or any
other thing in the Publicly Accessible Private Improvements that may be used for housing
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accommodations or camping, and construct or maintain any device that can be used for cooking,
nor will any person construct or maintain any device that can be used for cooking, except with
permission from the Manager. No person will modify the landscape in any way in order to create
a shelter or accumulate household furniture or appliances or construction debris in a Publicly
Accessible Private Improvements.
xxiii.

Engage in commercial photography, filming, or recording

in the Publicly Accessible Private Improvements.
xxiv.

Conduct a farmers’ market.

xxv.
Bring any animal into the Publicly Accessible Private
Improvements, other than a dog or other domesticated animal, or guide, signal, or support
animal.
xxvi.
Provide instruction in any athletic activity for
compensation.
xxvii.
Additional Activities Requiring a Permit. Manager will
have the authority to require a permit or written permission for additional activities in the
Publicly Accessible Private Improvements when such a requirement furthers the purposes set
forth in the Code of Conduct or the Municipal Code. A list of the additional activities for which
permits are required will be posted in the Publicly Accessible Private Improvements and made
available to the public upon request.

4.

Rules Regarding Conduct.

(a)
Rules to Be Obeyed. No person will willfully disobey or violate
any of the Regulations governing the use and enjoyment by the public of the Publicly Accessible
Private Improvements, or of any building, structure, equipment, apparatus or appliance in the
Publicly Accessible Private Improvements, which Regulations, at the time, are posted in some
conspicuous place in that area or at an entrance to the Publicly Accessible Private Improvements,
or in or near the building, structure, equipment, apparatus, or appliance to which the Regulation
applies.
(b)
Signs to Be Obeyed. No person will willfully disobey the notices,
prohibitions, or directions on any sign posted by the Manager.
(c)
Interference with Manager Employees. No person will, with
malice, interfere with or in any manner hinder any employee or agent of the Manager, or a duly
authorized contractor while that person is engaged in constructing, repairing, or caring for any
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portion of the Publicly Accessible Private Improvements or is otherwise engaged in the
discharge of such employee’s, agent’s, or contractor’s duties.
(d)
Refusal to Obey Lawful Order. It will be unlawful for any person
to refuse to obey the lawful order of law enforcement or an employee of Manager made pursuant
to the Code of Conduct.
5.

Prohibited Activities or Conduct.

(a)
Smoking. No person will smoke in a Publicly Accessible Private
Improvement, either in enclosed or unenclosed areas.
(b)
Intoxication by Alcohol or Drugs. State law provides that any
person in a public place who is under the influence of intoxicating liquor, drugs, or certain
specified substances and endangers themselves or others or interferes with the free use of a
public right of way is guilty of disorderly conduct.
(c)
Fighting, Disturbing Peace, Offensive Words. State law prohibits
unlawful fighting in a public place, the malicious and willful disturbance of others by loud and
unreasonable noise in a public place, and the use of offensive words in a public place which are
inherently likely to provoke an immediate violent reaction.
(d)
Malicious Destruction of Property. State law prohibits the
malicious defacement, damage, or destruction of real or personal property.
(e)
Human Body Substances. No person will emit, eject, or cause to
be deposited any excreta of the human body, except in a proper receptacle designated for such
purpose.
(f)
Entrance to Controlled Areas. No person will enter a Publicly
Accessible Private Improvements or its facilities by means other than at designated public
entrances. No person will enter Publicly Accessible Private Improvements facilities where a "No
Admittance" or "Employees Only" sign is posted. No person will gain or attempt admittance to a
Publicly Accessible Private Improvement or its facilities where a charge is made, without paying
that charge.
(g)
Polluting Waters. No person will throw or place, or cause to be
thrown or placed, any garbage, trash, refuse, paper, container, or noxious or offensive matter into
any fountain.
(h)
Littering and Dumping of Waste Matter. No personal will litter,
dump, or dispose of garbage, bottles, cans, paper, or other waste matter anywhere other than in
designated trash receptacles.
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(i)

Soliciting. (a) It will be unlawful for any person to engage in

petitioning, leafletting, demonstrating, or soliciting in such a manner as to substantially obstruct
any traffic of pedestrians or vehicles after being warned by a law enforcement officer, or the
Manager not to do so. (b) No person will solicit in an aggressive manner.
(j)

Obstructing Any Sidewalk, Passageway, or Other Public Way. No

person will willfully and substantially obstruct the free passage of any person or persons on any
sidewalk, passageway, or other public places in a Publicly Accessible Private Improvement.
Notwithstanding the foregoing, (1) it is not intended that this Section will apply where its
application would result in an interference with or inhibition of any exercise of the
constitutionally protected right of freedom of speech or assembly, and (2) nothing contained
herein will be deemed to prohibit persons from sitting on public benches or other public
structures, equipment, apparatus, appliances, or facilities provided for such purpose.
(k)
Consumption of Alcohol. No person will consume alcoholic
beverages of any kind in a Publicly Accessible Private Improvement, except during a Special
Event in which sale and consumption of alcohol is specifically allowed and regulated by permit..
(l)
Weapons and Fireworks. (a) No person will fire or carry firearms
of any size or description or possess any instrument, appliance, or substance designed, made, or
adopted for use primarily as a weapon, including but not limited to slingshots, clubs, swords,
razors, billies, explosives, dirk knives, bowie knives, or similar knives, without the permission of
the Manager, with the exception that this Section will not apply to sworn law enforcement
officers. (b) No person will fire or carry any firecracker, rocket, torpedo, or any other fireworks
of any description, except with permission of the Manager.
(m)
No person will drive or propel any vehicle on any planted area or
on any access road or unpaved service road or firetrail in any Publicly Accessible Private
Improvement.
(n)
No person will park any vehicle on any lawn, or planted area, or
unimproved area or on any pedestrian or equestrian lane, or on any access road or unpaved
service road or firetrail or in any manner so as to block access to or exit from any service road or
access road or firetrail, or in any other place in a Publicly Accessible Private Improvement where
parking is prohibited, unless allowed otherwise by permit.
(o)
No person will allow any automobile or other vehicle to remain
parked in any parking lot in a Publicly Accessible Private Improvement which is open for public
use and for which a fee is charged for parking, for a period of more than 24 hours after the
expiration of the period for which a fee is charged, unless otherwise allowed by permit.
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(p)

No person will park any "oversized vehicle," defined herein as any

vehicle longer than 19 feet and/or wider than seven feet, eight inches, in any parking lot in a
Publicly Accessible Private Improvements, unless allowed otherwise by permit.
(q)

No person will allow any automobile or any other vehicle that is

disabled to remain parked in any parking lot in a Publicly Accessible Private Improvements,
unless otherwise allowed by permit.
(r)

Swimming and Bathing. No person will enter, wade, bathe, or

swim in the waters of any fountain in a Publicly Accessible Private Improvement.
(s)
Children. (a) No parent, guardian, or custodian of a minor will
permit or allow such minor to do any act or thing in a Publicly Accessible Private Improvement
prohibited by provisions of the SF Park Code and these Code of Conduct. (b) No adults are
allowed in the children’s play area of a Publicly Accessible Private Improvement except when
accompanying a child.
(t)
Percussion Instruments. No person will play any percussion
instrument, including drums, at any time or location prohibited by Developer when a sign has
been posted in the area affected to give notice of this prohibition, provided that such prohibition
does not unreasonably curtail the playing of such instruments.
(u)
Graffiti. No person will possess, carry, use or keep graffiti or
etching tools, etching cream, or slap tags. For purposes of this subsection: (a) "Graffiti or etching
tools" means a masonry or glass drill bit, a glass cutter, a grinding stone, an awl, a chisel, a
carbide scribe, an aerosol paint container, or any permanent marker with a nib (marking tip) onehalf inch or more at its largest dimension and that is capable of defacing property with
permanent, indelible, or waterproof ink, paint or other liquid. (b) "Etching cream" means any
caustic cream, gel, liquid, or solution capable, by means of chemical action, of defacing,
damaging, or destroying hard surfaces in a manner similar to acid. (c) "Slap tag" means any
material including but not limited to decals, stickers, posters, or labels which contain a substance
commonly known as adhesive glue which may be affixed upon any structural component of any
building, structure, equipment, apparatus, appliance, post, pole, or other facility.

I.

Wildlife and Environmental Protection.

1.
Disturbing Animals, Exceptions. Except as provided in the Article 7,
Chapter VIII (Police Code) of the San Francisco Municipal Code, it will be unlawful for any
person to hunt, chase, shoot, trap, discharge or throw missiles at, harass, disturb, taunt, endanger,
capture, injure, or destroy any animal in a Publicly Accessible Private Improvement, or to permit
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any animal in such person’s custody or control to do so; provided, however, that any mole or any
gopher, mouse, rat, or other rodent which is determined by the Manager to be a nuisance may be
destroyed by the Manager; and provided, further, that any animal other than a mole or a gopher,
mouse, rat, or other rodent which is determined by the Manager to be a nuisance or a hazard to
persons using a Publicly Accessible Private Improvement or to be a hazard to plants or other
horticulture, may, in a humane manner, be live trapped by the Manager and delivered as
appropriate. The provisions of this Section will not be applicable to the destruction of any animal
in any park where such animal poses an immediate and serious threat to persons or property or is
suffering excessively.
(a)
Feeding Animals. It will be unlawful for any person to feed or
offer to feed to any animal in a Publicly Accessible Private Improvement any substance which
would be likely to be harmful to it. It will be unlawful for any person to feed or offer food or any
substance to any animal in a Publicly Accessible Private Improvement which is wild in nature
and not customarily domesticated in the City and County of San Francisco, except with
permission of the Manager.

2.
Introduction or Removal of Trees, Wood, Etc. No person will introduce,
or remove or take away any tree, wood, bush, turf, shrub, flower, plant, grass, soil, rock, water,
wildlife, or anything or like kind natural resource, except with permission of the Manager.
3.
Performance of Labor. No person, other than authorized personnel, will
perform any labor on or upon a Publicly Accessible Private Improvement, including but not
limited to taking up or replacing soil, turf, ground, pavement, structure, tree, shrub, plant, grass,
flower, and the like, except with permission of the Manager.
4.
Climbing. No person will climb or lie upon any tree, shrub, monument,
wall, fence, railing, shelter, fountain, statue, building, structure, equipment, apparatus, appliance,
or construction, except with permission of the Manager. Notwithstanding the foregoing, this
provision does not apply to any structure, equipment, apparatus, or appliance that is a play
structure for children and designed for climbing play.
5.
Posting of Signs. No person will post or affix to any tree, shrub, plant,
fence, building, structure, equipment, apparatus, appliance, monument, wall, post, vehicle,
bench, or other physical object within a Publicly Accessible Private Improvement any written or
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printed material, including but not limited to signs, notices, handbills, circulars, and pamphlets,
except with permission of the Manager.
6.

Throwing or Propelling Objects. No person will throw or propel objects

of a potentially dangerous nature, including but not limited to stones, bottles, glass, cans, or
crockery, within or over the edges of a Publicly Accessible Private Improvement, except with
permission of the Manager.
7
Fire. No person will make, kindle, maintain, or in any way use a fire,
including but not limited to recreational fires other than in designating cooking/grilling areas, fire
twirling, and fire dancing, except with permission of the Manager.

J.

Authorization of San Francisco Police Department to Enforce Code of Conduct

1.
Law enforcement officers of the San Francisco Police Department are
authorized to order any person to stay out or leave any Publicly Accessible Private Improvement,
when such officers have reasonable cause to conclude that the person (1) is doing any act
injurious to any Publicly Accessible Improvement or any building, structure or facility therein;
(2) while using any facility or area, disobeys any rule or regulation governing such area or
facility after being warned not to do so by a Manager employee or designee, or (3) when the
employee or designee has reasonable cause to conclude that such behavior damages or risks
damage to Publicly Accessible Private Improvement property or interferes with the use and
enjoyment of such area or facility by other persons.

K.

Notices, Default and Remedies

1.
Default. If Developer fails to perform or fulfill any material term,
provision, or obligation of these Regulations and the continues such failure for a period of sixty
(60) days following notice and demand for compliance, then Developer shall be in “Default”
under these Regulations. Notwithstanding the foregoing, if a failure can be cured but the cure
cannot reasonably be completed within sixty (60) days, then it shall not be considered a Default
if a cure is commenced within said 60-day period and diligently prosecuted to completion
thereafter. Any notice of default given by a party shall specify the nature of the alleged failure
and, where appropriate, the manner in which said failure satisfactorily may be cured (if at all).
2. Remedies.
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(a) Specific Performance. In the event of a Default, the remedies
available to a party shall include specific performance of these Regulations in addition to any
other remedy available at law or in equity.
(b) Tax to Support Publicly Accessible Private Improvements and
Dedicated Public Open Space. In the event of a Default, in addition to specific performance and
other remedies available at law or in equity, City may elect to commence the levy and collection
of the [tax under the CFD] in order to fund the operation, maintenance and /or management of
the Publicly Accessible Private Improvements and Dedicated Public Open Space.
3.
Notices. Any notice or communication required or authorized by these
Regulations shall be in writing and may be delivered personally or by registered mail, return
receipt requested. Notice, whether given by personal delivery or registered mail, shall be
deemed to have been given and received upon the actual receipt by any of the addressees
designated below as the person to whom notices are to be sent. City and Developer may at any
time, upon notice to the other party, designate any other person or address in substitution of the
person and address to which such notice or communication shall be given. Such notices or
communications shall be given to the parties at their addresses set forth below:
To City:
Rich Hillis
Director of Planning
San Francisco Planning Department
1650 Mission Street, Suite 400
San Francisco, California 94102
with a copy to:
Dennis J. Herrera, Esq.
City Attorney
City Hall, Room 234
1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place
San Francisco, CA 94102
Attn: Real Estate/Finance,
Balboa Reservoir Project
To Developer:
________________
________________
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________________
________________
________________
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FIGURE 1 to EXHIBIT C-2
PRIMARY PEDESTRIAN PATHWAYS
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EXHIBIT C-3
DECLARATION OF PUBLIC ACCESS COVENANTS AND RESTRICTIONS

WHEN RECORDED MAIL TO:
Real Estate Division
City and County of San Francisco
25 Van Ness Avenue, Suite 400
San Francisco, CA 94102
Attn: Director of Property
The undersigned hereby declares this instrument to be
exempt from Recording Fees (Govt. Code § 27383) and
from Documentary Transfer Tax (CA Rev. & Tax. Code
§ 11922 and SF Bus. and Tax Reg. Code § 1105)
SPACE ABOVE THIS LINE RESERVED FOR RECORDER'S USE

[Balboa Reservoir]
[APN 3180-190]

DECLARATION OF PUBLIC ACCESS COVENANTS AND RESTRICTIONS

This Declaration of Public Access Covenants and Restrictions ("Declaration") is made
as of ________________, 2019, by [______________] ("Declarant"), in favor of the CITY
AND COUNTY OF SAN FRANCISCO, a municipal corporation ("City").
RECITALS
A.
Declarant owns that certain parcel in the City and County of San Francisco
comprised of approximately [___] acres (approximately [__________] square feet), and further
described in the attached Exhibit A (the "Project Site").
B.
Declarant intends to redevelop the Project Site as a residential mixed-use
development that will include residential, retail, child care, open space, parking, and related uses
(the “Project”), under a Development Agreement between Declarant and City dated
____________, 2020 (the “Development Agreement”), approved by the City’s Board of
Supervisors by Ordinance No. ______________ on May __, 2020 and recorded in Official
Records of San Francisco County on _______________ as under Recorder’s Serial Number
_______________, a Special Use District approved by the City’s Board of Supervisors by
Ordinance No. ______________ on May __, 2020, and amendments to the City’s Planning
Code, Zoning Map, and Height Map adopted by the Board of Supervisors under Ordinance No.
______________ on May __, 2020.
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C.
Declarant’s proposed Project buildings (each a “Building”) are described in the
attached Exhibit B-1 and depicted in the attached Exhibit B-2. As part of the Project and
pursuant to the Development Agreement, if Declarant constructs any Building during the term of
the Development Agreement (“DA Term”), Declarant will develop certain publicly-accessible
open spaces on the Project Site and operate and maintain such open space in accordance with the
terms and conditions of this Declaration.
AGREEMENT
Now, therefore, in consideration of the City's approval and execution of the Development
Agreement, Declarant declares as follows on behalf of itself and all future owners of the Project
Site:
1.

Construction.

(a)
Timing. If Declarant constructs any Building during the DA Term, Declarant
shall build the applicable Dedicated Open Spaces (as defined in the attached Exhibit C) specified
in the attached Exhibit C.
(b)
Conceptual Plans; Changes. If Declarant is obligated to construct a Dedicated
Open Space pursuant to Section 1(a) above, then Declarant shall construct that Dedicated Open
Space substantially as described in the Design Standards and Guidelines in the City’s Planning
Department docket for Case No. _________________, as the same may be modified pursuant to
conditions of approval for the Project adopted by the City’s Planning Commission on
___________, 2020 (the "DSG"). The improvements described in the DSG, as may be modified
pursuant to this subsection (b), are referred to herein as the "Open Space Improvements".
2.
Maintenance and Modifications. Following the completion of the Open Space
Improvements for a Dedicated Open Space, Declarant shall maintain that Dedicated Open Space
in a clean and litter-free condition, and shall maintain the Open Space Improvements in that
Dedicated Open Space in good condition for the life of the last remaining Building at the Project
Site. Notwithstanding the foregoing, after the substantial completion of the Open Space
Improvements for a Dedicated Open Space, Declarant shall have the right to modify, renovate,
replace and/or update the Open Space Improvements or other improvements installed in a
Dedicated Open Space (each, "Change") subject to the provisions of this Declaration. Before
submitting any permit application for a Change that could materially alter the Open Space
Improvements or that could materially impact the public's ability to access any Dedicated Open
Space or to use the Dedicated Open Space or use the Open Space Improvements as initially
constructed or subsequently Changed (each, a "Material Change"), Declarant shall conduct a
design review process pursuant to the Project SUD.
In addition to the foregoing paragraph, Declarant shall give the Planning Director at least
thirty (30) days advance notice of any proposed Change that is not a Material Change if the hard
cost of such proposed modification is anticipated to exceed the Threshold Amount (defined as
follows), but the Planning Director shall have no consent rights with respect to such
modification. The “Threshold Amount” means an amount equal to One Hundred Thousand

Exhibit C-3
34469\13285665.3

Dollars ($100,000), which shall be increased by three percent (3%) on each anniversary of the
recordation of the Development Agreement in the Official Records of San Francisco County.
3.
City Regulatory Approvals. Prior to commencing the construction or maintenance of any
Open Space Improvements, Changes, or Material Changes, Declarant shall obtain all City
approvals Declarant is required to obtain from City for such activities in its regulatory capacity.
4.
Use; Operation. On substantial completion of the Open Space Improvements for a
Dedicated Open Space, Declarant shall maintain and make that Dedicated Open Space available
for the use, enjoyment and benefit of the public for open space and recreational purposes (the
“Permitted Public Use”) in accordance with the regulations reasonably approved by City’s
Director of Planning (“Regulations”). If, pursuant to the Regulations, Declarant closes any
Dedicated Open Space for maintenance and repairs or for an emergency, Declarant shall keep
records of such closures and regularly disclose them in the Maintenance and Operation Report
pursuant to the Regulations.
5.
Notice and Cure Rights. Except as provided in this Section, City shall provide written
notice to the Declarant of any actual or alleged violation of the covenants or restrictions set forth
in this Declaration before taking any enforcement action. Such notices shall be given to
Declarant at the address last furnished to the City. Declarant shall have (i) a period of five (5)
business days after receipt of such notice to cure any violation in making a Dedicated Open
Space available for the Permitted Public Use as required in this Declaration ("Public Access
Violations") and (ii) a period of thirty (30) days after receipt of such notice to cure any other
violation, provided that if the violation is not capable of cure within such 30-day period,
Declarant shall have such additional time as shall be reasonably required to complete a cure as
long as Declarant promptly undertakes action to commence the cure within the 30-day period
and thereafter diligently prosecutes the same to completion. The time in which Declarant may
cure is herein called the "Declarant Cure Period," and except for any Public Access Violations,
City shall not exercise any legal or equitable remedies during the Declarant Cure Period (or the
Lender Cure Period, as defined in Section 6 below) as long as Declarant (or any applicable
Lender, as defined in Section 6 below) is diligently pursuing such cure. Notwithstanding
anything to the contrary herein, in no event shall the Declarant Cure Period exceed six (6)
months.
Any notices required or permitted to be given under this Declaration shall be in writing
and shall be delivered (a) in person, (b) by certified mail, postage prepaid, return receipt
requested, or (c) by U.S. Express Mail or commercial overnight courier that guarantees next day
delivery and provides a receipt, and such notices shall be addressed as follows, or such other
address as either party may from time to time specify in writing to the other party:
Declarant:

[TBD]

City:

Planning Director
City and County of San Francisco
1650 Mission Street, Suite 400
San Francisco, CA 94103
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with a copy to:

Real Estate Division
City and County of San Francisco
25 Van Ness Avenue, Suite 400
San Francisco, CA 94102
Attn: Director of Property

and to:

Office of the City Attorney
City Hall, Room 234
1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place
San Francisco, CA 94102
Attn: Real Estate/Finance Team

6.
Lender Notice and Cure Rights. As long as any deed of trust encumbering any portion of
the Project Site made in good faith and for value (each, an "Encumbrance") shall remain
unsatisfied of record, the City shall give to the beneficiary of such Encumbrance (each, a
"Lender") a copy of each notice the City gives to Declarant from time to time of the occurrence
of a violation under this Declaration if that Lender has given to the City a written request for
such notices. Copies of such notices shall be given to any requesting Lender at the address that
requesting Lender last furnished to the City. Nothing in this Section shall be construed to mean
that City must provide a Lender with a copy of any Self-Help Notices (as defined in Section 7
below).
Each Lender shall have the right, but not the obligation, to do any act or thing required of
Declarant hereunder, and to do any act or thing which may be necessary and proper to be done in
the performance and observance of the agreements, covenants and conditions hereof; provided,
however, that no such action shall constitute an assumption by such Lender of the obligations of
Declarant under this Declaration. In the case of any notice of violation given by the City to
Declarant, the Lender shall have the same concurrent cure periods as are given Declarant under
this Declaration for remedying a default or causing it to be remedied and, except in the event of a
Public Access Violation, if prior to the expiration of the applicable cure period specified in
Section 5 above, a Lender gives City written notice that it intends to undertake the curing of such
default or to cause the same to be cured, and then proceeds with all due diligence to do so,
Lender shall have, in each case, an additional period of thirty (30) days (or, except for a default
relating to the payment of money, such longer period as reasonably necessary) as long as Lender
commences cure within such thirty (30) day period and diligently proceeds to completion) after
the later to occur of (i) the expiration of such cure period, or (ii) the date that the City has served
such notice of default upon Lender, and the City shall accept such performance by or at the
instance of the Lender as if the same had been made by Declarant. The time in which Lender
may cure is herein called the "Lender Cure Period". Notwithstanding anything to the contrary
herein, in no event shall the additional Lender Cure Period exceed six (6) months beyond the
applicable Declarant Cure Period.
7.
Enforcement. Declarant acknowledges that its failure to construct the Open Space
Improvements for any Dedicated Open Space in a timely manner or to properly maintain or
operate them as required in this Declaration will cause irreparable harm to the City and that the
City will not have an adequate remedy at law for such breach. Accordingly, City shall be
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entitled to specific performance or injunctive or other equitable relief by reason of such breach.
City may, in its sole discretion, rely on this Declaration to enforce any of the covenants or
restrictions hereunder. City, but not the general public, shall have all rights and remedies
available at law or in equity in order to enforce the covenants and restrictions set forth in this
Declaration. All rights and remedies available to City under this Declaration or at law or in
equity shall be cumulative and not alternative, and invocation of any such right or remedy shall
not constitute a waiver or election of remedies with respect to any other available right or
remedy. If there is any breach of the covenants or restrictions hereunder, City shall be entitled to
recover all attorneys’ fees and costs in connection with City's enforcement activities and actions.
If Declarant fails to maintain a Dedicated Open Space in the manner required in this
Declaration, and Declarant fails to timely cure such failure pursuant to Section 5 above and no
Lender cures such failure pursuant to Section 6 above, City shall further have the right, at its sole
option, to remedy such failure at Declarant’s expense by providing Declarant with ten (10) days’
prior written notice of City’s intention to cure such failure (a "Self-Help Notice"). Such action
by City shall not be construed as a waiver of such default or any rights or remedies of City, and
nothing herein shall imply any duty of City to do any act that Declarant is obligated to perform.
Declarant shall reimburse City for all of its costs and expenses, including without limitation,
reasonable attorneys’ fees, in remedying or attempting to remedy such failure, within thirty (30)
days’ of receiving City’s invoice for such costs and expenses, together with documentation
reasonably evidencing such costs and expenses. If Declarant fails to timely reimburse City for
such costs and expenses, City shall have the right to record a notice of such unpaid costs and
expenses against record title to the Project Site. At City’s request, Declarant shall provide
security in a form and amount satisfactory to City to ensure Declarant’s prompt reimbursement
of any amounts owed by Declarant to City pursuant to this Section.
8.
Priority of Lien. No violation or breach of any provision of this Declaration shall impair,
defeat or invalidate the lien of any Encumbrance, but all provisions hereof shall thereafter be
binding upon and effective against any owner whose title is derived through foreclosure of any
Encumbrance or acceptance of any deed in lieu of foreclosure.
9.
No Waiver. No waiver by City of any violation under this Declaration shall be effective
or binding unless and to the extent expressly made in writing by City, and no such waiver may
be implied from any failure by City to take action with respect to such violation. No express
written waiver of any violation shall constitute a waiver of any subsequent violation in the
performance of the same or any other provision of this Declaration.
10.
Compliance With Laws. Declarant shall comply with all laws, statutes, ordinances, rules,
and regulations of federal, state and local authorities (including, without limitation, City laws of
general applicability) having jurisdiction over the Project Site, now in force or hereafter adopted
with respect to its use, in the performance of its obligations under this Declaration.
11.
Litigation Expenses. If City brings an action or proceeding (including any crosscomplaint, counterclaim, or third-party claim) against Declarant or the then-owner(s) of the
Project Site by reason of a default, or otherwise arising out of this Declaration, the prevailing
party in such action or proceeding shall be entitled to its costs and expenses of suit, including,
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but not limited to, reasonable attorneys' fees, which shall be payable whether or not such action
is prosecuted to judgment. "Prevailing Party" shall include, without limitation, a party who
dismisses an action for recovery hereunder in exchange for payment of the sums allegedly due,
performance of covenants allegedly breached, or consideration substantially equal to the relief
sought in the action. Attorneys' fees under this Section shall include attorneys' fees on any
appeal, and, in addition, a party entitled to attorneys' fees shall be entitled to all other reasonable
costs and expenses incurred in connection with such action. For purposes of this Declaration,
reasonable fees of attorneys of City’s Office of City Attorney shall be based on the fees regularly
charged by private attorneys with an equivalent number of hours of professional experience in
the subject matter area of the law for which City’s services were rendered who practice in the
City and County of San Francisco, in law firms with approximately the same number of
attorneys as employed by the Office of City Attorney.
12.
Binding on Successors; No Merger. This Declaration and the covenants and restrictions
set forth herein constitute restrictions and covenants running with the land and shall bind and
burden Declarant, in its capacity as owner of the Project Site, and each successor owner and
occupier of the Project Site. Declarant may transfer its obligations under this Declaration to a
residential, commercial or other management association for the Project Site, but shall remain
ultimately responsible for Declarant’s rights and obligations under this Declaration.
13.
Severability. Should any provision or portion hereof be declared invalid or in conflict
with any law, the validity of all remaining provisions shall remain unaffected an in full force and
effect.
14.

Time. Time is of the essence of this Declaration and each and every part hereof.

15.
Term; Amendment. This Declaration shall be effective on the date it is recorded in the
Official Records of San Francisco County, shall continue for the life of the last remaining
Building at the Project Site; provided, however, that if Declarant does not build any Building at
the Project Site during the DA Term, this Declaration shall automatically terminate on the
expiration of the DA Term. This Declaration may be amended or otherwise modified only in a
writing signed and acknowledged by Declarant (or its successors in interest to any fee interest of
the Project Site) and City.
16.
Governing Law. This Agreement shall be governed by and construed in accordance with
the laws of the State of California.

[REMAINDER OF PAGE INTENTIONALLY BLANK]
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IN WITNESS WHEREOF, Declarant and City have executed this Declaration as of the
date first written above.

DECLARANT:
By:

CITY AND COUNTY OF SAN FRANCISCO,
a municipal corporation

CITY:

By: ______________________________

APPROVED AS TO FORM:
DENNIS J. HERRERA,
City Attorney
By:

___________________________
Deputy City Attorney
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A notary public or other officer completing this certificate verifies only the
identity of the individual who signed the document to which this certificate is
attached, and not the truthfulness, accuracy, or validity of that document.
State of California

)
) ss
County of San Francisco
)
On ________________, before me, ____________________________, a notary public in and
for said State, personally appeared _____________________________________, who proved to
me on the basis of satisfactory evidence to be the person(s) whose name(s) is/are subscribed to
the within instrument and acknowledged to me that he/she/they executed the same in
his/her/their authorized capacity(ies), and that by his/her/their signature(s) on the instrument the
person(s), or the entity upon behalf of which the person(s) acted, executed the instrument.
I certify under PENALTY OF PERJURY under the laws of the State of California that the foregoing
paragraph is true and correct.
WITNESS my hand and official seal.
Signature ________________________

(Seal)

Exhibit C-3
34469\13285665.3

A notary public or other officer completing this certificate verifies only the
identity of the individual who signed the document to which this certificate is
attached, and not the truthfulness, accuracy, or validity of that document.
State of California

)
) ss
County of San Francisco
)
On ________________, before me, ____________________________, a notary public in and
for said State, personally appeared _____________________________________, who proved to
me on the basis of satisfactory evidence to be the person(s) whose name(s) is/are subscribed to
the within instrument and acknowledged to me that he/she/they executed the same in
his/her/their authorized capacity(ies), and that by his/her/their signature(s) on the instrument the
person(s), or the entity upon behalf of which the person(s) acted, executed the instrument.
I certify under PENALTY OF PERJURY under the laws of the State of California that the foregoing
paragraph is true and correct.
WITNESS my hand and official seal.
Signature ________________________

(Seal)
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EXHIBIT A to EXHIBIT C-3
LEGAL DESCRIPTION OF PROJECT SITE
[to be attached prior to recording]
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EXHIBIT B-1 to EXHIBIT C-3
DESCRIPTION OF BUILDINGS
[to be attached prior to recording]
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EXHIBIT B-2 to EXHIBIT C-3
DEPICTION OF BUILDINGS AND DEDICATED OPEN SPACES
[to be attached prior to recording]

Exhibit C-3
34469\13285665.3

EXHIBIT C to EXHIBIT C-3
COMPLETION SCHEDULE
Declarant’s obligation to construct a Dedicated Open Space (as defined below) shall be as
follows:
1.
Description of Dedicated Open Spaces. Each of the following shall be a “Dedicated
Public Space” and shall collectively be the “Dedicated Public Spaces”:
a.
Reservoir Park: An approximately 2-acre park located at the center of the project
site, generally surrounded by the residential buildings proposed for the Project. Potential
programming will include a multi-use lawn and terraces, a playground, community garden,
picnic area, dog facility, and stormwater gardens and a terrace overlooking the park from the
community room (anticipated to be provided as part of the building on Parcel E.)
b.
Gateway Landscape: An approximately 0.10-acre landscaped area, potentially
programmed with dog facilities, and located at the Project site’s entrance east of the Lee Avenue
and South Street intersection.
c.
Brighton Paseo: An approximately 0.25-acre pedestrian and slow bike only
shared path connecting the Project, including Reservoir Park, to the adjacent neighborhood
across Ocean Avenue to the south.
d.
San Ramon Paseo: An approximately 0.15-acre pedestrian and slow bike only
shared path connecting the Project’s open space network to San Ramon Way at the west. The
landscaped area will include pedestrian and bike amenities, creating a garden-like passage for
residents and community members.
2.
Installation Schedule. An “Occupancy Certificate” means a certificate of occupancy,
including any temporary certificate of occupancy. Subject to Section 3 below, Declarant shall
complete the construction of the Dedicated Open Spaces as follows:
a.
Reservoir Park: Reservoir Park, as described in Exhibit C to the Development
Agreement, must be completed as a condition to the issuance of the first addendum to any Site
Permit for Building on a Market Rate Parcel in Phase 2 described in Schedule 1-A (i.e.,
Parcel G). For purposes of this Section 2, Reservoir Park will be considered “complete” when it
is sufficiently complete to allow the public to occupy or utilize the space for its intended use, as
reasonably determined by the Planning Director.
b.
Gateway Landscape: Gateway Landscape, as described in Exhibit C to the
Development Agreement, must have commenced construction of improvements as a condition of
issuance of an FCO for the Market Rate Units in Phase 2, as described in Schedule 1-A (i.e.,
Parcel G). Gateway Landscape must be complete by the earlier to occur of (i) three months after
the date of the FCO for the building on Affordable Parcel B, or (ii) the expiration of the Term of
this Agreement. For purposes of this Section 2, Gateway Landscape will be considered
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“complete” when it is sufficiently complete to allow the public to occupy or utilize the space for
its intended use, as reasonably determined by the Planning Director.
c.
Brighton Paseo, San Ramon Paseo: Brighton Paseo must be complete prior to
issuance of the FCO for the later of the Buildings on Parcel A or Parcel B. San Ramon paseo
must be complete prior to issuance of the FCO for the 50th Townhouse Unit. For purposes of this
Section 2, the Brighton Paseo and San Ramon Paseo will be considered “complete” when they
are sufficiently complete to allow the public to occupy or utilize the spaces for their intended use
as described in the DSG, as reasonably determined by the Planning Director.
3.
Delayed Completion. Notwithstanding anything to the contrary in Section 2 above or in
Section 4.2 of the Development Agreement, if Declarant wishes to receive the first Occupancy
Certificate for the residential portion of any of the buildings described in Section 2 above before
completing its associated Dedicated Open Space, Declarant may complete that associated
Dedicated Open Space at a later time by providing to the City, prior to issuance of the first
Occupancy Certificate for any residential portion of that building, a surety performance bond or
other security in form acceptable to the City and in an amount equal to 100% of the reasonably
estimated cost to complete that Dedicated Open Space as required in this Declaration, and shall
diligently and continuously pursue that Dedicated Open Space to completion following which
such bond will be released.
4.
Alternative Pedestrian Access. If Declarant receives an Occupancy Certificate for any
Building without completing all proposed Buildings during the DA Term that would otherwise
require the completion of the Brighton Paseo, as described above, then Declarant, in conjunction
with the Planning Department, shall design an alternative plan for pedestrian access that seeks to
achieve similar pedestrian access and widths as the Brighton Paseo and a similar pedestrian
access across the adjacent open space area owned by the SFPUC, but takes into account thencurrent on-site conditions, including locations of improvements and the Project Site's
topography, and the Declarant shall construct such alternative plan improvements prior to the
end of the DA Term. On their substantial completion, such alternative plan improvements shall
be Open Space Improvements and the portion of the Project Site improved with such alternative
plan improvements shall be a Dedicated Open Space.
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EXHIBIT D to EXHIBIT C-3
REGULATIONS REGARDING ACCESS AND MAINTENANCE OF DEDICATED
OPEN SPACES
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EXHIBIT C-4
REGULATIONS REGARDING ACCESS AND MAINTENANCE OF
PRIVATELY-OWNED STREETS

These Regulations (“Regulations”) will govern the use, maintenance, and operations of those
certain Privately-Owned streets, alleys, sidewalks, and pedestrian paths within the Project Site
that are not dedicated to the City (each, a “Privately-Owned Street” and collectively the
“Privately-Owned Streets”). The Privately-Owned Streets are depicted as “Shared Public
Ways” on the Site Plan attached to this Exhibit C as Exhibit C-1 and include portions of West
Street at the north and south ends of the Project Site. For purposes of these Regulations,
Privately-Owned Streets also include streets that have not yet been accepted for maintenance and
responsibility by the City. These Regulations will be incorporated into the form of CC&Rs
recorded against the Project Site.
Authorities
a.
Developer and/or Master Association. The Developer and/or Master
Association have authority to control, manage, and operate the Privately-Owned Streets, subject
to the Development Agreement and these Regulations for Privately-Owned Streets.
b.
Rules to Be Obeyed. No person will willfully disobey or violate any of the
Regulations governing the use by the public of the Privately-Owned Streets, which Regulations,
at the time, are posted in some conspicuous place in that area to which the rule or regulation
applies.
1.

Access to and Maintenance of Privately-Owned Streets
a.
Privately-Owned Streets will be available at all times for public travel and
use in the same manner as public streets, including vehicular, pedestrian and bicycle passage and
loading. The CC&Rs will provide that the Master Association will ensure that the PrivatelyOwned Streets (including street trees) are kept in good condition, swept and re-surfaced at the
frequencies specified in the budget approved under the CC&Rs, or as necessary to repair
conditions that pose an imminent threat of damage to property or injury to persons. Significant
pavement cracks, pavement distress, excessive slab settlement, abrupt vertical variations, and
debris on travel ways should be removed or repaired promptly. Street trees are to be maintained
in a healthy and flourishing condition, subject to water conservation restrictions imposed by local
governmental agencies, court order or the state.
2.
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3.

Public Events in Privately-Owned Streets

a.
Members of the public or other entities sponsoring events (“Event
Sponsors”) will have the right to request the use of a Privately-Owned Street for a private or
public special event, including block parties, gatherings, assemblies, celebrations, festivals,
receptions, or other event (“Special Event”) that is appropriate in scale for the Privately-Owned
Street.
b.
Prior to closing any Privately-Owned Street for a Special Event, a notice
of the closure will be posted at all major entrances to the subject Privately-Owned Street for a
period of seventy-two (72) hours prior to the Special Event.
c.
All Special Events in a Privately-Owned Street must be approved in
advance by Developer and/or Master Association and are subject to any required approvals or
permits from applicable City Agencies with jurisdiction over the Special Event. It will be the
sole responsibility of the requesting member of the public to obtain any such required permits or
approvals.
d.
Developer and/or Master Association may require payment in the form of
a permit fee or other charge for use of the Privately-Owned Street for a Special Event, so long as
the permit fee or use charge does not exceed the reasonable costs for administration,
maintenance, security, liability, and repairs associated with such event and such fees are
commensurate with similar permit fees by the City for similar events.
4.

Operation and Parking of Vehicles
a.
Regulations.

i.
No person will drive or propel any vehicle on any portion
of the Privately-Owned Streets except as designated for use by such vehicular traffic.
ii.
All persons operating vehicles on the Privately-Owned
Streets must drive or propel them in a careful manner, at a lawful rate of speed, and in
accordance with the rules and regulations of the San Francisco Traffic Code and California
Vehicle Code.
iii.
No person will wash, grease, or repair any vehicle in any
Privately-Owned Street except insofar as repairs may be necessary for the immediate removal of
any damaged or disabled vehicle from a Privately-Owned Street.
iv.
No vehicle will be parked on any Privately-Owned Streets,
except in a designated parking space.
v.
No person will allow any automobile or other vehicle to
remain parked in any parking space on a Privately-Owned Street that is open for public use and
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for which a fee is charged for parking, for a period of more than 24 hours after the expiration of
the period for which a fee is charged, unless otherwise allowed by permit.
vi.
No person will park any "oversized vehicle," defined herein
as any vehicle longer than 19 feet and/or wider than seven feet, eight inches, in any parking
space on a Privately-Owned Street, unless allowed otherwise by permit. No person will allow
any automobile or any other vehicle that is disabled to remain parked in any parking space on a
Privately-Owned Street, unless otherwise allowed by permit.
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EXHIBIT D
AFFORDABLE HOUSING PROGRAM

This Exhibit D describes the affordable housing program for the Project (the “Affordable
Housing Program”). All capitalized terms used in this Affordable Housing Program and not
specifically defined herein will have the meanings ascribed to them in the Development Agreement
by and between the City and County of San Francisco, a municipal corporation, and Reservoir
Community Partners LLC, a California Delaware limited liability company (the “Agreement”) to
which it is attached. Developer anticipates developing 1,100 total dwelling units on the Project Site,
of which 50% will be Affordable Units (as defined in Section A (Definitions), below). The Project
Site includes five parcels to be developed with 100% Affordable Units (the “Affordable Parcels”),
in accordance with the Agreement and this Affordable Housing Program, as generally depicted on
the Site Plan attached to this Exhibit D as Exhibit D-1. The Affordable Parcels are anticipated to be
Parcels A, B, F, E, and H, as depicted in the Site Plan. As described in Section 5 (Funding Plan),
Developer will fund and construct 66.7% of the Affordable Units (the “Developer’s Affordable
Funding Share”). The gap financing necessary to build the remaining 33.3% of the Affordable
Units will be provided by the City (the “City’s Affordable Funding Share”) in accordance with
this Exhibit D.
A.

Definitions

1.
“Affordable Developer” means a non-profit affordable housing developer selected
by Developer based on criteria from MOHCD’s policies and procedures for developer selection,
which may be updated from time to time. The following are pre-approved Affordable Developers
based on their selection by the City during the competitive solicitation for the Project: [BRIDGE
entity, Mission Housing entity, Habitat for Humanity entity], and [Affiliates] of each of them. If
Developer selects or partners with an affordable housing developer which is not pre-approved, then
such selection first must be approved by MOHCD in its reasonable discretion.
2.
“Affordable Housing Program” means the affordable housing program for the
Project, as set forth in this Exhibit D.
3.
“Affordable Parcels” means Parcels A, B, F, E, and H, depicted on the Site Plan
attached as Exhibit D-1. The Affordable Parcels are to be developed with 100% Affordable Units in
accordable with this Exhibit D.
4.
“Affordable Units” means residential dwelling units constructed on the Affordable
Parcels in accordance with this Exhibit D. The Affordable Units include Low-Income Units and
Moderate-Income Units, as described in Section B.2, below.
5.
“Agreement” means the Development Agreement between the City and County of
San Francisco and Reservoir Community Partners to which this Affordable Housing Program is
attached.
6.
“AMI” median income as published annually by MOHCD, which is derived from the
income limits determined by HUD for the San Francisco area, adjusted solely for household size but

34469\13285665.3

Exhibit D

not high housing cost area. If HUD ceases to publish such data for 18 or more months, MOHCD and
the Housing Entity will make good faith efforts to agree on other publicly available and credible
substitute data for MOHCD AMI.
7.

“AMR” has the meaning set forth in Section C.5, below.

8.
“City’s Affordable Funding Share” has the meaning set forth in the opening
paragraph of this Exhibit D.
9.

“College” means the San Francisco Community College District.

10.
"Costa-Hawkins Act" means the Costa-Hawkins Rental Housing Act, California
Civil Code Sections 1954.50 et seq.
11.
“CPI Index” means the Consumer Price Index for All Urban Consumers (base years
1982-1984 = 100) for the San Francisco-Oakland-San Jose area, published by the United States
Department of Labor, Bureau of Labor Statistics or, if the Consumer Price Index is discontinued or
revised during the Term, such other government index or computation with which it is replaced shall
be used in order to obtain substantially the same result as would be obtained if the Consumer Price
Index had not been discontinued or revised.
12.
“Developer’s Affordable Funding Share” has the meaning set forth in the opening
paragraph of this Exhibit D.

B.

13.

“Educator Units” has the meaning set forth in Section D.1, below.

14.

“Low Income” has the meaning set forth in Section B.2(a), below.

15.

“Low Income Units” has the meaning set forth in Section B.2(a), below.

16.

“Moderate Income” has the meaning set forth in Section B.2(b), below.

17.

“Moderate-Income Units” has the meaning set forth in Section B.2(b), below.

18.

“SFUSD” means the San Francisco Unified School District.

19.

“TCAC” means the California Tax Credit Allocation Committee.

Affordable Housing Program

1.
50% Affordable Obligation. Developer will cause at least 50% of the total number
of dwelling units constructed on the Project Site to be Affordable Units. Developer will be
responsible for the pre-development, planning, permitting, construction, and management of all
Affordable Units. The Parties agree that the Project’s ability to achieve an overall affordability level
of 50% is predicated on Developer’s receipt of City’s Affordable Funding Share. Developer’s
compliance with the Agreement, including this Affordable Housing Program, will satisfy
Developer’s entire affordable housing obligation for the Project. Neither the requirements of Section
415 of the San Francisco Planning Code nor any similar future affordable housing fees or other
requirements will apply to the Project.

34469\13285665.3

Exhibit D

2.

Income Mix.

(a)
At least 36% of the Affordable Units will be Low-Income Units. For
purposes of this Affordable Housing Program, “Low-Income Units” will have rents set between
30% to 80% of AMI, with an average rental rate per building of no more than 60% of AMI, or an
average purchase price of no more than 80% of AMI. “Low Income” will refer to the AMI levels
described in this paragraph.
(b)
At least 30% of the Affordable Units will be Moderate-Income Units. For
purposes of this Affordable Housing Program, “Moderate-Income Units” will have rents set
between 80% to 120% of AMI, with an average rental rate per building of no more than 100% of
AMI, or an average purchase price of no more than 120% of AMI. “Moderate Income” will refer
to the AMI levels described in this paragraph.
(c)
The remaining 34% of affordable housing units may, in Developer’s sole
discretion, be a combination of Low- or Moderate-Income Units. Developer will make best efforts to
provide these affordable housing units as Low-Income Units with a focus on housing for very lowincome seniors and for families at between 60% and 80% of AMI.
(d)
The project sponsor may elect but is not required to serve any special
populations in the affordable housing units, except for educator households as described in Section D
below.
(e)
Initial allowable rents, sales prices and eligibility for the Affordable Units will
be consistent with MOHCD’s published schedules as of the date of underwriting for the applicable
Affordable Parcel. The maximum affordable rent or sales price for an Affordable Unit may be no
higher than 20% below median market rents or sales prices of the market-rate units in or
immediately adjacent to the Project Site.
(f)
The Affordable Parcels may, in Developer’s sole discretion, contain any
combination of Low- and Moderate-Income Units to accommodate affordable funding source
requirements, provided that, upon full build-out of the residential units in the Project, the Project’s
Affordable Units comply in the aggregate with the overall income mix requirements for the Project,
as set forth in Sections B.2(a)-(c), above.
3.

Unit Mix and Unit Size.

(a)
Developer will comply with the minimum dwelling unit mix requirements of
the SUD, but will use reasonable efforts to achieve the goal of providing 50% of the Affordable
Units as two- or more bedroom units on the Affordable Parcels.
(b)
All units must meet minimum sizes required by the California Tax Credit
Allocation Committee (“TCAC”).
4.

Affordability Restrictions.

(a)
Each Affordable Parcel will be subject to a recorded regulatory agreement
approved by MOHCD to maintain affordability levels for the life of the Project or fifty-seven (57)
years, whichever is longer, and regulatory requirements regarding term duration contained in any tax
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credit agreement. The MOHCD regulatory agreement will be recorded against the subject
Affordable Parcel upon site acquisition.
(b)
Each Affordable Parcel will be subject to long-term restrictions pursuant to a
Notice of Special Restrictions approved by City’s Planning Department and disclosing the
limitations on development set forth in the Agreement and this Affordable Housing Program, and
recorded against the subject Affordable Parcel upon site acquisition.
C.

Tenant Preferences, Marketing, and Monitoring.

1.
Chapter 47 of the SF Administrative Code, including Section 47.3 regarding
Neighborhood Preference, will apply to all Affordable Units including the Affordable Units
dedicated to Educator Housing as described in Section 4.
2.
Developer will comply with all applicable state and federal laws, regulations, and
guidelines regarding tenant preferences and Fair Housing Laws.
3.

Marketing of Affordable Housing Units, except for educator housing.

(a)
Developer will perform marketing and outreach for all Affordable Units in
accordance with the Marketing, Lottery and Housing Preference Manual published by MOHCD and
as may be updated from time to time.
(b)
Targeted marketing will be provided for seniors, early child care educators,
and neighborhood residents, as applicable to the specific type of housing and funding sources of
each Affordable Parcel.
(c)
Developer’s marketing materials will be provided to MOHCD in accordance
with the timeline outlined in the MOHCD Inclusionary Manual, as may be updated from time to
time, and will include resident selection criteria for the City-wide lottery list. For example, current
MOHCD policy requires marketing materials to be provided to MOHCD at least 7 months prior to
Temporary Certificate of Occupancy for each Affordable Parcel.
4.
Tenant waitlists and lottery selections will be managed by MOHCD and administered
using the MOHCD Marketing, Lottery and Housing Preference Manual, as updated from time to
time.
5.
Developer will comply with MOHCD’s policy for Annual Monitoring Reporting
(“AMR”). Currently, the AMR is due on May 31 for projects whose business year ends on
December 31 and on November 31 for projects whose business year ends on June 31, and must be
submitted in electronic form only.
D.

Educator Housing

1.
Developer will designate one of the Affordable Parcels for development of
approximately 150 Affordable Units for educator households (as defined by state law and otherwise
in a manner that ensures Developer’s receipt of a property tax exemption on the basis of the
property’s use exclusively for educational purposes) (“Educator Units”). The Educator Units will
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be located in a single building, currently anticipated to be located on Parcel F of the Site Plan. The
Educator Units will be deed-restricted to Moderate Income educator households, with a goal of
achieving an average of no more than 100% AMI across all Educator Units. Households with at
least one full-time employee of the San Francisco Community College District (the “College”) or the
San Francisco Unified School District (“SFUSD”) will have preferential priority for all Educator
Units. College households will have first priority and SFUSD households will have second priority.
2.
Tenant waitlists and lottery selections for Educator Units will be managed by
MOHCD and administered using the policies in the MOHCD Marketing, Lottery and Housing
Preference Manual, as updated from time to time, but excluding the Waitlist policy. The lottery for
Educator Units will draw from a specific educator waitlist and will prioritize College educators.
3.
Annual monitoring and reporting will be submitted consistent with the Inclusionary
Housing Manual Requirements.
4.
Developer’s marketing materials will be provided to MOHCD in accordance with the
timeline outlined in the MOHCD Inclusionary Manual, as may be updated from time to time. The
educator building shall have an educator specific marketing program.
5.
Developer’s ability and obligation to provide the Educator Units is subject to all of
the following:
(a)
Developer obtains confirmation from the California State Board of
Equalization that the building containing the Educator Units will receive a property tax exemption
on the basis of the applicable property’s exclusive use for educational purposes;
(b)
Developer, the College, and SFUSD execute a written agreement regarding
coordinated management policies for the Educator Units, including policies regarding retention of
residents/tenants of the Educator Units upon the termination, resignation, or retirement of the
educator employee. If either the College or SFUSD has not entered into such an agreement, then
educators from that institution will lose their preferential priority for occupancy of the Educator
Units.
(c)
In order for College educator households to receive preferential priority for
the Educator Units, the College must timely record a revised Access Easement Agreement with
terms reasonably acceptable to Developer.
6.
If Developer is unable to provide the Educator Units due to a failure to obtain the
items described in Section D.5.(a)-(c) above, then Developer will provide Affordable Units that
comply with the overall income mix requirements described in Sections B.2(a)-(c).
E.

Funding Plan

1.
Developer, or such other Affordable Developer of an Affordable Parcel, will identify
and assemble funding for each Affordable Parcel. Developer may pursue funding from any and all
sources, including but not limited to competitive state and federal sources, subject to the limitations
set forth in Section E.4(b), below. Such funding may include, but is not limited to, LIHTC, tax-
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exempt bonds, conventional debt, State and/or Federal subsidies, grants, Developer’s Affordable
Funding Share, and the City’s Affordable Funding Share.
2.
The aggregate City’s Affordable Funding Share (i.e., over the life of the Project) will
be a maximum of $239,000 per Affordable Unit multiplied by 33.3% of the Affordable Units, which
is based on the MOHCD 2019 per unit average subsidy amount. Any unallocated portion of the
aggregate City’s Affordable Funding Share will adjust annually based on the CPI Index, assuming a
base year of 2020. City’s Affordable Funding Share will be considered allocated upon MOHCD
approval of the Affordable Parcel’s gap loan evaluation.
(a)
City’s obligation to provide City’s Affordable Funding Share will apply only
to the extent other outside funding sources have been leveraged to the greatest extent feasible.
Developer, or an alternative Affordable Developer, as applicable, will diligently pursue all such
outside funding sources. Additionally, in no event will City’s Affordable Funding Share on a per
unit basis exceed Developer’s Affordable Funding Share on a per unit basis.
(b)
City will satisfy its obligation to pay City’s Affordable Funding Share by
disbursing a per-unit gap amount that may vary depending on the specific financing needs of each
Affordable Parcel, but will not exceed the aggregate City’s Affordable Funding Share except as
provided for in Section E.2(e) below.
(c)
The parties intend that the City’s Affordable Funding Share will be applied to
the three mixed-income Affordable Parcels A, B, and E, and not to the Educator Units in Parcel F.
(d)
Notwithstanding anything to the contrary in this Affordable Housing Program
or in the Agreement, City will not be obligated to provide City’s Affordable Funding Share,
including in the form of predevelopment funds and loan disbursements, (i) at any time that
Developer is in default on another affordable housing project funded in whole or in part with City
funds, until the default is cured, and (ii) if any material adverse change occurs in the financial
condition or operation capacity of Developer or the Affordable Developer that has a material adverse
impact on the Project.
(e)
City’s Affordable Funding Share represents the Parties’ good faith estimate of
the per-unit equity financing gap required to develop the Affordable Parcels, as of the date of this
Agreement If, for reasons such as reduced funding opportunities available in Difficult Development
Areas or Qualified Census Tracts (as those terms are defined by HUD), the actual per-unit financing
gap required to develop an Affordable Parcel increases materially such that City’s Affordable
Funding Share, when combined with other funding sources, including but not limited to Developer’s
Affordable Funding Share, if applicable, is inadequate to secure viable financing for construction of
the applicable Affordable Parcel, then the Parties will meet and confer in good faith to agree on an
adjustment to the City’s Per Unit Funding Share and/or the affordability levels to be achieved on a
particular Affordable Parcel.
3.
The City’s Affordable Funding Share will be managed and disbursed by MOHCD.
City funding allocations will be subject to MOHCD Loan Committee approval and appropriation by
the Board of Supervisors.
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(a)
Developer’s Affordable Funding Share will be applied to Affordable Parcels
in amounts depending on the specific financing needs of each Affordable Parcel. Developer will
work in consultation with MOHCD to determine the specific amount of City’s Affordable Funding
Share in each of the Affordable Parcels, in accordance with the funding plan application process set
forth below.
(b)
The parties intend that Developer’s Affordable Funding Share and the City’s
Affordable Funding Share will be allocated proportionately to each Affordable Parcel A, B, and E.
However, Developer may elect to increase Developer’s Affordable Funding Share for a particular
Affordable Parcel to allow development to proceed and/or to satisfy the Affordable Requirement
Linkage described in Schedule 1 attached to the Agreement. In such event, City’s Affordable
Funding Share for the remaining Affordable Parcels will increase commensurately. Conversely,
Developer may request that City increase the City’s Affordable Funding Share for a particular
Affordable Parcel, and if approved then in such event City’s Affordable Funding Share for the
remaining Affordable Parcels will decrease commensurately.
4.
Three (3) months prior to Developer’s submittal of a Phase Application to the
Planning Department for any Phase that includes an Affordable Parcel, Developer will submit a
funding plan to MOHCD. The funding plan will include an analysis of potential funding sources and
project competitiveness for those funding sources, including Developer’s proposal for allocation of
City’s Affordable Funding Share for the subject Affordable Parcel.
(a)
In order to promote the efficient administration of City’s obligations under
this Affordable Housing Program, Developer will adhere to MOHCD’s then-current procedures for
underwriting of affordable housing projects financed with City funds. To the extent of any conflict
between the Agreement (including this Affordable Housing Program) and MOHCD’s then-current
underwriting procedures, the Agreement shall control.
(b)
In order to encourage maximum leveraging of outside funding, MOHCD will
not restrict Developer’s competitive application for funds from any particular source except that in
no case will Developer pursue an allocation of tax credits under the 9% program without MOHCD’s
consent.
5.
Once Developer and MOHCD have agreed to a funding plan for a particular
Affordable Parcel, Developer will pursue outside funding sources identified in such plan with
diligence.
(a)
MOHCD will cooperate diligently and in good faith with Developer to assist
Developer in securing all approved outside funding, including by acting as the applicant or coapplicant for certain funding sources, where necessary or desirable. If a proposed funding source
requires MOHCD as an applicant, the application will be subject to Citywide Loan Committee
approval prior to the submission of the outside funding application.
(b)
Developer must comply with all project milestones and performance deadlines
as required by all funding sources in the approved funding plan, including but not limited to those
established by tax credit and tax-exempt bond financing. Should Developer fail to meet such
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performance deadlines, City will not have any obligation to provide City’s Affordable Funding
Share for the subject Affordable Parcel.
6.
Developer must submit a Phase Application (as described in greater detail in
Exhibit N of the Agreement) for any Phase that receives a predevelopment funding commitment
from MOHCD within 12 months of receiving such commitment.
F.

Costa-Hawkins Rental Housing Act

1.
Non-Applicability of Costa-Hawkins Act. Chapter 4.3 of the California
Government Code directs public agencies to grant concessions and incentives to private developers
for the production of housing for lower income households. The Costa-Hawkins Rental Housing
Act, California Civil Code Sections 1954.50 et seq. (the "Costa-Hawkins Act"), provides for no
limitations on the establishment of the initial and all subsequent rental rates for a dwelling unit with
a certificate of occupancy issued after February 1, 1995, with exceptions, including an exception for
dwelling units constructed pursuant to a contract with a public agency in consideration for a direct
financial contribution or any other form of assistance specified in Chapter 4.3 of the California
Government Code (Section 1954.52(b)). The Parties agree that the Costa-Hawkins Act does not and
in no way shall limit or otherwise affect the restriction of rental charges for the Affordable Units.
The Agreement falls within the express exception to the Costa-Hawkins Act, Section 1954.52(b)
because the Agreement is a contract with a public entity in consideration for contributions and other
forms of assistance specified in Chapter 4.3 (commencing with Section 65919 of Division 1 of Title
7 of the California Government Code). The City and Developer would not be willing to enter into
the Agreement without the understanding and agreement that Costa-Hawkins Act provisions set
forth in California Civil Code Section 1954.52(a) do not apply to the Affordable Units as a result of
the exemption set forth in California Civil Code Section 1954.52(b) for the reasons specified above.
2.
General Waiver. Developer, on behalf of itself and all of its successors and assigns
of all or any portion of the Project Site, agrees not to challenge and expressly waives, now and
forever, any and all rights to challenge the requirements of the Agreement related to the
establishment of the Affordable Units under the Costa-Hawkins Act (as the Costa-Hawkins Act may
be amended or supplanted from time to time). If and to the extent such general covenants and
waivers are not enforceable under Law, the Parties acknowledge and that they are important
elements of the consideration for the Agreement and the Parties should not have the benefits of the
Agreement without the burdens of the Agreement. Accordingly, if Developer challenges the
application of this covenant and waiver, then such breach will be an Event of Default and City shall
have the right to terminate the Agreement in its entirety.
3.
Notification. Developer shall notify any potential buyer of all or part of the Project
Site of the provisions of this Affordable Housing Program. By acquiring any interest in the Project
Site, a buyer agrees to these provisions, and agrees to the specific waiver, releases and
indemnifications set forth herein. If Developer fails to notify a buyer of these provisions and a buyer
alleges that it is not subject to the requirements of this Housing Plan because it was not made aware
of these provisions before it acquired an interest in the Project Site, Developer shall indemnify and
defend the City against any and all claims or losses resulting from such allegation.
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EXHIBIT D-1
AFFORDABLE HOUSING SITE PLAN

Parcel
A
B
E
F
H

Affordability Range
Low and Moderate
Low and Moderate
Low and Moderate
Moderate
Moderate

(See site plan on following page)
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Approximate Unit Count
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EXHIBIT E
LIST OF APPROVALS

A.

B.

Final approval actions of the San Francisco Board of Supervisors:
1.

Ordinance No. __________ (File No. ______): (1) Approving a Development
Agreement between the City and County of San Francisco and Reservoir
Community Partners, LLC; (2) waiving or modifying certain provisions of the
Administrative Code, Planning Code, Public Works Code, Subdivision Code, and
Health Code; (3) adopting findings under the California Environmental Quality
Act and findings of consistency with the General Plan and Planning Code priority
policies.

2.

Ordinance No. __________ (File No. ______): Amending the General Plan and
adopting findings under the California Environmental Quality Act and findings of
consistency with the General Plan and Planning Code priority policies.

3.

Ordinance No. __________ (File No. ______): Amending the Planning Code, the
Zoning Map, and the Height Map to add the Balboa Reservoir Special Use
District and adopting findings under the California Environmental Quality Act
and findings of consistency with the General Plan and Planning Code priority
policies.

4.

Resolution No. __________ (File No. ______): Approval of Agreement for Sale
of Real Estate, SFPUC Open Space License Agreement, Promissory Note, Deed
of Trust, Recognition Agreement, and Access Easement Agreement and Deed;
CEQA Findings, General Plan Consistency Findings.

Final and related approval actions of the San Francisco Planning Commission:
1.

Motion No. _________: Certifying the Final Subsequent Environmental Impact
Report for the Balboa Reservoir Project.

2.

Resolution No. ________: recommending to the Board of Supervisors approval of
General Plan amendments and adopting General Plan Consistency Findings.

3.

Resolution No. ________: recommending to the Board of Supervisors approval of
amendments to the Planning Code, the Zoning Map, and the Height Map to add
the Balboa Reservoir Special Use District.

4.

Resolution No. ________: recommending to the Board of Supervisors approval of
a Development Agreement between the City and County of San Francisco and
Reservoir Community Partners, LLC.
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C.

Final and related approval actions of San Francisco Public Utilities Commission.
1.
Resolution No. __________ (File No. ______): Approval of Agreement for Sale
of Real Estate, SFPUC Open Space License Agreement, Promissory Note, Deed of Trust,
Recognition Agreement, and Access Easement Agreement and Deed; CEQA Findings,
General Plan Consistency Findings.

D.

Final and related approval actions of San Francisco Municipal Transportation
Agency Board of Directors.
1.
Resolution No. ________: consenting to a Development Agreement between the
City and County of San Francisco and Reservoir Community Partners, LLC, including
the Transportation Exhibit and CEQA Findings.
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EXHIBIT F
MMRP
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Case No. 2018-007883ENV
Balboa Reservoir Project
Motion No. _________

MITIGATION MONITORING AND REPORTING PROGRAM FOR BALBOA RESERVOIR PROJECT
Measures Adopted as Conditions of Approval

Implementation Responsibility

Mitigation Schedule

Project sponsor

Project sponsor shall submit the
$110,000 (plus CPI escalation)
payment prior to issuance of the
first construction document for the
first project building in Phase 1.
The project sponsor shall submit
the $90,000 (plus CPI escalation)
payment prior to issuance of the
first construction document for the
first project building in Phase 2.

Monitoring/Reporting
Responsibility

Monitoring Actions/Schedule
and Verification of Compliance

SFMTA

Documentation of compliance.

MITIGATION MEASURES FOR THE BALBOA RESERVOIR PROJECT
Transportation and Circulation Mitigation Measures
The project sponsor, under either project option, shall implement feasible measures (as developed in consultation with SFMTA) to reduce
transit delay for the identified segments of the K/T Third/Ingleside, 29 Sunset, and 43 Masonic.
Routes and Study Segments. The following routes and study segments would most likely experience cumulative transit delay impact to
which the project would have a considerable cumulative contribution:
•

K/T Third/Ingleside (outbound): Jules Avenue/Ocean Avenue to Balboa Park Bay Area Rapid Transit (BART)

•

K/T Third/Ingleside (inbound): San Jose Avenue/Geneva Avenue to Dorado Terrace/Ocean Avenue

•

29 Sunset (outbound): Plymouth Avenue/Ocean Avenue to Mission St/Persia Avenue

•

29 Sunset (inbound): Mission St/Persia Avenue to Plymouth Avenue/Ocean Avenue

•

43 Masonic (outbound): Gennessee Street/Monterey Boulevard to Geneva Avenue/Howth Street

•

43 Masonic (inbound): Geneva Avenue/Howth Street to Foerster Street/Monterey Boulevard

Implement Capital Improvement Measures. The project sponsor shall contribute funds for the following capital improvement measures that
reduce transit travel times:
1.

2.

3.

Considered complete when the
project sponsor has contributed
$200,000 (plus CPI escalation) to
fund the SFMTA capital
improvement measures.

Signal Timing Modifications at Ocean Avenue/Brighton Avenue. The project sponsor shall fund the design and construction of
signal timing modifications and restriping, as needed, at the Ocean Avenue/Brighton Avenue intersection. The existing traffic signal
shall be modified to prohibit eastbound left turns and provide a protected green arrow signal phase for westbound left turns.
Signal Timing Modifications at Ocean Avenue/Plymouth Avenue. The project sponsor shall fund the design and construction of
signal timing modifications and restriping, as needed, at the Ocean Avenue/Plymouth Avenue intersection. The existing traffic signal
shall be modified to prohibit eastbound left turns and provide a protected green arrow signal phase for westbound left turns.
Bus Boarding Island on Southbound Frida Kahlo Way. The project sponsor shall fund the design and construction of a bus boarding
island on southbound Frida Kahlo Way, north of the Frida Kahlo Way/Geneva Avenue/Ocean Avenue intersection, and restriping, as
needed.

If SFMTA adopts a strategy to reduce transit travel times to the K/T Third/Ingleside, 29 Sunset, and 43 Masonic that does not involve signal
timing modifications or bus boarding islands, the project’s total contribution shall remain the same, and may be used for other transit travel time
saving strategies on these routes, as deemed appropriate by the SFMTA.
The schedule for implementing capital improvement measures shall be at the discretion of SFMTA, as designated in the SFMTA’s capital
improvements plan.

Noise Mitigation Measures
Project sponsor and contractor

Mitigation Measure M-NO-1: Construction Noise Control Measures.
The project sponsor shall implement a project-specific noise control plan that has been prepared by a qualified acoustical consultant and
approved by the planning department. The noise control plan may include, but not limited to, the following construction noise control
measures:
•

To the extent that it does not extend the overall schedule, conduct demolition of the parking lot at the northern portion of the project site
during periods when Archbishop Riordan High School is not in session.

•

Require the general contractor to ensure that equipment and trucks used for project construction utilize the best available noise control
techniques (e.g., improved mufflers, equipment redesign, use of intake silencers, ducts, engine enclosures, and acoustically attenuating
shields or shrouds).

•

Require the general contractor to locate stationary noise sources (such as the rock/concrete crusher, or compressors) as far from
adjacent or nearby sensitive receptors as possible, to muffle such noise sources, and/or to construct barriers around such sources
and/or the construction site, which could reduce construction noise by as much as 5 dBA. To further reduce noise, the contractor shall
locate stationary equipment in pit areas or excavated areas, to the maximum extent practicable.

•

Require the general contractor to use impact tools (e.g., jackhammers and pavement breakers) that are hydraulically or electrically
powered wherever possible to avoid noise associated with compressed air exhaust from pneumatically powered tools. Where use of
pneumatic tools is unavoidable, an exhaust muffler on the compressed air exhaust shall be used, along with external noise jackets on
the tools, which would reduce noise levels by as much as 10 dBA.

•

Include noise control requirements for construction equipment and tools, including specifically concrete saws, in specifications provided
to construction contractors. Such requirements could include, but are not limited to, erecting temporary plywood noise barriers around a
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Draft noise control plan submittal to
Planning Department: prior to
issuance of the first demolition or
site permit.
Draft construction noise monitoring
program submittal to Planning
Department: prior to start of
excavation of all construction
phases.
Implementation of measures:
throughout construction period.

San Francisco Department of
Building Inspection (DBI), Planning
Department, Department of Public
Health (on complaint basis), Police
Department (on complaint basis).
Planning Department to review and
approve noise control plan and
construction noise monitoring
programs.
Project sponsor, qualified
consultant, and/or construction
contractor(s) to prepare a weekly
noise monitoring log which shall be
made available to the Planning
Department when requested. Any
weekly report that includes an
exceedance or for a period during
which a complaint is received shall
be submitted to the development
performance coordinator within 3

Considered complete at the
completion of construction for each
subsequent phase of the project
and submittal of final noise
monitoring report.

Case No. 2018-007883ENV
Balboa Reservoir Project
Motion No. _________

MITIGATION MONITORING AND REPORTING PROGRAM FOR BALBOA RESERVOIR PROJECT
Measures Adopted as Conditions of Approval

Implementation Responsibility

Mitigation Schedule

Monitoring/Reporting
Responsibility

construction site, particularly where a site adjoins noise-sensitive uses; utilizing noise control blankets on a building structure as the
building is erected to reduce noise levels emanating from the construction site; performing all work in a manner that minimizes noise;
and using equipment with effective mufflers. Moveable sound barrier curtains can provide up to 15 dBA of sound attenuation.

business days following the week
in which the exceedance or
complaint occurred.

•

Undertake the noisiest activities (e.g., demolition using hoe rams) during the hours of 9 a.m. to 4 p.m.; and select or construct haul
routes that avoid the North Access Road and the adjacent Archbishop Riordan High School and residential uses along Plymouth
Avenue and Lee Avenue, such as the temporary or permanent relocation of North Street.

•

Postpone demolition of the west side berm to the end of Phase 0, to the extent that it does not extend the overall schedule, so that it
may serve as a noise attenuation barrier for the receptors to the west for earlier Phase 0 demolition and construction activities.

•

Notify the planning department’s development performance coordinator at the time that night noise permits are requested or as soon as
possible after emergency/unanticipated activity causing noise with the potential to exceed noise standards has occurred.

Project sponsor, qualified
consultant, and/or construction
contractor(s) to submit final noise
monitoring report to the Planning
Department development
performance coordinator at the
completion of each construction
phase.

Monitoring Actions/Schedule
and Verification of Compliance

The general contractor or other designated person(s) shall prepare a weekly noise monitoring log report that shall be made available to the
planning department upon request. The log shall include any noise complaints received, whether in connection with an exceedance or not,
as well as any noise complaints received through calls to 311 or DBI if the contractor is made aware of them (for example, via a DBI notice,
inspection, or investigation). Any weekly report that includes an exceedance or for a period during which a complaint is received shall be
submitted to the planning department within three business days following the week in which the exceedance or complaint occurred. A report
also shall be submitted to the planning department at the completion of each construction phase. The report shall document noise levels,
exceedances of threshold levels, if reported, and corrective action(s) taken.
Mitigation Measure M-NO-3: Fixed Mechanical Equipment Noise Controls.

Project sponsor

Prior to receipt of any certificate of
final occupancy for each building.

San Francisco Department of
Building Inspection (DBI). Project
sponsor to provide copies of
project construction plans to the
Planning Department that show
incorporation of noise attenuation
measures.

Considered complete upon DBI
review and issuance of final
certificate of occupancy.

Project sponsor and project
sponsor’s construction contractor

Submit construction emissions
minimization plan to Planning
Department prior to issuance of
construction site permit.

Planning Department (ERO) or
their designee must review draft
construction emissions
minimization plan prior to issuance
of first demolition or construction
permit and approve final plan prior
to the start of demolition or
construction.

Considered complete upon
Planning Department review and
approval of documentation and
completion of construction.

Noise attenuation measures shall be incorporated into all fixed mechanical equipment (including HVAC equipment) installed on all buildings
that include such equipment as necessary to meet noise limits specified in Police Code section 2909. Interior noise limits shall be met under
both existing and future noise conditions.
Noise attenuation measures could include provision of sound enclosures/barriers, addition of roof parapets to block noise, increasing setback
distances from sensitive receptors, provision of louvered vent openings, location of vent openings away from adjacent residential uses, and
restriction of generator testing to the daytime hours.
After completing installation of the HVAC equipment but before receipt of the Certificate of Occupancy for each building, the project sponsor
shall conduct noise measurements to ensure that the noise generated by fixed mechanical equipment complies with section 2909(a) and (d)
of the San Francisco Noise Ordinance. No Final Certificate of Occupancy shall be issued for any building until the standards in the Noise
Ordinance are shown to be met for that building.

Air Quality Mitigation Measures
Mitigation Measure M-AQ-2a: Construction Emissions Minimization.
The project sponsor or the project sponsor’s contractor shall comply with the following:
A. Engine Requirements.
1.

All off-road equipment greater than 25 horsepower shall have engines that meet Tier 4 Final off-road emission standards.

2.

Since grid power will be available, portable diesel engines shall be prohibited.

3.

Renewable diesel shall be used to fuel all diesel engines unless it can be demonstrated to the Environmental Review Officer (ERO)
that such fuel is not compatible with on-road or off-road engines and that emissions of ROG and NOx from the transport of fuel to the
project site will offset its NOx reduction potential.

Implement plan throughout
construction period.

4.

Diesel engines, whether for off-road or on-road equipment, shall not be left idling for more than two minutes, at any location, except as
provided in exceptions to the applicable state regulations regarding idling for off-road and on-road equipment (e.g., traffic conditions,
safe operating conditions). The contractor shall post legible and visible signs in English, Spanish, and Chinese, in designated queuing
areas and at the construction site to remind operators of the two-minute idling limit.

5.

The contractor shall instruct construction workers and equipment operators on the maintenance and tuning of construction equipment,
and require that such workers and operators properly maintain and tune equipment in accordance with manufacturer specifications.

B. Waivers. The ERO may waive the equipment requirements of subsection (A)(1) if: a particular piece of off-road equipment is technically
not feasible; the equipment would not produce desired emissions reduction due to expected operating modes; installation of the
equipment would create a safety hazard or impaired visibility for the operator; or, there is a compelling emergency need to use other offroad equipment. If the ERO grants the waiver, the contractor must use the next cleanest piece of off-road equipment, according to the
table below.
The ERO may waive the equipment requirements of Item A.1 if: a particular piece of off-road equipment with an engine meeting Tier 4
Final emission standards is not regionally available to the satisfaction of the ERO. If seeking a waiver from this requirement, the project
sponsor must demonstrate to the satisfaction of the ERO that the health risks from existing sources, project construction and operation,
and cumulative sources do not exceed a total of 10 µg/m3 or 100 excess cancer risks for any onsite or offsite receptor.
The ERO may waive the equipment requirements of Item A.2 if: an application has been submitted to initiate onsite electrical power,
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Implementation Responsibility

Mitigation Schedule

Monitoring/Reporting
Responsibility

Monitoring Actions/Schedule
and Verification of Compliance

Project sponsor

During construction

Planning Department (ERO)

Considered complete upon
Planning Department review and
approval of documentation of
compliance

Project sponsor and contactor

Implement prior to and during
construction activities for the
compressed construction schedule

Planning Department (ERO). ERO
to review draft construction
emissions minimization plan prior
to issuance of first demolition or
construction permit and final plan
at the start of demolition or
construction.

Considered complete upon
Planning Department review and
approval of documentation and
completion of construction.

portable diesel engines may be temporarily operated for a period of up to three weeks until onsite electrical power can be initiated or,
there is a compelling emergency.
C. Construction Emissions Minimization Plan. Before starting onsite ground disturbing, demolition, or construction activities, the contractor
shall submit a Construction Emissions Minimization Plan to the ERO for review and approval. The plan shall state, in reasonable detail,
how the contractor will meet the requirements of Section A, Engine Requirements.
1.

The Construction Emissions Minimization Plan shall include estimates of the construction timeline by phase, with a description of
each piece of off-road equipment required for every construction phase. The description may include, but is not limited to:
equipment type, equipment manufacturer, equipment identification number, engine model year, engine certification (tier rating),
horsepower, engine serial number, and expected fuel usage and hours of operation. For off-road equipment using alternative fuels,
the description shall also specify the type of alternative fuel being used.

2.

The project sponsor shall ensure that all applicable requirements of the Construction Emissions Minimization Plan have been
incorporated into the contract specifications. The plan shall include a certification statement that the contractor agrees to comply
fully with the plan.

3.

The contractor shall make the Construction Emissions Minimization Plan available to the public for review onsite during working
hours. The contractor shall post at the construction site a legible and visible sign summarizing the plan. The sign shall also state
that the public may ask to inspect the plan for the project at any time during working hours and shall explain how to request to
inspect the plan. The contractor shall post at least one copy of the sign in a visible location on each side of the construction site
facing a public right-of-way.

D. Monitoring. After start of construction activities, the contractor shall submit quarterly reports to the ERO documenting compliance with the
Construction Emissions Minimization Plan. After completion of construction activities and prior to receiving a final certificate of
occupancy, the project sponsor shall submit to the ERO a final report summarizing construction activities, including the start and end
dates and duration of each construction phase, and the specific information required in the plan.
Mitigation Measure M-AQ-2b: Low-VOC Architectural Coatings.
The project sponsor shall use low- and super-compliant VOC architectural coatings during construction. “Low-VOC” refers to paints that meet
the more stringent regulatory limits in South Coast Air Quality Management District rule 1113; however, many manufacturers have
reformulated to levels well below these limits. These are referred to as “Super-Compliant” architectural coatings.
Mitigation Measure M-AQ-2c: On-Road Truck Emissions Minimization for the Compressed Construction Schedule. Under the compressed
three-year construction schedule for either the Developer’s Proposed Option or the Additional Housing Option, the project sponsor or the project
sponsor’s contractor shall comply with the following:
A. Engine Requirements. The project sponsor shall ensure that all on-road heavy-duty diesel trucks with a gross vehicle weight rating of
19,500 pounds or greater used at the project site (such as haul trucks, water trucks, dump trucks, concrete trucks, and vendor trucks) be
model year 2014 or newer.
B. Waivers. The ERO may waive the engine year requirements of Subsection (A)(1) for on-road heavy duty diesel vendor trucks delivering
materials to the project site, which could include window, door, cabinet, or elevator equipment if each vendor truck entering the project
site is used only once for a single delivery of equipment or material. If the ERO grants the waiver, the contractor must demonstrate that
that vendor truck would only be used once for a single delivery to the project site.

ERO to review quarterly and final
monitoring reports.

Waivers to the engine year requirements of Subsection (A)(1) shall not be included for vendor trucks that import or off-haul soil, transport
heavy earthmoving equipment, or ready-mix concrete, or deliver lumber.
C. Construction Emissions Minimization Plan. The construction minimization requirements of Mitigation Measure M-AQ-2a item (C).
D. Monitoring. The monitoring requirements of Mitigation Measure M-AQ-2a item (D).
Mitigation Measure M-AQ-2d: Offset Construction Emissions for the Compressed Schedule.

Project sponsor

Under the compressed three-year construction schedule for either the Developer’s Proposed Option or the Additional Housing Option, the
project sponsor shall implement this measure. Prior to issuance of the final certificate of occupancy for the final building associated with
Phase 1, the project sponsor, with the oversight of the Environmental Review Officer (ERO), shall either:
1.

2.

Directly fund or implement a specific offset project within San Francisco if available to achieve the equivalent to a one-time
reduction of 2.0 tons per year of ozone precursors for the Developer’s Proposed Option or 3.2 tons per year of ozone precursors
for the Additional Housing Option. To qualify under this mitigation measure, the specific emissions offset project must result in
emission reductions within the San Francisco Bay Area Air Basin that would not otherwise be achieved through compliance with
existing regulatory requirements. A preferred offset project would be one implemented locally within the City and County of San
Francisco. Prior to implementing the offset project, it must be approved by the ERO. The project sponsor shall notify the ERO
within six months of completion of the offset project for verification; or

Offset program: Prior to issuance
of final certificate of occupancy for
final building constructed, notify the
ERO within six months of
completion of the offset project(s)

Offset program: Planning
Department (ERO)

Offset program: Considered
complete upon approval of
documentation of offset projects
implemented

and/or
Mitigation Fee:
Sign agreement prior to issuance of
first site permit.
Pay amount determined at time of
impact

Pay mitigation offset fees to the Bay Area Air Quality Management District Bay Area Clean Air Foundation or other governmental
entity or third party. The mitigation offset fee shall fund one or more emissions reduction projects within the San Francisco Bay
Area Air Basin. The fee will be determined by the ERO, the project sponsor, and the governmental entity or third party responsible
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Implementation Responsibility

Mitigation Schedule

Project sponsor and facility
operator, Planning Department.

Prior to issuance of a permit for
diesel backup generator
specifications.

Monitoring/Reporting
Responsibility

Monitoring Actions/Schedule
and Verification of Compliance

Planning Department (ERO) and
DBI

Equipment specifications portion
considered complete when
equipment specifications approved
by ERO.

for administering the funds, and be based on the type of projects available at the time of the payment. This fee is intended to fund
emissions reduction projects to achieve reductions of 2.0 tons per year of ozone precursors for the Developer’s Proposed Option
or 3.2 tons per year of ozone precursors for the Additional Housing Option, which is the amount required to reduce emissions
below significance levels after implementation of other identified mitigation measures as currently calculated.
The agreement that specifies fees and timing of payment shall be signed by the project sponsor, the governmental entity or third
party responsible for administering the funds, and the ERO prior to issuance of the first site permit. This offset payment shall total
the predicted 2.0 tons per year of ozone precursors for the Developer’s Proposed Option or 3.2 tons per year of ozone precursors
for the Additional Housing Option above the 10-ton-per-year threshold after implementation of Mitigation Measures
M-AQ-2a, M-AQ-2b, and M-AQ-2c.
The total emission offset amount presented above was calculated by summing the maximum daily construction of ROG and NOx
(pounds/day), multiplying by 260 work days per year, and converting to tons. The amount represents the total estimated
operational and construction-related ROG and NOx emissions offsets required. No reductions are needed for operations or
overlapping construction and operations.
Mitigation Measure M-AQ-4a: Diesel Backup Generator Specifications.
To reduce ROG and NOx associated with operation of the proposed project, the project sponsor shall implement the following measures:
A. All new diesel backup generators shall:

Ongoing for maintenance, testing,
and records keeping.

1. Have engines that meet or exceed California Air Resources Board Tier 4 off-road emission standards which have the lowest NOx
emissions of commercially available generators; and

Maintenance portion is ongoing
and records are subject to
Planning Department review upon
request.

2. Be fueled with renewable diesel, if commercially available, which has been demonstrated to reduce NOx emissions by approximately
10 percent.
B. All new diesel backup generators shall have an annual maintenance testing limit of 50 hours, subject to any further restrictions as may
be imposed by the Bay Area Air Quality Management District in its permitting process.
C. For each new diesel backup generator permit submitted to Bay Area Air Quality Management District for the project, the project sponsor
shall submit the anticipated location and engine specifications to the San Francisco Planning Department ERO for review and approval
prior to issuance of a permit for the generator from the San Francisco Department of Building Inspection. Once operational, all diesel
backup generators shall be maintained in good working order for the life of the equipment and any future replacement of the diesel
backup generators shall be required to be consistent with these emissions specifications. The operator of the facility at which the
generator is located shall be required to maintain records of the testing schedule for each diesel backup generator for the life of that
diesel backup generator and to provide this information for review to the planning department within three months of requesting such
information.
Mitigation Measure M-AQ 4b: Install MERV 13 Filters at the Daycare Facility.

Project sponsor

Prior to issuance of final certificate
of occupancy for building containing
daycare.

Planning Department (ERO) and
DBI.

Considered complete upon ERO
and DBI acceptance of
documentation of compliance prior
to issuance of a certificate of
occupancy.

Project sponsor, contractor,
qualified archaeological consultant,
and Planning Department (ERO).

During soil-disturbing activities.

Planning Department (ERO).

Considered complete upon ERO’s
approval of FARR.

If the daycare facility is constructed as part of Phase 1 and is operational while Phase 2 is under construction, the project sponsor shall install
a mechanical ventilation system at the onsite daycare facility located in Block B capable of achieving the protection from particulate matter
(PM2.5) equivalent to that associated with a Minimum Efficiency Reporting Value (MERV) 13 filtration (as defined by American Society of
Heating, Refrigerating and Air-Conditioning Engineers [ASHRAE] standard 52.2). The system must meet the requirements of San Francisco
Health Code article 38 and San Francisco Building Code section 1203.5.

Cultural Resources (Archeological Resources) Mitigation Measures
Mitigation Measure M-CR-2: Accidental Discovery of Archeological Resources (PEIR Mitigation Measure AM-1).
The project sponsor shall distribute the planning department archeological resource “ALERT” sheet to the project prime contractor; to any
project subcontractor (including demolition, excavation, grading, foundation, pile driving, etc. firms); or utilities firm involved in soils-disturbing
activities within the project site. Prior to any soils-disturbing activities being undertaken each contractor is responsible for ensuring that the
“ALERT” sheet is circulated to all field personnel including, machine operators, field crew, pile drivers, supervisory personnel, etc. The project
sponsor shall provide the Environmental Review Officer (ERO) with a signed affidavit from the responsible parties (prime contractor,
subcontractor(s), and utilities firm) to the ERO confirming that all field personnel have received copies of the Alert Sheet.
Should any indication of an archeological resource be encountered during any soils-disturbing activity of the project, the project Head
Foreman and/or project sponsor shall immediately notify the ERO and shall immediately suspend any soils-disturbing activities in the vicinity
of the discovery until the ERO has determined what additional measures should be undertaken.
If the ERO determines that an archeological resource may be present within the project area, the project sponsor shall retain the services of
an archeological consultant from the pool of qualified archeological consultants maintained by the planning department archeologist. The
archeological consultant shall advise the ERO as to whether the discovery is an archeological resource, retains sufficient integrity, and is of
potential scientific/historical/cultural significance. If an archeological resource is present, the archeological consultant shall identify and
evaluate the archeological resource. The archeological consultant shall make a recommendation as to what action, if any, is warranted.
Based on this information, the ERO may require, if warranted, specific additional measures to be implemented by the project sponsor.
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Monitoring/Reporting
Responsibility

Monitoring Actions/Schedule
and Verification of Compliance

In the event human remains and/or
funerary objects are encountered,
during soil-disturbing activity;
immediately, upon each such
discovery

Planning Department (ERO)

Considered complete on
notification of the San Francisco
County Coroner and ERO, and if
Native American remains are
discovered, then notification to
NAHC, and MLD, and completion
of treatment agreement and/or
analysis and reporting.

In the event tribal cultural
resources are encountered during
soil-disturbing activity.

Planning Department (ERO).

Considered complete if no Tribal
Cultural Resource is discovered or
Tribal Cultural Resource is
discovered and either preserved inplace or project effects to Tribal
Cultural Resource are mitigated by
implementation of Planning
Department approved interpretive
program.

Implementation Responsibility

Mitigation Schedule

Project sponsor and contractor,
archaeological consultant, ERO in
consultation with the Coroner of
the City and County of San
Francisco, Native American
Heritage Commission, and Most
Likely Descendant.

Planning Department (ERO),
Native American tribal
representatives, archaeological
consultant, project sponsor.

Measures might include: preservation in situ of the archeological resource; an archeological monitoring program; or an archeological testing
program. If an archeological monitoring program or archeological testing program is required, it shall be consistent with the Environmental
Planning (EP) division guidelines for such programs. The ERO may also require that the project sponsor immediately implement a site
security program if the archeological resource is at risk from vandalism, looting, or other damaging actions.
The project archeological consultant shall submit a Final Archeological Resources Report (FARR) to the ERO that evaluates the historical
significance of any discovered archeological resource and describing the archeological and historical research methods employed in the
archeological monitoring/data recovery program(s) undertaken. Information that may put at risk any archeological resource shall be provided
in a separate removable insert within the final report.
Copies of the Draft FARR shall be sent to the ERO for review and approval. Once approved by the ERO, copies of the FARR shall be
distributed as follows: California Archeological Site Survey Northwest Information Center (NWIC) shall receive one copy and the ERO shall
receive a copy of the transmittal of the FARR to the NWIC. The Environmental Planning division of the Planning Department shall receive
one bound copy, one unbound copy and one unlocked, searchable PDF copy on CD of the FARR along with copies of any formal site
recordation forms (CA DPR 523 series) and/or documentation for nomination to the National Register of Historic Places/California Register of
Historical Resources. In instances of high public interest or interpretive value, the ERO may require a different final report content, format,
and distribution than that presented above.
Mitigation Measure M-CR-3: Accidental Discovery of Human Remains.
The treatment of human remains and of associated or unassociated funerary objects discovered during any soil-disturbing activity shall
comply with all applicable state and federal laws. This shall include immediate notification of the Medical Examiner of the City and County of
San Francisco and, in the event of the Medical Examiner’s determination that the human remains are Native American remains, notification
of the Native American Heritage Commission, which shall appoint a Most Likely Descendant (MLD).The MLD shall complete his or her
inspection and make recommendations or preferences for treatment and disposition within 48 hours of being granted access to the site
(Public Resources Code section 5097.98). The Environmental Review Officer (ERO) shall also be notified immediately upon discovery of
human remains.
The project sponsor and the ERO shall make all reasonable efforts to develop a Burial Agreement (“Agreement) with the MLD, as
expeditiously as possible for the treatment and disposition, with appropriate dignity, of the human remains and associated or unassociated
funerary objects (as detailed in CEQA Guidelines section 15064.5(d)). The Agreement shall take into consideration the appropriate
excavation, removal, recordation, scientific analysis, custodianship, curation, and final disposition of the human remains and associated or
unassociated funerary objects. If the MLD agrees to scientific analyses of the remains and/or associated or unassociated funerary objects,
the archeological consultant shall retain possession of the remains and associated or unassociated funerary objects until completion of any
such analyses, after which the remains and associated or unassociated funerary objects shall be reinterred or curated as specified in the
Agreement.
Nothing in existing state regulations or in this mitigation measure compels the project sponsor and the ERO to accept recommendations of
an MLD. However, if the ERO, project sponsor, and MLD are unable to reach an agreement on scientific treatment of the remains and
associated or unassociated funerary objects, the ERO, in cooperation with the project sponsor, shall ensure that the remains and associated
or unassociated funerary objects are stored securely and respectfully until they can be reinterred on the property, with appropriate dignity, in
a location not subject to further or future subsurface disturbance (Public Resources Code section 5097.98).
Treatment of historic-period human remains and of associated or unassociated funerary objects discovered during soil-disturbing activity
additionally shall follow protocols laid out in the project’s archeological treatment documents, and any agreement established between the
project sponsor, the Medical Examiner and the ERO.

Tribal Cultural Resources Mitigation Measures
Mitigation Measure M-TC-1: Tribal Cultural Resources Interpretive Program.
If the Environmental Review Officer (ERO) determines that a significant archeological resource is present, and if in consultation with the
affiliated Native American tribal representatives, the ERO determines that the resource constitutes a tribal cultural resource and that the
resource could be adversely affected by the proposed project, the proposed project shall be redesigned so as to avoid any adverse effect on
the significant tribal cultural resource, if feasible.
If the ERO determines that preservation-in-place of the tribal cultural resource is both feasible and effective, then the archeological
consultant shall prepare an archeological resource preservation plan (ARPP). Implementation of the approved ARPP by the archeological
consultant shall be required when feasible.
If the ERO, in consultation with the affiliated Native American tribal representatives and the project sponsor, determines that preservation‐in‐
place of the tribal cultural resources is not a sufficient or feasible option, the project sponsor shall implement an interpretive program of the
tribal cultural resource in consultation with affiliated tribal representatives. An interpretive plan produced in consultation with the ERO and
affiliated tribal representatives, at a minimum, and approved by the ERO would be required to guide the interpretive program. The plan shall
identify, as appropriate, proposed locations for installations or displays, the proposed content and materials of those displays or installation,
the producers or artists of the displays or installation, and a long‐term maintenance program. The interpretive program may include artist
installations, preferably by local Native American artists, oral histories with local Native Americans, artifacts displays and interpretation, and
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Implementation Responsibility

Mitigation Schedule

Prior to excavation: project sponsor
and qualified paleontological
consultant

Institutional record and literature
search: before issuance of a
demolition permit.

Monitoring/Reporting
Responsibility

Monitoring Actions/Schedule
and Verification of Compliance

Planning Department (ERO)

Considered complete upon ERO
acceptance of documentation of
compliance

educational panels or other informational displays.

Geology and Soils Mitigation Measures
Mitigation Measure M-GE-6: Inadvertent Discovery of Paleontological Resources.
Before the start of excavation activities, the project sponsor shall retain a qualified paleontologist, as defined by the Society of Vertebrate
Paleontology, who is experienced in on-site construction worker training. The qualified paleontologist shall complete an institutional record
and literature search and train all construction personnel who are involved with earthmoving activities, including the site superintendent,
regarding the possibility of encountering fossils, the appearance and types of fossils that are likely to be seen during construction, the proper
notification procedures should fossils be encountered, and the laws and regulations protecting paleontological resources. If potential
vertebrate fossils are discovered by construction crews, all earthwork or other types of ground disturbance within 25 feet of the find shall stop
immediately and the monitor shall notify the Environmental Review Officer. The fossil should be protected by an “exclusion zone” (an area
approximately 5 feet around the discovery that is marked with caution tape to prevent damage to the fossil). Work shall not resume until a
qualified professional paleontologist can assess the nature and importance of the find. Based on the scientific value or uniqueness of the
find, the qualified paleontologist may record the find and allow work to continue, or recommend salvage and recovery of the fossil. The
qualified paleontologist may also propose modifications to the stop-work radius and the monitoring level of effort based on the nature of the
find, site geology, and the activities occurring on the site, and in consultation with the Environmental Review Officer. If treatment and salvage
is required, recommendations shall be consistent with Society of Vertebrate Paleontology’s 2010 Standard Procedures for the Assessment
and Mitigation of Adverse Impacts to Paleontological Resources, and currently accepted scientific practice, and shall be subject to review
and approval by the Environmental Review Officer. If required, treatment for fossil remains may include preparation and recovery of fossil
materials so that they can be housed in an appropriate museum or university collection (e.g., the University of California Museum of
Paleontology), and may also include preparation of a report for publication describing the finds. Upon receipt of the fossil collection, a signed
repository receipt form shall be obtained and provided to the planning department. The qualified paleontologist shall prepare a
paleontological resources report documenting the treatment, salvage, and, if applicable, curation of the paleontological resources. The
project sponsor shall be responsible for the costs necessary to prepare and identify collected fossils, and for any curation fees charged by
the paleontological repository. The planning department shall ensure that information on the nature, location, and depth of all finds is readily
available to the scientific community through university curation or other appropriate means.

Worker training: before the start of
excavation activities

During construction: project
sponsor and contractor
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Planning Department (ERO)
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EXHIBIT G
FORM OF ASSIGNMENT AND ASSUMPTION AGREEMENT

RECORDING REQUESTED BY
CLERK OF THE BOARD OF SUPERVISORS
OF THE CITY AND COUNTY OF SAN FRANCISCO
(Exempt from Recording Fees
Pursuant to Government Code
Section 27383)
AND WHEN RECORDED MAIL TO:
Angela Calvillo
Clerk of the Board of Supervisors
City Hall, Room 244
1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place
San Francisco, CA 94102
ASSIGNMENT AND ASSUMPTION AGREEMENT
RELATIVE TO DEVELOPMENT AGREEMENT FOR [___________]
THIS ASSIGNMENT AND ASSUMPTION AGREEMENT (hereinafter, the "Assignment") is
entered into this _____ day of _______________, 20__, by and between_______________, a
__________________ (“Assignor”) and _______________________, a _________________
("Assignee").
RECITALS
A.
_______________________, a _______________ and the City and County of
San Francisco, a political subdivision and municipal corporation of the State of California (the
"City"), entered into that certain Development Agreement (the "Development Agreement")
dated as of ______, 20__ for reference purposes, with respect to certain real property owned by
Assignor, as such property is more particularly described in the Development Agreement (the
"Project Site"). The Development Agreement was recorded in the Official Records of the City
and County of San Francisco on ____________ as Document No. _________.
[add recital to document any previous transfer of the Transferred Property, with recording
information]
B.
The Development Agreement provides that Developer (Assignor) has the right to:
(i) Transfer all or a portion of the Project Site, (ii) assign all of its rights, title, interest and
obligations under the Development Agreement to a Transferee with respect to the portions of the
Project Site transferred to the Transferee, and (iii) upon the recordation of an approved
Assignment and Assumption Agreement, to be released from any prospective liability or
obligation under the Development Agreement related to the Transferred Property as set forth in
Section ___ of the Development Agreement.
34469\13285665.3
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C.
Assignor intends to convey certain real property as more particularly identified
and described on Exhibit A attached hereto (hereafter the "Transferred Property ") to
Assignee. The Transferred Property is subject to the Development Agreement.
D.
Assignor desires to assign and Assignee desires to assume Assignor’s right, title,
interest, burdens and obligations under the Development Agreement with respect to and as
related to the Transferred Property, as more particularly described below.
ASSIGNMENT AND ASSUMPTION
NOW, THEREFORE, for good and valuable consideration, the receipt and sufficiency of
which are hereby acknowledged, Assignor and Assignee hereby agree as follows:
1.
Defined Terms. Initially capitalized terms used herein and not otherwise defined
shall have the meaning ascribed to them in the Development Agreement.
2.
Assignment of Development Agreement. Assignor hereby assigns to Assignee,
effective as of Assignor’s conveyance of the Transferred Property to Assignee, all of the rights,
title, interest, burdens and obligations of Assignor under the Development Agreement with
respect to the Transferred Property, including any Community Benefits that are tied to Buildings
on the Transferred Property. Assignor retains all the rights, title, interest, burdens and
obligations under the Development Agreement with respect to all other portions of the Project
Site owned by Assignor.
3.
Assumption of Development Agreement. Assignee hereby assumes, effective as
of Assignor’s conveyance of the Transferred Property to Assignee, all of the rights, title, interest,
burdens and obligations of Assignor under the Development Agreement with respect to the
Transferred Property, including its associated Community Benefits, and agrees to observe and
fully perform all the duties and obligations of Assignor under the Development Agreement with
respect to the Transferred Property, and to be subject to all the terms and conditions thereof with
respect to the Transferred Property. The parties intend that, upon the execution of this
Assignment and conveyance of the Transferred Property to Assignee, Assignee shall become the
“Developer” under the Development Agreement with respect to the Transferred Property.
4.
Reaffirmation of Indemnifications. Assignee hereby consents to and expressly
reaffirms any and all indemnifications of the City set forth in the Development Agreement,
including without limitation Section ___ of the Development Agreement.
5.
Housing Obligations. Assignee has read and understands the obligations set forth
in Exhibit __ of the Development Agreement as they relate to the Transferred Property. Without
limiting the foregoing, Assignee agrees (1) to the terms and provisions such Exhibit ___,
including the indemnities, waivers and releases set forth therein, and (2) that the Development
Agreement falls within the express exception to the Costa-Hawkins Act, Section 1954.52(b)
because it is a contract with a public entity in consideration for contributions and other forms of
assistance specified in Chapter 4.3 (commencing with Section 65919 of Division 1 of Title 7 of
the California Government Code). Assignee understands that the City would not have been
willing to enter into the Development Agreement without the provisions of such Exhibit D.
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6.
Assignee's Covenants. Assignee hereby covenants and agrees that: (a) Assignee
shall not challenge the enforceability of any provision or requirement of the Development
Agreement; (b) Assignee shall not sue the City in connection with any and all disputes between
Assignor and Assignee arising from this Assignment or the Development Agreement, including
any failure to complete all or any part of the Project by any party; and (c) Assignee shall
indemnify the City and its officers, agents and employees from, and if requested, shall defend
them against any and all Losses resulting directly or indirectly from any dispute between
Assignor and Assignee arising from this Assignment or the Development Agreement.
7.
Binding on Successors. All of the covenants, terms and conditions set forth
herein shall be binding upon and shall inure to the benefit of the parties hereto and their
respective heirs, successors and assigns.
8.
Notices. The notice address for Assignee under Section ____ of the Development
Agreement shall be:
_______________________
_______________________
______________________
Attn: _________________
With copy to:
_______________________
_______________________
_______________________
Attn: __________________
8.
Counterparts. This Assignment may be executed in as many counterparts as may
be deemed necessary and convenient, and by the different parties hereto on separate
counterparts, each of which, when so executed, shall be deemed an original, but all such
counterparts shall constitute one and the same instrument.
9.
Governing Law. This Assignment and the legal relations of the parties hereto
shall be governed by and construed and enforced in accordance with the laws of the State of
California, without regard to its principles of conflicts of law.
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EXHIBIT G-1
FORM OF ASSIGNMENT AND ASSUMPTION AGREEMENT
FOR INITIAL MARKET RATE PARCEL TRANSFERS
(To be provided)

Exhibit G-1

EXHIBIT H
NOTICE OF COMPLETION AND TERMINATION

RECORDING REQUESTED BY AND
WHEN RECORDED RETURN TO:
______________________________
[address]______________________________
______________________________
______________________________
Attn: _________________________
(Space above this line reserved for Recorder’s use only)

THIS NOTICE OF COMPLETION OF BUILDING AND COMMUNITY BENEFITS (this
"Notice") dated for reference purposes only as of this _____ day of ___________, 20__, is made
by and between the CITY AND COUNTY OF SAN FRANCISCO, a political subdivision and
municipal corporation of the State of California (the "City"), acting by and through its Planning
Department, and _________________, a ________________] ("Developer") [substitute party, if
needed].
1.
The City and Developer entered into that certain Development Agreement dated
as of ____________, 20__ and recorded in the Official Records of the City and County of San
Francisco on _______________, as Document Number _____________ (Book No. ___, Reel
No. _______) (the "Development Agreement"). Capitalized terms used in this Notice that are
not defined shall have meaning given to such terms in the Development Agreement.
2.
Under Section 7.1 of the Development Agreement, when one or more Buildings
have been completed and all of the Associated Community Benefits tied to those specific
Buildings have also been completed, the City agreed, upon Developer’s request, to execute and
record a notice of completion as it relates to the applicable Building.
3.
The City confirms that the Building known as ________, located on the property
described in the attached Exhibit A (the "Affected Property"), together with all of the Associated
Community Benefits tied to that Building, have been completed in accordance with the
Development Agreement. All parties with an interest in the Affected Property have the right to
rely on this Notice.
CITY:

Approved as to form:

CITY AND COUNTY OF SAN FRANCISCO,
municipal corporation

[DENNIS J. HERRERA], City Attorney

By:

By:
Director of Planning

Deputy City Attorney
Exhibit H

EXHIBIT A
[attach legal description of Affected Property prior to recording]
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WORKFORCE AGREEMENT
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BALBOA RESERVOIR WORKFORCE AGREEMENT
I.

Project Background.

This Workforce Agreement is attached to and made a part of the development agreement
(“Agreement”) for the Balboa Reservoir Project (the “Project”). The Project involves the
construction of residential dwelling units and related infrastructure and open space amenities, as
described in greater detail in the Agreement. This Workforce Agreement sets forth the activities
Developer shall undertake, and require their Construction Contractors, Consultants,
Subcontractors, Subconsultants, and Commercial Tenants, as applicable, to undertake, to support
workforce development in the construction of the Project and end use phases of the Project Site
as required under this Workforce Agreement.
II.
Purpose of the Workforce Agreement. This Workforce Agreement sets forth
the employment and contracting requirements for the construction and operation of the Project.
This Workforce Agreement has been jointly prepared by the City and Developer (on behalf of
itself and its successors), in consultation with others including OEWD and other relevant City
Agencies.
The purpose of this Workforce Agreement is to ensure training, employment and
economic development opportunities are part of the development and operation of the Project.
This Workforce Agreement creates a mechanism to provide employment and economic
development opportunities for economically disadvantaged persons and San Francisco residents.
The City and Developer agree that job creation and equal opportunity contracting opportunities
in all areas of employment are an essential part of the redevelopment of the Project Site. The
City and Developer agree that it is in the best interests of the Project and the City for a portion of
the jobs and contracting opportunities to be directed, to the extent possible based on the type of
work required, and subject to collective bargaining agreements, to local, small and economically
disadvantaged companies and individuals whenever there is a qualified candidate.
This Workforce Agreement identifies goals for achieving this objective and outlines
certain measures that will be undertaken in order to help ensure that these goals and objectives
are successfully met. In recognition of the unique circumstances and requirements surrounding
the Project, OEWD and Developer have agreed that this Workforce Agreement will constitute
the exclusive workforce requirements for the Project.
This Workforce Agreement requires the following:
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•

Developer to meet the hiring and apprenticeship goals for Local Residents and
Disadvantaged Workers for Construction Work on Covered Projects, as set
forth in Attachment A (Local Hiring requirements).

•

For any work not covered by Local Hiring requirements, Developer to enter
into a First Source Hiring Agreement for Construction Work on Covered
Projects, in the form attached as Attachment B.

Workforce Agreement
Exhibit I

•

Developer to meet the utilization and outreach goals applicable to certain
construction work for Local Business Enterprises, as set forth in Attachment C
(LBE Utilization Plan).

•

Developer will comply with Prevailing Wage and Working Conditions terms,
as set forth in Section III.B.6.

The foregoing summary is provided for convenience and for informational purposes only.
In case of any conflict between this Workforce Agreement and the Development Agreement, the
provisions of this Workforce Agreement shall control.
III.
A.

Workforce Agreement.

DEFINITIONS

The following terms specific to this Workforce Agreement have the meanings given to
them below or are defined where indicated. Other initially capitalized terms are defined in the
Development Agreement. This Workforce Agreement and all Workforce-Development Planspecific definitions will prevail over the Development Agreement in relation to the rights and
obligations of Developers with respect to workforce development. All references to the
Development Agreement include this Workforce Agreement unless explicitly stated otherwise.
“Apprentice” means any worker who is indentured in a construction apprenticeship
program that maintains current registration with the State of California's Division of
Apprenticeship Standards.
“Apprenticeship” shall mean a work experience that combines formal job-related
technical instruction with structured on-the-job learning experiences. Apprentices are hired by
employer at outset of training program, and the training program is pre-approved by the US
Department of Labor (USDOL) or California Division of Apprenticeship Standards (DAS).
Apprentices receive progressive wages commensurate with their skill attainment throughout an
apprenticeship training program. Upon successful completion of all phases of on-the-job
learning and related instruction components, Apprentices receive nationally recognized
certificates of completion issued by the USDOL or DAS.
“Building” means each of the buildings to be constructed on the Project Site under the
SUD.
“Chapter 83” means Chapter 83 of the San Francisco Administrative Code (First Source
Hiring Program).
“Commercial Activity” means retail sales and services, restaurant, hotel, education and
office uses, technology and biotechnology business, and any other non-profit or for-profit
commercial uses permitted under the SUD that are conducted within a Building.
“Construction Contractor” means a construction contractor hired by or on behalf of
Developer who performs Construction Work on the Project Site or other construction work
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otherwise covered under the LBE Utilization Plan or First Source Hiring Agreement for
Construction (in the form of Attachment B-3).
“Construction Work” means, as applicable, (a) the construction of all Public
Improvements, (b) the initial construction of Publicly Accessible Private Improvements, (c) the
construction of all Buildings to be carried out by a Developer under the Development
Agreement, and (d) tenant improvement work for all Buildings. For the avoidance of doubt,
Construction Work for Buildings shall not include any repairs, maintenance, renovations or other
construction work performed on the Building after the City issues the last Certificate of
Occupancy for the entirety of the applicable Building, including all initial tenant spaces.
“Construction Workforce Requirements” is defined in Section III.B.1.
“Consultant” is defined in Attachment C.
“Covered Projects” means Construction Work with an estimated cost in excess of the
Threshold Amount, as defined in Section 6.1 of the San Francisco Administrative Code.
“Developer” means each and every Developer under the Development Agreement,
including any Developer of a Building. For purposes of the initial tenant improvements within a
Building, Developer shall mean the property owner or tenant that is responsible for the initial
tenant improvements.
“Disadvantaged Worker(s)” is defined in Attachment A.
“Final, Binding and Non-Appealable” means 90-days after the subject approval, or if a
third party files an action challenging the approval during such 90-day period, thirty days after
the final judgment or other resolution of the action or issue.
“FSHA” means the City’s First Source Hiring Administration.
“Horizontal Improvements” means the (a) the initial construction of all Public
Improvements, and (b) the initial construction of Publicly Accessible Private Improvements.
“Local Business Enterprise(s)” or “LBE” means a firm that has been certified as an
LBE as set forth in Administrative Code Chapter 14B (Local Business Enterprise Utilization and
Non-Discrimination in Contracting Ordinance).
“Local Resident(s)” is defined in Attachment C.
“OEWD” means the City’s Office of Economic & Workforce Development.
“OLSE” means the City’s Office of Labor Standards Enforcement.
“Permanent Employer” means each employer in a Covered Operation.
“Referral” shall mean a member of the Workforce System who has participated in an
OEWD workforce training program.
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“Subconsultant” is defined in Attachment C.
“Subcontractor” is defined in Attachment B-3.
“Threshold Amount” is defined in Section 6.1 of the Administrative Code.
B.

CONSTRUCTION WORK
1.

Application. Developer and Construction Contractors shall comply with the
applicable provisions of this Section III.B (the “Construction Workforce
Requirements”) during construction of Horizontal Improvements and Buildings.

2.

Local Hiring Requirements. Developer and Construction Contractors (and their
subcontractors regardless of tier) must comply with the Local Hiring
Requirements set forth on Attachment A attached with respect to Construction
Work (as defined therein) for Covered Projects. Local Hiring Requirements
supersede the First Source Hiring Program for Construction Work.

3.

First Source Hiring Program for Construction Work. Developer performing
any Construction Work that is not subject to the Local Hiring Requirements will
enter into a Memorandum of Understanding with the City’s First Source Hiring
Administration in the form attached as Attachment B under which Developer
must include in their contracts with Construction Contractors for Construction
Work a requirement that the applicable Construction Contractor enter into a First
Source Hiring Agreement in the form attached as Exhibit B, and to provide a
signed copy of the relevant Form exhibits to the FSHA.

4.

Local Business Enterprise Requirements. Developer and their respective
Contractors and Consultants (as defined in Attachment C) must comply with the
Local Business Enterprise Utilization Program set forth in Attachment C.

5.

Obligations; Limitations on Liability. Developer shall use good faith efforts,
working with the OEWD or its designee, to enforce the applicable Construction
Workforce Requirements with respect to its Construction Contractors (as defined
above), Contractors and Consultants (as defined in Attachment C), and each
Construction Contractor, Contractor and Consultant, as applicable, shall use good
faith efforts, working with OEWD or its designee, to enforce the Construction
Workforce Requirements with respect to its Subcontractors and Subconsultants
(regardless of tier). However, Developer shall not be liable for the failure of their
respective Construction Contractors, Contractors and Consultants, and
Construction Contractors, Contractors and Consultants shall not be liable for the
failure of their respective Subcontractors and Subconsultants.

6.

Prevailing Wages and Working Conditions. Developer agrees that all workers
performing labor in the construction of Public Improvements that will be
dedicated to the City under this Agreement will: (1) pay workers performing that
work not less than the Prevailing Rate of Wages as defined in Administrative
Code section 6.22 and established under Administrative Code section 6.22(e), (2)
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provide the same hours, working conditions, and benefits as in each case are
provided for similar work performed in San Francisco County in Administrative
Code section 6.22(f), and (3) employ Apprentices in accordance with San
Francisco Administrative Code Section 23.61. Any contractor or subcontractor
performing a public work or constructing Public Improvements must make
certified payroll records and other records required under Administrative Code
section 6.22(e)(6) available for inspection and examination by the City with
respect to all workers performing covered labor. OLSE enforces labor laws, and
OLSE shall be the lead agency responsible for ensuring that prevailing wages are
paid and other payroll requirements are met in connection with the work, as more
particularly described in the Workforce Agreement.
C.

GENERAL PROVISIONS
1.

Enforcement. OEWD shall have the authority to enforce the Construction
Workforce Requirements and the Operations Workforce Requirements. OEWD
staff agree to work cooperatively to create efficiencies and avoid redundancies
and to implement this Workforce Agreement in good faith, and to work with all of
the Project’s stakeholders, including Developer, and Construction Contractors
(and Subcontractors) and Permanent Employers, in a fair, nondiscriminatory and
consistent manner.

2.

Third Party Beneficiaries. Each contract for Construction Work and Covered
Operations shall provide that OEWD shall have third party beneficiary rights
thereunder for the limited purpose of enforcing the requirements of this
Workforce Agreement applicable to such party directly against such party.

3.

Flexibility. Some jobs will be better suited to meeting or exceeding the hiring
goals than others, hence all workforce hiring goals under a Construction Contract
will be cumulative, not individual, goals for that Construction Contract or
Permanent Employer. In addition, Developer shall have the right to reasonably
spread the workforce goals, in different percentages, among separate Construction
Contracts so long as the cumulative goals among all of the Construction Contracts
at any given time meet the requirements of this Workforce Agreement. The
parties shall make such modifications to the applicable First Source Hiring
Agreements consistent with Developers’ allocation. This acknowledgement does
not alter in any way the requirement that Developer, Construction Contractors and
Permanent Employers comply with good faith effort obligations to meet their
respective participation goals for the Construction Work and Covered Operations.

4.

Exclusivity. OEWD and Developer have agreed that this Workforce Agreement
will constitute the exclusive workforce requirements for the Project.
Attachment A
Local Hiring Requirements
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[see attached]
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ATTACHMENT A
LOCAL HIRING PLAN FOR CONSTRUCTION

1.1

1.2

SUMMARY
A.

This Attachment A to the Balboa Reservoir Workforce Agreement (“Local
Hiring Plan”) governs the obligations of the Project to comply with the City’s
Local Hiring Policy for Construction pursuant to Chapter 82 of the San Francisco
Administrative Code (the “Policy”). In the event of any conflict between
Administrative Code Chapter 82 and this Attachment, this Attachment shall
govern.

B.

The provisions of this Local Hiring Plan are hereby incorporated as a material
term of the Development Agreement. Developer performing any work on City
Property under the Development Agreement shall require any Contractor
performing Construction Work on City Property to agree that (i) the Contractor
shall comply with all applicable requirements of this Local Hiring Plan; (ii) the
provisions of this Local Hiring Plan and the Policy are reasonable and achievable
by Contractor and its Subcontractors; and (iii) they have had a full and fair
opportunity to review and understand the terms of the Local Hiring Plan.

C.

The Office of Economic and Workforce Development (OEWD) is responsible for
administering the Local Hiring Plan and will be administering its applicable
requirements. For more information on the Policy and its implementation, please
visit the OEWD website at: www.workforcedevelopmentsf.org.

D.

Capitalized terms not defined herein shall have the meanings ascribed to them in
the Development Agreement or the Policy, as applicable.

DEFINITIONS. For purposes of this Attachment B, the following definitions apply:
A.

“Apprentice” means any worker who is indentured in a construction
Apprenticeship program that maintains current registration with the State of
California's Division of Apprenticeship Standards.

B.

“Area Median Income (AMI)” means unadjusted median income levels derived
from the Department of Housing and Urban Development (“HUD”) on an annual
basis for the San Francisco area, adjusted solely for household size, but not high
housing cost area.

C.

“Construction Work” means the construction of all buildings and improvements
located on the property under the Development Agreement.

D.

“Covered Project” means Construction Work with an estimated cost in excess of
the Threshold Amount.
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1.3

E.

“Contractor” means a prime contractor, general contractor, or construction
manager contracted by a Developer who performs Construction Work

F.

“Disadvantaged Worker” as defined in Administrative Code Section 82.3 (as that
Code Section is amended from time to time, except to the extent that future
changes to the definition are prohibited under the terms of Section 5.3(b)(xi) of
the Development Agreement).

G.

"Job Notification" means the written notice of any Hiring Opportunities from
Contractor to CityBuild. Contractor shall provide Job Notifications to CityBuild
with a minimum of 3 business days' notice.

H.

“Local Resident” means an individual who is domiciled, as defined by Section
349(b) of the California Election Code, within the City at least seven (7) days
prior to commencing work on the project.

I.

“Non-Covered Project” means any construction projects not covered by the San
Francisco Local Hiring Policy.

J.

“Project Work” means Construction Work performed as part of a Covered
Project.

K.

“Project Work Hours” means the total onsite work hours worked on a
construction contract for a Covered Project by all Apprentices and journey-level
workers, whether those workers are employed by the Contractor or any
Subcontractor.

L.

“Subcontractor” means any person, firm, partnership, owner operator, limited
liability company, corporation, joint venture, proprietorship, trust, association, or
other entity that contracts with a Contractor or another subcontractor to provide
services to a Contractor or another subcontractor in fulfillment of the Contractor’s
or that other subcontractor’s obligations arising from a contract for construction
work on a Covered Project who performs Construction Work on the 28 Acre site.

M.

“Targeted Worker” means any Local Resident or Disadvantaged Worker.

N.

“Threshold Amount” as defined in Section 6.1 of the San Francisco
Administrative Code.

LOCAL HIRING REQUIREMENTS
A.
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Total Project Work Hours By Trade. For all construction contracts for Covered
Projects, the mandatory participation level in terms of Project Work Hours within
each trade to be performed by Local Residents is 30%, with a goal of no less than
15% of Project Work Hours within each trade to be performed by Disadvantaged
Workers. The mandatory participation levels required under this Local Hire
Workforce Agreement
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Program will be determined by OEWD for each Phase under the Development
Agreement, and in no event shall be greater than 30%; however, the Parties
acknowledge that Developer intends to require each construction contract for
Covered Projects to meet the mandatory participation levels on an individual
contract level.

1.4

B.

Apprentices. For all construction contracts for Covered Projects, at least 50% of
the Project Work Hours performed by Apprentices within each trade is required to
be performed by Local Residents. Hiring preferences shall be given to
Apprentices who are referred by the CityBuild program This document also
establishes a goal of no less than 25% of Project Work Hours performed by
Apprentices within each trade to be performed by Disadvantaged Workers.

C.

Out-of-State Workers. For all Covered Projects, Project Work Hours performed
by residents of states other than California will not be considered in calculation of
the number of Project Work Hours to which the local hiring requirements apply.
Contractors and Subcontractors shall report to OEWD the number of Project
Work Hours performed by residents of states other than California.

D.

Pre-construction or other Local Hire Meeting. Prior to commencement of
Construction Work on Covered Projects, Contractor and its Subcontractors whom
have been engaged by contract and identified in the Local Hiring Forms as
contributing toward the mandatory local hiring requirement shall attend a
preconstruction or other Local Hire meeting(s) convened by Developer or OEWD
staff. Representatives from Contractor and the Subcontractor(s) who attend the
pre-construction or other Local Hire meeting must have hiring authority.
Contractor and its Subcontractors who are engaged after the commencement of
Construction Work on a Covered Project shall attend a future preconstruction
meeting or meetings as mutually agreed by Contractor and OEWD staff.

E.

This Local Hiring Plan does not limit Contractor's or its Subcontractors' ability to
assess qualifications of prospective workers, and to make final hiring and
retention decisions. No provision of this Local Hiring Plan shall be interpreted so
as to require a Contractor or Subcontractor to employ a worker not qualified for
the position in question, or to employ any particular worker.

F.

Construction Work for Non-Covered Projects will be subject to the First Source
Hiring Program for Construction Work in accordance with Section III.C.3 of the
Workforce Agreement.

CITYBUILD WORKFORCE DEVELOPMENT PROGRAM: EMPLOYMENT
NETWORKING SERVICES
A.
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OEWD administers the CityBuild Program. Subject to any collective bargaining
agreements in the building trades and applicable law, CityBuild shall be a primary
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resource available for Contractor and Subcontractors to meet Contractors’ local
hiring requirements under this Local Hiring Plan. CityBuild has two main goals:

B.

C.

1.

Assist with local hiring requirements under this Local Hiring Plan by
connecting Contractor and Subcontractors with qualified journey-level,
Apprentice, and pre-Apprentice Local Residents.

2.

Promote training and employment opportunities for disadvantaged workers
of all ethnic backgrounds and genders in the construction work force.

Where a Contractor's or its Subcontractors' preferred or preexisting hiring or
staffing procedures for a Covered Project do not enable Contractor to satisfy the
local hiring requirements of this Local Hiring Plan, the Contractor or
Subcontractor shall use other procedures to identify and retain Targeted Workers,
including the following:
1.

Requesting to connect with workers through CityBuild, with qualifications
described in the request limited to skills directly related to performance of
job duties.

2.

Considering Targeted Workers networked through CityBuild within three
business days of the request and who meet the qualifications described in
the request. Such consideration may include in-person interviews. All
workers networked through CityBuild will qualify as Disadvantaged
Workers under this Local Hiring Plan. Neither Contractor nor its
Subcontractors are required to make an independent determination of
whether any worker is a "Disadvantaged Worker" as defined above.

CONDITIONAL WAIVER FROM LOCAL HIRING REQUIREMENTS
A.
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Contractor or the Subcontractor may use one or more of the following pipeline
and retention compliance mechanisms to receive a conditional waiver from the
Local Hiring Requirements of Section 1.3 on a project-specific basis. All requests
for conditional waivers must be submitted to OEWD for approval.
1.

Specialized Trades: OEWD has published a list of trades designated as
“Specialized Trades” for which the local hiring requirements of this Local
Hiring Plan will not apply. The list is available on the OEWD website.
Contractor and its Subcontractors shall report to OEWD the Project Work
Hours utilized in each designated Specialized Trade and in each OEWDapproved project-specific Specialized Trade.

2.

Credit for Hiring on Non-Covered Projects: Contractor and its
Subcontractors may accumulate credit hours for hiring Targeted Workers on
Non-Covered Projects in the nine-county San Francisco Bay Area and apply
those credit hours to contracts for Covered Projects to meet the mandatory
local hiring requirement. For hours performed by Targeted Workers on
Non-Covered Projects, the hours shall be credited toward the local hiring
requirement for this Contract provided that:
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1.5

a.

the Targeted Workers are paid the prevailing wages or union scale for
work on the Non-Covered Projects; and

b.

such credit hours shall be committed to by the Contractor on future
projects to satisfy any short fall the Contractor may have on a Covered
Project. Such commitment shall be in writing by the Contractor, shall
extend for a period of time negotiated between the contractor and
OEWD, and shall commit to satisfying any assessed penalties should
Contractor fail to achieve the required credit hours.

3.

Sponsoring Apprentices: Contractor or a Subcontractor may agree to
sponsor an OEWD-specified number of new Apprentices in trades in which
noncompliance is likely and retaining those Apprentices for the period of
Contractor's or a Subcontractor's work on the project. OEWD will verify
with the California Department of Industrial Relations that the new
Apprentices are registered and active Apprentices. Contractor will be
required to write a sponsorship letter on behalf of the identified candidate to
the appropriate Local Union and will make the necessary arrangements with
the Union to hire the candidate as soon as s/he is indentured.

4.

Direct Entry Agreements: OEWD is authorized to negotiate and enter into
direct entry agreements with Apprenticeship programs that are registered
with the California Department of Industrial Relations’ Division of
Apprenticeship Standards. Contractor may avoid assessment of penalties
for non-compliance with this Local Hiring Plan by Contractor or its
Subcontractors hiring and retaining Apprentices who are enrolled through
such direct entry agreements. Contractor may also utilize OEWD-approved
organizations with direct entry agreements with Local Unions, including
District 10 based organizations to hire and retain Targeted Workers. To the
extent that Contractor or its Subcontractors have hired Apprentices or
Targeted Workers under a direct entry agreement entered into by OEWD or
reasonably approved by OEWD, OEWD will not assess penalties for noncompliance with this Local Hiring Plan.

5.

Corrective Actions: Should local employment conditions be such that
adequate Targeted Workers for a craft, or crafts, are not available to meet
the requirements and Contractor can document their efforts to achieve the
requirements through the mechanisms and processes in this document, a
corrective action plan must be negotiated between Contractor and OEWD.

LOCAL HIRING FORMS
A.

Utilizing the City’s online Project Reporting System, Contractors for Covered
Projects shall submit the following forms, as applicable, to the Contracting City
Agency and OEWD:
1.
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Form 1: Local Hiring Workforce Projection. OEWD Form 1 (Local Hiring
Workforce Projection), a copy of which is attached, shall be initially
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submitted prior to the start of construction and updated quarterly by the
Contractor until all subcontracting is completed.

1.6

2.

Job Notifications. Upon commencement of work, Contractor and its
Subcontractors may submit Job Notifications to CityBuild to connect with
local trades workers.

3.

Form 4: Conditional Waivers. If a Contractor or a Subcontractor believes
the local hiring requirements cannot be met, it will submit OEWD Form 4
(Conditional Waiver), a copy of which is attached, as more particularly
described in Articles 1.4 and 1.5 above.

ENFORCEMENT, RECORD KEEPING, NONCOMPLIANCE AND PENALTIES
A.

Subcontractor Compliance. Each Contractor and Subcontractor shall ensure that
all Subcontractors agree to comply with applicable requirements of this
document. All Subcontractors agree as a term of participation on the Project that
the City shall have third party beneficiary rights under all contracts under which
Subcontractors are performing Project Work. Such third-party beneficiary rights
shall be limited to the right to enforce the requirements of this Local Hiring Plan
directly against the Subcontractors. All Subcontractors on the Project shall be
responsible for complying with the recordkeeping and reporting requirements set
forth in this Local Hiring Plan. Subcontractors with work in excess of the of
$600,000 shall be responsible for ensuring compliance with the Local Hiring
Requirements set forth in Section 1.3 of this Local Hiring Plan based on Project
Work Hours performed under their Subcontracts, including Project Work Hours
performed by lower tier Subcontractors with work less than the Threshold
Amount.

B.

Reporting. Contractor shall submit certified payrolls to the City electronically
using the Project Reporting System. OEWD and will monitor compliance with
this Local Hiring Plan electronically.

C.

Recordkeeping. Contractor and each Subcontractor shall keep, or cause to be
kept, for a period of four years from the date of Substantial Completion of
Construction Work, certified payroll and basic records, including time cards, tax
forms, and superintendent and foreman daily logs, for all workers within each
trade performing work on a Covered Project.
1.
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Such records shall include the name, address and social security number of
each worker who worked on the covered project, his or her classification, a
general description of the work each worker performed each day, the
Apprentice or journey-level status of each worker, daily and weekly number
of hours worked, the self-identified race, gender, and ethnicity of each
worker, whether or not the worker was a Local Resident, and the referral
source or method through which the contractor or subcontractor hired or
retained that worker for work on the Covered Project (e.g., core workforce,
Workforce Agreement
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name call, union hiring hall, City-designated referral source, or recruitment
or hiring method) as allowed by law.
2.

Contractor and Subcontractors may verify that a worker is a Local Resident
by following OEWD’s domicile policy.

3.

All records described in this subsection shall at all times be open to
inspection and examination by the duly authorized officers and agents of the
City, including representatives of the OEWD.

D.

Monitoring. From time to time and in its sole discretion, OEWD may monitor and
investigate compliance of Contractor and Subcontractors working on a Covered
Project with requirements of this Local Hiring Plan. Contractor shall allow
representatives of OEWD, in the performance of their duties, to engage in random
inspections of Covered Projects. Contractor and all Subcontractors shall also
allow representatives of OEWD to have access to employees of the Contractor
and Subcontractors and the records required to be maintained under this
document.

E.

Noncompliance and Penalties. Failure of Contractor and/or its Subcontractors to
comply with the requirements of this document and the obligations set forth in
this Local Hiring Plan may subject Contractor to the consequences of
noncompliance, including but not limited to the assessment of penalties, but only
if City determines that the failure to comply results from willful actions of
Contractor and/or its Subcontractors, and not by reason of unavailability of
sufficient qualified Local Residents and Disadvantaged Workers to meet the goals
required hereunder. The assessment of penalties for noncompliance shall not
preclude the City from exercising any other rights or remedies to which it is
entitled.
1.
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Penalties Amount. If any Contractor or Subcontractor fails to satisfy the
Local Hiring Requirements of this Local Hiring Plan applicable to Project
Work Hours performed by Local Residents, and the applicable Contractor or
Subcontractor is unable to provide evidence reasonably satisfactory to the
City that such failure arose solely due to unavailability of qualified Local
Residents despite Contractors or Subcontractors good faith efforts in
accordance with this Local Hiring Program, then the Contractor, and in the
case of any Subcontractor so failing, and Subcontractor shall jointly and
severally forfeit to the City, an amount equal to the Journeyman or
Apprentice prevailing wage rate, as applicable, with such wage as
established by the Board of Supervisors or the California Department of
Industrial Relations under subsection 6.22(e)(3) of the Administrative Code,
for the primary trade used by the Contractor or Subcontractor on the
Covered Project for each hour by which the Contractor or Subcontractor fell
short of the Local Hiring Requirement. The assessment of penalties under
this subsection shall not preclude the City from exercising any other rights
or remedies to which it is entitled.
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2.

Assessment of Penalties. OEWD shall determine whether a Contractor
and/or any Subcontractor has failed to comply with the Local Hire
Requirement. If after conducting an investigation, OEWD determines that a
violation has occurred, it shall issue and serve an assessment of penalties to
the Contractor and/or any Subcontractor that sets forth the basis of the
assessment and orders payment of penalties in the amounts equal to the
Journeyman or Apprentice prevailing wage rates, as applicable, for the
primary trade used by the Contractor or Subcontractor on the Project for
each hour by which the Contractor or Subcontractor fell short of the Local
Hiring Requirement. Assessment of penalties under this subsection shall be
made only upon an investigation by OEWD and upon written notice to the
Contractor or Subcontractor identifying the grounds for the penalty and
providing the Contractor or Subcontractor with the opportunity to respond
pursuant to the recourse procedures prescribed in this Local Hiring Plan.

3.

Recourse Procedure. If the Contractor or Subcontractor disagrees with the
assessment of penalties, then the following procedure applies:
a. The Contractor or Subcontractor may request a hearing in writing within
15 days of the date of the final notification of assessment. The request
shall be directed to the City Controller. Failure by the Contractor or
Subcontractor to submit a timely, written request for a hearing shall
constitute concession to the assessment and the forfeiture shall be
deemed final upon expiration of the 15-day period. The Contractor or
Subcontractor must exhaust this administrative remedy prior to
commencing further legal action.
b. Within 15 days of receiving a proper request, the Controller shall
appoint a hearing officer with knowledge and not less than five years’
experience in labor law, and shall so advise the enforcing official and the
Contractor or Subcontractor, and/or their respective counsel or
authorized representative.
c. The hearing officer shall promptly set a date for a hearing. The hearing
must commence within 45 days of the notification of the appointment of
the hearing officer and conclude within 75 days of such notification
unless all parties agree to an extended period.
d. Within 30 days of the conclusion of the hearing, the hearing officer shall
issue a written decision affirming, modifying, or dismissing the
assessment. The decision of the hearing officer shall consist of findings
and a determination. The hearing officer’s findings and determination
shall be final.
e. The Contractor or Subcontractor may appeal a final determination under
this by filing in the San Francisco Superior Court a petition for a writ of
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mandate under California Code of Civil Procedure Section 1084 et seq.,
as applicable and as may be amended from time to time.
1.8

COLLECTIVE BARGAINING AGREEMENT
Nothing in this Local Hiring Plan shall be interpreted to prohibit the continuation of
existing workforce training agreements or to interfere with consent decrees, collective
bargaining agreements, project labor agreements or existing employment contracts
(Collective Bargaining Agreements"). In the event of a conflict between this Local Hiring
Plan and a Collective Bargaining Agreement, the terms of the Collective Bargaining
Agreement shall supersede this Local Hiring Plan.

END OF DOCUMENT

34469\13322593.1

Workforce Agreement
Exhibit I, Attachment A – Page 9

LOCAL HIRING PROGRAM
OEWD FORM 1
CONSTRUCTION CONTRACTS

FORM 1: LOCAL HIRING WORKFORCE PROJECTION
Project
Name:

Contractor:

Contract #:

The Contractor must complete and submit this Local Hiring Workforce Projection (Form 1) prior to the start of construction
and quarterly until all subcontracting is complete. The Contractor must include information regarding all of its
Subcontractors who will perform construction work on the project regardless of Tier and Value Amount.
Will you be able to meet the mandatory Local Hiring Requirements?
YES (Please provide information for all contractors performing construction work in Table 1 below.)
NO (Please complete Table 1 below and Form 4: Conditional Waivers.)
INSTRUCTIONS FOR COMPLETING TABLE 1:
1. Please organize the contractors’ information based on their Trade Craft work.
2. For contractors performing work in various Trade Craft, please list contractor name in each Trade Craft (i.e. if
Contractor X will perform two trades, list Contractor X under two Trade categories.)
3. If you anticipate utilizing Apprentices on this project, please note the requirement that 30% of Apprentice hours
must be performed by San Francisco residents.
4. Additional blank form is available at our Website: www.workforcedevelopsf.org. For assistance or questions in
completing this form, contact (415) 701-4894 or Email @ Local.hire.ordinance@sfgov.org.
TABLE 1: WORKFORCE PROJECTION

Trade Craft

Contractor
List contractors by Trade Craft

Example:

Laborer

Contractor X

Example:

Laborer

Contractor Y

Example:

TOTAL LABORER

Example:

Journey
Apprentice
Journey
Apprentice
Journey
Apprentice
TOTAL

Est.
Total
Work
Hours

Est.
Total
Local
Work
Hours

800
200
500
0
1300
200

250
100
100
0
350
100

1500

450

Est.
Total
Local
Work
Hours
%
31%
50%
20%
0
27%
50%
30%

Journey
Apprentice
Journey
Apprentice
DISCLAIMER: If the Total Work Hours for a Trade Craft are less than 5% of the Total Project Work Hours, the Trade Craft
is exempt from the Mandatory Requirement. Subsequently, if the Trade Craft exceeds 5% of the Total Project Work Hours
at any time during the project, the Trade Craft is subject to the Mandatory Requirement.

Name of Authorized
Representative
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Signature

Date

Phone

Email

LOCAL HIRING PROGRAM
OEWD FORM 4
CONSTRUCTION CONTRACTS

CITY AND COUNTY OF SAN FRANCISCO

OFFICE OF ECONOMIC AND WORKFORCE DEVELOPMENT
CITYBUILD PROGRAM

FORM 4: CONDITIONAL WAIVERS
Project
Name:

Contractor:

Contract #:

Upon approval from OEWD, Contractors and Subcontractors may use one or more of the following pipeline and retention compliance
mechanisms to receive a Conditional Waiver from the Local Hiring Requirements on a project-specific basis. Conditional Waivers must
be approved by OEWD. If applicable, each subcontractor must submit their individual Waiver request to OEWD and copy their Prime
Contractor. This form can be submitted at any time.
TRADE WAIVER INFORMATION: Please provide information on the Trades you are requesting Waivers for:
Est.
Total
Work
Hours

Laborer Trade Craft

Projected
Deficient
Local Work
Hours

Laborer Trade Craft

1.

3.

2.

4.

Est.
Total
Work
Hours

Projected
Deficient
Local Work
Hours

Please check any of the following Conditional Waivers and complete the appropriate boxes for approval:
1. SPECIALIZED TRADES

2. SPONSORING APPRENTICES

3. CREDIT FOR NON-COVERED PROJECTS

1. SPECIALIZED TRADES: Will your firm be requesting Conditional Waivers for “Specialized Trades”
Yes
designated by OEWD and listed on OEWD's website or project-specific Specialized Trades approved by
OEWD during the bid period?
Please CHECK off the following Specialized Trades you are claiming for Condition Waiver:
MARINE PILE DRIVER

HELICOPTER, CRANE, OR DERRICK BARGE OPERATOR

STAINLESS STEEL WELDER

TUNNEL OPERATING ENGINEER

No

IRONWORKER CONNECTOR

ELECTRICAL UTILITY LINEMAN

MILLWRIGHT

TRADE CRAFT IS LESS THAN 5% OF TOTAL WORK HOURS. LIST:

a. List OEWD-approved project-specific Specialized Trades approved during the
bid period:
OEWD APPROVAL:

Yes

No

OEWD Signature:

2. SPONSORING APPRENTICES: Will you be able to work with OEWD to sponsor an OEWD-specified
number of new apprentices in the agreeable trades into California Department of Industrial Relations’
Yes
No
Division of Apprenticeship Standards approved apprenticeship programs?
PLEASE PROVIDE DETAILS:
Est. # of
Est.
Est Duration
Est Total
Work Hours
Sponsor
Union
If Yes,
Start
of Working
Construction Trade
Performed
Positions
(Yes / No)
Local #
Date
Days
Y

N

Y

N

OEWD APPROVAL:

Yes

No

OEWD Signature:

3. CREDIT for HIRING on NON-COVERED PROJECTS: If your firm cannot meet the mandatory local hiring
requirement, will you be requesting credit for hiring Targeted Workers on Non-covered Projects?
Est.
PLEASE PROVIDE DETAILS:
# of
Offsite
Est Total
Hire
Work Hours
Labor Trade, Position, or Title
s
Performed
Offsite Project Name
Journey
Apprentice
OEWD APPROVAL:
No
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Yes
OEWD Signature:

Yes

Project Address

No

ATTACHMENT B
FORM OF FIRST SOURCE HIRING AGREEMENT FOR CONSTRUCTION

[see attached]
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City and County of San Francisco

First Source Hiring Program
Office of Economic and Workforce Development
Workforce Development Division

First Source Hiring Agreement For Construction
MEMORANDUM OF UNDERSTANDING
This Memorandum of Understanding (“MOU”) is entered into as of , by and
between the City and County of San Francisco (the “City”) through its First Source Hiring
Administration (“FSHA”) and
(“Project Sponsor”).
WHEREAS, Project Sponsor, as developer, proposes to construct
new dwelling units,
with up to
square feet of commercial space and
accessory, off-street parking spaces
(“Project”) at
, Lots
in Assessor’s Block , San Francisco California (“Site”); and
WHEREAS, the Administrative Code of the City provides at Chapter 83 for a “First
Source Hiring Program” which has as its purpose the creation of employment opportunities for
qualified Economically Disadvantaged Individuals (as defined in Exhibit A); and
WHEREAS, the Project requires a building permit for a commercial activity of greater
than 25,000 square feet and/or is a residential project greater than ten (10) units and therefore
falls within the scope of the Chapter 83 of the Administrative Code; and
WHEREAS, Project Sponsor wishes to make a good faith effort to comply with the City's
First Source Hiring Program.
Therefore, the parties to this Memorandum of Understanding agree as follows:
A. Project Sponsor, upon entering into a contract for the construction of the Project with
Contractor after the date of this MOU, will include in that contract a provision
requiring the Contractor to enter into a First Source Hiring Agreement in the form
attached as Exhibit A. It is the Project Sponsor’s responsibility to provide a signed
copy of Exhibit A to First Source Hiring program and CityBuild within 10 business
days of execution.
B. CityBuild shall represent the First Source Hiring Administration and will provide
referrals of Qualified (as defined in Exhibit A) Economically Disadvantaged
Individuals for employment on the construction phase of the Project as required under
Chapter 83. The First Source Hiring Program will provide referrals of Qualified
Economically Disadvantaged Individuals for the permanent jobs located within the
commercial space of the Project.
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C. The owners or residents of the residential units within the Project shall have no
obligations under this MOU, or the attached First Source Hiring Agreement.
D. FSHA shall advise Project Sponsor, in writing, of any alleged breach on the part of
the Project's contractor and/or tenant(s) with regard to participation in the First
Source Hiring Program at the Project prior to seeking an assessment of liquidated
damages pursuant to Section 83.12 of the Administrative Code.
E. As stated in Section 83.10(d) of the Administrative Code, if Project Sponsor fulfills
its obligations as set forth in Chapter 83, it shall not be held responsible for the failure
of a contractor or commercial tenant to comply with the requirements of Chapter 83.
F. This MOU is an approved “First Source Hiring Agreement” as referenced in Section
83.11 of the Administrative Code. The parties agree that this MOU shall be recorded
and that it may be executed in counterparts, each of which shall be considered an
original and all of which taken together shall constitute one and the same instrument.
G. Except as set forth in Section E, above: (1) this MOU shall be binding on and inure
to the benefit of all successors and assigns of Project Sponsor having an interest in the
Project and (2) Project Sponsor shall require that its obligations under this MOU shall
be assumed in writing by its successors and assigns. Upon Project Sponsor’s sale,
assignment or transfer of title to the Project, it shall be relieved of all further
obligations or liabilities under this MOU.
Signature:

_______________________________

Date:

Name of Authorized Signer:

Email:

Company:

Phone:

Address:
Project Sponsor:
Contact:

Phone:

Address:

Email:

__________________________________
Date:
First Source Hiring Administration
OEWD, 1 South Van Ness 5th Fl. San Francisco, CA 94103
Attn: Ken Nim, CityBuild Director, ken.nim@sfgov.org
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Exhibit A:
First Source Hiring Agreement
This First Source Hiring Agreement (this “Agreement”), is made as of , by and
between
, the First Source Hiring Administration, (the “FSHA”), and the undersigned
contractor (“Contractor”):
RECITALS
WHEREAS, Contractor has executed or will execute an agreement (the “Contract”) to
construct or oversee a portion of the project to construct
new dwelling units, with up to
square feet of commercial space and
accessory, off-street parking spaces (“Project”) at
,
Lots
in Assessor’s Block
, San Francisco California (“Site”), and a copy of this
Agreement is attached as an exhibit to, and incorporated in, the Contract; and
WHEREAS, as a material part of the consideration given by Contractor under the
Contract, Contractor has agreed to execute this Agreement and participate in the San Francisco
Workforce Development System established by the City and County of San Francisco, pursuant
to Chapter 83 of the San Francisco Administrative Code;
WHEREAS, as a material part of the consideration given by Contractor under the
Contract, Contractor has agreed to execute this Agreement and participate in the San Francisco
Workforce Development System established by the City and County of San Francisco, pursuant
to Chapter 83 of the San Francisco Administrative Code;
NOW, THEREFORE, in consideration of the mutual covenants set forth herein and other
good and valuable consideration, the receipt and sufficiency of which is hereby acknowledged,
the parties covenant and agree as follows:
1. DEFINITIONS
For purposes of this Agreement, initially capitalized terms shall be defined as follows:
a.

"Core" or "Existing" workforce. Contractor's "core" or "existing" workforce shall
consist of any worker who appears on the Contractor's active payroll for at least
60 days of the 100 working days prior to the award of this Contract.

b.

"Economically Disadvantaged Individual". An individual who is either (a)
eligible for services under the Workforce Investment Act of 1998 (29 U.S.C.A.
2801, et seq.), as may be amended from time to time, or (b) designated as
"economically disadvantaged" by the OEWD/First Source Hiring Administration
as an individual who is at risk of relying upon, or returning to, public assistance.

c.

"Hiring opportunity". When a Contractor adds workers to its existing workforce
for the purpose of performing the work under this Contract, a "hiring opportunity"
is created. For example, if the carpentry subcontractor has an existing crew of
five carpenters and needs seven carpenters to perform the work, then there are two
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hiring opportunities for carpentry on the Project.
d.

"Job Notification". Written notice of job request from Contractor to CITYBUILD
for any hiring opportunities. Contract shall provide Job Notifications to
CITYBUILD with a minimum of 3 business days' notice.

e.

"New hire". A "new hire" is any worker who is not a member of Contractor's core
or existing workforce.

f.

"Referral". A referral is an individual member of the CITYBUILD Referral
Program who has received training appropriate to entering the construction
industry workforce.

g.

"Workforce participation goal". The workforce participation goal is expressed as
a percentage of the Contractor's and its Subcontractors' new hires for the Project.

h.

“Entry Level Position”. A position that requires less than two (2) years training or
specific preparation, and shall include temporary and permanent jobs, and
construction jobs related to the development of a commercial activity.

i.

“First Opportunity”. Consideration by Contractor of System Referrals for filling
Entry Level Positions prior to recruitment and hiring of non-System Referral job
applicants.

j.

“Job Classification”. Categorization of employment opportunity or position by
craft, occupational title, skills, and experience required, if any.

k.

“Job Notification”. Written notice, in accordance with Section 2(b) below, from
Contractor to FSHA for any available Entry Level Position during the term of the
Contract.

l.

“Publicize”. Advertise or post available employment information, including
participation in job fairs or other forums.

m.

“Qualified”. An Economically Disadvantaged Individual who meets the minimum
bona fide occupational qualifications provided by Contractor to the System in the
job availability notices required this Agreement.

n.

“System”. The San Francisco Workforce Development System established by the
City and County of San Francisco, and managed by the Office of Economic and
Workforce Development (OEWD), for maintaining (1) a pool of Qualified
individuals, and (2) the mechanism by which such individuals are certified and
referred to prospective employers covered by the First Source Hiring
requirements under Chapter 83 of the San Francisco Administrative Code. Under
this agreement, CityBuild will act as the representative of the San Francisco
Workforce Development System.

o.

“System Referrals”. Referrals by CityBuild of Qualified applicants for Entry
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Level Positions with Contractor.
p.
2.

“Subcontractor”. A person or entity who has a direct contract with Contractor to
perform a portion of the work under the Contract.

PARTICIPATION OF CONTRACTOR IN THE SYSTEM
a.

The Contractor agrees to work in Good Faith with the Office of Economic and
Workforce Development (OEWD)’s CityBuild Program to achieve the goal of
50% of new hires for employment opportunities in the construction trades and
Entry-level Position related to providing support to the construction industry.
The Contractor shall provide CityBuild the following information about the
Contractor’s employment needs under the Contract:

b.

34469\13322593.1

i.

On Exhibit A-1, the CityBuild Workforce Projection Form 1, Contractor
will provide a detailed numerical estimate of journey and apprentice level
positions to be employed on the project for each trade.

ii.

Contractor is required to ensure that a CityBuild Workforce Projection
Form 1 is also completed by each of its Subcontractors.

iii.

Contractor will collaborate with CityBuild staff to identify, by trade, the
number of Core workers at project start and the number of workers at
project peak; and the number of positions that will be required to fulfill the
First Source local hiring expectation.

iv.

Contractor and Subcontractors will provide documented verification that
its “core” employees for this contract meet the definition listed in Section
1.a.

The Contractor shall perform the following in its good faith efforts to meet the
hiring goals set forth in this Agreement:
i.

Contractor must (A) give good faith consideration to all CityBuild
Referrals, (B) review the resumes of all such referrals, (C) conduct
interviews for posted Entry Level Positions in accordance with the nondiscrimination provisions of this contract, and (D) affirmative obligation
to notify CityBuild of any new entry-level positions throughout the life of
the project.

ii.

Contractor must provide constructive feedback to CityBuild on all System
Referrals in accordance with the following:

Workforce Agreement
Exhibit I, Attachment B, Page 5

c.

3.

(A)

If Contractor meets the criteria in Section 5(a) below that
establishes “good faith efforts” of Contractor, Contractor must
only respond orally to follow-up questions asked by the CityBuild
account executive regarding each System Referral; and

(B)

After Contractor has filled at least 5 Entry Level Positions under
this Agreement, if Contractor is unable to meet the criteria in
Section 5(b) below that establishes “good faith efforts” of
Contractor, Contractor will be required to provide written
comments on all CityBuild Referrals.

Contractor must provide timely notification to CityBuild as soon as the job is
filled, and identify by whom.

CONTRACTOR RETAINS DISCRETION REGARDING HIRING DECISIONS
Contractor agrees to offer the System the first opportunity to provide qualified applicants
for employment consideration in Entry Level Positions, subject to any enforceable
collective bargaining agreements. Contractor shall consider all applications of Qualified
System Referrals for employment. Provided Contractor utilizes nondiscriminatory
screening criteria, Contractor shall have the sole discretion to interview and hire any
System Referrals.

4.

COMPLIANCE WITH COLLECTIVE BARGAINING AGREEMENTS
Notwithstanding any other provision hereunder, if Contractor is subject to any collective
bargaining agreement(s) requiring compliance with a pre-established applicant referral
process, Contractor’s only obligations with regards to any available Entry Level Positions
subject to such collective bargaining agreement(s) during the term of the Contract shall
be the following:
a.

Contractor shall notify the appropriate union(s) of the Contractor’s obligations
under this Agreement and request assistance from the union(s) in referring
Qualified applicants for the available Entry Level Position(s), to the extent such
referral can conform to the requirements of the collective bargaining
agreement(s).

b.

Contractor shall use “name call” privileges, in accordance with the terms of the
applicable collective bargaining agreement(s), to seek Qualified applicants from
the System for the available Entry Level Position(s).

c.

Contractor shall sponsor Qualified Apprenticeship applicants, referred through the
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System, for applicable union membership.
5.

CONTRACTOR’S GOOD FAITH EFFORT TO COMPLY WITH ITS OBLIGATIONS
HEREUNDER
Contractor will make good faith efforts to comply with its obligations to participate in the
System under this Agreement. Determinations of Contractor’s good faith efforts shall be
in accordance with the following:
a.

Contractor shall be deemed to have used good faith efforts if Contractor
accurately completes and submits prior to the start of demolition and/or
construction Exhibit A-1: CityBuild Workforce Projection Form 1; and

b.

Contractor’s failure to meet the criteria set forth from Section 5(c) to 5(m) does
not impute “bad faith.” Failure to meet the criteria set forth in Section 5(c) to
5(m) shall trigger a review of the referral process and the Contractor’s efforts to
comply with this Agreement. Such review shall be conducted by FSHA in
accordance with Section 11(c) below.

c.

Meet with the Project’s owner, developer, general contractor, or CityBuild
representative to review and discuss your plan to meet your local hiring
obligations under San Francisco’s First Source Hiring Ordinance (Municipal
Code- Chapter 83) or the City and County of San Francisco Administrative Code
Chapter 6.

d.

Contact a CityBuild representative to review your hiring projections and goals for
the Project. The Project developer and/or Contractor must take active steps to
advise all of its Subcontractors of the local hiring obligations on the Project,
including, but not limited to providing CityBuild access and presentation time at
each pre-bid, each pre-construction, and if necessary, any progress meeting held
throughout the life of the project

e.

Submit to CityBuild a “Projection of Entry Level Positions” form or other formal
written notification specifying your expected hiring needs during the Project’s
duration.

f.

Notify your respective union(s) regarding your local hiring obligations and
request their assistance in referring qualified San Francisco residents for any
available position(s). This step applies to the extent that such referral would not
violate your union’s collective bargaining agreement(s).

g.

Be sure to reserve your “name call” privileges for qualified applicants referred
through the CityBuild system. This should be done within the terms of applicable
collective bargaining agreement(s).
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6.

h.

Provide CityBuild with up-to-date list of all trade unions affiliated with any work
on the Project in a timely matter in order to facilitate CityBuild's notification to
these unions of the Project's workforce requirements.

i.

Submit a “Job Request” in the form attached as Attachment A-1, Form 3, to
CityBuild for each apprentice level position that becomes available. Please allow
a minimum of 3 Business Days for CityBuild to provide appropriate candidate(s).
You should simultaneously contact your union about the position as well, and let
them know that you have contacted CityBuild as part of your local hiring
obligations.

j.

Developer has an ongoing, affirmative obligation and must advise each of its
Subcontractors of their ongoing obligation to notify CityBuild of any/all
apprentice level openings that arise throughout the duration of the project,
including openings that arise from layoffs of original crew. Developer/contractor
shall not exercise discretion in informing CityBuild of any given position; rather,
CityBuild is to be universally notified, and a discussion between the
developer/contractor and CityBuild can determine whether a CityBuild graduate
would be an appropriate placement for any given apprentice level position.

k.

Hire qualified candidate(s) referred through the CityBuild system. In the event of
the firing/layoff of any CityBuild graduate, Project developer and/or Contractor
must notify CityBuild staff within two days of the decision and provide
justification for the layoff; ideally, Project developer and/or Contractor will
request a meeting with the Project's employment liaison as soon as any issue
arises with a CityBuild placement in order to remedy the situation before
termination becomes necessary.

l.

Provide a monthly report and/or any relevant workforce records or data from
contractors to identify workers employed on the Project, source of hire, and any
other pertinent information as pertain to compliance with this Agreement.

m.

Maintain accurate records of your efforts to meet the steps and requirements listed
above. Such records must include the maintenance of an on-site First Source
Hiring Compliance binder, as well as records of any new hire made by the
Contractor and/or Project developer through a San Francisco community-based
organization whom the Contractor believes meets the First Source Hiring criteria.
Any further efforts or actions agreed upon by CityBuild staff and the Project
developer and/or Contractor on a project-by-project basis.

COMPLIANCE WITH THIS AGREEMENT OF SUBCONTRACTORS
In the event that Contractor subcontracts a portion of the work under the Contract,
Contractor shall determine how many, if any, of the Entry Level Positions are to be
employed by its Subcontractor(s) using Form 1: the CityBuild Workforce Projection
Form and the City’s online project reporting system (currently Elation), provided,
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however, that Contractor shall retain the primary responsibility for meeting the
requirements imposed under this Agreement. Contractor shall ensure that this Agreement
is incorporated into and made applicable to such Subcontract.
7.

EXCEPTION FOR ESSENTIAL FUNCTIONS
Nothing in this Agreement precludes Contractor from using temporary or reassigned
existing employees to perform essential functions of its operation; provided, however, the
obligations of this Agreement to make good faith efforts to fill such vacancies
permanently with System Referrals remains in effect. For these purposes, “essential
functions” means those functions absolutely necessary to remain open for business.

8.

CONTRACTOR’S COMPLIANCE WITH EXISTING EMPLOYMENT
AGREEMENTS
Nothing in this Agreement shall be interpreted to prohibit the continuation of existing
workforce training agreements or to interfere with consent decrees, collective bargaining
agreements, or existing employment contracts. In the event of a conflict between this
Agreement and an existing agreement, the terms of the existing agreement shall
supersede this Agreement.

9.

HIRING GOALS EXCEEDING OBLIGATIONS OF THIS AGREEMENT
Nothing in this Agreement shall be interpreted to prohibit the adoption of hiring and
retention goals, first source hiring and interviewing requirements, notice and job
availability requirements, monitoring, record keeping, and enforcement requirements and
procedures which exceed the requirements of this Agreement.

10.

OBLIGATIONS OF CITYBUILD
Under this Agreement, CityBuild shall:
a.

Upon signing the CityBuild Workforce Hiring Plan, immediately initiate
recruitment and pre-screening activities.

b.

Recruit Qualified individuals to create a pool of applicants for jobs who match
Contractor’s Job Notification and to the extent appropriate train applicants for
jobs that will become available through the First Source Program;

c.

Screen and refer applicants according to qualifications and specific selection
criteria submitted by Contractor;

d.

Provide funding for City-sponsored pre-employment, employment training, and
support services programs;

e.

Follow up with Contractor on outcomes of System Referrals and initiate
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corrective action as necessary to maintain an effective employment/training
delivery system;

11.

f.

Provide Contractor with reporting forms for monitoring the requirements of this
Agreement; and

g.

Monitor the performance of the Agreement by examination of records of
Contractor as submitted in accordance with the requirements of this Agreement.

CONTRACTOR’S REPORTING AND RECORD KEEPING OBLIGATIONS
Contractor shall:
a.

Maintain accurate records demonstrating Contractor’s compliance with the First
Source Hiring requirements of Chapter 83 of the San Francisco Administrative
Code including, but not limited to, the following:
(1)
(2)
(3)
(4)

12.

Applicants
Job offers
Hires
Rejections of applicants

b.

Submit completed reporting forms based on Contractor’s records to CityBuild
quarterly, unless more frequent submittals are reasonably required by FSHA. In
this regard, Contractor agrees that if a significant number of positions are to be
filled during a given period or other circumstances warrant, CityBuild may
require daily, weekly, or monthly reports containing all or some of the above
information.

c.

If based on complaint, failure to report, or other cause, the FSHA has reason to
question Contractor’s good faith effort, Contractor shall demonstrate to the
reasonable satisfaction of the City that it has exercised good faith to satisfy its
obligations under this Agreement.

DURATION OF THIS AGREEMENT
This Agreement shall be in full force and effect throughout the term of the Contract.
Upon expiration of the Contract, or its earlier termination, this Agreement shall terminate
and it shall be of no further force and effect on the parties.

13.

NOTICE
All notices to be given under this Agreement shall be in writing and sent by: certified
mail, return receipt requested, in which case notice shall be deemed delivered three (3)
business days after deposit, postage prepaid in the United States Mail, a nationally
recognized overnight courier, in which case notice shall be deemed delivered one (1)
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business day after deposit with that courier, or hand delivery, in which case notice shall
be deemed delivered on the date received, all as follows:

If to FSHA:

First Source Hiring Administration
OEWD, 1 South Van Ness 5th Fl.
San Francisco, CA 94103
Attn: Ken Nim, CityBuild Director,
ken.nim@sfgov.org

If to CityBuild:

CityBuild Compliance Manager
OEWD, 1 South Van Ness 5th Fl.
San Francisco, CA 94103
Attn: Ken Nim, CityBuild Director,
ken.nim@sfgov.org

If to Developer:

Attn:

If to Contractor:

Attn:

a. Any party may change its address for notice purposes by giving the other
parties notice of its new address as provided herein. A “business day” is any
day other than a Saturday, Sunday or a day in which banks in San Francisco,
California are authorized to close.
b. Notwithstanding the forgoing, any Job Notification or any other reports required
of Contractor under this Agreement (collectively, “Contractor Reports”) shall be
delivered to the address of FSHA pursuant to this Section via first class mail,
postage paid, and such Contractor Reports shall be deemed delivered two (2)
business days after deposit in the mail in accordance with this Subsection.
14.

ENTIRE AGREEMENT
This Agreement contains the entire agreement between the parties to this Agreement and
shall not be modified in any manner except by an instrument in writing executed by the
parties or their respective successors in interest.

34469\13322593.1

Workforce Agreement
Exhibit I, Attachment B, Page 11

15.

SEVERABILITY
If any term or provision of this Agreement shall, to any extent, be held invalid or
unenforceable, the remainder of this Agreement shall not be affected.

16.

COUNTERPARTS
This Agreement may be executed in one or more counterparts. Each shall be deemed an
original and all, taken together, shall constitute one and the same instrument.

17.

SUCCESSORS
This Agreement shall inure to the benefit of and shall be binding upon the parties to this
Agreement and their respective heirs, successors and assigns. If there is more than one
person comprising Seller, their obligations shall be joint and several.

18.

HEADINGS
Section titles and captions contained in this Agreement are inserted as a matter of
convenience and for reference and in no way define, limit, extend or describe the scope
of this Agreement or the intent of any of its provisions

19.

GOVERNING LAW

This Agreement shall be governed and construed by the laws of the State of California.
IN WITNESS WHEREOF, the following have executed this Agreement as of the date set forth
above.
CONTRACTOR:
Date:

Signature:
Name of Authorized Signer:
Company:
Address:
Phone:
Email:
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FIRST SOURCE HIRING
PROGRAM
CITY AND COUNTY OF SAN FRANCISCO

CITYBUILD

OFFICE OF ECONOMIC AND WORKFORCE

CONSTRUCTION CONTRACTS

DEVELOPMENT
CITYBUILD PROGRAM

FORM 1: CITYBUILD WORKFORCE PROJECTION
Instructions
•
•
•
•
•

The Prime Contractor must complete and submit Form 1 within 30 days of award of contract.
All subcontractors with contracts in excess of $100,000 must complete Form 1 and submit to the Prime Contractor within 30
days of award of contract.
The Prime Contractor is responsible for collecting all completed Form 1’s from all subcontractors.
It is the Prime Contractor’s responsibility to ensure the CityBuild Program receives completed Form 1’s from all
subcontractors in the specified time and keep a record of these forms in a compliance binder at the project jobsite.
All contractors and subcontractors are required to attend a preconstruction meeting with CityBuild staff.

Construction
Project Name:

Construction
Project Address:

Projected Start Date:

Contract Duration:

Company Name:

Company Address:

Main Contact Name:

Main Phone Number:

(calendar days)

Main Contact Email :
Name of Person with
Hiring Authority:

Hiring Authority
Phone Number:

Hiring Authority
Email:

Name of Authorized Representative

Signature of Authorized Representative*

Date

*By signing this form, the company agrees to participate in the CityBuild Program and comply with the provisions of the First
Source Hiring Agreement pursuant to San Francisco Administrative Code Chapter 83.

Table 1: Briefly summarize your contracted or subcontracted scope of work

Table 2: Complete on the following page
•
•
•

List the construction trade crafts that are projected to perform work. Do not list Project Managers, Engineers, Administrative,
and any other non-construction trade employees.
Total Number of Workers on the Project: The total number of workers projected to work on the project per construction trade.
This number will include existing workers and new hires. For union contractors this total will also include union dispatches.
Total Number of New Hires: List the projected number of New Hires that will be employed on the project. For union contractors,
New Hires will also include union dispatches.
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Table 2: List all construction trades projected to perform work
Construction Trades

Journey or
Apprentice

Union
(Yes or No)

J

A

Y

N

J

A

Y

N

J

A

Y

N

J

A

Y

N

J

A

Y

N

J

A

Y

N

J

A

Y

N

J

A

Y

N

Total Work
Hours

Total Number of
Workers on the
Project

Total Number of
New Hires

Table 3: List your core or existing employees projected to work on the project
•
•

Please provide information on your projected core or existing employees that will perform work on the jobsite.
“Core” or “Existing” workers are defined as any worker appearing on the Contractor's active payroll for at least 60 out of the 100 working
days prior to the award of this Contract. If necessary, continue on a separate sheet.

Name of Core or Existing Employee

Construction Trade

Journey or
Apprentice
J

A

J

A

J

A

J

A

J

A

J

A

J

A

J

A

J

A

J

A

J

A

J

A

J

A

J

A

J

A

J

A

J

A

J

A

J

A

City

Zip Code

FOR CITY USE ONLY: CityBuild Staff: __________________________
Approved: Yes □ No □
Date: __________
Reason:________________________________________________________________________________________________
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FIRST SOURCE HIRING
PROGRAM
CITY AND COUNTY OF SAN FRANCISCO

CITYBUILD

OFFICE OF ECONOMIC AND WORKFORCE

CONSTRUCTION CONTRACTS

DEVELOPMENT
CITYBUILD PROGRAM

FORM 3: CITYBUILD JOB NOTICE FORM
INSTRUCTIONS: To meet the requirements of the First Source Hiring Program (San Francisco Administrative Code
Chapter 83), the Contractor shall notify CityBuild, the First Source Hiring Administrator, of all new hiring opportunities
with a minimum of 3 business days prior to the start date.
1.

Complete the form and fax to CityBuild 415-701-4896 or EMAIL: workforce.development@sfgov.org

2.

Contact Workforce Development at 415-701-4848 or by email: local.hire.ordinance@sfgov.org
OR call the main line of the Office of Economic and Workforce Development (OEWD) at 415-701-4848 to confirm
receipt of fax or email.

ATTENTION: Please also submit this form to your union or hiring hall if you are required to do so under your
collective bargaining agreement or contract. CityBuild is not a Dispatching Hall, nor does this form act as a Request for
Dispatch. All formal Requests for Dispatch will be conducted through your union or hiring hall.
Section A. Job Notice Information
Trade

# of Journeymen
Start Time

Start Date

# of Apprentices

Job Duration

Brief description of your scope of work:
Section B. Union Information (Union contractors complete Section B. Otherwise, leave Section B blank)
Local #

Union Contact Name

Union Phone #

Section C. Contractor Information
Project Name:
Jobsite Location:
Contractor:

Prime

Contractor Address:
Contact Name:
Office Phone:
Alt. Contact:

Title:
Cell Phone:

Email:
Phone #:

Contractor Contact Signature

Date
OEWD USE ONLY Able to Fill Yes
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Sub

ATTACHMENT C
LBE UTILIZATION PLAN
[see attached]
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ATTACHMENT C
LBE UTILIZATION PLAN
1.
Purpose and Scope. This Attachment C ("LBE Utilization Plan") governs the
Local Business Enterprise obligations of the Project pursuant to San Francisco Administrative
Code Section 14B.20 and satisfies the obligations of each Project Sponsor and its Contractors
and Consultants for a LBE Utilization Plan as set forth therein. Capitalized terms not defined
herein shall have the meanings ascribed to them in the Workforce Plan or Section 14B.20 as
applicable. Developer will seek to, whenever practicable, conduct outreach to contracting teams
that reflect the diversity of the City and include participation of both businesses and residents
from the City’s most disadvantaged communities such as, but not limited to the Bayview/Hunters
Point, Chinatown, Mission, South of Market, Tenderloin, Visitacion Valley and Western
Addition neighborhoods.. In the event of any conflict between Administrative Code Chapter
14B and this Attachment, this Attachment shall govern.
2.
Roles of Parties. In connection with the design and construction phases of all
Construction Work (as defined in the Workforce Plan), the Project will provide community
benefits designed to foster employment opportunities for disadvantaged individuals by offering
contracting and consulting opportunities to local business enterprises (“LBEs”). Each Project
Sponsor shall participate in a local business enterprise program, and the City’s Contract
Monitoring Division will serve the roles as set forth below.
3.

Definitions. For purposes of this Attachment, the definitions shall be as follows:

a.

"CMD" shall mean the Contract Monitoring Division of the City Administrator's
Office.

b.

"Commercially Useful Function" shall mean that the business is directly responsible
for providing the materials, equipment, supplies or services to the Contracting Party
as required by the solicitation or request for quotes, bids or proposals. Businesses
that engage in the business of providing brokerage, referral or temporary
employment services shall not be deemed to perform a "commercially useful
function" unless the brokerage, referral or temporary employment services are those
required and sought by the Contracting Party.

c.

"Consultant" shall mean a person or company that has entered into a professional
services contract for monetary consideration with a Project Sponsor to provide
advice or services to the Project Sponsor directly related to the architectural or
landscape design, physical planning, and/or civil, structural or environmental
engineering of an LBE Improvement.

d.

"Contract(s)" shall mean an agreement, whether a direct contract or subcontract, for
Consultant or Contractor services for all or a portion of an LBE Improvement.

e.

“Contracting Party” means a Project Sponsor, Contractor or Consultant retained to
work on LBE Improvements, as the case may be.
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f.

"Contractor" shall mean a prime contractor, general contractor, or construction
manager contracted by a Project Sponsor who performs construction work on an
LBE Improvement.

g.

“Follow-on Tenant Improvements” means tenant improvements within commercial
spaces in residential or commercial buildings (office, retail) that are constructed
pursuant to an approved building permit or site permit/addenda issued after the
building permit or site permit/addenda for the Initial Tenant Improvements.

h.

“Good Faith Efforts” shall mean procedural steps taken by the Project Sponsor,
Contractor or Consultant with respect to the attainment of the LBE participation
goals, as set forth in Section 7 below.

i.

“Initial Tenant Improvements” means tenant improvements within commercial
spaces in residential or commercial buildings (office, retail) that are constructed
pursuant to the first building permit or site permit/addenda issued for such spaces
after completion of building core and shell.

j.

"Local Business Enterprise" or "LBE" means a business that is certified as an LBE
under Chapter 14B.3.

k.

“LBE Liaison” shall mean the Project Sponsor's primary point of contact with CMD
regarding the obligations of this LBE Utilization Plan. Each prime Contractor(s)
shall likewise have a LBE Liaison.

l.

“LBE Improvements” means, as applicable, (a) all Horizontal Improvements
required or permitted to be made to the Project Site to be carried out by Developer
under the Development Agreement and (b) Workforce Buildings.

m. "Project Sponsor" shall mean the Developer of Horizontal Improvements or of
Buildings constructed pursuant to the Development Agreement.
n.

"Subconsultant" shall mean a person or entity that has a direct Contract with a
Consultant to perform a portion of the work under a Contract for an LBE
Improvement.

o.

"Subcontractor" shall mean a person or entity that has a direct Contract with a
Contractor to perform a portion of the work under a Contract for Construction Work.

p.

“Workforce Buildings” means the following: (i) residential buildings, including
associated residential units, common space, amenities, parking and back of house
construction; (ii) commercial office, retail, parking buildings core & shell; (iii) tenant
improvement for all commercial spaces in residential or commercial buildings
(office, retail) which are 15,000 square feet (per square footage on building permit
application) and above; and (iv) all construction related to standalone affordable
housing buildings. Workforce Buildings shall expressly exclude residential ownercontracted improvements in for-sale residential units. Developer will use good faith
efforts to hire LBEs for ongoing service contracts (e.g. maintenance, janitorial,
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landscaping, security etc.) within Workforce Buildings and advertise such
contracting opportunities with CMD except to the extent impractical or infeasible. If
a master association is responsible for the operation and maintenance of publicly
owned improvements within the Project Site, CMD shall refer LBEs to such
association for consideration with regard to contracting opportunities for such
improvements. Such association will consider, in good faith such LBE referrals, but
hiring decisions shall be entirely at the discretion of such association.
4.
LBE Participation Goal. Project Sponsor agrees to participate in this LBE
Utilization Plan and CMD agrees to work with Project Sponsor in this effort, as set forth in this
Attachment C. As long as this Attachment C remains in full force and effect, each Project
Sponsor shall make good faith efforts as defined below to achieve an overall LBE participation
goal of __ percent (__%) of the total cost of all Contracts for an LBE Improvement awarded to
LBE Contractors, Subcontractors, Consultants or Subconsultants that are Small and Micro-LBEs,
as set forth in Administrative Code Section 14B.8(A); Follow-on Tenant Improvements and
services are not included in the numerical goal. Notwithstanding the foregoing, CMD’s Director
may, in his or her discretion, provide for a downward adjustment of the LBE participation
requirement, depending on LBE participation data presented by the Project Sponsor and its team
in quarterly and annual reports and meetings. Where, based on reasonable evidence presented to
the Director by a party attempting to achieve the LBE Participation goals, that there are not
sufficient qualified Small and Micro-LBEs available, the Director may authorize the applicable
party to satisfy the LBE participation goal through the use of Small, Micro or SBA-LBEs (as
each such term is defined is employed in Chapter 14B of the Administrative Code), or may set
separate subcontractor participation requirements for Small and Micro- LBEs, and for SBALBEs.
5.
Project Sponsor Obligations. For each LBE Improvement, the Project Sponsor shall
comply with the requirements of this Attachment C as follows: Upon entering into a Contract
with a Contractor or Consultant, each Project Sponsor will include each such Contract a
provision requiring the Contractor or Consultant to comply with the terms of this Attachment C,
and setting forth the applicable percentage goal for such Contract, and provide a signed copy
thereof to CMD within 10 business days of execution. Such Contract shall specify the notice
information for the Contractor or Consultant to receive notice pursuant to Section 17. Each
Project Sponsor shall identify a “LBE Liaison” as its main point of contact for
outreach/compliance concerns. The LBE Liaison shall be a LBE Consultant with the experience
in and responsible for making recommendations on how to maximize engagement of local small
businesses/LBEs from disadvantaged communities including but not limited to the
Bayview/Hunters Point, Chinatown, Mission, South of Market, Tenderloin, Visitacion Valley
and Western Addition neighborhoods.. The LBE Liaison shall be available to meet with CMD
staff on a regular basis or as necessary regarding the implementation of this Attachment C. For
the term of the Development Agreement, at least once per year, each Project Sponsor shall hold a
public workshop for applicable contractor communities to publicize anticipated contracting
opportunities for LBE Improvements for the succeeding year, which workshops may be held
independently or in conjunction with each other. Each Project Sponsor will use good faith
efforts to hire Small, Micro or SBA-LBEs for ongoing service contracts including janitorial,
security and parking management contracts and advertise these contracting opportunities with
the CMD except to the extent impractical or infeasible (e.g., a parking management contract
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cannot be broken down to allow two parking operators). Each Project Sponsor agrees to utilize a
“subguard” policy or other means (i.e., OCIP or CCIP) to provide bonding capacity or assistance
for LBEs working on the Project at the developer or contractor’s option, should the firm be
required to bond. Developer agrees to work in good faith with CMD to set aside at least 50% of
eligible contracts that are under the City’s Threshold Amount or Minimum Competitive
Amounts (for formal contracting)1 to be let as Micro-LBE set-aside contracts.
If a Project Sponsor fulfills its obligations as set forth in this Section 6 and otherwise
cooperates in good faith at CMD's request with respect to any meet and confer process or
enforcement action against a non-compliant Contractor, Consultant, Subcontractor or
Subconsultant, then it shall not be held responsible for the failure of a Contractor, Consultant,
Subcontractor or Subconsultant or any other person or party to comply with the requirements of
this Attachment C.
7.
Good Faith Efforts. City acknowledges and agrees that each Project Sponsor,
Contractor, Subcontractor, Consultant and Subconsultant shall have the sole discretion to qualify,
hire or not hire LBEs. If a Contractor or Consultant does not meet the LBE hiring goal set forth
above, it will nonetheless be deemed to satisfy the good faith effort obligation of this Section 7
and thereby satisfy the requirements and obligations of this Attachment C if the Contractor,
Consultants and their Subcontractors and Subconsultants, as applicable, perform the good faith
efforts set forth in this Section 7 as follows:
a.

Advance Notice. Notify CMD in writing of all upcoming solicitations of proposals
for work under a Contract at least 15 business days before issuing such solicitations
to allow opportunity for CMD to identify and outreach to any LBEs that it
reasonably deems may be qualified for the Contract scope of work.

b.

Contract Size. Where practicable, the Project Sponsor, Contractor, Consultant,
Subcontractor or Subconsultant, in their sole discretion, may divide the work in order
to encourage maximum LBE participation or, encourage joint venturing. The
Contracting Party will identify specific items of each Contract that may be
performed by Subcontractors. Developer agrees to work with CMD to set aside at
least 50% of eligible contracts that are under the City’s Threshold Amount or
Minimum Competitive Amounts to be let as Micro-LBE set-aside contracts.

c.

Advertise. The Project Sponsor, Contractor, Consultant, Subcontractor or
Subconsultant may advertise for at least 30 days professional services and
contracting opportunities in media focused on small businesses including the City’s
SF City Partners Website (https://sfcitypartner.sfgov.org/pages/index.aspx) and
other local and trade publications, and allowing subcontractors to attend outreach

1 The Threshold Amount for the procurement of construction services and general services is currently $706,000,
effective January 1, 2020. The Minimum Competitive Amounts for the procurement of Professional
Services and Commodities is $129,000, effective January 1, 2020. (Note: The Controller’s Office is
charged with recalculating the CPI, inflation-adjusted “Threshold Amounts” and the “Minimum
Competitive Amounts” as defined in Chapter 6 and Chapter 21 of the San Francisco Administrative Code)
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events, pre-bid meetings, and inviting LBEs to submit bids to Project Sponsor or its
prime Contractor or Consultant, as applicable. As Contractor deems necessary,
convene pre-bid or pre-solicitation meetings no less than 15 days prior to the opening
of bids and proposals for LBEs to ask questions about the selection process and
technical specifications/requirements.
d.

CMD Invitation. If a pre-bid meeting or other similar meeting is held with proposed
Contractors, Subcontractors, Consultants or Subconsultants, invite CMD to the
meeting to allow CMD to explain proper LBE utilization.

e.

Public Solicitation. The Project Sponsor or its prime Contractor(s) and/or
Consultants, as applicable, will work with CMD to follow up on initial solicitations
of interest by contacting LBEs to determine with certainty whether they are
interested in performing specific items in a project.

f.

Outreach and Other Assistance. The Project Sponsor or its prime Contractor (s)
and/or Consultants, as applicable, will a) provide LBEs with plans, specifications
and requirements for all or part of the project; b) notify LBE trade associations that
disseminate bid and contract information and provide technical assistance to LBEs.
The designated LBE Liaison(s) will work with CMD to conduct outreach to LBEs
for all consulting/contracting opportunities in the applicable trades and services in
order to encourage them to participate on the project.

g.

Contacts. Make contacts with LBEs, associations or development centers, or any
agencies, which disseminate bid and contract information to LBEs and document any
other efforts undertaken to encourage participation by LBEs.

h.

Good Faith/Nondiscrimination. Make good faith efforts to enter into Contracts with
LBEs and give good faith consideration to bids and proposals submitted by LBEs.
Use nondiscriminatory selection criteria (for the purpose of clarity, exercise of
subjective aesthetic taste in selection decisions for architect and other design
professionals shall not be deemed discriminatory and the exercise of its
commercially reasonable judgment in all hiring decisions shall not be deemed
discriminatory).

i.

Incorporation into contract provisions. Project Sponsor shall include in Contracts
provisions that require prospective Contractors and Consultants that will be utilizing
Subcontractors or Subconsultants to follow the above good faith efforts to
subcontract to LBEs, including the overall LBE participation goal and any LBE
percentage that may be required under such Contract (Note: Developer/applicable
tenants shall follow this programs Good Faith Efforts for Follow-on Tenant
Improvements and services, but such work is not subject to the numerical LBE goal).

j.

Monitoring. Allow CMD Contract Compliance unit to monitor
Consultant/Contractor selection processes and, when necessary give suggestions as
to how best to maximize LBEs ability to complete and win procurement
opportunities.
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k.

Maintain Records and Cooperation. Maintain records of LBEs that are awarded
Contracts, not discriminate against any LBEs, and, if requested, meet and confer
with CMD as reasonably required in addition to the meet and confer sessions
described in Section 10 below to identify a strategy to meet the LBE goal;

l.

Quarterly and Annual Reports. During construction, the LBE Liaison(s) shall
prepare a quarterly and annual report of LBE participation goal attainment and
submit to CMD as required by Section 10 herein; and

m. Meet and Confer. Attend the meet and confer process described in Section 10.
8.
Good Faith Outreach. Good faith efforts shall be deemed satisfied solely by
compliance with Section 7. Contractors and Consultants, and Subcontractors and Subconsultants
as applicable shall also work with CMD to identify from CMD's database of LBEs those LBEs
who are most likely to be qualified for each identified opportunity under Section 7.a, and
following CMD's notice under Section 9.a, shall undertake reasonable efforts at CMD's request
to support CMD's outreach identified LBEs as mutually agreed upon by CMD and each
Contractor or Consultant and its Subcontractors and Subconsultants, as applicable.
9.
CMD Obligations. The following are obligations of CMD to implement this LBE
Utilization Plan:
a.

During the fifteen (15) business day notification period for upcoming Contracts
required by Section 7.a, CMD will work with the Project Sponsor and its Contractor
and/or Consultant as applicable to send such notification to qualified LBEs to alert
them to upcoming Contracts.

b.

Provide assistance to Contractors, Subcontractors, Consultants and Subconsultants
on good faith outreach to LBEs.

c.

Review quarterly reports of LBE participation goals; when necessary give
suggestions as to how best to maximize LBEs ability to compete and win
procurement opportunities.

d.

Perform other tasks as reasonably required to assist the Project Sponsor and its
Contractors, Subcontractors, Consultants and Subconsultants in meeting LBE
participation goals and/or satisfying good faith efforts requirements.

e.

Insurance and Bonding. Recognizing that lines of credit, insurance and bonding are
problems common to local businesses, CMD staff will be available to explain the
applicable insurance and bonding requirements, answer questions about them, and, if
possible, suggest governmental or third-party avenues of assistance.

10.
Meet and Confer Process. Commencing with the first Contract that is executed
for an LBE Improvement, and every six (6) months thereafter, or more frequently if requested by
either CMD, Project Sponsor or a Contractor or Consultant and the CMD shall engage in an
informal meet and confer to assess compliance of such Contractor and Consultants and its
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Subcontractors and Subconsultants as applicable with this Attachment C. When deficiencies are
noted, meet and confer with CMD to ascertain and execute plans to increase LBE participation.
11.
Prohibition on Discrimination. Project Sponsors shall not discriminate in its
selection of Contractors and Consultants, and such Contractors and Consultants shall not
discriminate in their selection of Subcontractors and Subconsultants against any person on the
basis of race, gender, or any other basis prohibited by law. As part of its efforts to avoid
unlawful discrimination in the selection of Subconsultants and Subcontractors, Contractors and
Consultants will undertake the Good Faith Efforts and participate in the meet and confer
processes as set forth in Sections 7 and 10 above.
12.
Collective Bargaining Agreements. Nothing in this Attachment C shall be
interpreted to prohibit the continuation of existing workforce training agreements or to interfere
with consent decrees, collective bargaining agreements, project labor agreement, project
stabilization agreement, existing employment contract or other labor agreement or labor contract
("Collective Bargaining Agreements"). In the event of a conflict between this Attachment C and
a Collective Bargaining Agreement, the terms of the Collective Bargaining Agreement shall
supersede this Attachment C.
13.
Reporting and Monitoring. Each Contractor, Consultant, and its Subcontractors
and Subconsultants as applicable shall maintain accurate records demonstrating compliance with
the LBE participation goals, including keeping track of the date that each response, proposal or
bid that was received from LBEs, including the amount bid by and the amount to be paid (if
different) to the non-LBE contractor that was selected, documentation of any efforts regarding
good faith efforts as set forth in Section 7. Project Sponsors shall create a reporting method for
tracking LBE participation. Data tracked shall include the following (at a minimum):
a.

Name/Type of Contract(s) let (e.g. civil engineering contract, environmental
consulting, etc.)

b.

Name of Contractors (including identifying which are LBEs and non-LBEs)

c.

Name of Subcontractors (including identifying which are LBEs and non-LBEs)

d.

Scope of work performed by LBEs (e.g. under an architect, an LBE could be
procured to provide renderings)

e.

Dollar amounts associated with both LBE and non-LBE Contractors at both prime
and Subcontractor levels.

f.

Total LBE participation is defined as a percentage of total Contract dollars.

g.

Outcomes with respect to Developer’s efforts to engage (hire) local small
businesses/LBEs from disadvantaged communities including the 94124, 94134 and
94107 zip codes.

14.
Written Notice of Deficiencies. If based on complaint, failure to report, or other
cause, the CMD has reason to question the good faith efforts of a Project Sponsor, Contractor,
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Subcontractor, Consultant or Subconsultant, then CMD shall provide written notice to the Project
Sponsor, each affected Contractor or Consultant and, if applicable, also to its Subcontractor or
Subconsultant. The Contractor or Consultant and, if applicable, the Subcontractor or
Subconsultant, shall have a reasonable period, based on the facts and circumstances of each case,
to demonstrate to the reasonable satisfaction of the CMD that it has exercised good faith to
satisfy its obligations under this Attachment C. When deficiencies are noted CMD staff will
work with the appropriate LBE Liaison(s) to remedy such deficiencies.
15.
Remedies. Notwithstanding anything to the contrary in the Development
Agreement, the following process and remedies shall apply with respect to any alleged violation
of this Attachment C:
Mediation and conciliation shall be the administrative procedure of first resort for any
and all compliance disputes arising under this Attachment C. The Director of CMD shall
have power to oversee and to conduct the mediation and conciliation.
Non-binding arbitration shall be the administrative procedure of second resort utilized by
CMD for resolving the issue of whether a Project Sponsor, Contractor, Consultant,
Subcontractor or Subconsultant discriminated in the award of one or more LBE Contracts
to the extent that such issue is not resolved through the mediation and conciliation
procedure described above. Obtaining a final judgment through arbitration on LBE
contract related disputes shall be a condition precedent to the ability of the City or the
Project Sponsor, Contractor, Consultant, Subcontractor or Subconsultant to file a request
for judicial relief.
If a Project Sponsor, Contractor, Consultant, Subcontractor or Subconsultant is found to
be in willful breach of the obligations set forth in this Attachment C, assess against the
noncompliant Project Sponsor, Contractor, Consultant, Subcontractor or Subconsultant
liquidated damages not to exceed $25,000 or 5% of the Contract, whichever is less, for
each such willful breach. In determining the amount of any liquidated damages to be
assessed within the limits described above, the arbitrator or court of competent
jurisdiction shall consider the financial capacity of the Project Sponsor, Contractor,
Consultant, Subcontractor or Subconsultant. For purposes of this paragraph, “willful
breach” means a knowing and intentional breach.
For all other violations of this Attachment C, the sole remedy for violation shall be
specific performance, without the limits with respect thereto in Section 9.3 of the
Development Agreement.
16.
Duration of this Agreement. This Attachment C shall terminate (i) as to each
work of Horizontal Improvement where work has commenced under the Development
Agreement, upon a determination by the City that such Horizontal Improvement is complete; and
(ii) as to each Workforce Building, upon the issuance of the last Certificate of Occupancy for
such Workforce Building (i.e., upon completion of the Workforce Building); and (iii) as to all
Initial Tenant Improvements and Follow-on Tenant Improvements, ten (10) years after issuance
of the last Temporary Certificate of Occupancy for the Buildings in which the Initial Tenant
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Improvements or Follow-on Tenant Improvements are located. Upon such termination, this
Attachment C shall be of no further force and effect.
17.
Notice. All notices to be given under this Attachment C shall be in writing and
sent by: certified mail, return receipt requested, in which case notice shall be deemed delivered
three (3) business days after deposit, postage prepaid in the United States Mail, a nationally
recognized overnight courier, in which case notice shall be deemed delivered one (1) business
day after deposit with that courier, or hand delivery, in which case notice shall be deemed
delivered on the date received, all as follows:
If to CMD:

Attn:
If to Project Sponsor:

Attn:
If to Contractor:

Attn:
If to Consultant:

Attn:
Any party may change its address for notice purposes by giving the other parties notice of its
new address as provided herein. A "business day" is any day other than a Saturday, Sunday or a
day in which banks in San Francisco, California are authorized to close.
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EXHIBIT_J
TRANSPORTATION
This Exhibit J (the “Transportation Exhibit”) outlines the Project’s transportation commitments
in four areas: transportation demand management, public parking (including permanent, interim,
and parking garage analysis), Transportation Sustainability Fee, and SFMTA contact. All
capitalized terms used in this Transportation Exhibit and not specifically defined herein will have
the meanings ascribed to them in the Development Agreement by and between the City and
County of San Francisco, a municipal corporation, and Reservoir Community Partners LLC, a
Delaware limited liability company (the “Agreement”).
A. Transportation Demand Management Plan
Developer will comply with the Transportation Demand Management Program described in
Planning Code Section 169-169.6. Developer will implement the Transportation Demand
Management Plan attached as Exhibit J-1 (the “TDM Plan”).
Developer will implement the TDM Plan for each Building on the Project Site upon the issuance
of the first certificate of occupancy, including any temporary certificate of occupancy, for that
Building.
Developer will comply with its obligations under the TDM Plan throughout the life of the
Project. Developer will monitor and submit monitoring reports as described in the
Transportation Demand Management Program. TDM Plan monitoring and reporting, and any
required TDM Plan adjustments, will be carried out in accordance with the TDM Plan.
B. Public Parking
Developer will provide interim public parking during construction of the Project and permanent
public parking, both in accordance with this Transportation Exhibit. The interim and permanent
parking will be available to the general public, including to students, faculty, and staff of the San
Francisco Community College District (the “College”) during weekday daytime hours.
Developer will charge market rate parking fees for all public parking. Developer (or other garage
operator) will establish a fee structure with the commitment of not inducing demand through
discounted rates. Strategies to manage demand can include a pricing plan where weekly and
monthly parking rates are charged a price equivalent to the base hourly rate. The exact pricing
structure will be proposed in the Parking Garage Analysis. Developer will have the option to
offer hourly, daily and monthly parking. Daily or hourly rates may be raised above base rate
level to address increased demand, for instance during special events. Developer may negotiate
discounted rates for priority College populations.
a. Public Parking Requirement
The Project addresses the transformation of parking on the Project Site from College-oriented
parking uses to residential uses by permanently replacing up to 450 public parking spaces. The
Project will do this through building one or more public parking facilities beneath or within the
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residential buildings that will be owned and operated by Developer. The process for determining
the phasing and number of public spaces in any garage will be determined through the Parking
Garage Analysis process described in Section C of this Transportation Exhibit. In no event will
the total number of public, non-accessory parking spaces in the Project exceed 450 parking
spaces, and, as described in the Project SUD, the maximum number of public parking spaces will
be reduced by the number of parking spaces for dwelling units or group housing that are allowed
to be used as public parking during any part of the day. Developer, through the Parking Garage
Analysis process, will use best efforts to minimize the number of parking spaces provided,
consistent with the City’s Transit First Policy.
City, acting through the Planning Director in consultation with the Director of Transportation,
may modify in whole or in part the Public Parking Requirement in this Section B after a written
request from Developer, environmental review as required, and if Developer establishes to the
satisfaction of City that either of the following conditions is met:
Developer will construct parking facilities to be used jointly by residential tenants of
the site and the College, to be owned and operated by Developer; or
Developer will contribute funds to the College equal to the number of spaces
established through the Parking Garage Analysis process for a College-sponsored
parking facility, to be owned and operated by the College.
b. Interim Parking
During the initial site-wide grading phase of construction of the Project no publicly-available
parking spaces will be provided. Developer will make good faith efforts to make parking spaces
available for public use during the remaining construction phases of the Project. Availability of
public parking space is dependent on construction activity, staging needs, safety considerations,
and relevant operational considerations.
Developer (or other parking operator) will establish and offer hourly, daily, and monthly parking
rates at market rate. Developer (or other garage operator) will establish a fee structure with the
commitment of not inducing demand through discounted rates. Strategies to manage demand
can include a pricing plan where weekly and monthly parking rates are charged a price
equivalent to the base hourly rate. An additional goal of the interim parking operations is to
provide data on the demand for long term public parking on the site. Accordingly, the developer
(or other parking operator) may alter pricing structures to better understand demand, to the extent
that the pricing structure does not intend to induce demand through discounts. Daily or hourly
rates may be raised above base rate level to address increased demand, for instance during
special events. Developer may negotiate discounted rates for priority College populations.
As described in the Phasing Plan and Community Benefits Linkages attached as Schedule 1 to
this Agreement, permanent public parking will be made available to the public, including the
College community, no later than the completion of phase two of construction of the Project.
C. Parking Garage Analysis
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a. Parking Report. Not less than six months before submitting a development
phase application for any phase of the Project that includes a permanent nonaccessory parking facility, Developer will submit to the Planning Director, with
copies provided to the Director of Transportation, a Parking Report prepared by a
City-approved third-party transportation consultant that contains the following
information.
i. The status of vertical build-out in prior Development Phases of the
Project, if any;
ii. A summary of best available information on TDM efforts then being
implemented by the College, including the most recently available data
from surveys of College faculty, staff, and students and their
transportation mode to and from the College, parking utilization associated
with the College, and a discussion of how these travel behaviors are
expected to change over the following five to ten years;
iii. The current inventory of parking that is accessory to Project uses and
public parking available at the Project Site;
iv. Any parking use data collected during the interim parking period,
including a full report of pricing structures tested during the interim
period.
v. The SFMTA shall furnish a description of current transit services and any
transit service changes budgeted for implementation by the anticipated
date of occupancy for the proposed Development Phase. The report shall
also include information from BART, as available;
vi. A conceptual analysis of the parking garage(s), including the expected
capacity of the garage(s) at completion, a discussion of any features of the
design(s) that would allow for adaptability of portions of the garage(s),
and any requirements for future adaptation;
vii. A narrative description of the approach to parking management and garage
operations, including pricing structure, any joint use of parking spaces,
and plans for queue abatement measures to avoid any excessive recurring
queuing that could affect the operation of any Muni routes that operate on
Frida Kahlo Way or on Ocean Avenue;
viii. A description of how the information presented within the Parking Report
will be reflected in the Development Phase Application.
b. Parking Recommendations.
i. The Planning Director and the Director of Transportation will have
45 days after their receipt of the Parking Report to provide to Developer a
combined set of written recommendations regarding, operations, or
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management of the proposed parking garage, including the number of
public spaces that Developer is required to provide.
ii. Developer will meet and confer with the Director of Planning and Director
of Transportation within 15 days of Developer’s receipt of their written
recommendations.
iii. Developer will incorporate the public parking space requirement into the
Project. and make commercially reasonable efforts to incorporate the
written recommendations of the Director of Planning and Director of
Transportation, and will respond to their written recommendations with a
document that includes:
1. The manner in which Developer will incorporate accepted
recommendations into the development phase application; and
2. A reasoned narrative setting forth the reasons it did not accept any
parking recommendations.
C. Transportation Sustainability Fee
As described in Schedule 2-1, Developer will pay the Transportation Sustainability Fee (“TSF”)
in accordance with Planning Code section 411A, and subject to any annual escalation as
permitted by the Development Agreement. The TSF must meet all requirements of, and will be
payable on all Buildings in accordance with, Planning Code sections 411A.1-411A.8 and the
Development Agreement.
D. SFMTA Contact
SFMTA commits to designating a staff person to follow up on the transportation-related
components of the Project, including this Exhibit, the DA, and the FEIR. This staff person will
be a point person for the Developer and the community.
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EXHIBIT J-1
TRANSPORTATION DEMAND MANAGEMENT PLAN
[see attached]
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BALBOA RESERVOIR TDM PLAN

APRIL 2020
RESERVOIR COMMUNITY PARTNERS

BALBOA RESERVOIR A TRANSIT ORIENTED DEVELOPMENT AND TDM

Balboa Reservoir is a transit oriented development, including 1,100 units of housing with a range of
affordability which are designed to encourage multiple modes of transportation, including walking,
bicycling and public transportation. Balboa Reservoir will provide onsite amenities, such as a
childcare center, a community room, a playground, a dog park and a community garden. All of these
amenities will serve to reduce vehicle trips to off-site locations.
The site is located proximate to several major transportation lines including Bart, Muni train lines,
and several major bus lines. The site is proximate to a neighborhood commercial corridor which
includes a groceries, restaurants, coffee shops and other neighborhood serving retail. The site is
also proximate to many educational resources including public and private high schools and City
College.

TRANSPORTATION DEMAND MANAGEMENT (TDM) PROGRAM

The Balboa Reservoir project will implement a comprehensive TDM program that includes family
friendly measures. The program will include physical improvements to the site as well as
programmatic offerings to residents. The Project team will implement the program for each phase
of development (see Balboa Reservoir Phasing Plan). Notices of special restrictions will be
recorded for each building. The initiating implementation of each measure shall be controlled by
the development agreement, especially the documents describing project phasing and community
improvements linkages, and later live on for the Life of the Project.
The following inputs were used in the SF TDM Tool to determine the point goal Balboa Reservoir
needs to achieve to be in compliance with the city’s TDM ordinance. The land use summary below
results in a goal of 30 points, as shown in detail in Appendix A.
•
•
•

•
•
•
•
•

APN: 3180/190
Residential
1,100 units (980 rental units in multi-family buildings; 20 affordable homeownership units;
and 100 town houses)
25% two bedroom or larger and 10% 3 bedroom or larger
18% affordable (55% AMI or lower)
32% affordable to moderate income (between 55% and 120% AMI)
550 Accessory Parking Spaces
TAZ zone number 915; Neighborhood Parking Rate: 1.19

Balboa Reservoir will implement a set of the strategies detailed in this plan to achieve the 30-point
goal. Specific TDM measures will be selected by the developer from this approved tool kit. Should
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the land use profile of the project change, as permitted by the development agreement the TDM
program points target and scoring shall be updated accordingly.
Some measures require an upfront investment in infrastructure, while others propose ongoing
Programmatic measures. Physical Measures are marked with

, while Programmatic measures

are marked with
. A table at the end of the document summarizes the proposed TDM program
and sorts them by physical measures and programmatic measures.

PROPOSED TDM STRATEGIES

ACTIVE – 1: Improve Walking Conditions (Option A or B: 1 Point)

Option B: Balboa Reservoir will provide the recommended sidewalk width adjacent to the property
and all required streetscape elements, as well as 50 feet of additional recommended sidewalk.

•

•
•

Mixed-use street: Recommended width to achieve point: 15’
Neighborhood residential street: Recommended width to achieve point: 12’
Required streetscape elements in the neighborhood residential category typically include:
o Curb ramps
o Marked crosswalks
o Pedestrian signals - countdown and advanced pedestrian signal
o Street trees
o Sidewalk planter strip
o Stormwater control
o Pedestrian lighting (at corners)

Option A: Should Option B not be feasible, Balboa Reservoir will provide the recommended
sidewalk width adjacent to the property and all required streetscape elements, as well as
implement five additional streetscape elements from the following options (listed in the Better
Streets Plan, page 90) in addition to the required streetscape elements.
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•

Pedestrian-priority signal devices and timings
High-visibility crosswalks
Special crosswalk treatments
Restrictions on vehicle turning movements at crosswalks
Removal or reduction of permanent crosswalk closures
Mid-block crosswalks
Raised Crosswalks
Extended bulb-outs
Mid-block bulb-outs
Center or side medians
Pedestrian or refuge islands
Transit bulb-outs
Transit boarding islands
Flexible use of the parking lane
Parking lane planters
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•
•
•
•
•
•

Chicanes
Sidewalk or median pocket parks
Reuse of ‘pork chops’ and excess right-of-way
Shared public ways
Pedestrian-only streets
Public stairs

The Balboa Reservoir Infrastructure Plan and Balboa Reservoir Design Guidelines include the
proposed streetscape plan and sections that show the location, design, and dimensions of existing
and proposed pedestrian-oriented streetscape elements along the project frontage(s).
ACTIVE-2: Bicycle Parking (Option B or Option C – 2 or 3 Points)

Ample and easily accessible bicycle parking, secure Class 1 bicycle parking, has been associated
with an increase in bicycling and a corresponding decrease in driving alone. Balboa Reservoir will
provide Class 1 and Class 2 bicycle parking spaces beyond the Planning Code requirements at the
rates identified below.
OPTION B Points: 2 points

Residential: One Class 1 Bicycle Parking space for each multi-family Dwelling Unit up to 100,
plus one Class 1 space for every two multi-family Dwelling Units over 100. Two Class 2 Bicycle
Parking spaces for every 20 multi-family Dwelling Units.
550 class one parking spaces

100 class two parking spaces
OR
OPTION C: 3 points

Residential: One and a half Class 1 Bicycle Parking spaces for each multi-family Dwelling Unit
up to 100, plus one Class 1 space for every 1.33 multi-family Dwelling Units over 100. Three
Class 2 Bicycle Parking spaces for every 20 multi-family Dwelling Units.
827 Class one (150 plus 677)
150 class two parking spaces

Both Class 1 and Class 2 bicycle parking spaces in multi-unit buildings will conform with all
standards governing bicycle parking detailed in Planning Code Section 155.1, ensuring they will be
easy to use and are located in convenient, safe and accessible locations. Class 1 bicycle parking will
include at least 30 spaces for non-traditional bicycles, such as cargo bikes and bike trailers, as well
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as outlets for charging electric bicycles. Approximate locations are identified in the bike parking
plan in Appendix B.
ACTIVE-5-A: Bike Repair Station (1 Point)
Balboa Reservoir will include one bicycle repair station in each multi-unit building to allow
residents to maintain and fix their bicycles without having to purchase their own tools. The repair
stations will be located in bicycle rooms or cages and include, at a minimum, a bicycle pump,
wrenches, a chain tool, lubricants, tire levers, hex keys/Allen wrenches, torx keys, screwdrivers,
and spoke wrenches.
DELIVERY – 1: Delivery-Supportive Amenities (1 Point)
Balboa will offer temporary storage for package deliveries, laundry delivery or other deliveries for
site residents. Being able to easily accept and securely store deliveries may reduce trips otherwise
taken by residents driving alone. Storage will be made available in each of the multi-family
buildings using a secure storage room or storage lockers. The site plan in the Design Guidelines
shows approximate locations for each multi-unit building.
FAMILY – 1: Family TDM Amenities (Option A, 1 Point)
Option A (1points):
•

•

One storage unit per 20 multi-family dwelling units located in each garage/building that has
carshare spaces. Storage units will have an interior space that is at least 35 inches high, 25
inches wide and 30 inches deep.
30 cargo bike parking spaces (count towards required bike parking spaces) with access to
outlets for charging. Per the description for ACTIVE-2, Class 1 bicycle parking will include at
least 30 spaces for non-traditional bicycles

FAMILY – 2: On-site Childcare (2 Points)
The Balboa Reservoir development program includes an on-site childcare facility. The stand-alone
facility is expected to significantly reduce vehicle trips due to its location adjacent to 1,100
residential units, 50 percent of which will be low income and more than half of which will be 2 or
more bedrooms. In addition, this childcare facility will attract clients among adjacent City College of
San Francisco (CCSF) employees and students, reducing trip lengths to access childcare options.
The facility will meet licensing standards and requirements in local and state codes.
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Outreach efforts for childcare providers will follow city best practices, including review by the
Mayor’s Office of Housing and Community Development (MOHCD), as detailed in the Balboa
Reservoir Childcare Plan to ensure there is a competitive process.
INFO-1: Multimodal Wayfinding Signage (1 Point)
Effective wayfinding guides residents, visitors and employees to the wide variety of transportation
options and infrastructure available to them. Balboa Reservoir will install pedestrian-scale,
permanent signage in key locations directing people to the nearest transit stops, carshare parking,
bikeshare location, bicycle parking and amenities, and taxi/Lyft/Uber/carpool pick-up and drop-off
locations. Wayfinding signage will meet City standards for any on-street wayfinding signage, in
particular for bicycle and car-share parking.
The site plan in Infrastructure Master Plan shows the general preliminary locations for wayfinding
signage.
INFO-2: Real Time Transportation Information Displays (1 Point)
Balboa Reservoir will install real time transportation information displays in all multi-family
building lobbies. Information displayed will, at a minimum, include real time information for area
transit options, walk time to transit locations, and availability of on-site car-share vehicles. Planned
locations are shown in the Infrastructure Master Plan.
LU-2: Onsite Affordable Housing (Option C - 4 points)
Fifty percent of all the units on site will be permanently affordable housing. Affordable housing
generates fewer auto trips and related emissions.
•

•
•

Eighteen percent of the dwelling units at Balboa Reservoir will be set aside for low-income
housing (30 to 80 % of area median income (AMI)).
An additional 15% of units will be available for moderate income residents with incomes
between 80% and 120% AMI.
An additional 17% of units will be provided as either low or moderate income units.

PKG-4: Parking Supply: Right sized parking (Option F – 6 Points)
Balboa Reservoir will provide accessory parking at a maximum rate of 0.5 parking spaces per unit,
which equals to 42% of the neighborhood parking ration of 1.19 and yields 6 points.
6

CCSF designated faculty and staff housing (1 point)
Balboa Reservoir will collaborate with CCSF on reserving up to 150 housing units for CCSF staff and
faculty. Assuming a 50% drive alone mode share 1 and four workdays per week for Balboa residents
and, housing 150 faculty and staff could reduce an estimated 120 vehicle trips. Given the projected
total number of daily trips generated at Balboa Reservoir from all land uses (10,985 daily), a
reduction of 120 trips would equal 1.1% (the equivalent of one point) 2. If CCSF trip reductions were
taken into account as well, the number of vehicle trips reduced through this measure would be
higher. CCSF staff and faculty are expected to live in affordable housing units dedicated to moderate
income households. The anticipated trip reduction is in addition to that anticipated due to onsite
affordable housing.

CSHARE – 1: Car-share Parking and Membership (Option E - 5 Points)
Balboa will designate one car-share parking space for every 40 provided dwelling units. The carshare parking spaces will be located in easily accessed locations within publicly accessible parking
facilities. Car-share parking will be made highly visible through signage, which will serve both a
directional and an educational/marketing purpose. Balboa Reservoir will comply with the quantity,
location and related standards governing carshare parking detailed in San Francisco Planning code
Sections 151.1 and 166. The planned locations of carshare vehicle parking are shown in Appendix
B.
In addition to providing car-share parking, Balboa Reservoir will offer car-share memberships to
households at a rate of one per multi-family dwelling unit on an annual basis, for the life of the
project.

FAMILY 3- Family TDM Package – (2 Points)

The Balboa Reservoir is a family friendly development that will prioritize amenities for families in
the TDM program. The project will provide carshare amenities (CSHARE-1, Option E) and family
friendly amenities (Family 1A and Family 1B) which when combined offer a compelling suite of
Per a 2018 online survey of CCSF employees 66% of employees drove alone to work, 22% took transit;
5% walk or bike; 4% carpool and 3% took other modes. Fehr and Peers, CCSF TDM and Parking Plan,
March 15, 2019.
2 This estimate is based on an estimated total vehicle trip generation of 10,985 (Balboa Reservoir DSEIR,
Appendix C, Table 3). We estimate that 150 housing units for CCSF staff and faculty would reduce 120
daily vehicle trips (assuming the average Balboa resident takes 2 commute trips per day, 4 days per week
at an SOV rate of 50% and that CCSF faculty and staff would not drive to work at CCSF). The reduction of
120 trips would equal a percentage reduction of 1.1% or the equivalent of 1 point). This reduction does
not take into account the trips reduced on the CCSF side.
1
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family friendly transportation demand management amenities. If the project elects to provide at
least 40% two bedroom or larger units, the project would qualify for 2 points under this category.

FAMILY – 1: Family TDM Amenities (Option B, 1 Point)
Option B (1 point) Balboa Specific Option:
•
•

21 electric cargo bikes or electric bikes with bike trailer, 3 per rental building, to be checked
out on a trip-by-trip basis by residents.
One collapsible shopping/utility cart for every 10 Dwelling Units. Carts shall be available
for use to any unit by advanced reservation on an hourly basis (e.g., pen and paper sign up
system, online, etc.).

BALBOA SPECIFIC: ACTIVE-4: Bike Share Membership (Location B – 2 Points)
On an annual basis, for the life of the project or as long as a bike sharing program is available,
Balboa Reservoir will offer bike sharing benefits, described here, for approximately 980 multifamily rental dwelling units. The bike sharing benefits will include 50% of an annual bike share
membership subsidy and 50% in ride credits equivalent for a 50% enrollment fee. Example: if an
annual membership is $100 then the Reservoir Community Partners (RCP) funded bike sharing
benefits would include $50 towards membership and $50 credit towards rides on the bike share
program, and the residents would be responsible for a $50 enrollment fee. Requiring an enrollment
fee ensures that only residents who intend to use the service sign up, leading to maximum return
on investment. Should Bay Wheels cease service, RCP will amend the TDM program and offer
bike/scooter sharing benefits with other bike or scooter share providers in the area, at a similar
value.
PKG-1: Unbundle Parking (Location A – 1 Point)

Balboa Reservoir will lease or sell all accessory parking spaces associated with multi-family
buildings separately from the unit rental or purchase fees. This reduces housing costs for residents
who do not own a car and rewards the use of alternative modes of transportation. With the
neighborhood parking rate being 1.19, the project qualifies for one point.

BALBOA SPECIFIC ACTIVE: Host a Bike Share Docking Station (1 Point)

RCP will host a bikeshare docking station on the project site, if deemed useful and desirable by
SFMTA when the final infrastructure master plan is approved for construction (draft location
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shown on site plan in Appendix B). RCP will locate the station off the public right of way, in an area
operated by the Homeowners Association. Bike share companies would be responsible for
maintenance and operations of the dock, including any utilities.

ADDITIONAL TRANSPORTATION DEMAND MANAGEMENT MEASURES

The Balboa Reservoir project is designed as a transit oriented and sustainable development. In
addition to Transportation Demand Management measures identified above to meet the
requirements of San Francisco’s Planning Code, the project will include amenities and
programming that will further reduce necessary vehicle trips for residents.
Additional Onsite amenities
Onsite playground, a dog park/run and community garden plots. As the closest playground and dog
park are more than a mile away – outside of the typical walking radius - these amenities are
expected to reduce vehicle trips, in particular in the afternoon and evening peak hour. Community
garden plots reduce vehicle trips in two ways: residents are expected to take fewer trips to the
grocery store and produce does not have to be delivered to the store, thereby reducing regional and
local freight trips. The community garden trip reductions are included in the requested two points,
as they are more difficult to forecast and expected to be small.
Additional Infrastructure Improvements
In addition to streetscape improvements onsite, the project will provide bicycle amenities on Lee
Avenue and transit improvements on Frieda Kahlo Way, as part of a mitigation measure. These
measures will support Balboa Reservoir residents as well as neighbors who choose to walk, bicycle
or use public transit in the area.
Additional Onsite Programming
The project may offer programming to encourage children to walk or bike to school. This could
include providing safe walking and biking directions and maps to resident families, promoting
annual Walk & Roll to School Day and facilitate formation of walking school buses or bike trains,
where parents take turns walking or biking children to nearby schools. In addition, carpooling to
schools that are farther away could be facilitated/encouraged.
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IMPLEMENTATION OF THE BALBOA RESERVOIR TDM PROGRAM
Onsite Transportation Demand Management (TDM) Coordinator

Balboa Reservoir will employ an onsite TDM coordinator who will be responsible for implementing
and marketing TDM strategies, coordinate with CCSF on joint efforts, serve as the liaison with City
staff regarding all aspects of TDM plan, including implementation, verification, monitoring and
reporting. The transportation coordinator will also be responsible for ensuring that all physical
elements are implemented according to City’s TDM Program Standards and maintained and
replaced as needed. The TDM Coordinator will attend trainings/workshops offered by the City on a
regular basis.

MONITORING AND REPORTING

This document provides an overview of the TDM Program’s three monitoring and reporting
processes. The first process occurs prior to issuance of the First Certificate of Occupancy (San
Francisco Department of Building Inspection) for a Vertical Improvement. This process will ensure
that all physical improvements are completed in accordance with the plan. The second process
occurs after the First Certificate of Occupancy is issued by the San Francisco Department of Building
Inspection and the Vertical Improvement is operational. It includes monitoring of physical
measures, as well as ongoing programmatic measures. An optional third process to revise an
approved TDM Plan is also provided, which may occur at any point after approval of the
Development Agreement.
Pre-Occupancy Monitoring and Reporting

Before construction starts the TDM requirements will be recorded on the deed of the property
through a Notice of Special Restrictions (NSR). Once construction is complete, the city shall conduct
a site visit to confirm that all applicable physical measures in the TDM plan have been implemented.
Prior to the site visit, the TDM Coordinator shall provide to Planning Department staff a PreOccupancy Monitoring and Reporting Form including 1) a copy of the TDM Plan 2) the TDM
Coordinator contact information 3) a copy of a signed letter stating that the TDM Coordinator
agrees to distribute a copy of the TDM Plan tenant lease documents, and/or deeds to each new
resident and 4) documentation that approved programmatic measures in the TDM Plan have or will
be implemented as required. Within 30 days of the Pre-Occupancy Monitoring and Reporting Form
submittal, Planning Department staff will review the documentation of the programmatic measures
in the TDM Plan and schedule a site visit. During the site visit, Planning Department staff will verify
that physical measures are provided as specified in the TDM Plan and complete corresponding
sections of a Pre-Occupancy Monitoring and Reporting Form for programmatic measures. Planning
Department staff will then review the documentation and finalize a Pre-Occupancy Monitoring and
Reporting Form. This process, starting from the scheduled site visit date, shall not take longer than

10

30 days. The First Certificate of Occupancy from the Department of Building Inspection shall not be
issued until the TDM Coordinator receives an approved Pre-Occupancy Monitoring and Reporting
Form. The administrative fee associated with the TDM Plan Review Application covers the cost of
pre-occupancy monitoring and reporting.
Ongoing Monitoring, Evaluation, and Refinement
During the established monitoring period, Planning Department staff will verify that the TDM
Coordinator is maintaining physical measures and continuing to provide programmatic measures
as specified in the TDM Plan. The TDM Coordinator will submit annual Ongoing Monitoring and
Reporting Forms and supporting documentation, along with the associated administrative fee. The
first Ongoing Monitoring and Reporting Form shall be due within 30 calendar days of the 18 month
anniversary of the issuance of the First Certificate of Occupancy. Subsequent Ongoing Monitoring
and Report Forms shall also be due within 30 calendar days of the 18 month anniversary of the
issuance of the First Certificate of Occupancy.
Planning Department staff will conduct a site visit once every three years to confirm all approved
physical measures in the TDM Plan continue to be implemented and/or installed. TDM coordinators
will be informed in advance of these site visits. The project shall submit annual monitoring reports.
If the Project is in good standing (i.e., submits satisfactory Ongoing Monitoring and Reporting
Forms for five consecutive years), then the annual requirement will shift to one submittal every
three years. If, at any time, the Project fails to demonstrate satisfactory ongoing monitoring and
reporting, the Project may be required to revert back to an annual submittal schedule until the
Project again demonstrates five consecutive years of satisfactory monitoring and reporting.

TDM PROGRAM UPDATES

At any time after the Planning Department approves a Development Project’s building permit, the
property owner may propose an update to the TDM Plan by submitting a TDM Plan Update
Application. The Planning Department shall ensure that the amended TDM Plan meets the TDM
Program Standards that were in effect at the time that the Development Project’s first Development
Application was filed or the TDM Program Standards in effect at the time that the TDM Plan Update
Application is filed, if elected by the project sponsor. Possible reasons that a property owner may
request review of a TDM Plan by the Planning Department include altering the TDM measures
within the TDM Plan1 or reducing or increasing the number of Accessory Parking spaces associated
with the Development.
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TDM MEASURES SUMMARY

The table below summarizes the proposed TDM measures. In addition, to the TDM Tool output,
which does not capture the Balboa Specific or otherwise modified points.
TDM Measure

Physical/Upfront Investment
Provide wide sidewalks, extend sidewalks beyond
property, streetscape elements that encourage active
transportation
Provide secure and public bike parking above code
requirements
Provide bike repair station

Provide bike share docking station

Category

Option

Points

ACTIVE-1

A or B

1

ACTIVE-5A

-

ACTIVE-2

Provide package delivery lockers in each building

DELIVERY-1

Provide on-site childcare facilities and services
Multimodal wayfinding signage
Real-time transportation information in lobbies
Provide on-site affordable housing
Parking Supply: Right sized parking

FAMILY-2
INFO-1
INFO-2
LU-2
PKG-4

Provide car seat storage near carshare spaces & cargo
bike parking

CCSF staff/faculty housing (1 point per 100 units)
Provide parking spaces for on-site vehicle share vehicles
and memberships
Operational
Provide bike share memberships to each unit

Host a bike share docking station
Provide vehicle share vehicles and memberships
Provide cargo bikes or electric bikes
Tailored marketing, including new resident kits, including
one-time transit incentive
Unbundle parking from all tenant leases

Dedicated on-site transportation coordinator

FAMILY-1

B or C

Balboa
Specific
A
-

F

BALBOA
SPECIFIC

CSHARE-1

E

ACTIVE-4
BALBOA
SPECIFIC
CSHARE-1
FAMILY-1

B, MODIFIED

PKG-1

A

INFO-3

Total

E
B, MODIFIED
B

2 or 3
1
1
1
1
2
1
1
4
6
1

5
26 to 28
2

1
(above)
1
2
1
7
33 to 35
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REFERENCES
DESIGN GUIDELINES AND INFRASTRUCTURE MASTER PLAN
•

The location, design, and dimensions of existing and proposed pedestrian-oriented
streetscape elements along the project frontage(s)
• Approximate location of delivery amenities (lockers/mail room) in the lobby of each
building
• Car-Share Parking, Bike Parking Locations and Wayfinding Plan
• Class 1 bike parking locations
• Class 2 bike parking locations
• Possible new bike share station location
• Use bike/ped plan as a base map
• Car-share parking locations
• Wayfinding signage
• Real-time transportation information locations

BALBOA RESERVOIR CHILDCARE PLAN
TDM TOOL OUTPUT

This appendix includes the TDM Tool output for the strategies Balboa Reservoir selected from the
menu of options. Balboa Reservoir intends to claim points for Family-1, Option A and B, which is
not reflected in the total point count due to a glitch in the tool.
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EXHIBIT K
SCHEDULE TEMPLATE FOR LATER APPROVALS

Milestone Schedule #2 for Executive Directive on Housing:
First post-entitlement Schedule Requirements
______________________________________________________________________________
Development partners will submit a project schedule with Basis of Design or no later than 30
days after entitlement upon request from the City, via the housing delivery agencies
(OEWD/TIDA/OCII). This schedule is intended to support and guide City review and staff
capacity planning between entitlement and temporary certificate of occupancy (TCO).
This schedule should include the following major milestones and be in the format described
below. Public Works Infrastructure Taskforce and housing delivery agencies will review this
schedule and then share this schedule with City departments for feedback. With department
feedback in hand, Public Works Infrastructure Taskforce and housing delivery agencies will call
a meeting with development partners for schedule confirmation.
Milestones to be included:
City approvals:
• Subdivision/mapping actions
• Phase application
• Transaction documents (any easements, street vacations, etc.)
• Infrastructure engineering/permit applications
o Example: Street Improvement Plan (SIP), major systems, like AWSS
• Vertical design review
o Examples: Site permit, building permit, schematic deign/detailed design,
construction docs
• Any necessary commission approvals
• Start of construction (demolition/site prep, horizontal and/or vertical)
• Substantial completion
• City acceptance of infrastructure
• Opening of horizontal infrastructure
• TCO
• Any other relevant major milestones
Non-City approvals:
• Any associated non-San Francisco approvals (i.e. Navy, Caltrans, Caltrain, State lands,
etc.)
o Example: Caltrans encroachment permit
Schedule format:
• The schedule should be in Gantt chart format
o Time should be in in fiscal years via months or quarters at the top
o Milestones should be in rows on the left
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•
•

•

o Start dates (day/month/year) and durations in days should be indicated for each
milestone
Project should be broken out into major Phases and sub Phases, if applicable
The planning horizon should include: 1st Phase app, Tent./Final Map, vertical design
review, start of horizontal/vertical construction, substantial completion, City acceptance,
TCO
The preferred schedule software is Microsoft Project

Milestone Schedule #3 for Executive Directive on Housing:
Phase Application Preliminary Information
______________________________________________________________________________
Development partners will submit pre-Phase Application information to the Planning
Department with accompanying schedule upon request from the City, via the housing delivery
agencies (OEWD/TIDA/OCII). The schedule must include the Phase Application milestones
listed below, as applicable. The City will require a more detailed schedule during Phase
Application review, but this high-level pre-Phase Application schedule will support and guide
City design review and staff capacity planning.
This schedule should be in the format described below. Planning and the housing delivery
agencies will review this schedule and then share this schedule with City departments for
feedback. With department feedback in hand, Planning and Managing Agency will call a
meeting with development partners for schedule confirmation.
Milestones to be included:
City approvals:
• Phase application submittal
• Transaction documents (any easements, street vacations, etc.)
• Subdivision/mapping actions
• Horizontal Design review (Street Plan, Infrastructure, and Community Benefits Plan)
• Infrastructure engineering/permit applications
• Vertical Design Review
• Submittal/approval of Site Permit/Building Permit
• Start of horizontal/vertical construction
• Public infrastructure acceptance
• Building permits processes, building construction/occupancy (TCO)
• Any other relevant major milestones
Non-City approvals:
• Any associated non-San Francisco approvals (i.e. Navy, Caltrans, Caltrain, State lands,
etc.)
Schedule format:
• The schedule should be in Gantt chart format
o Time should be in in fiscal years via months or quarters at the top
o Milestones should be in rows on the left
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•
•
•

Project should be broken out into major Phases and sub Phases, if applicable
The planning horizon for post-entitlement should include at least the first two postentitlement years (five years for Development Agreements)
The preferred schedule software is Microsoft Project, but the City will accept Microsoft
Excel format, if that is the development team’s preference

Milestone Schedule #4 for Executive Directive on Housing:
Improvement Plan Schedule Requirements
______________________________________________________________________________
Development partners will submit a project schedule with any Street Improvement Permit (SIP)
submittal. This schedule is intended to support and guide City review and staff capacity planning
between SIP and Final Map(s), or other final City pre-construction approvals.
This schedule should include the following major milestones and be in the format described
below. Public Works Infrastructure Taskforce and housing delivery agencies will review this
schedule and then share this schedule with City departments for feedback. With department
feedback in hand, Public Works Infrastructure Taskforce and housing delivery agencies will call
a meeting with development partners for schedule confirmation.
Milestones to be included:
City approvals:
• Subdivision/mapping actions
• Phase application and approvals
• Transaction documents (any easements, street vacations, etc.)
• Infrastructure engineering/permit applications
o Example: Street Improvement Plan (SIP), storm water plan, and other major
systems, like AWSS or backwater system
• Vertical design review
o Examples: Site permit, building permit, schematic deign/detailed design,
construction docs
• Any necessary commission approvals
• Start of construction (demolition/site prep, horizontal and/or vertical)
• Substantial completion
• City acceptance of infrastructure
• Opening of horizontal infrastructure
• TCO
• Any other relevant major milestones
Non-City approvals:
• Any associated non-San Francisco approvals (i.e. Navy, Caltrans, Caltrain, State lands,
etc.)
o Example: Caltrans encroachment permit
Schedule format:
• The schedule should be in Gantt chart format
34469\13285665.3
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•
•
•

o Time should be in in fiscal years via months or quarters at the top
o Milestones should be in rows on the left
o Start dates (day/month/year) and durations in days should be indicated for each
milestone
Project should be broken out into major Phases and sub Phases, if applicable
The planning horizon should include: SIP, Transactional Documents, Tent./Final Map,
Vertical Design, SoC, TCO
The preferred schedule software is Microsoft Project
Milestone Schedule #5 for Executive Directive on Housing:
Post-Final map(s) Schedule Requirements

______________________________________________________________________________
Development partners will submit a project schedule no more than two weeks after Final Map
approvals (or other pre-construction phase final City approval) upon request from the City, via
the housing delivery agencies (OEWD/TIDA/OCII). This schedule is intended to support and
guide City review and staff capacity planning between final pre-construction approvals and start
of construction.
This schedule should include the following major milestones and be in the format described
below. Public Works Infrastructure Taskforce and housing delivery agencies will review this
schedule and then share this schedule with City departments for feedback. With department
feedback in hand, Public Works Infrastructure Taskforce and housing delivery agencies will call
a meeting with development partners for schedule confirmation.
Milestones to be included:
City approvals:
• Subdivision/mapping actions, if any remain
o Example: Operations and maintenance manual
• Transaction documents (any easements, street vacations, etc.), if any tasks remain
o Example: Release parcels from loan collateral
• Infrastructure engineering/permit applications
o Example: SIP permit plan set, permit to enter
• Infrastructure construction
o Contractor to mobilize
• Start of construction
• Any other relevant major milestones
Non-City approvals:
• Any associated non-San Francisco approvals (i.e. Navy, Caltrans, Caltrain, State lands,
etc.)
o Example: Caltrans encroachment permit
Schedule format:
• The schedule should be in Gantt chart format
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•
•

•

o Time should be in in fiscal years via months or quarters at the top
o Milestones should be in rows on the left
o Start dates (day/month/year) and durations in days should be indicated for each
milestone
Project should be broken out into major Phases and sub Phases, if applicable
The planning horizon should include: Final map(s) (or other final pre-construction City
action), start of construction, substantial completion, City acceptance, opening of
horizontal infrastructure, TCO
The preferred schedule software is Microsoft Project.
Milestone Schedule #6 for Executive Directive on Housing:
Start of Construction (Horizontal and/or Vertical) Schedule Requirements

______________________________________________________________________________
Development partners will submit a project schedule no more than four weeks before start of
construction date upon request from the City, via the housing delivery agencies
(OEWD/TIDA/OCII). This schedule is intended to support and guide City review and staff
capacity planning between start of construction and start and opening of horizontal infrastructure
and/or temporary certificate of occupancy (TCO).
This schedule should include the following major milestones and be in the format described
below. Public Works Infrastructure Taskforce and housing delivery agencies will review this
schedule and then share this schedule with City departments for feedback. With department
feedback in hand, Public Works Infrastructure Taskforce and housing delivery agencies will call
a meeting with development partners for schedule confirmation.
Milestones to be included:
City approvals:
• Subdivision/mapping actions, if any remain
• Transaction documents (any easements, street vacations, etc.), if any tasks remain
• Infrastructure engineering/permit applications
• Infrastructure construction
• Start of construction
• Substantial completion
• City acceptance of infrastructure, if any, including Board of Supervisor approvals
• Opening of horizontal infrastructure
• TCO
• Any other relevant major milestones
Non-City approvals:
• Any associated non-San Francisco approvals (i.e. Navy, Caltrans, Caltrain, State lands,
etc.)
o Example: Caltrans encroachment permit
Schedule format:

34469\13285665.3

Exhibit K

•

•
•

•

The schedule should be in Gantt chart format
o Time should be in in fiscal years via months or quarters at the top
o Milestones should be in rows on the left
o Start dates (day/month/year) and durations in days should be indicated for each
milestone
Project should be broken out into major Phases and sub Phases, if applicable
The planning horizon should include: Final map(s) (or other final pre-construction City
action), start of construction, substantial completion, City acceptance, opening of
horizontal infrastructure, TCO
The preferred schedule software is Microsoft Project.
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EXHIBIT L
CHILD CARE PROGRAM

This Exhibit L describes the child care program for the Project (the “Child Care
Program”). All capitalized terms used in this Child Care Program and not specifically defined
herein will have the meanings ascribed to them in the Development Agreement by and between
the City and County of San Francisco, a municipal corporation, and Reservoir Community
Partners LLC, a Delaware limited liability company (the “Agreement”).
1.
Developer will provide approximately 7,500 gross square feet of rentable area for
a child care facility intended to serve approximately 100 children, currently anticipated to be
built on Parcel B with an adjacent open space for child care use (as required by local/State law).
Developer will deliver the child care facility in warm shell condition, with the space demised to
meet occupancy separation requirements (minus finishes on wall, floor and ceiling), stubs for
standard utilities, path to a location for mechanical equipment, storefront and rear access as
required, and other items required to obtain a temporary certificate of occupancy to allow a
tenant to proceed with its improvements. The child care provider will be a nonprofit public
benefit corporation. The child care provider will specify the tenant improvements necessary for
the space, which Developer will not be responsible for providing under this Agreement.
2.
A State-licensed child care provider will operate in the space under the following
terms, provided that all Later Approvals and applicable operating and licensing and other
requirements as may be necessary are first obtained.
a.
Provider will comply with all State guidelines and applicable local
guidelines for operating a child care facility.
b.
Provider will operate a facility licensed to serve approximately 100
children with the final number to be determined based on state and any local licensing
requirements.
c.
Developer or subsequent owner of the building in which it is located will
include (and require compliance with) a provision in its lease with the child care provider
requiring the provider to reserve at least fifty percent (50%) of the maximum capacity of the
child care facility to be affordable to children of households of low income (as determined and
defined by the license for the facility issued by the California Department of Social Services),
and subject to availability of operating subsidy. Operators are encouraged to work with the San
Francisco Office of Early Care and Education to learn about Early Learning Scholarships for
low- and moderate-income families as well as other operator resources.
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d.

Programs will serve a broad range of age groups, including infants and

toddlers.
e.
Openings will be made available to the general public on the same terms
and conditions as those for Project residents, employees and users.
3.
The operating term for the child care facility will equal the “life of the Project,”
as such term is defined in the “NSR” (defined in Section 5). Subject to the provisions of this
Exhibit L, the Developer will use commercially reasonable efforts to lease the space to a child
care operator at all times for the life of the Project. The operating term may be fulfilled by more
than one child care operator over the life of the Project. The Developer will comply with the
terms below during initial leasing and periods of operator turnover and/or vacancy periods.
a.
(i) On the earlier to occur of (A) applying for a First Construction
Document (as defined in San Francisco Building Code Section 107A.13.1(a)(8)) for the building
in which the child care facility is located, and (B) 15 business days before initially offering the
facility for rent and (ii) within 15 business days following the expiration or termination of a child
care operator’s lease for the facility, the owner of the facility will notify governmental and
nonprofit entities that can assist in publicizing the availability of the facility of the opportunity to
lease it, including, at a minimum, the following entities: the San Francisco Office of Early Care
and Education (or any successor agency), the Family Child Care Association of San Francisco,
the Children's Council, [City College Childcare Program Operator] and Wu Yee Children's
Services.
b.
If the child care space remains vacant for more than three years after DBI
has issued of a first certificate of occupancy (including any temporary certificate of occupancy)
for the building in which the facility is located, despite Developer’s commercially reasonable
efforts to lease it at prevailing child care facility market terms (comparable to other similarlysized and geographically proximate licensed child care facilities) to an initial child care operator,
and Developer wishes to be released from its obligation to lease the facility to a child care
operator, then Developer will have the right to pay City an amount equal to $______________
[in lieu child care facility fee that would otherwise be due at the Effective Date if the fee was not
waived], proportionately adjusted to reflect any increase between the published CPI Index in
effect as of the Effective Date and the published CPI Index in effect at the time such payment is
made (as adjusted, the “Base Fee”), plus an amount equal to 10% of the Base Fee, for deposit in
the Child Care Capital Fund established under Planning Code Section 414.14. On paying such
amount to City, the Developer may use the facility for any use permitted under the Project SUD
after receiving required approvals and permits pursuant to the Project SUD.
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c.
If after having leased the facility to at least one child care operator, the
child care space remains vacant for more than three years after the termination or earlier
expiration of the most recent child care operator’s lease despite Developer’s commercially
reasonable efforts to lease the facility at prevailing child care facility market terms (comparable
to other similarly-sized and geographically proximate licensed child care facilities operated by a
nonprofit public benefit corporation) to a child care operator, and Developer wishes to be
released from its obligation to lease the facility to a child care operator, then Developer will have
the right to pay City an amount equal to the Base Fee prorated over a twenty-five (25) year
period, with a credit for any time the facility was operated by a child care provider in compliance
with this Child Care Program. On paying such amount to City, the Developer may use the
facility for any use permitted under the Project SUD after receiving required approvals and
permits pursuant to the Project SUD.
4.
Developer or subsequent owner of the building in which the child care facility is
located cannot charge rent (including security, common building charges and utilities, etc.) to the
child care operator that exceeds prevailing market rent comparable to other similarly-sized and
geographically proximate licensed child care facilities.
5.
Developer or subsequent owner of the building in which the child care facility is
located will execute the Notice of Special Restrictions included in the Approvals to dedicate the
space for child care use and to incorporate the terms of this Child Care Program in form and
substance approved by Planning ("NSR"). The NSR will be recorded against the applicable
parcel within the Project Site at the earlier to occur of the final map that includes the child care
facility is recorded or the date the First Construction Document is issued for the building that
will contain the child care facility.
6.
In consideration of this Child Care Program community benefit and except as
provided in Section 3.b,Section 3.c, and Section 7, the Project will not be subject to the
residential child care fee (Planning Code Sec. 414A) and that fee will be waived. For the
avoidance of doubt, this waiver applies to all of the buildings constructed on the Project Site
pursuant to this Agreement.
7.
Phasing/performance requirements for the child care facility will be detailed in
Schedule 1 (Phasing Plan and Community Benefits Linkages). If DBI has not issued a certificate
of occupancy (including any temporary certificate of occupancy) for the child care facility prior
to the expiration of the Term but Developer has received a First Construction Document for any
Building, then Developer shall pay to City an amount equal to the Base Fee plus 20% of the Base
Fee at the end of the Term.
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EXHIBIT M
MASTER INFRASTRUCTURE PLAN
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INTRODUCTION

1.1

Purpose
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This Infrastructure Plan is an exhibit to the Development Agreement (DA) between Balboa Community
Partners, LLC (Developer) and City and County of San Francisco (City). The Infrastructure Plan describes
the infrastructure to be constructed for the Balboa Reservoir Project (Project), associated with Project
sustainability, demolition, grading, street and transportation improvements, open space and park
improvements, low pressure water system, combined sewer system, auxiliary water supply system (AWSS),
stormwater management system and dry utility system. Initially capitalized terms unless separately
defined in this Infrastructure Plan have the meanings and content set forth in the DA. Initially capitalized
terms unless separately defined in this Infrastructure Plan have the meanings and content set forth in the
DA.
1.2

Design Standards and Guidelines

The Balboa Reservoir Design Standards and Guidelines (DSG) is a separate document that establishes the
design framework and detailed standards that guide the design of open spaces and buildings. The DSG
is approved by the Planning Commission and is a companion document to the Infrastructure Plan.
Chapter 5 of the DSG has been included as Appendix A to the Infrastructure Plan as it is relevant to the
design of the streets, pedestrian network, loading zones and other features within the public right of way.
1.3

Land Use Program

The Project Site is located north of Ocean Avenue, West of Frida Kahlo Way, Southwest of Riordan High
School and east of Plymouth Avenue as shown in Figure 1.0.

The project boundary includes

approximately 17.6 acres (Block 3180, Lot 190) as shown on Figure 1.1A. The proposed Project includes
the redevelopment of the Project Site into a mixed-use development including residential, community
room, limited retail, and parking. The proposed Project will also include public access areas and open
spaces as well as public and private streets which extend beyond the project boundary. The limits of
proposed improvements are shown in Figure 1.1B.
Overall the proposed Project will construct up to approximately 1,640,400 gross square feet (gsf) including
approximately 1,100 residential units, approximately 7,500 gsf of retail use, approximately 339,900 gsf of
parking, and approximately 10,000 gsf of daycare facilities.

1
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Table 1.1: Proposed Development Program Scenarios
Proposed Building Use

Preferred Development Program
1,100 total units

Residential

450 market-rate units
550 affordable units
100 townhomes

Retail

7,500 sf

Day Care

10,000 sf

Parking

339,900 sf

Public Open Space

4 acres

The land use program may be adjusted in the future provided that it remains within the limits analyzed
under the Project EIR. The Project utility demands and infrastructure requirements have been evaluated
based on the Development Program that results in the highest utility demand. Accordingly, future
adjustments are not anticipated to significantly change the overall Project utility demands or general
infrastructure requirements outlined in this Plan.
1.4

Property Acquisition, Dedication, and Easements

The mapping, dedication and acceptance of streets and other infrastructure improvements is anticipated
to occur through the subdivision mapping process. Except as otherwise noted, infrastructure described
in this Infrastructure Plan shall be constructed within the public right-of-way or dedicated easements to
provide for access and maintenance of infrastructure facilities. Existing and Proposed Property lines and
easements are shown on Figure 1.2A and Figure 1.2B respectively.
Public service easements will be allowed within the Project as necessary to provide infrastructure and
services to the Project and are subject to review and approval by the affected City agency. Proposed
public water, combined sewer, auxiliary water supply system (AWSS), and power easements benefitting
the San Francisco Public Utilities Commission (SFPUC) on the property will be reviewed on a case-by-case
basis. Full access for vehicles and equipment for the maintenance and repair of utility mains will be
provided. Public utilities within easements will be installed in accordance with applicable City regulations
for public acquisition and acceptance within public utility easement areas, including provisions for
maintenance access. Where improvement standards proposed herein differ from the City and County of
San Francisco Subdivision Regulations (Subdivision Regulations), such standards and infrastructure shall
2
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be subject to design modification or exception requests and reviewed by the affected City Agencies
during the Project Phase application or construction document approval process.
1.5

Project Datum

Elevations referred to herein, are based on the CCSF 2013 NAVD88 Vertical Datum.
1.6

Conformance with EIR/EIS & Entitlements

This Infrastructure Plan has been developed to be consistent with Project mitigation measures required
by the Draft Environmental Impact Report (EIR) and other entitlement documents. Regardless of the status
of their inclusion in this Infrastructure Plan, the mitigation measures of the EIR shall apply to the Project.
1.7

Applicability of Uniform Codes and Infrastructure Standards

The Infrastructure Plan is intended to comply with the current City of San Francisco Subdivision
Regulations. The Infrastructure Plan may be modified in the future to the extent that future modifications
are in accordance with the current City of San Francisco Subdivision Regulations and the DA. Approval of
future modifications will require approval from the relevant City agencies.
1.8

Master Utility Plans

Each publicly-owned or accepted infrastructure system described herein will be more fully described and
evaluated in Master Utility Plans (MUPs), which will be submitted to the City Agencies after approval of
the Infrastructure Plan. The MUPs provide detailed layouts and modeling of each infrastructure system.
The Infrastructure Plan is to be approved by the City Agencies as part of the DA approval processes.
Approval of this Infrastructure Plan does not imply approval of the MUPs, which will be approved after
DA execution and prior to the submittal of the Basis of Design.
1.9

Project Phasing

It is anticipated that the Project will be developed in two phases (Development Phase(s)) subject to the
approval process outlined in the DA.

See Figure 1.3.

Each Development Phase would include a

Development Parcel or Parcels and associated infrastructure and open space areas. Phased Improvements
are the street, access, utility and open space improvements necessary to accommodate development of
a particular Development Parcel or Parcels.
The parties acknowledge that certain improvements of the Infrastructure Plan, such as site preparation,
grading, soil compaction and stabilization, may be required or desired at an earlier stage of development
and in advance of such Phase Improvements. As described in the DA, the parties will cooperate in good
3
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faith in determining the scope and timing of such advance improvements, so as not to delay the
construction of Development Parcels and associated Phase Improvements, or affect the criteria for the
proportional scope of Phase Improvements.
1.10

Phases of Infrastructure Construction

The construction of infrastructure, as described in the Infrastructure Plan, Tentative Map and other Project
approvals, can be phased to serve the incremental build-out of the Project in accordance with the Project
approvals. Each phase of construction will result in a functioning infrastructure system. Phase
Improvements will be described in subsequent Improvement Plans and associated Public Improvement
Agreements or permits approved prior to filing a Final Map for the associated Development Parcels.
For each Development Parcel proposed for development, the associated adjacent and as needed
infrastructure to provide access and utilities to serve that development, such as streets, and improvements
therein and thereon, will be constructed. As described in the DA, adjacent infrastructure refers to
infrastructure that is necessary and near to and may share a common border or end point with the
proposed Development Parcel or Parcels.
The limits of the existing infrastructure to be demolished as well as conceptual layouts of the permanent
and/or temporary infrastructure systems for each Development Parcel will be provided as part of the
construction document submittals for that Development Parcel or Phase. Repairs and/or replacement of
the existing facilities necessary to serve the Development Parcel will be designed and constructed by the
Developer.
Where requested by Developer, and if the City Agency(s) with jurisdiction over the affected infrastructure
determines it is appropriate in connection with the phased development of the Project, portions of the
Phase Improvements may be constructed or installed as interim improvements to be owned and
maintained by the Developer. Interim improvements would be removed or abandoned, as determined
by the City Agency, when substitute permanent Phase Improvements are provided to serve a subsequent
Development Parcel. Infrastructure within the right of way will not be constructed in phases.
Demolition of existing Project area infrastructure and construction of each proposed Development Parcel
and associated Phase Improvements will impact site accessibility.

During construction of each

Development Parcel and associated Phase Improvements, interim access shall be provided and
maintained for emergency vehicles, subject to San Francisco Fire Department (SFFD) approval, as well as
4
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pedestrian access on at least one side of the street around the construction perimeter that is American
with Disabilities Act (ADA) compliant. Interim access to the existing parking will also be maintained and
coordinated between the Developer and City, as required.
At all phases of development prior to full build out, the Developer shall demonstrate to the City Agency
that functioning utility systems are in place at all times and comply with applicable City laws, codes and
regulations.
1.11

Operation and Maintenance

After formal acceptance of public infrastructure installed by the Developer, the City will be responsible
for maintenance of the infrastructure installed by the Developer, except as otherwise agreed to in writing
by the Developer and the City. A maintenance agreement, as required by the Public Improvement
Agreement (PIA), will be prepared in conjunction with the first phase of the Improvement Plans and may
be subject to a Major Encroachment Permit (MEP).
1.12

Companion Documents

The following attachment and appendices contain reference documents that are referenced by the
Infrastructure Plan:
•

Appendix A

Balboa Reservoir Design Standards and Guidelines, Chapter 5

•

Appendix B

Preliminary Geotechnical Report

•

Appendix C

SU-30 and WB-40 Design Vehicle Movements

•

Appendix D

Fire Engine and Fire Truck Turning Movements

•

Appendix E

Passenger Vehicle Turning Movements

•

Appendix F

Balboa Reservoir – Fire Flow Evaluation

•

Appendix G

“Balboa Reservoir Hydrologic and Hydraulic Modeling” memo by BKF

•

Appendix H Balboa Reservoir Design Standards and Guidelines, Sustainable
Neighborhoods Framework
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2.

SUSTAINABILITY

2.1

Sustainable Infrastructure
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The Balboa Reservoir Project includes sustainable design development through modern infrastructure
and attention to community health and prosperity. Improvements will comply with the City and County
of San Francisco and State sustainability requirements including Title 24 (Divisions 6 and 11) and The San
Francisco Green Building Code. A summary of the key sustainable infrastructure design strategies are as
follows:
Section 4 – Site Demolition
o

Recycle materials on-site where feasible.

Section 6 – Site Grading
o

Erosion and sedimentation control measures during construction will be implemented
consistent with an approved Erosion and Sediment Control Plan for the site during grading
and construction to protect and control runoff.

Section 6 – Street, Mobility, and Circulation Designs
o

New infrastructure and facilities to improve circulation and safely support all
transportation modes such as walking and cycling to regional transit hubs.

o

Establish an accessible neighborhood that prioritizes walking and biking.

o

New public bicycle and pedestrian paths to provide connection to open spaces to support
safety of bicycles and pedestrians.

o

Selection of street trees that support Site ecosystems.

Section 7 – Open Space and Parks
o

New parks and recreation facilities that will complement the existing surrounding
neighborhood and citywide open space network.

o

Selection of plants and trees that support Site ecosystems and habitats.

Section 9 – Low Pressure Water System
o

New reliable potable water system.

o

Use of water conservation fixtures.

Section 10 – Non-Potable Water System
o

Non-potable water system for toilet flushing and irrigation uses.

Section 11 – Auxiliary Water Supply System (AWSS)
12
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New AWSS to improve reliability of fire suppression systems and improve site resiliency
during a seismic event.

Section 13 – Stormwater Management System
o

Stormwater management controls included in the buildings, streets, and open spaces to
reduce runoff volume and rate affecting the City Combined Sewer System.

Section 14 – Dry Utility Systems
o

New power, gas and communication systems to serve the Development.

o

Refer to the DSG for discussion on photovoltaics and solar preheat systems on building
rooftops in accordance with the Better Roofs Ordinance and energy efficient equipment
and fixtures to reduce energy demands.

Refer to Chapter 4 of the Design Standards and Guidelines for a thorough discussion of the project’s
sustainability goals, standards and guidelines.
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SITE DEMOLITION

3.1

Scope of Demolition
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The Developer will be responsible for the demolition and deconstruction of all non-retained existing
buildings and infrastructure features. Demolition and deconstruction will include removal and disposal of
hardscape, landscape and utilities. The demolition limit of work consists of the existing surface parking
lot, earthen berm on the west side of the site, and road on the east side. Project demolition and grading
activities will comply with City Ordinance 175-91 for use of non-potable water for soil compaction and
dust control. Where feasible, concrete and asphalt pavements will be recycled and used on-site or made
available for use elsewhere. Soil removal associated with demolition activities will comply with the Project
environmental permit requirements.
As part of the vegetation grubbing and clearing operation, trees and other plant materials will be
removed, relocated or protected in placed, as required. Trees and plant materials removed as part of the
demolition process will be recycled by composting or similar methods for on-site uses associated with
the planting of new vegetation and erosion control to the extent feasible.
The Developer shall be responsible for providing for the infrastructure permanent improvements
proposed to replace the existing infrastructure in accordance with approved building and construction
permits issued by the City Agency. The extent of these improvements and associated demolition will be
finalized during the construction document approval process.
3.2

Phases of Demolition

Demolition will occur in one phase for the entire site. Demolition will staged to allow the existing utility
services, vehicular and pedestrian access areas, and landscaped spaces to remain in place as long as
possible and reduce disruption of existing uses on the site and adjacent facilities. Project demolition
activities will comply with City Ordinance 175-91 for use of non-potable water for soil compaction and
dust control. The project will also meet the minimum required construction recycling rates from City
Ordinance 27-06 for private projects. The project could also be required to meet a 75% diversion rate
required for City projects.

14
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GEOTECHNICAL CONDITIONS

4.1

Existing Site Geotechnical Conditions
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The site is currently owned by the San Francisco Public Utilities Commission and was originally planned
for use as a municipal water reservoir. Although the site was never used as a reservoir, the central portion
of the site was excavated down approximately 15 feet and an embankment approximately 30 feet tall was
constructed along the western and southern boundary. The southern embankment was removed in 2008,
and a new embankment was constructed along the eastern site boundary between 2008 and 2009. The
central, depressed portion of the site is currently occupied by an asphalt parking lot.
A preliminary geotechnical investigation was performed at the site by Rockridge Geotechnical, Inc.
(Rockridge) on January 3, 2017. The investigation consisted of advancing four borings to depths of
between 6 and 26 feet below ground surface (bgs) and advancing six cone penetrations tests (CPTs) until
practical refusal in very dense sand, which occurred at depths between 5 and 46 feet bgs.
The site is mapped in a zone of early-Pleistocene alluvium (Qoa) (Graymer, 2006). Based on the results
of the preliminary geotechnical investigation, the non-embankment portion of the site is underlain by a
deposit of medium dense to very dense silty sand with occasional clay interbeds, known locally as the
Colma formation. The Colma formation extends to a depth of at least 46 feet bgs at location CPT-6, the
maximum depth explored. The embankment consists of sand fill which was likely excavated onsite and
re-worked. Documentation of the embankment construction was not available; however, the results of
the preliminary investigation indicates that the fill appears to have been well-compacted and is generally
dense to very dense in consistency.
Free groundwater was not observed in the borings drilled for the preliminary investigation.

A

geotechnical investigation was previously performed in 2010 for a development on Phelan Loop
immediately southeast of the site. In that investigation, groundwater was encountered in one boring at
a depth of about 22 feet bgs, while a second boring drilled to 40 feet did not encounter groundwater.
4.2

Existing Site Geotechnical Constraints

Based on the results the preliminary geotechnical investigation, Rockridge concludes there are no major
geotechnical or geological issues that would preclude development of the site as proposed. The primary
geotechnical issues affecting the proposed development include site grading and support of the
proposed structures.
15
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Site Grading

Conceptual development plans include removing the western berm and raising grades across the
remainder of the site. In some areas, grades may be raised 20 feet or more. Even where fill is properly
placed and compacted, some minor settlement of the new fill is expected. During final design, the
anticipated settlement will be determined so the site improvements can be designed to accommodate
minor differential settlement. If necessary, building entrance slabs can be designed to accommodate
settlement of the fill and building utility connections can be designed with a flexible connection. These
and other approaches to manage site settlement will be reviewed during final design.
4.4

Foundations

Foundations should be designed to provide adequate foundation support and limit total and differential
settlements of the proposed buildings to acceptable levels.
4.5

Stormwater Infiltration

Conceptual development plans include incorporating infiltration facilities to manage stormwater runoff
from impervious surfaces.
4.6

Geotechnical Approaches
4.6.1 Site Grading Approach
Fill should be placed and compacted in accordance with the recommendations of the final
geotechnical report. In general, fill should consist of on-site soil or imported soil (select fill) that
is free of organic matter, contains no rocks or lumps larger than three inches in greatest
dimension, has a liquid limit of less than 40 and a plasticity index lower than 12, and is approved
by the Geotechnical Engineer. It is anticipated that the embankment material will meet these
criteria.
Where proposed buildings will span different fill thicknesses, the Geotechnical Engineer should
evaluate the need of overexcavating and recompacting in-place soil to reduce potential for
differential performance.
4.6.2 Foundation Approach
Rockridge preliminarily concluded the proposed buildings could be supported on shallow
foundations bearing on firm native soil or properly placed and compacted engineered fill.
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4.6.3 Stormwater Infiltration Approach
Where explored in the preliminary geotechnical investigation, the soil at the site primarily consists
of silty sand. The silty sand is anticipated to have moderate to high infiltration rates, depending
on the exact gradation and mineralogy of soil exposed at designated infiltration areas. Infiltration
facilities, including determination of infiltration rates, will be designed and constructed in
accordance with SFPUC standards.
4.7

Schedule for Additional Geotechnical Studies

Prior to starting final design of the new infrastructure, the Geotechnical Engineer should perform
additional borings/CPTs and prepare a final geotechnical report based on the supplemental field
investigation. The geotechnical report should provide information about the soil and groundwater
conditions at the site and include design-level recommendations regarding:
•

site seismicity and seismic hazards, including the potential for liquefaction and liquefactioninduced ground failure

•

the most appropriate foundation type for the proposed buildings

•

design criteria for the recommended foundation type, including vertical and lateral capacities

•

estimates of foundation settlement

•

lateral earth pressures (static and seismic) for design of below-grade walls

•

design groundwater level

•

subgrade preparation for floor slabs, pavements, and exterior concrete flatwork

•

flexible and rigid pavement design

•

site grading and excavation, including criteria for fill quality and compaction

•

temporary slopes

•

temporary shoring and underpinning of adjacent structures, if required

•

2016 San Francisco Building Code (SFBC) site class and design spectral response acceleration
parameters

•

soil corrosivity

•

construction considerations
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In addition, infiltration rates should be determined in accordance with SFPUC guidelines1 after the
locations of infiltration facilities have been finalized.

Approved infiltration testing methods for a

development of this size include “Large Pilot Infiltration Test (PIT)” and “Soil Grain Size Analysis”, as
appropriate.

1

Determination of Design Infiltration Rates for the Sizing of Infiltration‐based Green Infrastructure Facilities, April 2017
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SITE GRADING
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Project Datum
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Site elevations, referred to herein are on the CCSF 2013 NAVD88, unless identified otherwise.
5.2

Existing Site Conditions

The existing grade within the Project Site slopes gradually north, south, and west, away from the roadway
to the north east with ground elevations ranging from approximately 315 feet elevation at the roadway
to approximately 292 feet elevation to the south of the existing berm. The northern border is bounded
by the track and field of Riordan High School with elevations between 315 and 325. The eastern border
is bounded by the City College of San Francisco (City College) parking lot and drive aisle with grades
varying between elevation 307 and 315. Along the southern border, there is a grade different of
approximately 10 feet at the termination of Lee Avenue with elevation change from 308 on the Project
Site to 298 at the termination of Lee Avenue. Mixed-use buildings border the south boundary. The
elevation differential is reduced at the southwest corner of the site at elevation 289 where it conforms to
the adjacent parcel. Along the western border, the site is bounded by and conforms to the existing grades
along the backyards of residences fronting Plymouth Ave with ground elevations ranging from 286 feet
to 320 feet in elevation. The existing site elevations are shown in Figure 5.1.
5.3

Site Geotechnical Constraints and Approaches

The Preliminary Geotechnical Report was prepared for the Project by Rockridge Geotechnical. Although
the site was intended to be used as a reservoir, it never fulfilled that purpose as it was converted into a
parking lot. The central of the portion of the site was excavated down approximately 15 feet and an
embankment approximately 30 feet tall was constructed along the west and east boundaries. The
southern embankment was removed in 2008 and a new embankment was constructed on the east
boundary between 2008 and 2009.
The Project Site sits on sufficiently dense soil which is able to resist liquefaction, and associated
manifestations such as settlement, loss of bearing capacity, sand boils, and lateral spreading.
Furthermore, as the soil above the groundwater table consists primarily of dense to very dense silty sand,
the Project Site is not susceptible to cyclic densification (also referred to as differential compaction).
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Project Grading Overview

The Developer will be responsible for the design and construction of the proposed grading for the Project.
Below is a description of the grading design for the different areas of the site. The proposed Project
conceptual grading plan is shown in Figure 5.2.
The Project is comprised of a street network with North Street, West Street, and South Street located as
described in their name and Lee Avenue occupying the eastern leg of the loop. The street network
connects to Ocean Avenue to the south via Lee Avenue and Frida Kahlo Way at the northeast via North
Street. Development areas are divided into Blocks with Block A and B south of South Street, Blocks C, D,
E, and F occupying the center, Block G to the north, and Block H and townhomes to the west.
Proposed grading for the Project raises the development area to approximate elevations of 299.6 feet to
315.5 feet at the center of the site. The street grades will slope generally to the southwest through a
private street into the existing SFPUC easement. The streets and sidewalks will be designed to provide
ADA compliant accessible pathways throughout the site and adjacent parcels. The proposed looped
street with interconnected open space and accessible pathways will be constructed to link San Ramon
Way and City College in the west-east direction and Ocean Avenue and North Street in the north-south
direction. Throughout the site longitudinal street grades less than 5 percent will be provided. Proposed
watershed boundaries are shown in Figure 5.3.
5.5

Proposed Grading Designs
5.5.1 Building Areas
Proposed finished floors will be set at highest adjacent grades. Project development and grading
designs will be developed to comply with the City requirements for ADA accessible paths of travel.
5.5.2 Proposed Roadways
Proposed slopes along public streets and private streets will be set at a maximum longitudinal
slope of 5 percent to provide ADA accessible pathways of travel without requiring handrails as
shown in Figure 5.2. The proposed public street system is designed in linear grading pattern from
north to south and generally east to west as illustrated in Figure 5.2. At conforms, the site conforms
or slopes down to the existing adjacent streets. Handrails will be provided for stairs and accessible
areas exceeding 5 percent, where required.
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At street intersections, grades will be designed at a maximum slope of 2% to provide an accessible
path of travel in crosswalks. In addition, vertical curves within the streets will be designed to both
begin and end outside the limits of the crosswalk areas.
5.5.3 Overland Release
The drainage design will be examined in the project's sewer, stormwater, and grading master plan
to ensure project designs contain the 100-year HGL below top of curb, consistent with the
requirements of the San Francisco Subdivision Regulations. If necessary to avoid any potential
adverse effects from overland release, stormwater will be detained onsite, including a variance
request to contain flows from the 100-year storm within the pipe network for the Project Site. The
proposed drainage system will route the 100-year runoff through the pipe network to the two
points of connection to the existing combined sewer in Ocean Avenue. See Figure 5.4.
5.6

Proposed Site Earthwork

The conceptual grading plan for the Project will require approximately 171,000 CY of gross earthwork.
To support grading activities, an Erosion and Sediment Control Plan (ESCP) will be submitted in parallel
with future grading permits. Grading in conjunction with site remediation efforts will be performed by
the Developer.
5.7

Cut/Fill Quantities

Approximate total quantity of soil to be exported is 56,000 CY. The remaining excavated material will be
reused on site to eliminate the need to import additional fill.
5.8

Phases of Grading Activities and Approvals

The Developer will grade the site based on the principle of adjacency and as-needed to facilitate a specific
proposed Development Phase and consistent with the requirements of the DA. The amount and location
of the grading proposed will be the minimum necessary to support the Development Phase. The new
Development Phase will conform to the existing grades as close to the edge of the Development Phase
area as possible while maintaining the integrity of the remainder of the Project.

Repairs and/or

replacement of the existing facilities necessary to support the proposed Development Phase will be
designed and constructed by the Developer. Interim grading will be constructed and maintained by the
Developer as necessary to maintain existing facilities impacted by proposed Development Phases. Project
grading activities will comply with City Ordinance 175-91 for use of non-potable water for soil compaction
and dust control.
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STREET, MOBILITY AND CIRCULATION DESIGNS

Balboa Reservoir’s street network will be comprised of short, walkable blocks that connect to the existing
neighborhoods, City College, and adjacent streets. The Project will prioritize pedestrian and bicycle safety
and access to the buildings, streets, and open spaces through careful consideration of transit and
transportation connections, accessibility, traffic calming measures, and on-street parking. The bicycle
network will provide safe and convenient access within the Project and connections to nearby Ocean
Avenue and Frida Kahlo Way. These facilities will be integral to the character of Balboa Reservoir’s streets.
The report makes reference to specific sections of Chapter 5 of the DSG which is included as Attachment A
to this report. The reviewer shall review both Chapter 6 of the Infrastructure Plan and Chapter 5 of the DSG
concurrently.
6.1

Plan Overview

As a pedestrian-priority development, the street network will provide safe and easy access to open spaces,
building entrances, and retail, with unique street types designed to the scale of the pedestrian experience.
A combination of traffic calming strategies will discourage unnecessary vehicle traffic and ensure that
internal traffic will be low-speed and low-volume. The public realm will be fully integrated with the design
and scale of the ground floor of the buildings.
6.2

Public Street Modes of Travel and Access
6.2.1 Pedestrian Circulation and Accessibility
Creating a safe, accessible, and comfortable pedestrian experience will be a priority on all streets,
with safe pedestrian street crossings and connections to open spaces and surrounding streets. All
of the proposed internal streets will have raised crosswalks which raise pedestrians slightly above
the adjoining vehicle traveled way and simultaneously providing a vehicle traffic calming measure.
Passenger loading and building servicing strategies will be designed to minimize conflicts
between pedestrians and vehicles, and to maximize the special street-life elements that create a
rich pedestrian experience.
The pedestrian network is further defined in Section 5.3 of the DSG.
6.2.2 Bicycle Circulation
The Project is dedicated to improving bicycle transportation throughout the area by providing
infrastructure for improved cyclist safety. Bicycle lanes of various class designations will be
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incorporated into the public streets throughout the site. Lee Avenue will accommodate the
majority of bicycle traffic traveling north and south through the site via Class II and Class IV bike
lanes providing a safe environment that separates bicycles from vehicular traffic and prioritizes
bicycle travel. Due to limited right-of-way and curb-to-curb widths, dedicated bike lanes cannot
be accommodated in North, South, and West Streets. These streets will incorporate Class III bike
routes. Figure 6.2 shows the conceptual strategy for bicycle facilities at a network scale. Refer to
Section 6.4 for specific street designs, bicycle facilities, and safety strategies.
The bicycle network and bikeway design guidelines are further defined in the DSG.
6.2.3 Vehicular Circulation and Intersections
All streets shall have two-way, low-volume, posted low-speed limit traffic circulation. Streets
should be designed for a 25 mph design speed and posted for 20 mph. Controlled intersections
are shown on Figures 6.5A – 6.5D. Alternate options for implementing mountable traffic circles at
the north and south ends of West Street are shown on Figure 6.5B2 and 6.5C2.
Refer to Section 5.14 of the DSG for additional information on traffic circle implementation.
All intersections shall adhere to City standards for signage and street markings. Where crosswalks
at uncontrolled intersections are proposed at Open Space connections, an appropriate
combination of traffic control strategies, including crosswalk markings, shall be employed to
maximize visibility and safe pedestrian crossing. Refer to Section 6.8 for more detailed information
on intersection design and controls.
The vehicle design guidelines are further defined in Section 5.3 of the DSG.
6.2.4 Fire Department Access
Based on the planning efforts undertaken during the initial meetings with the San Francisco Fire
Department, intersection radii, land widths, street widths from curb to curb, and right-of-way
layouts have been designed to accommodate fire truck turning movements at the Project
intersections shown in Appendix D. Per the SFFD requirements, intersections are designed to
accommodate the truck turning movements of the City of San Francisco 57-foot Articulated Fire
Truck (Fire Truck). Other emergency vehicles turning movements analyzed include the SFFD
Engine. The SFFD 57-foot Articulated Fire Truck shown in Figures D.6-D.9 was the most restricted
vehicle and thus was the basis for street layout designs. At intersection approaches and within
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intersections, the Fire Truck may encroach into the opposing vehicular travel lane to complete
turning movements, but a minimum of 7-feet of refuge area is provided for any cars within these
lanes. Appendix D shows enlargements of the fire truck turning movements for the San Francisco
57-foot Articulated Fire Truck at the site intersections.
Low pressure water system fire hydrant, stand pipe inlet, and auxiliary water supply system fire
hydrant layout is shown on Figure 6.8.
6.2.5 Parking, Loading, and Service
Parking, loading, and service will be distributed to minimize impact on the public realm pedestrian
experience. Passenger loading across the site will be accommodated in dedicated areas. Servicing
needs for Development Parcels will be accommodated on all streets in time-limited or dedicated
zones that will be either on-street or off-street. Commercial loading, trash pickup, mail drop-off
and residential move-in and move-outs will require careful coordination in an active pedestrian
environment. Loading and service areas are shown on Figure 6.9.
Refer to Section 5.12-5.16 of the DSG for more detailed information on parking, loading, and service.
6.2.6 Large Vehicle Access
All Project streets within the public right-of-way shall accommodate commercial vehicle
circulation. Access through the public right-of-way shall be designed for the SU-30 truck and
accommodate the WB-40 trucks. Refer to Appendix C for truck turning studies.
6.3

Public Street System

The Developer will be responsible for the design and construction of the public streets as shown on Figure
6.1. Improvements will generally include the following:
•

Pavement structural sections

•

Concrete curbs and gutters

•

Concrete sidewalk and curb ramps

•

Traffic control signage and striping

•

Traffic signal

•

Street chicane for traffic calming

•

Street lighting and pedestrian-scale lighting

•

Street landscaping and trees
28

BALBOA RESERVOIR INFRASTRUCTURE PLAN

•

APRIL 10, 2020

Stormwater management facilities (may include such methods as landscape strips, permeable
pavements, and bioretention areas)

•

Street furnishings (includes, but are not limited to, benches, trash cans and bike support facilities)

•

Accessible on-street passenger loading zones with adjacent street level passenger loading aisles
and curb ramps.

•

Accessible curb ramps

•

Accessible Pedestrian Signal (APS) at traffic signal

•

Raised crosswalks

•

Sidewalk bulb-outs

•

Class II, III, and IV bikeways

•

Enhanced Paving

•

Utility Clearance Requirements

•

Flashing Beacon

Approval of and responsibility for maintenance and liability for non-standard facilities, if any, shall be as
described in the DA.
Refer to Chapter 5 of the DSG for additional information on Streetscape and landscape improvements.
6.3.1 Public Street Layout and Parcelization
A system of street and parcel numbers has been created to facilitate planning and design
coordination and is shown on Figure 6.1. The new grid network of public streets includes two
streets oriented north to south: the Lee Avenue and West Street. Lee Avenue will conform to the
existing dead-end street just north of Ocean Avenue. Property frontage improvements will result
in partial renovation of the existing City College parking lots to the east. North Street and South
Street will be oriented east to west. North Street will tie into Frida Kahlo Way at a new intersection.
The existing intersection just north of North Street will be closed.
6.3.2 Roadway Dimensions
Street widths—curb to curb—are designed to accommodate emergency access, utility clearances,
bicycle facilities, passenger loading and building servicing, and vehicular access throughout the
site. Typical vehicular travel lanes within streets will range from 10-feet to 13-feet in width. Travel
lanes are measured from the face of curb or outside edge of bicycle facilities. All streets will
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provide for two-way traffic and fire access, with street widths varying from a minimum of 26-feet
to 40-feet. Additional roadway dimension information at intersections is shown in Figure 6.5A-D
and detailed cross section information is shown on the utility cross section exhibits in Figures
8.2A-G.
6.4

Public Street Network and Hierarchy

The Balboa Reservoir street network will include several street types with distinctive character, traffic
speed, and street-life elements – site furniture, street trees, special paving, and understory planting that
combine with active ground floor uses to enrich the pedestrian experience.
Refer to Chapter 5.3 of the DSG for detailed information about the public street network and hierarchy.
6.4.1 Street Zones and Designs
The streets will contribute to a varied public realm while satisfying above- and under-ground
infrastructure needs at the Project. Proposed streets shall conform to the Subdivision Regulations.
The public right-of-way must be open to the sky with the exception of permitted landscape and
street-wall encroachments per the DSG, and publicly accessible at all times unless subject to
maintenance, operations, security and safety rights, or closure by Master Developer for events.
Street closure by Master Developer or others shall be subject to all applicable City permitting and
authorizations.

Ownership and maintenance and liability for streetscape elements and

encroachments shall be addressed as set forth in the DA including, but not limited to nonstandard design features, such as lighting, stormwater gardens, and other stormwater treatments.
6.5

Components of Public Streets
6.5.1 Curb Heights
The curb heights shall be 6-inches unless at a raised crosswalk where they are reduced to 4-inches.
6.5.2 Paving
Final pavement design for the roadway sections will be designed for the anticipated traffic load
and equivalent single axial loads (ESAL) for a design life coordinated with the City Agency per the
terms of the DA. See Figure 6.7 for pavement surfaces.
The Pedestrian Throughway defined on each street shall be an accessible path of travel that is
unobstructed by non-ADA-compliant paving or material treatments. Paving and built-in site
elements shall be comprised of high-quality materials and finishes that are durable to withstand
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high-intensity use. All material textures in designated clear path of travel and accessible use areas
shall be ADA-compliant.
Refer to Section 5.9 of the DSG for street paving materials.
6.5.3 Street Planting
Planting will function ecologically to help achieve the Project’s goals for sustainability and
contribute to a healthy environment. Composition and distribution of a diverse, adapted urban
forest, stormwater gardens, and planted areas will create a resilient ecological framework to shape
varied sensory experiences across the site and urban habitat.
Refer to Section 5.5 and 5.8 of the DSG for more detailed information about the public street trees
and planting palette respectively.
6.5.4 Sustainable Water Strategies
The Project’s landscape and building systems will work together and be designed to conserve, reuse, and filter water. Site hydrology will be intertwined with daily life in a unique and systematic
way, with stormwater management gardens that are a part of the public experience in every
streetscape and open space. Irrigation is an essential element of plant health and should be
considered as part of the site hydrology strategy.
6.5.5 Lighting
Lighting will be an important component of nighttime identity, experience, and safety. Lighting of
special, unique character should reinforce key pedestrian routes along the streetscapes. SFPUC
acceptable lighting fixtures will work together to create a warm, inviting, and safe nighttime
environment. Energy efficient LED street lighting will also be designed to limit light pollution
within the streets.
6.5.5.1

Lighting Design Intent

Lighting design intent shall follow IES-RP8, Illuminating Engineering Society standards
appropriate to the subject street type. Metal finishes and colors shall be coordinated with
other site furnishings and building color palette.
6.5.5.2

Location

All street lights shall be located within the furnishing zone per SF Better Streets Plan.
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Fixtures

Light fixtures within the ROW shall comply with SFPUC guidelines and shall be selected
from the SFPUC catalogue of acceptable fixtures.
6.5.5.4

Scale of Light Fixtures

Lighting shall satisfy functional needs of auto circulation but also be scaled to the
pedestrian and bicycle experience. Lighting shall be coordinated with the design of the
open space lighting, and glare shall not be created at eye level.
Refer to Section 5.11 of the DSG for additional information on public street lighting.
6.5.6 Accessible Loading
Loading zones for vehicular and paratransit loading and unloading will be distributed across the
site to enable access to all Development Parcels and open spaces, with priority given to significant
pedestrian connections. See Figure 6.9. Proposed configurations for loading stalls are described
for integration with DPW-Standard Curb, 6-inches typical.
Refer to Sections 5.12-5.15, of the DSG for detailed information about the accessible loading zones.
6.5.7 Utility, Driveway, and Streetscape Coordination
The project will ensure that locations of above-grade utility structures, where provided, are
coordinated with streetscape elements. These locations shall be coordinated with tree spacing to
ensure City Standards are applied to the greatest extent possible. Driveway locations shall be
coordinated with placement of streetscape elements.
Refer to Sections 5.4 and 5.7 of the DSG for additional information on streetscape coordination.
Full-street cross-sections with utilities are shown in Figures 8.2A-8.2F in Section 8
6.6

Traffic Calming

As part of the pedestrian and bicycle focused development plan, traffic calming elements are proposed
to improve non-vehicular traffic safety and access. Proposed traffic calming elements for the Project
street rights-of-way are identified in Figure 6.3 and include raised crosswalks, chicanes, bulb-outs,
narrowed lane widths to accommodate bicycle infrastructure.
Refer to Section 5.6 of the DSG for additional information traffic calming strategies.
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6.6.1 Raised Mid-Block Crosswalks
Raised mid-block pedestrian crosswalks are proposed along all streets except the portion of North
Street east of Lee Avenue. At raised crosswalk locations, the street pavement areas will be raised
as much as 3.5-inches to reduce the adjacent curb heights to 4-inches and will change paving
material for a more effective visual cue to motorists. Final grades are dependent on overland
release studies.
Where raised crossings are proposed, striped continental crosswalks shall be provided unless the
project elects to use decorative crosswalk treatments that comply with the 2014 SFMTA Crosswalk
Guidelines and required review. Any potential decorative crosswalks or ground mural require
approval from SFMTA and must be in accordance with FHWA regulations. Proposed decorative
treatments shall meet ADA standards for slip-resistance. Each mid-block crossing will also have a
Rectangular Rapid Flashing Beacon (RRFB). The design for these crosswalks will be coordinated
with and are subject to the approval of the SFPUC, SFDPW, the SFMTA, and the San Francisco Fire
Department (SFFD).

Refer to Section 5: Site Grading for additional information about Project

grading and overland release requirements. Raised crossing configurations are shown on Figure
6.4A-E.
The Developer or HOA will be responsible for maintenance and restoration of the street pavement
sections, including pavement markings, within the raised crosswalk. Designs will incorporate
measures to minimize maintenance and reduce the potential for dirt, silt and other debris to settle
within the crosswalks.
6.6.2 Street Chicane
A chicane is integrated at the northern end of West Street to calm traffic and reduce vehicle speeds
approaching and departing from the intersection at North Street and West Street. The chicane
offset is 8-feet and maintains a 12.5-foot travel lane consistent with the land widths of West Street.
Layout of the chicane is shown on Figure 6.5B.
6.6.3 Intersection Bulb-Outs
Bulb-outs have been incorporated at all intersections. These locations are expected to have a high
concentration of pedestrian traffic. Bulb-outs will narrow driving lanes, create a shorter pedestrian
crossing, make pedestrians more visible to motorists and require vehicles to reduce speeds. The
final design for the bulb-outs will be coordinated with the SFMTA, SFDPW, SFPUC, and the SFFD.
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Bulb-out improvements will be constructed if the designs can meet the City Agency’s
requirements for overland drainage release, utility clearances, and accessibility for persons with
disabilities. Overland release at these locations will be studied in the Sewer, Stormwater and
Grading Master Utility Plan. Typical intersection bulb-out details are shown on Figures 6.5A-D.
6.7

Off-Site Traffic Signalization

The Developer will be responsible for design and construction funding, either as partial contribution or
in full, of traffic signal modifications or new traffic signals, as well as striping. Where possible, the electrical
service for traffic signals will be located within the joint trench (see Section 17). Traffic signals shall be
designed by and constructed to the specifications of the SFMTA and SFDPW. Relocation of the traffic
signal will require approval by the SFMTA Board of Directors. If determined feasible, planned off-site
intersection improvements include, but may not be limited to the following:
6.7.1 Frida Kahlo Way and North Street Intersection
A new signalized intersection will be constructed at the proposed intersection of North Street and
Frida Kahlo Way. The existing signalized intersection at the northern access road to the existing
surface parking lot will be removed. See Figure 6.6 for the proposed intersection geometry.
6.8

On-Site Traffic Controls

Traffic calming and stop-controlled intersections, rather than signalization, are the primary strategy for
on-site traffic control. Stop signs will be added at all intersections, with final locations to be determined
by traffic sight distance requirements and coordination with the City. If implemented, stop signs on city
streets will require legislation from SFMTA Board and traffic calming may also require SFMTA Board
and/or public hearing.
6.9

Public Transportation System

No public transportation is envisioned within the Project Site. The site is not being designed to
accommodate large passenger buses, which includes both large public buses and private transportation
buses. However the site is located within a 1/4 mile of bus and streetcar service and less than 1 mile from
the Balboa BART Station.
6.10

SFMTA Infrastructure

Where required, the following list of infrastructure items includes items to be owned, operated and
maintained by the SFMTA within public right-of-ways:
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•

Signals and Signal Interconnects, including Muni Bus Prioritization signals

•

TSP signal preempt detectors

•

Conduit containing TSP signal cables

•

Shelters (Via Vendor)

•

Paint – poles and asphalt delineating coach stops

•

Asphalt painting for transit lanes

•

Departure prediction (“NextBus”) monitors and related communications equipment

•

Bicycle racks

•

Crosswalk striping, except for areas with a raised crosswalk or with painted concrete special
striping or other special decorative treatment

6.11

•

Bike lane and traffic striping

•

APS/Pedestrian crossing signals

•

Street, traffic and parking signs

•

Parking meters

•

Colored curbs

•

Rectangular Rapid Flash Beacon (RRFB)

Acceptance and Maintenance of Street Improvements

Upon acceptance of the new and/or improved public streets by the Board of Supervisors, responsibility
for the operation and maintenance of the roadway and streetscape elements will be designated to the
appropriate City Agency as defined in the City of San Francisco Municipal Code and related ordinances,
and the Project DA.

Conflicts between proposed public utility infrastructure and the surface

improvements proposed as part of the Project, including but not limited to dedicated transportation
routes, trees, bulb-outs, and medians, shall be minimized in the design of the infrastructure and surface
improvements. The City Agency responsible for said utility infrastructure will review all proposals for
surface improvements above proposed public utility infrastructure on a case-by-case basis to ensure that
future access for maintenance is preserved. Stormwater management infrastructure installed as part of
the streetscape to meet the Stormwater Management Requirements and Design Guidelines (SMR) will be
maintained by the Master Developer and/or City Agency subject to the terms of the Project DA. The
SFPUC will maintain stormwater controls located in the public ROW that receive stormwater runoff from
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the public ROW only. Parcel developer or Master HOA will be required to maintain any stormwater control
that manages private parcel runoff, or a blend of private parcel and public ROW runoff.
As outlined in the DA, the Master Developer will be responsible for maintenance and restoration of the
non-standard materials and design features, including decorative paving and hardscape elements, as well
as specific streetscape elements and encroachments. Restoration will include replacement of the
pavement markings within areas with non-standard materials.
6.12

Phasing of New Roadway Construction

All new public roadways will be constructed in Phase 1.
6.13

Lee Avenue Right-of-Way

On the east side of the proposed 72-foot wide Lee Avenue right-of-way, approximately 11-feet of land
needs to be dedicated from City College. At this time, the developer and City are negotiating this land
dedication with City College. Should the land dedication not occur, the Lee Avenue street cross section
would need to be revised to fit within a narrower 61-foot wide right-of-way. The alternate street cross
section for Lee Avenue is shown on Figure 6.10.
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FIGURE 6.8 - FIRE ACCESS PLAN

G

TH2

E

,"'

"C

u
u

>
u

!c

en
w

::;:
0

I'
I

:z:

~----~ z

s:

~----~ o

I-

w

D

15

~
lu
cu
LJ
.D

*

LEGEND

c
c
c

MARKET RATE BUILDINGS

ITJ

MAIN LOBBY

l2]

SECONDARY LOBBY

D
D
D

COMMERCIAL LOADIN G

~

CHILDCARE LOADING AT
DESIGNATED TI MES

D
D
D

PUBLICLy ACCESSIBLE AM ENITY

PASSENGER LOAD ING

OFF-STREET LOADING
LOADING DOCK
ACCESS IBLE PARKING
TRASH ROOM/
TRASH ROOM INSIDE GARAGE

0

~

~

z

TRAS H STAG ING
GARAGE ACCESS

"'z

i25

Soure.: VMWP ARCHITECTS, 04/2020

BALBOA RESERVOIR INFRASTRUCTURE PLAN

FIGURE 6.9 - PROPOSED SERVICE & LOADING PLAN
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FIGURE 6.10 - ALTERNATIVE LEE AVE CROSS SECTION

BALBOA RESERVOIR INFRASTRUCTURE PLAN

7.

APRIL 10, 2020

OPEN SPACE AND PARKS

The proposed Project will provide approximately 4.0 acres of publicly accessible open space. The
following is a summary of the major components of the open space network. See Figure 7.1 for an
overview of the Open Space System and the corresponding DSG Open Space section for a detailed
description. These improvements are intended to extend the connection from San Ramon Way to City
College, and create a connection from the SFPUC easement south of the project to the centralized public
open space.

The Developer’s infrastructure obligations include the design, construction, and

maintenance of the open space and park improvements. Key components of the open space program
area are described below.
Refer to Chapter 6 of the Balboa Reservoir DSG for detailed information about the open space design.
7.1

Proposed Open Space and Parks to be built by Developer

Open space to be built by the Developer shall be substantially completed consistent with the following
schedule:

7.2

Reservoir Park

2.0 acres

Phase 1

PUC Open Space

1.2 acres

Phase 2

Paseos

0.8 acres

Phase 1 and 2

Phasing, Ownership, Operation, and Maintenance

New open space and parks system will be constructed in phases to match the Phases of the Project and
as depicted on the Phasing Plan, Figure 1.3. The Phase will connect to the existing open space and parks
as close to the edge of the Phase area as possible where a logical transition line can be established within
the open space improvement features.
Reservoir Park and the Paseos will be owned and maintained by the Master Homeowner’s Association.
The SFPUC is and will remain the property owner of the Retained Fee and will issue a revocable license to
the Developer and later, to any assignee homeowner’s association, to allow for construction,
management, and operations of the planned flexible public open area.
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8.

UTILITY LAYOUT AND SEPARATION

8.1

Utility Systems

APRIL 10, 2020

The Project proposes to install public utility systems, including the combined sewer system, low pressure
water (LPW) system, auxiliary water supply system (AWSS), and dry utility systems. Ownership,
maintenance, and acceptance responsibilities of utility infrastructure will be documented in the DA.
8.2

Utility Layout and Separation Criteria

Utility main layout and separations will be designed in accordance with the Subdivision Regulations and
SFPUC Utility Standards. Utility main separation requirements are presented in Figure 8.1 Utility
Separation Criteria.
8.3

Conceptual Utility Layout

The Project utility layout is designed to connect the proposed Project utility infrastructure to the existing
adjacent public utility infrastructure facilities. The proposed LPW system, shown on Figure 9.1, will be a
looped system and have two connections to the existing SFPUC LPW system on Frida Kahlo Way and
Ocean Avenue. The proposed AWSS, shown on Figures 11.1A and B, will have a single connection point
to the existing AWSS at the intersection of Ocean Avenue and Lee Avenue. The Project studied the
feasibility of installing a second AWSS connection through the SFPUC property at the southwest corner
of the project (Block 318 Lot 192) to create a looped system but was deemed infeasible by SFPUC. The
proposed combined sewer system, shown on Figure 12.1, will have two connections to the existing SFPUC
combined sewer system in Ocean Avenue via Lee Avenue and the SFPUC property.
8.4

Utility Layout and Clearance Design Modifications and Exceptions

Due to constraints within the Project Site, design modifications and exceptions to standard sizing, spacing,
and locations of utilities may be requested. A design modification and exception request to utility
standards and requirements is subject to the review and approval by the department with authority over
each utility. The combined sewer system, LPW system, and AWSS design modifications and exceptions
receive authorization per the process outlined in the Subdivision Regulations. Potential locations for the
design modifications and exceptions will be identified in the future. Approval of this Infrastructure Plan
does not constitute authorization of utility-related design modifications and exceptions.
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FIGURE 8.1 - UTILITY SEPARATION CRITERIA - CS

I
d

... .4.

'"·'.4.

.,

.

4•
'

_J

,,__,,-

,f

f---

er:
w

<(

3:
2
er::
0

;--

t0 ~

er:: ~

0<(

C)

~

w~

m

<(

::::J

Q_ ;--

u

(f)

er:

u

•

. Q_ .•

CE

w

z

<(
_J

w

~

m

w

f---

>(.()

•

"

~

>_J

er::
w

(.()

f-

0:::

er: <(
w 3:

w

f---

f--f---

.•• •

2

er::

(.()

5

rcf'i

>-

w

C)

· ~·

<(

<(

~ er::~

0

::::J

::::J

z

0:::

_J

_J

• 0:::
·:::::i ·

w

x

0

:x:::
m

<(

0

t0

0

m

er:

::::J

~

<(

Q_ ;--

<(

• '

0

z

_J

u

' =::J

~··-~
• • t7l •

(f)

<(

-

.• er::

u u

<(

y

.

;--

w~

0

"0

er::

> . . . . .___..,

~

<(

_J

·.

·..•
.. · .-........._
~

Ul

z

u

~

4

.

2

:::J

r

I-1--

::::J

-

... .....
..

Q_
Q_

~I

...
er::
w

.
.
•• •
.
.

.1
.I

· ·:j

LEE AVENUE TYPICAL UTILITY PLAN
NTS

R/W

R/ W

I~

4' COURTESY
STRIP
SWLK
6'

LND
6'

BIKE

PARK ING

7'

C/L

TR AVEL LANE
10.5'

TRAVEL LANE
10.5'

BIKE
7'

LND
6'

SWLK
6'

I
32'-38"

c

1

I

-I

2' BUFFER

5'

MIN

c

§

4" HIGH
MEDI AN WITH
BEVELED
CORNERS

0

10.0' CLR
(.()

Ul

5

5

Q_

//////

(.()

_J

<(

u

N

0
N

N

'tjLEE AVENIE - 2' WIDE RAISED BIJ'FER

LEE AVENUE TYPICAL UTILITY CROSS SECTION
NTS

~
~

Source: BKF ENGINEERS, 04/2020

BALBOA RESERVOIR INFRASTRUCTURE PLAN
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FIGURE 8.2C - TYPICAL UTILITY CROSS SECTION (SOUTH STREET)
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FIGURE 8.20 - TYPICAL UTILITY CROSS SECTION CWEST STREET)
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9.

LOW PRESSURE WATER SYSTEM

9.1

Existing Low Pressure Water System

APRIL 10, 2020

Potable water service will be provided by a water supply, storage, transmission, and distribution system
that is metered with back flow preventers operated by the SFPUC. The proposed Project will connect to
the SFPUC’s Low Pressure Water (LPW) system for domestic supply and fire protection. The existing LPW
system within the project vicinity includes 8 and 12-inch diameter distribution pipelines and low pressure
fire hydrants within Frida Kahlo Way and Ocean Avenue. Existing potable water and fire protection
infrastructure near the Project Site are located along Frida Kahlo Way and on Lee Avenue.
Fire hydrant flow information was obtained for the 12-inch main in Ocean Avenue and the 8-inch main
in Frida Kahlo Way. Both of these mains are located within the Sutro Pressure Zone.
Static Pressure (psi)
Residual Pressure (psi)
Observed Flow (gpm)
Available Flow at 20 psi (gpm)
9.2

12-inch Main in Ocean Ave
80
62
1,197
2,290

8-inch Man in Frida Kahlo Way
69
51
947
1,630

Proposed Low Pressure Water System
9.2.1 Project Water Supply
In accordance with the California Water Code, SFPUC is preparing a Water Supply Assessment for
the proposed Project. The Water Supply Assessment was approved by the SFPUC Commission on
May 28, 2019.
9.2.2 Project Water Demands
The proposed Project water demands are summarized in Table 9.1 below. The Project’s water
demands have been calculated using the SFPUC’s Non-Potable Water Program District Scale water
calculator. The proposed Project will include building-based recycled water treatment plants in
certain buildings that will divert, treat and reuse graywater (and potentially rainwater) for nonpotable uses within the project, such as toilet flushing and irrigation. The annual non-potable
water demand will be calculated as part of the master utility plan once the final system is
determined.
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Fire Flows

The required fire flows will be according to Appendix B of the California Fire Code and
approved by SFFD. Fire flows are based on the building area and the type of construction.
The proposed buildings will be Type I-A, II-A and V-A construction. See Appendix F for
Fire Flow Evaluation which presents the CFC required fire flow for each building.
Table 9.1. Water Demands
Annual Potable Water Demand

39,543,600 gpy

Project Potable Water Demands
Design Scenario

Demand

Domestic Average Day Demand (ADD)

108,300 gpd

Maximum Day Demand (MDD) = 1.2 x ADD

130,000 gpd

Peak-Hour Demand (PHD) = 2.65 x ADD

287,000 gpd

Required Fire-Flow2 (FF) = 1,500 gpm x 4 hours

360,000 gpd

Maximum Potable Water Demand
(Maximum Day Demand + Required Fire Flow)

490,000 gpd

9.2.3 Project Water Distribution System
The proposed Project will include the design and construction of the proposed LPW system by
the Developer. The proposed LPW system will be owned and maintained by the SFPUC upon
completion and acceptance of the improvements. The proposed LPW system is depicted on Figure
9.1. The proposed LPW system pipeline sizes will be verified by the PUC’s review of the hydraulic
modeling in the Low Pressure Water Master Plan (LPWMP) that will be prepared after Project
approvals.
The project will connect to the existing 12-inch LPW line in Ocean Avenue and the existing 8-inch
line in Frida Kahlo Way. The Project will install new 12-inch LPW lines in the new proposed streets
while meeting the necessary separation requirements to other utilities and proposed
improvements as outlined in Section 10. The vertical and horizontal separation distances to other
utilities will be consistent with the requirements outlined in Title 22 of the California Code of

2

The required fire flow will be determined by SFFD based on final building areas and construction type.
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Regulations, the SFDPW Subdivision Regulations and the State of California Department of Health
Services Guidance Memorandum 2003-02. The typical utility cross sections for each street are
depicted on Figures 8.2A-G.
SFPUC will perform the required disinfections of new mains and connections to existing mains at
the Developer’s cost.
9.2.4 Low Pressure Water Design Criteria
The proposed LPW system will be designed to maintain a minimum system pressure of 20 psi and
a maximum velocity of 14 fps during MDD plus Fire Flow design scenario. The LPW system will
also maintain 40 psi minimum residual pressure and 8 fps maximum velocity during PHD. The
proposed LPW system will be modeled in the LPWMP to confirm the proposed system meets the
pressure and flow requirements in each design scenario.
9.2.5 Proposed Fire Hydrant Locations
The LPW system will be the secondary fire water supply for the Project Site. The proposed LPW
fire hydrants will have a maximum radial separation of 300-feet between hydrants, or as specified
in Appendix C of the California Fire Code. Additionally, the LPW hydrants will be placed within
100-feet of building fire department connections. The proposed LPW fire hydrant locations are
depicted on Figure 9.2A. The required fire flow will provide adequate fire protection for new and
reuse construction per Appendix B of the California Fire Code. The project will coordinate with the
SFFD for the final locations of new LPW fire hydrants within the Project.
9.2.6 Proposed Fire Department Standpipe Outlets
As shown on Figure 9.2B, fire department standpipe outlets will be provided on the exterior of the
buildings. The outlets will be connected to the building sprinkler system and will provide a location
where the fire department can connect a hose and provide hose coverage to the sides of the
buildings.

71

1~=D

]~

t

TH

I
1I
I
I
I
I
I

CONNECT
TO CE)8' W

5:
[}__
_J

I
I

I

~

c

1
c

NOTE:
MAS TER WATER METERS TO BE
INSTALLED IN PUBLIC R.O.W. FOR
PRIVATE SERVICES. BACKFLOW
PRE VENTORS TO BE LOCATED ON
PRIVATE PROPERTY.

•

LEGEND
-

"z

~
~

LP W-

PROPOSED 12" LOW PRESSURE WATER PIPE

-

-

-

-

-

-

PROPOSED PRIVATE LPW PIPE (TOWNHOME DESIGN TBD)

-

-

-

-

-

-

EXISTING LOW PRESSURE WATER PIPE

GRAPHIC SCALE

~ PROPOSED PUBLIC UTILITY EASEMENT
Source: BKF ENGINEERS, 04/2020

BALBOA RESERVOIR INFRASTRUCTURE PLAN

0

200

FIGURE 9.1 - PROPOSED LOW PRESSURE WATER SYSTEM

c
0

a

u

a

~

lc
0

c

1
c

I

tE)LPW FIR
HYDRANTS TO
BE CONNECTED
TO NEW LPW.

LEGEND
LP w-

-

PROPOSED 12" LOW PRESSURE WATER PIPE

-

-

-

-

-

-

PROPOSED PRIVATE LOW PRESSURE WATER PIPE (TOWNH OME DESIGN TBD)

-

-

-

-

-

-

EXISTING LOW PRESSURE WATER PIPE

!Oil

I

~ PROPOSED PUBLIC UTILITY EASEMENT

"z

~
~

Jl..
Jl..

i

PROPOSED LOW PRESSURE WATER FIRE HYDRANT

GRAPHIC SCALE

PROPOSED PRIVATE LOW PRESSURE WATER FIRE HYDRANT

Source: BKF ENGINEERS, 04/2020

BALBOA RESERVOIR INFRASTRUCTURE PLAN

0

200

FIGURE 9.2A - PROPOSED FIRE HYDRANT LOCATIONS

r~D

J

~

G

NORT

ST

-

111111111111111f1111111111fl11111 1 '.'.'.'.
1111111111111111111111111111111111

E

I

: ftttHttttttttttllllll\lllfllllll l a
-

c
0

~'

11111111111111111111111111111111~ =
lllHlllllllllljffllllllll~

a

u

a

~

lc

111111111111111111111111111111111 1

0

I

~

c

1
c

LEGEND
-

-

-

-

-

-

~

EXISTING LOW PRESSURE WATER PIPE
PROPOSED PUBLIC UTILITY EASEMENT
PROPOSED FIRE DEPARTMENT STANO PIPE OUTLETS

GRAPHIC SCALE

"z

~
~

Source: BKF ENGINEERS, 04/2020

BALBOA RESERVOIR INFRASTRUCTURE PLAN

0

200

FIGURE 9.28 - PROPOSED STANDPIPE OUTLET LOCATIONS

BALBOA RESERVOIR INFRASTRUCTURE PLAN

10.

APRIL 10, 2020

NON-POTABLE WATER SYSTEM

In September 2012, the City and County of San Francisco adopted the Non-Potable Water Ordinance
(NPO) allowing the collection, treatment, and use of alternative water sources for non-potable
applications.

In October 2013, the ordinance was amended to allow district-scale water systems

consisting of two or more building sharing a non-potable water system. The ordinance was further
amended in July 2015 to mandate the installation of onsite non-potable water systems in new
developments 250,000 sf or more (the “Non-Potable Water Ordinance”, Ordinance 109-15 – Mandatory
Use of Alternate Water Supplies in New Construction).
The Project will comply with the NPO per the terms of the DA.
10.1

Existing Non-Potable Water System

The City’s non-potable water system does not currently extend to or serve the Project Site. The City does
not have existing non-potable water facilities within the vicinity of the Project Site.
10.2

Proposed Non-Potable Water System

The Project will either implement parcel-based graywater reuse systems or a district wide non-potable
water system to comply with the City’s Non-Potable Water Program. The decision between parcel-based
or district-wide system will be made prior to construction of Phase 1 and documented in the Water
System Masterplan. For the potential district wide system, the Project would only consider distributing
non-potable water between adjacent market-rate buildings and landscape areas. The Project is not
considering installing non-potable water infrastructure within the public right-of-ways.
Graywater from the residential showers, bathroom sinks and bathtubs will be collected and stored in a
tank for treatment and reuse. The non-potable water will be reused for toilet flushing and landscape
irrigation. The Project is not considering collecting and treating blackwater.
10.3

Non-Potable Water System Phasing

The new NPW system will be installed as-needed to facilitate a specific proposed Development Phase.
The amount and location of the proposed NPW system installed will be the minimum necessary to
support the Development Phase. Each phase will be operational prior to occupancy of proposed buildings
to be constructed as a part of that phase. The Operator of the NPW distribution system will be responsible
for the new, phased NPW facilities once construction of the improvements is complete.
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For each Development Phase, the Developer will provide the City a Non-Potable Water Utility Report
describing and depicting the existing NPW infrastructure and the proposed phased improvements and
demonstrate that the Development Phase will provide the required pressure and flow.
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11.

AUXILIARY WATER SUPPLY SYSTEM (AWSS)

11.1

Existing AWSS Infrastructure

APRIL 10, 2020

The SFPUC, in cooperation with the SFFD, owns and operates the Auxiliary Water Supply System (AWSS).
The AWSS is a high pressure, non-potable water distribution system dedicated to fire suppression
specifically designed for reliable operation after a major seismic event. The existing AWSS system within
the vicinity of the project includes a 20-inch diameter main in Ocean Avenue.
11.2

AWSS Regulations and Requirements

The proposed Project will meet the fire protection requirements established by the SFFD to meet their
City-wide objectives for fire protection following a seismic event. This includes the extension and
installation of AWSS facilities to and within the Project. The proposed AWSS facilities will be located in
the proposed streets that are within the public right-of-way, as approved by the SFPUC.
The AWSS facilities will be placed with vertical and horizontal separation distances to other utilities as
shown in Section 8.
11.3

Proposed AWSS Infrastructure

The proposed Project will install new AWSS facilities within the Project, extending and connecting to the
existing AWSS main in Ocean Avenue.
The project shall provide a single point of connection to the existing AWSS main in Ocean Avenue. Two
valves will be installed on the existing AWSS line in Ocean Ave on both sides of the new connection. The
alignment will run north on Lee Avenue, west on North Street, south on West Street, and east on South
Street and connect back to the main in Lee Avenue creating a loop within the Project Site. This option
has been deemed the most feasible option to supply AWSS to the Project Site.
The proposed Project will design and install the new AWSS facilities in a single phase consistent with the
Project Phasing Plan. The proposed 20-inch pipeline will be earthquake resistant ductile iron pipe
material. The Project will also install AWSS fire hydrants, at a maximum spacing of 500 feet, at locations
determined by the SFPUC and SFFD. The proposed AWSS facilities for both options, including proposed
hydrant locations, are depicted on Figure 11.1.
The SFPUC will be responsible for maintenance of existing AWSS facilities. The SFPUC will be responsible
for the new AWSS facilities once construction of a new AWSS facility is complete and accepted by the
SFPUC. Impacts to improvements installed with previously constructed portions of the Development due
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to the designs of subsequent blocks will be the responsibility of the Developer and will be addressed
prior to approval of construction documents for each subsequent block. The SFPUC and SFFD will provide
flow and pressure capacities of the existing AWSS that the proposed AWSS will connect to.
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12.

COMBINED SEWER SYSTEM

12.1

Existing Combined Sewer

APRIL 10, 2020

12.1.1 Existing Conditions
The existing conditions within the Project Site consists of a parking lot that is used under contract
by City College which is enclosed by three sides of the old Balboa Reservoir embankments. The
Project Site is roughly 75% impervious. The site is adjacent to the City College Multi-Use Building
built in 2010 and has private sanitary sewer and stormwater pipelines that collect and discharge
the wastewater into a 27-inch combined sewer gravity pipeline located at the dead end segment
of Lee Avenue.
12.1.2 Existing Drainage Area
The Project is comprised of one stormwater watershed defined by the existing topography in
Figure 5.1 of the Project Site. The stormwater runoff on the raised side of the East reservoir
embankment is collected in the private storm drain inlets located behind the City College MultiUse Building, and the lower parking lot drains to the South West corner of the site.
12.1.3 Existing Sewer Demands
The existing sewer demands on the Project Site are at a minimum as there is only the existing City
College building present in the nearby lot.
12.1.4 Existing Combined Sewer System
There is an existing 30-inch diameter combined sewer main in Frida Kahlo Way that flows south
into a 3-foot by 4.5-foot concrete sewer at the intersection with Ocean Avenue. It then runs west
along Ocean Avenue to the intersection of Lee Avenue, where it transitions to a 2-foot by 3-foot
concrete sewer and continues west down Ocean Avenue. There is also a private 8-inch sewer line
on the west side of the City College Multi-Use Building which connects to the 27-inch combined
sewer in Lee Avenue and which discharges into the 2-foot by 3-foot concrete sewer in Ocean
Avenue.
12.2

Proposed Combined Sewer System
12.2.1 Proposed Sewer Demands
The proposed Project estimated sewer flow assumes a return of 95% on the indoor potable water
demand and 100% on the indoor non-potable water for the Average Day Demands. The potable
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and non-potable water demand calculations associated with the proposed Project are estimated
using the SFPUC’s Non-Potable Water Program District Scale Water Calculator.
Project Sewage Generation
Design Scenario

Demand

Average Dry Weather Flow (ADWF)

102,900 gpd

Peak Dry Weather Flow (PDWF) = 3 x ADWF

308,700 gpd

12.2.2 Proposed Stormwater Flows
Runoff from the Project Site is divided in to two main watersheds as shown on Figure 12.2. Runoff
from both of these watersheds will be conveyed by the new combined sewer system to the
existing system in Ocean Avenue. Due to existing capacity limitations in the Ocean Avenue
combined sewer system, the proposed Project will not increase peak stormwater discharge from
the project site during the 5-year, 3-hour and 100-year, 3-hour storm events as a requirement of
the SFPUC for project implementation. Onsite detention and retention will be provided to limit
the peak discharge to existing conditions.
The approximate existing 5-year and 100-year peak flows for each watershed are listed below:
Area (acre)

5-year Flow (cfs)

100-year Flow (cfs)

Western Watershed

14.3

8.5

9.4

Eastern Watershed

11.3

17.2

28.8

12.2.3 Proposed Combined Sewer Capacity and Design Criteria
Design criteria, pipe sizes and flow velocities will conform to the requirements of the San Francisco
Subdivision Regulations and the San Francisco Public Works Standard Specifications and Plans,
subject to SFPUC review and approval.
12.2.4 Proposed Combined Sewer System
The wastewater and stormwater from the Project will be collected and conveyed by a proposed
combined sewer system. The proposed combined sewer system is depicted on Figure 12.1. The
combined sewer system will be designed and constructed by the Developer. The combined sewer
design will be reviewed and approved by the SFPUC. The proposed combined system will consist
of a diameter pipe size to be finalized in the MUP and to convey sanitary sewer and stormwater
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by gravity to existing 24-inch and 27-inch pipes connecting to the combined sewer facilities in
Ocean Avenue.
Prior to initiation of detailed design, the Developer will conduct inspections of these existing
connection pipes and SFPUC will determine if the pipes require repair or replacement by the
Developer. As appropriate, the project's sewer and stormwater master plan may also contemplate
flows from other entitled projects connecting in the future Lee Avenue.
12.2.5 Pipe Material
HDPE will be the pipe material proposed by the Developer pending approval by the San Francisco
Public Utilities Commission, Collection System Division.
12.2.6 Combined Sewer Construction and Phasing
The new combined sewer system will be installed with Phase 1 of the improvements which
includes the street improvements and infrastructure to serve the entire project.
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13.

STORMWATER MANAGEMENT SYSTEM

13.1

Existing Stormwater Management System

APRIL 10, 2020

The existing site is approximately 76.2% impervious, mostly covered in asphalt pavement. The existing
site drains to the City’s combined sewer system that drains to the Oceanside Water Pollution Control
Plant which discharges to the Pacific Ocean.
13.2

Proposed Stormwater Management System
13.2.1 San Francisco Stormwater Management Requirements and Design Guidelines
The Project is located in a combined sewer area and is subject to the Combined Sewer Area
Performance Requirements of the San Francisco Stormwater Management Requirements (SMR).
A Sewer, Stormwater and Grading Master Utility Plan will be provided prior to the submittal of the
Basis of Design and the Improvement Plans. Since the site was previously more than 50%
impervious, the Project must reduce from the existing condition the runoff rate and volume of
stormwater going into the combined system for the 2-year, 24-hour design storm. The
Developer’s Infrastructure obligations include the design and construction of the proposed
stormwater management system. Typically, the SMR require projects to reduce runoff rate and
volume of stormwater by 25% each.
Due to existing capacity limitations in the Ocean Avenue combined sewer system, the Project may
not increase the peak discharge to the Ocean Avenue sewer system in the 5-year, 3-hour and 100year, 3-hour storm events. Additional onsite detention and retention (above what is required to
the SMR) will be provided to limit the peak discharge to existing conditions.
13.2.2 Proposed Site Conditions and Baseline Assumptions
The Project includes public streets, parks and plaza open space areas, and Private Development
Parcels. The Project will be designed to integrate Low Impact Development (LID) elements with
stormwater best management practices (BMPs) to create a sustainable environment at the site
and achieve compliance with the SMR. Stormwater BMPs considered for the Project include flowthrough planters, bioretention areas, rain gardens and infiltration galleries to manage and reduce
stormwater runoff prior to discharging to the public combined sewer system.
Public streets will consist of at-grade streets with a combination of landscape strips, tree wells,
and flow-through planters. Reservoir Park will include landscape strips, tree wells, and centralized
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bioretention areas. Brighton Paseo, San Ramon Paseo, West Street, North and South Paseo will
likely include either bioretention areas or infiltration galleries, or a combination of both.
Development parcels covered entirely with podium structures will include a combination of flowthrough planters, landscape planters, tree wells, and pedestrian pathways.
13.2.3 Private Parcel Stormwater Management Design Concepts
The SMR requires the Project to implement BMPs to reduce the flow and volume of runoff from
the Project Site. To be included with the Stormwater Management Master Plan, a process flow
diagram illustrating the limits of the drainage management areas (DMAs), location of runoff
discharge to existing combined sewer system, and existing combined sewer system will be
developed to illustrate compliance with the SMR.
The conceptual stormwater management plan for the Project includes DMAs with either localized
or centralized management facilities. Localized stormwater management occurs in DMAs that are
able to direct surface runoff to BMPs that are sized to manage stormwater runoff from impervious
areas per the given design storm event. Private development parcels located within DMAs with
localized stormwater management will allocate a space to implement BMP measures and manage
stormwater for the design storm event prior to discharging into the adjacent public combined
sewer system. Alternatively, Development Parcels also have the option to collect and reuse
stormwater on-site for non-potable uses to meet the SMO requirements.
Centralized stormwater management facilities will be implemented to collect runoff from larger
site areas and from different properties to manage stormwater with a larger scale BMP. Adjacent
private parcels to Reservoir Park plan to direct stormwater runoff to the centralized bioretention
facility within Reservoir Park. These parcels could include C, D, E and F. Runoff from the new public
streets could be directed to a centralized BMP located on private property. The centralized facility
is planned to be sized to meet parcel C, D, E, & F SMO compliance as well as partial SMO
compliance for the proposed public ROW. This option will be explored and included in the Sewer,
Stormwater and Grading Master Utility Plan.
13.2.4 Public ROW Stormwater Management Design Concepts
The primary BMP within the public ROW will be flow through planters that will manage runoff
from the streets and sidewalks. However, it is anticipated that the public streets will be unable to
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meet the 25% reduction for rate and volume on their own due to lack of space for flow through
planters. Therefore, the centralized stormwater management facilities located in Reservoir Park
will be oversized to ensure stormwater management requirements of the public streets are met
providing additional reductions for rates and volume beyond the 25% required by the SMRs.
13.2.5 Stormwater Management Phasing
Each phase of the Project as a whole, including the public right-of-way, private streets,
development parcels, and open spaces, will meet the 25% rate and volume reductions. Phase 1
currently includes all of the public ROW, parcels C, D E and F and the townhome site. Phase 2
currently includes parcels A, B, G, and H. Refer to Figure 1.3 for phasing of parks and open space.
13.2.6 Conceptual Stormwater Management Sizing
The conceptual stormwater management approach for the Project is presented in Figures 13.1
and 13.2. Figure 13.1 shows the large scale DMAs that are used for the conceptual BMP sizing
calculations.
Figure 13.2 presents the conceptual location and size of the BMPs for each DMA. The BMP sizes
were determined for planning purposes using the SFPUC’s latest CSS BMP sizing calculator.
Table 13.1. Estimating BMP Sizing
DMA

DMA area
(acre)

Permeable
Pavement
(sf)

Bioretention
or Infiltration
Gallery (sf)

Lined Private
Bioretention
(sf)

Unlined Public
Bioretention
(sf)

Unlined Private
Bioretention (sf)

1
2
3
4
5
6
7
8
9

2.22
4.84
2.55
1.15
3.39
1.02
0.32
0.51
0.16

3,500
12,600
6,000
0
12,400
16,100
0
0
0

0
7,400
2,000
0
0
0
0
0
0

5,100
5,800
4,300
0
0
0
570
0
0

0
0
0
3,100
0
0
0
1,200
0

0
7,200
7,700
0
7,400
0
0
0
280

13.3

Stormwater Control Plan

Based on the designs to be reviewed and approved by the SFPUC as part of the Sewer, Stormwater and
Grading Master Utility Plan and Basis of Design, the stormwater management strategies for the Project
will be documented in a series of Stormwater Control Plans (SCP) in compliance with SFPUC stormwater
management regulations and the requirements of the SMR. The selected modeling methodology will be
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per the SFPUC accepted hydrologic calculation methods. A Preliminary SCP will be submitted for the
public right-of-way and public open space improvement with proposed ROW and centralized BMP
stormwater controls to the SFPUC at, or before, the 60% Improvement Plan milestone. The Final SCP
approval by SFPUC shall occur prior to issuance of the Street Improvement Permit. When full stormwater
compliance is not met within a public ROW SIP, the Preliminary SCP of the corresponding centralized
bioretention facility project (i.e. Reservoir Park) will be approved prior to issuance the subject SIP project
permit.
Private parcels will submit the SCP for SFPUC review and approval per the standard SCP Project Review
process. The Townhome parcel and SFPUC open space parcel will independently comply with the SMO
and submit separate SCPs. When full stormwater compliance is not fully met within a private parcel, the
Preliminary SCP of the corresponding centralized bioretention facility project (i.e. Reservoir Park) will be
approved prior to issuance the private parcel Preliminary SCP. Where private parcels discharge
stormwater to the centralized bioretention facility to comply with their stormwater management
requirements, the centralized facility must be fully operation prior to the issuance of the Certificate of
Final Completion of any subject connecting private parcels.
13.4

Phases for Stormwater Management System Construction

The Developer will design and install the new stormwater management system as-needed to ensure SMO
compliance during each proposed Development Phase. The amount and location of the proposed
stormwater management systems shall be installed to ensure full compliance by the end of each
completed Development Phase(s). The new Development Phase will connect to the existing utility systems
as close to the boundary of the Development Phase area as possible. Development phasing with regard
to stormwater management system is conceptual and remains under design. The phasing and
simplification of the stormwater management systems will be further coordinated with the SFPUC prior
to approval of the Stormwater Master Plan and Basis of Design.
At all phases of the development, the Developer must provide functioning and adequate stormwater
management in compliance with the SFPUC’s post-construction stormwater management requirements
and the SMR. In addition, the Developer must complete the construction of the approved stormwater
management improvements required for each development phase prior to receiving a Certification of
Completion for the development phase.
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Centralized stormwater management facilities necessary to achieve SMR compliance within a
development phase will be constructed and operational prior to or in conjunction with that phase. If
interim facilities are determined necessary and allowed by the SFPUC, the Developer will be responsible
for constructing and maintaining interim stormwater management infrastructure, and ensuring such
interim facilities remain online and operating continuously until permanent BMP infrastructure is fully
functional and operating.
Stormwater management systems, which may include bioretention areas, street flow-through planters,
infiltration galleries, and retention areas located on public or private property within the Project, will be
constructed and maintained by the City Agency, Developer, or its Assignees, where applicable, per the
terms of the DA. SFPUC will only maintain stormwater control facilities that receive public ROW runoff,
only. The Developer or Master HOA will maintain any stormwater control facility managing private parcel
runoff, or a blend of private parcel and public ROW runoff.
13.4.1 Phase 1 Stormwater Management Construction
Phase 1 will include all the public ROWs, the townhome site, Lots C, D, E and F and Reservoir Park.
All parcel and public ROW BMPs within the phase boundary will be constructed in this phase. The
centralized stormwater management area in Reservoir Park will be constructed in this phase. This
will likely be over-sized to manage future runoff from Phase 2.
13.4.2 Phase 2 Stormwater Management Construction
Phase 2 will include Lots A, B, H and G. Parcel BMPs needed to meet the SMR requirements for
these lots will be constructed in this phase.
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14.1.1 Electric
Balboa Reservoir project area is surrounded by Ocean Ave. on the south, Plymouth Ave. on the
west and across a parking lot to remain, Frida Kahlo Way on the east. According to record maps
provided by PG&E, Ocean Ave. includes 4kV and 12kV underground electrical distribution. On
Plymouth Ave., overhead electrical lines with 4kV run along the backyards of existing properties.
Finally, underground electrical distribution has been established on Frida Kahlo Way as well.
14.1.2 Natural Gas
Per record maps provided by PG&E, there are existing high pressure distribution gas mains
running along Ocean Ave on the south and north sides. Additionally, the record maps show a
deactivated gas line cutting through Ingleside branch of San Francisco Public Library near the
intersection of Plymouth Ave. and Ocean Ave. On the west side, a high pressure distribution main
line begins (capped with an electronic marker, EM) approximately 50’ north off the corner of
Plymouth Ave. and Ocean Ave. and runs along Plymouth Ave. Along Frida Kahlo Way, there is a
high pressure distribution main line in the westerly side of the street.
14.1.3 Communications
Based on visual inspection at the Project Site, AT&T and Comcast operate existing communication
facilities along Ocean Ave., Plymouth Ave. and Frida Kahlo Way. Ocean Ave. and Frida Kahlo Way
consist of underground low voltage distribution systems while Plymouth Ave. consists of joint
poles carrying the AT&T, Comcast, and San Francisco Department of Technology (DT) overhead
lines along the backyards of the properties
14.2

Project Power Providers and Requirements
Per Chapter 99 of the San Francisco Administrative Code, the Developer will provide the SFPUC
with all Project information the SFPUC requires to determine the feasibility of providing electric
service to the Project Site (the “Feasibility Study”). The SFPUC will complete the Feasibility Study
within thirty (30) days after the date that Developer provides to the SFPUC all Project information
needed to complete the Feasibility Study. Developer agrees that if the SFPUC determines it is
feasible to provide electricity for the Project Site, then the SFPUC will be the exclusive power
provider to the Project Site. The SFPUC electrical power will be provided under the SFPUC’s Rules
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and Regulations Governing Electric Service and at rates that are comparable to rates in San
Francisco for comparable service from other providers. SFPUC requires adequate space for the
Wholesale Distribution Tariff (WDT) intervening facilities be provided as an easement or fee title
land rights at the time of the Final Map for each applicable phase.
14.3

Proposed Joint Trench

The proposed joint trench for dry utilities (that lie in public streets and in the sidewalk area if at all
possible) consists of trench excavation and installation of conduit ducts for gas, electric, voice / data, and
fire and police alarm. Additionally, utility vaults, splice boxes, street lights and bases, wire and backfill are
included. The utility owner/franchisee (voice / data companies) will be responsible for installing their own
facilities such as transformers and wire. Options for a proposed joint trench system are shown on Figures
14.1A-C depending on provider and proposed point of connection.
All necessary and properly authorized public utility improvements for which franchises are authorized by
the City shall be designed and installed in the public right-of way in accordance with governing codes,
rules and regulations, and permits approved by San Francisco Public Works (SFPW). Joint trenches or
utility corridors will be utilized wherever feasible. The location and design of joint trenches and utility
corridors in the right-of way must be approved by SFPW during the street improvement review process.
All subsurface vaults serving one building shall be placed behind the property line. If a subsurface vault
serves the distribution system, it may be placed in the right of way. Other facilities (e.g., traffic signal
controllers) shall be located above ground as necessary for operational reasons. The precise location of
the joint trench in the right of way will be determined prior to recording the applicable final map and
identified in the street improvement plans. Nothing in this Infrastructure Plan shall be deemed to preclude
Owner from seeking reimbursement for or causing others to obtain consent for the utilization of such
joint trench facilities where such reimbursement or consent requirement is otherwise permitted by law.
14.4

Street Lights

Secondary power for street lighting may be installed in the joint trench or separate trench with proper
separation as a street light utility.
14.5

Public Utility Easements

Public Utility Easements are not necessarily allowed by the City for public facilities. The SFPUC must
approve each PUE on a case-by-case basis, otherwise it is assumed that all facilities will be in the public
right-of-ways.
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Public utilities in easements will be installed in accordance with the standards in this Infrastructure Plan
and applicable City Regulations for public acquisition and acceptance within public utility easement areas,
including provisions for maintenance, but such areas shall not be required to be dedicated as public right
of ways or improved to public right of way standards but may including paving, street furnishings,
lighting, landscaping and irrigation.
14.6

Phases for Dry Utility Systems Construction

Joint trench design and installation will occur in phases based on the principle of adjacency and asneeded to facilitate a specific proposed Development Phase and consistent with the requirements of the
DA. The amount of existing system replaced, and new infrastructure installed along Lee Avenue, North
Road, West Road, and South Road will be the minimum necessary to support the Development Phases.
The new infrastructure will connect to the existing systems as close to the proposed development as
possible while maintaining the integrity of the existing system. Repairs and/or replacement of the existing
facilities necessary to serve the Development Phase will be designed and constructed by the Developer.
Such phased dry utility installation will allow the existing utility services to remain in place as long as
possible and reduce disruption of existing uses on the site and adjacent facilities. Temporary or interim
electric or dry utility infrastructure may be constructed and maintained as necessary to support service to
existing buildings.
The service providers will be responsible for maintenance of existing facilities until replaced by the
Developer. In the interim, the service provider is responsible for any power facilities installed under any
agreement with the Developer and City Agency. The service provider will also be responsible for any new
power facilities once the improvements for the Development phase or the new power facility is complete
and accepted by the City Agency.
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Within the proposed right-of-way of Lee Avenue, there are currently private utilities owned by the City
College of San Francisco (City College). These utilities primarily serve City College’s multi-use building,
located east of the Project Site. See Figure 15.1A.
15.1.1 Fire Water
There is an existing 8-inch private fire water line that runs in the proposed Lee Avenue right-ofway. This line has two points of connection to the City water system in Frida Kahlo Way. It serves
several on site, private fire hydrants.
15.1.2 Sanitary Sewer
There is an existing 8-inch private sanitary sewer line that runs in the proposed Lee Avenue rightof-way. This line flows south and connects to the existing 27-inch City combined sewer line at the
dead end of Lee Avenue.
15.1.3 Storm Drain
There are existing 18-inch and 60-inch private storm drain lines that run in the proposed Lee
Avenue right-of-way. These lines collect storm water runoff and flow south towards Ocean
Avenue. The 18-inch line collects runoff from the northern portion of the City College site and
conveys it to the 60-inch line. The 60-inch line is a detention pipe that holds storm water and
slowly releases it to the City’s 27-inch combined sewer line in Lee Avenue. On the downstream
end of the 60-inch line, there is a weir structure which controls the rate of discharge from the line.
15.1.4 Geothermal Wells
There is a field of geothermal wells owned by City College that extend under a portion of the
future Lee Avenue right-of-way and into the Project Site. These wells are part of the heating and
cooling system for the multi-use building which has a central plant that uses hydronic heating for
climate control. Water is pumped through the wells and then returned to the building where it
either heats or cools the building.
15.2

Relocation of Private Utilities

The private utilities will need to be relocated or abandoned to construct Lee Avenue. Proposed City
College utility reconnections to the new utilities in Lee Avenue are shown in Figure 15.1B.
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The City College storm drain and sanitary sewer laterals will be connected to the new public CS
line in Lee Avenue.

•

The City College fire service laterals will be connected to the new 12-inch LPW in Lee Avenue.
Backflow preventors will be installed on the fire service laterals.
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Overview
5.1 STREET DESIGN OVERVIEW
Circulation Overview
If the heart of the new Balboa Reservoir neighborhood is the park and open space network, then the
streets are the circulatory system that brings vitality to and from the surrounding neighborhoods
and beyond. The Balboa Reservoir neighborhood is located in close proximity to local and regional
transit lines. The Balboa Reservoir DSG prioritizes walking and biking over cars through the use
of traffic calming measures. The transportation and mobility strategy for the Balboa Reservoir
neighborhood will be an important part of a broader city initiative, coordinated with SFMTA and City
College of San Francisco, to improve neighborhood and area-wide circulation by reducing reliance on
private automobiles and providing seamless access to the existing public transportation network.

Design Context and Concept
The Balboa Reservoir neighborhood's streets conform to the geometry of adjacent streets such as
Frida Kahlo Way, Lee Avenue, and Ocean Avenue. However, they are unique in that while the existing
San Francisco grid is discontinuous in this area, the new streets do not allow for through auto traffic
except at the extension of Lee Avenue. This layout presents opportunities for pedestrian-oriented
design and new green infrastructure. Except at Lee Avenue, all streets will have lower and slower
moving traffic volumes, and the opportunity to continue the geometry of existing streets onto
private property, as well as publicly accessible pedestrian and bike connections. The neighborhood
will thus have a more pedestrian character, and will be an ideal destination for families, dog owners,
residents, and neighbors walking to transit.

Design Principles and Objectives
All streets shall be designed according to the requirements of SF Public Works and the design
principles of the San Francisco Better Streets Plan (BSP). The Balboa Reservoir neighborhood
streets shall achieve the following objectives:
• Streets shall accommodate a comprehensive set of mobility, infrastructure, and streetscape
elements, including facilities for diverse users including pedestrians, bicyclists, disabled persons,
and drivers (cars, service, and emergency vehicles).
• Streets will also provide an array of horizontal elements: utilities, stormwater management
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infrastructure, furnishings, planting, and traffic calming.

TH-1

G

TOWNHOUSE
ENTRY COURT

NORTH STREET

• Streets shall be designed to create a cohesive visual and
physical connection between the public realm and private
spaces such as paseos and autocourts.
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• Streets will be accessible to all modes of transportation
via Lee Avenue, North Street, South Street, and West
Street. Figure 5.1–1: Site Illustrative Plan on page 59
shows the designation for each street within the site
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further in the Standards and Guidelines sections 5.12 to
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Figure 5.1–1: Site Illustrative Plan
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5.2 STREET TYPOLOGY
Street Hierarchy
The street hierarchy is designed to promote safer streets and ensure traffic
flows freely throughout the circulation network. It is determined by the following
characteristics:
• Circulation context: The number of connection points to adjacent streets.
• Traffic volume: Frequency and total amount of traffic flowing through the street.
• Size: Street width and total number of lanes.

Street Types
The street types represented in the Balboa Reservoir neighborhood are listed
below, in order of hierarchy:
• Mixed-Use Street - Mixed-use streets are often wide streets that serve arterial
functions, with higher volumes of traffic. In the Balboa Reservoir neighborhood,
the mixed-use street is Lee Avenue.
• Neighborhood Residential Lane: Narrower and lower volume publicly owned
streets that tend to only accommodate traffic internal to the plan area. These
include North Street, South Street, and West Street.
• Shared Public Way: Privately owned and maintained streets; publicly accessible.
• Townhouse Entry Court/Driveway. Privately owned and maintained streets;
publicly accessible but primarily serving townhouse residents.
More detail can be found in Street Design by Individual Case, Sections 5.12 - 5.16.
LEGEND
Mixed-Use Street		
Neighborhood Residential Lane
Shared Public Way		
Townhouse Entry Court & Driveway
Public Open Space
Paseo (documented under Chapter 6 Open Space)

0

125

250 ft

Figure 5.2–1: Street Typology and Street Width
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5.3 CIRCULATION NETWORKS
Four circulation-related networks are illustrated on the
following pages:
●
●
●
●

Transit Network
Pedestrian Network
Bicycle Network
Vehicular Network

Transit Network
The Balboa Reservoir neighborhood is ideally situated
with multiple transit sevices, including the MUNI K Line on
Ocean Avenue, bus connections at the City College Terminal
and Frida Kahlo Way, and the Balboa Park BART Station.
The transportation and mobility strategy aims to enhance
access to the existing transportation services, reducing
reliance on private automobiles. In order to further develop
and meaningfully contribute to an area-wide transportation
strategy, continued coordination with SFMTA and City
College is crucial during the implementation of the Balboa
Reservoir DSG. The Balboa Reservoir development team is
committed to implementing cost-effective strategies that
have been proven successful in residential settings and will
achieve the target set by the City’s TDM ordinance for the
Balboa Reservoir neighborhood.

LEGEND
MUNI Metro Rail

MUNI/Bus Stop

Bus Route 8 & 49 ( Every 10 min or less)
Bus Route 29 & 43( Every 10-20 mins)
Bus Route 8BX ( Peak Services, Limited Hour)

0

125

250 ft

Figure 5.3–1: Transit Network Diagram
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Pedestrian Network
The Balboa Reservoir neighborhood prioritizes walking
and biking. The surrounding street network creates direct
access points for residents and neighbors into the central
open space and connects to a family-friendly pedestrian
and bike network. Additionally, there are multiple pedestrian
linkages to Ocean Avenue transportation and other
neighborhood services. Raised crossings will be located at
key open space intersections to signify pedestrian priority.

LEGEND
Raised Pedestrian Crossings
Standard Pedestrian Crossings
Primary Pedestrian Flow
Secondary Pedestrian Flow
MUNI Bus Stop
MUNI Bus Terminal
MUNI Metro Stop
0'0

125'
125

250'
250 ft

Figure 5.3–2: Pedestrian Network Diagram
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Bicycle Network
The Balboa Reservoir bicycle network provides dedicated
bike lanes on Lee Avenue linking to the Holloway Avenue
Bike Route to Park Merced, as well as to the bike lanes on
Frida Kahlo Way to Sunnyside and Ocean Avenue. Internal
bike circulation is provided on North, South, and West
Streets. In addition, Class I shared paths will be provided
at the SFPUC Retained Fee Open Space to accommodate
additional access from Ocean Avenue via Ingleside Library.
Each building will house a bike storage room (Class I) and
Class II bike parking near building entries. A bike share
station is proposed at the intersection of the SFPUC
Retained Fee Open Space and Lee Avenue.
Also, refer to Chapter 3 Land Use and Chapter 7.22 On-Site
Bicycle Parking for bike parking requirements for buildings.

LEGEND
Bike Share Station

Class II Bike Parking for Open

Class II Bike Parking Location for Building

Space Users

Bike Lanes: Class II*

Bike Route: Class III "Sharrow"*

Internal Bike Circulation

Existing Bike Route

Bike Lanes: Class IV*

Bike Box Improvement

*NACTO Bike Facilities Definition
Class II: a portion of road reserved for the preferential or exclusive use of people biking,
indicated by road markings
Class III: travel lanes shared by bicyclists and vehicles
Class IV: bike lanes separated from traffic by physical barriers

0

125

250 ft

Figure 5.3–3: Bicycle Network Diagram
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Vehicle Network
Vehicular connections to the site shall be located at two
access points: Lee Avenue will extend to the north and will
connect to Frida Kahlo Way to the east via North Street,
a new street that will relocate the existing access at City
College to align with Cloud Circle.
The loop formed by North, West and South Streets at
the interior of the site provides vehicle access to each
building entry, loading zone, and garage. This simple loop
allows each block to dedicate at least two sides solely to
pedestrian and bicycle circulation. Streets are designed to
slow down vehicles and support safe pedestrian and bicycle
movement. Shared streets will provide access to townhouse
units.
A public parking garage may potentially be located at
either the northern or southern block of the site. Refer to
Sections 7.2.2 and 7.21 for additional information regarding
a comprehensive parking strategy for the site.
For a detailed study of streets and intersections, see
Section 5.12: Lee Avenue – Section 5.16: Townhouse
Entry Court and Driveway.
LEGEND
Streets and Auto Access
Shared Public Way
Shared street at Townhouses
One-way Exit Drive from Riordan High School
Signalized Intersection
Signalized Intersection with No Right Turn into Lee Ave

0

125

250 ft

Figure 5.3–4: Vehicle Network Diagram
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5.4 OVERVIEW
Streetscape is defined as the zone between the faces of
buildings, including the publicly accessible right-of-way
and the building setbacks. There are six streetscape zones
referenced throughout in the following Street Standards and
Guidelines. Except for the drive lane zone, the categories are
derived from the San Francisco Better Streets Plan.

Setback Zone
The setback zone is the area between the property line and
the face of building where transitions between public use at
the sidewalk and private use inside the building occur. The
adjacent users may occupy this zone for outdoor display,
seating, and planting with appropriate permits.
Architectural elements that protrude into the street such
as awnings, canopies and marquees may also occupy this
zone. The width of frontage zones vcan be up to 5 feet wide.

Figure 5.4–1: Source: SF Better Streets Plan

Pedestrian Throughway Zone
The pedestrian throughway zone is intended for accessible
pedestrian travel only and should be clear of obstacles,
including driveway aprons or other changes to cross
slope. The walking surface should be stable, firm and slipresistant.

Furnishing Zone
The furnishing zone provides a buffer between pedestrian
and vehicular traffic. It also contains street trees, lighting,
planting and site furnishings such as benches, trash
receptacles, and bike racks.

PUBLIC DRAFT | April 10, 2020

Edge Zone

Drive Lane Zone

The edge zone is the area intended to provide access to
parallel parking from the sidewalk. The surface of the edge
zone should be stable, firm and slip-resistant.

The drive lane zone is allocated to vehicular travel. In this
pedestrian and bicycle-prioritized neighborhood, the width
of the vehicular drive lane should be minimized but should
still provide fire access.

Extension Zone
The extension zone refers to specific conditions where
the sidewalk extends into the parking lanes. Applications
include curb extension, flexible use of parking lanes and
bicycle parking, tree planting, and stormwater features in
the parking lane.
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Standards
S.5.4.1 Pedestrian Throughway Zone
● All streets shall provide at minimum a 6-footwide pedestrian throughway.
● At sidewalks where there is a continuous
planting zone, a minimum of 3-foot by 5-foot
passing zone at a maximum of 200-feet on
center shall be provided.
● SF Public Works standard concrete paving
shall be used at throughway zones. Special
treatment shall be used at paseo and street
intersections to emphasize the pedestrian
connection between streets and open space.

S.5.4.2 Furnishing zone
● Furnishing zones shall be surfaced with castin-place concrete or accessible permeable
paving to allow rainfall to supplement street
tree irrigation. For furnishing zones located
adjacent to parking, a minimum of a 4-footwide accessible pathway should be provided
centered to the parking space.
● See 5.8 Street Planting Palette on page 74
for street planting requirements at furnishing
zones.

S.5.4.3 Extension Zone
● Extension zones shall have a minimum width
of 8 feet for parking and loading and to
accommodate bulb-outs and chicanes.
● See 5.6 Traffic Calming Strategies on page
70 for bulb-out and chicane design
requirements.
● Accessible loadings zones and associated curb
ramps are per the MIP, Figure 6.9: Proposed
Service & Loading Plan. Post entitlement,
the ADA coordinator and SFMTA curb
management staff shall provide final approval
of loading zones.

S.5.4.4 Drive Lane
● All streets shall be in compliance with SF Fire
Department fire access requirements. For
more information see MIP, Section 6.2.4: Fire
Department Access.

S.5.4.5 Curb Cut
The maximum allowable curb cut width for a
driveway is 10 feet.

● See 5.11 Street Lighting on page 86 for
street lighting requirements at furnishing
zones.
● See 5.10 Street Furniture on page 85 for site
furnishing requirements at furnishing zones.
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Typical Streetscape Accessibility Requirements and Layout
20'

15'

20'

10'

15'

6’ THROUGHWAY

6’ FURNISHING ZONE

8’ EXTENSION ZONE

20’ PARKING. TYP.

CL OF LIGHT

CL OF TREE

CL OF PARKING STRIPING

CL OF TREE

PARKING

2'

PARKING

2'

PARKING

PASSENGER LOADING /
COMMERCIAL LOADING

2' ACCESSIBLE ZONE
10' TREE WELL

3'
TYP.

4'
DG

3'
3'
TYP. TYP.

4'
3'
3'
MIN. TYP. TYP.
CLEAR
PATH
TYP.

4'
DG

3'
TYP.

Furnishing Area / Tree Well

Accessible Surface

Bike Rack with
Clearance Zone

Street Light

Figure 5.4–2: Typical Streetscape Accessibility Requirements and Layout
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5.5 STREET TREES

As the Better Streets Plan describes, street trees offer
benefits such as traffic calming, shade, stormwater runoff
reduction, support for ecological habitats, air quality
improvements, and the potential to enhance property values
and retail activity by creating a comfortable pedestrian
environment. They are also a reminder of natural cycles and
changing seasons.
City codes require new development projects to plant a 24inch box tree for every 20 feet along the property's street
frontage. The following City Codes apply to the Balboa
Reservoir site:
● SF Planning Code - Section 138.1 - Streetscape and
Pedestrian Improvements
● SF Public Works Code - Article 16: Urban Forestry
Ordinance
● SF Administrative Code - Chapter 98: The Better Streets
Policy

Standards
S.5.5.1 Street Trees
Street trees shall be in a minimum 24-inch box at
installation and spaced at max 20 feet on center
along the property street frontage. See Figure
5.5–1 for additional tree planting requirements.
PERFORATED PIPE

S.5.5.2 Tree Spacing & Utility Coordination

TREE WELL SURFACING

Although regular tree spacing is not always
possible due to curb cuts, sub-grade utilities, or
other sidewalk elements, regular spacing shall
be maintained to the extent possible. Utility
planning and street tree layouts shall be carefully
coordinated to minimize tree gaps. See Figure
5.5–1 for more information on street trees.
See also Balboa Reservoir Infrastructure Plan,
Section 8: Utility Layout and Separation for more
details.

CONTINUOUS
STRUCTURAL
SOIL TRENCH

ROOT
BALL

3'
MIN

City Policies

COMPACTED SOIL

Figure 5.5–2: Typical Section of Sand-Based Structural Soil

SIDEWALK

● SF Environment Code - Chapter 12: Urban Forestry
Council

FURNISHING ZONE WITH STRUCTURAL SOIL/CELL SYSTEM
BELOW

For a complete a street tree species list, see Section 5.8:
Street Planting Palette.

10'
4'

10'
3'

3'

10'
4'

3'

5 1/2'
MIN

3'

ROADWAY
TYPICAL STREET TREE LAYOUT PLAN

Figure 5.5–1: Tree Well Diagram
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S.5.5.3 Soil Preparation for Street Trees
In order to maintain healthy growing conditions,
each tree shall have at least 500 cubic feet
of growing medium 3 feet deep. This can be
achieved in several ways including structural
cells placed under the sidewalk or continuous
trenches of sand-based structural soils in the
furnishing zone (Figure 5.5–1).

S.5.5.4 Tree Wells and Sand-Based Structural Soil
Where trees are spaced 20 feet on center,
successive tree wells should be connected with
a structural soil trench in the furnishing zone.
Sand-based structural soil involves a blend of
soil and sand, which is not “trademarked" and is
uniformly graded. This blend provides structural
strength and high levels of compaction, while
allowing for aeration, fertility, and percolation.

S.5.5.5 Street Trees, Intersection Design,
and Visibility
Sight line clearance requirements for the
placement of trees and plantings shall comply
with the ‘Street Tree Planting’ guideline by SF
Public Works.

S.5.5.6 Streetscape Planting
Landscape material may be planted up to the
crosswalk edge on sidewalks and medians,
No Tree Zone
Figure 5.5–3: Typical Intersection Sight Line Clearance
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5.6 TRAFFIC CALMING STRATEGIES
provided it does not exceed 3 feet in height as
measured from the street

S.5.5.7 Tree Distance at Intersection
On the approach to any intersection, trees shall
be planted no closer than 25 feet from the corner
of the property line.
On the far side of any intersection, trees shall be
planted no closer than 10 feet from the corner of
the property line.

S.5.5.8 Tree Vertical Clearance
Trees shall have a vertical clearance of 84 inches
over the sidewalk measured from the lowest
branch, and 14 feet of vertical clearance for any
portion of the tree that hangs over the roadway.

As a transit-oriented development with low traffic volume,
the Balboa Reservoir neighborhood can be a model for a
pedestrian-oriented environment, and for implementation
of the guidelines in the Better Streets Plan. The following
strategies have been incorporated into the DSG where
appropriate. For more information see Balboa Reservoir
Infrastructure Plan, Section 6.6: Traffic Calming.

Standards
S.5.5.9 Chicane
A chicane is a form of bulb-out added to the
roadway to shift the alignment and slow down
vehicles. It provides additional sidewalk space,
and thus opportunities for additional landscaping
at the street, while visually reducing the width
of drive lane. A chicane is one of the potential
traffic calming measures that can be used for
the treatment of West Street. SFMTA shall have
final authority on the location and design of the
chicane.

Figure 5.6–2: Mountable Traffic Circle

S.5.5.10 Mountable Traffic Circle
A mountable traffic circle shall be provided
at the intersection of West Street and North
Street and at the intersection of West Street and
South Street. Mountable traffic circles provide
an opportunity to create neighborhood identity
while facilitating the childcare drop-off at South
Street.
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Figure 5.6–1: Chicane
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Each mountable traffic circle shall accommodate
the turning radius of a typical passenger vehicle
while allowing large vehicles such as firetrucks to
drive over the raised traffic circle. Highly textured
traffic-rated paving material shall be used in the
traffic circle. The final layout and design shall be
subject to SF Public Works and SFMTA approval.

S.5.5.11 Raised Crossings
Raised pedestrian crosswalks prioritize
pedestrians in the vehicular traffic zone by
slowing down vehicles. A raised crosswalk shall
be provided at the locations shown on Figure
5.3–2.

Figure 5.6–5: Raised Street Crosswalk

S.5.5.12 Bulb-Outs

+0
UP

Bulb-outs (also known as curb extensions) shall
be provided at intersections and mid-block
crossings to shorten pedestrian crossings,
and to provide opportunities for stormwater
management and streetscape planting. The
width of each bulb-out shall be maximized based
on vehicle turning radius and adjacent bike lane
requirements. SFMTA shall have final authority
on the location and design of bulb-outs.

+2"
6"+

+2"

2"+ +6"

6"+

+2"

2"+

+6"

+2"
UP
+0

Figure 5.6–4: Bulb-Out
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5.7 STREET UTILITIES AND PARKING METERS
The layout of street utilities and parking meters will
be carefully coordinated with street tree placement to
minimize potential conflict between trees and street
furniture.

Standards
S.5.7.1 Above-Grade Utilities Location
All above-grade utilities within the right-of-way
shall be located within the furnishing zone and
shall not interfere with the clear throughway
zone. All laterals and appurtenances must be
outside of any driveway curb-cuts.

Guidelines
G.5.7.1 Location and Access
All utilities should be placed below grade
wherever feasible or be clustered around
driveway curb-cuts. When possible, utilities
should be grouped and should allow clear access
to the throughway zone adjacent to street
furnishing elements.

S.5.7.2 Parking Meters and Other Street Elements
All parking meters and other street elements,
including pay and display machines and multispace meters, shall be placed in the furnishing
zone. Street elements shall be organized and
consolidated where possible.

S.5.7.3 Parking Meters
SFMTA standard parking meters shall be
provided at each on-street parking stall.
Legislation will be required from SFMTA to install
parking meters and establish time limits.
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Street Palette
5.8 OVERVIEW
Streets serve as the primary realm for daily pedestrian life
and vehicular circulation throughout the Balboa Reservoir
neighborhood. The following sections will outline the
materials and planting palettes that help define the Balboa
Reservoir neighborhood's public realm identity.
Most of the streets will be publicly owned except for the
dead end sections of West Street and Lee Avenue, shared
public ways, and driveways and entry courts within the
townhouse parcel. These private streets are primarily used
as loading, garage access, and driveway access for building
parcels. Privatizing these street segments allows for more
flexibility on material selection and streetscape amenities to
create a pedestrian-prioritized streetscape. Privately owned
streets will be developed and maintained by the HOA and
will remain accessible to the public. Publicly owned streets
are subject to SF Public Works and SFMTA design standards
and material requirements.
The following diagram identifies the streets where SF Public
Works and SFPUC standard materials and lighting palettes
will be used. The street planting palette is applicable for all
streets within the Balboa Reservoir neighborhood.

LEGEND
Publicly Owned Street with SF Public Works Standard Materials
and SFPUC Standard Lighting Fixture
Privately Owned and Publicly Accessible Street with Non-SF
Public Works Standard Materials and Non-SFPUC Standard
Lighting Fixture
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Figure 5.7–1: Street Ownership & Material Application Diagram
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5.9 STREET PLANTING PALETTE
Sustainable plant choices are those that are climate-adapted and that favor
relatively large tree canopies that can capture carbon, hold rainwater, provide
shade, and mitigate wind. All of the elements are to encourage pedestrian activity.
Plants shall be selected according to standards approved by the City of San
Francisco (sfplantfinder.org) in order to achieve success in urban soil conditions.
There are three types of plantings in the right-of-way:
● Street trees.
● Regular low shrubs and groundcover planting.
● Stormwater low shrubs and groundcover planting.
The following symbols, adapated from sfplantfinder.org, are used throughout the
planting palette to denote place of origin:
●		
SF San Francisco native species
● CA California native species
EX Exotic species, not native to the region or state.
●			

Street Trees
Street trees are chosen for their ability withstand San Francisco's strong wind
and fog, compaction, limited soil volumes, and the harsh alkaline soil conditions
found in urban settings. All trees, except the Southern California native Catalina
ironwood, are from Australia where growing conditions are similar to California.

LEGEND
Street Tree, Type 1: Evergreen Large Size Tree with Rounded Shape
Street Tree, Type 2: Evergreen Medium Size Tree with Oval Shape
Street Tree, Type 3: Evergreen Large Tree with Oval Shape
Street Tree, Type 4: Evergreen Flowering Medium Accent Tree
Street Tree, Type 5: Evergreen Small Flowering Tree
Street Tree, Type 6: Evergreen Large Focal Point Tree
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Figure 5.9–1: Street Trees Type Diagram
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Low Shrubs and Groundcover Planting
Plantings in the right-of-way and the associated
irrigation systems are encouraged when regular
maintenance and replacement can be guaranteed by the
adjacent property owner. Low plantings in the rightof-way present a special challenge due to the urban
and windy coastal conditions, engineered soils, and
vulnerability to people and pets.
Therefore, low plantings need to be sturdy and lowmaintenance and should be resistant to trampling and
other environmental conditions. Woody shrubs and largeleaved succulents are discouraged. Plants that have
proven to do well are a very few selected monocots that
withstand a wide range of soil, drainage, and compaction
conditions, and are crush resistant and drought-tolerant,
such as Dietes and Lomandra. Additional species are
Muhlenbergia lindheimeri, Muhlenbergia emerslyii, and
Dymondia. Those plantings can be supplemented with
climate-adapted desert and subtropical species, such as
Yucca, Beschorneria, Agave, and Aloe arborescens. These
right-of-way shrubs and groundcovers will have some
overlap with those used in the open space in order to
establish continuity. See Figure 5.8–2.

LEGEND
Stormwater Planting
Regular Planting
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Figure 5.9–2: Stormwater Planting and Regular Planting Diagram
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Stormwater, Low Shrubs, and Groundcover Planting
Stormwater plantings within the right-of-way are selected
to withstand all the above conditions in addition to
seasonal flooding. Some limited use of natives is possible. A
preliminary list of stormwater plantings are:
●
●
●
●
●
●
●

Elymus glaucus (Blue Wild Rye)
Cornus sericea (Redtwig Dogwood)
Fragaria chiloensis (Beach Strawberry)
Corylus cornuta (Hazelnut)
Carex tumulicola (Berkeley Sedge)
Chondrapetalum elephantinum (Giant Cape Rush)
Muhlenbergia emersleyi (Emersly’s Muhley Grass)

See Figure 5.8–5: Regular Planting Palette for Bulb-Outs and
Sidewalks

Standards
S.5.9.1 Native Plant Ratio
50% of groundcover and shrubs planted in
regular and stormwater planting areas shall be
native species.

Figure 5.9–3: Drought Tolerant and Low Maintenance Low Planting at Street
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STREET TREE, preferred species

Native Frangipani
Hymenosporum flavum

Type 1

Climate Appropriateness

Climate Appropriateness

EX

EX

Bloom Time
Spring to Summer

Bloom Time
Summer-Fall

Water Needs
Moderate

Water Needs
None

Associated Wildlife
Birds, Bees

Associated Wildlife
Birds, Bees

Habitat Value
Fruit

Habitat Value
Fruit, Shelter

Size Determined by SF
Urban Forestry Council
Large Street Tree

Size Determined by SF
Urban Forestry Council
Medium Street Tree

Paperbark Tea Tree
Melaleuca quinquenervia

Type 2

Climate Appropriateness

Climate Appropriateness

EX

Brisbane Box
Lophostemon confertus

Type 1

EX

Bloom Time
Spring

Bloom Time
Spring - Summer

Water Needs
None

Water Needs
Moderate

Associated Wildlife
Birds, Butterflies

Associated Wildlife
Butterflies

Habitat Value
Fruit

Habitat Value
Fruit, Shelter

Size Determined by SF
Urban Forestry Council
Large Street Tree

Size Determined by SF
Urban Forestry Council
Medium Street Tree

Water Gum
Tristaniopsis laurina

Type 2

Figure 5.9–4: Street Trees Preferred Species
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STREET TREE, preferred species
Climate Appropriateness

Climate Appropriateness

EX
Bloom Time
Spring , Summer

Bloom Time
Summer

Water Needs
None

Water Needs
None

Associated Wildlife
Birds

Associated Wildlife
Birds

Habitat Value
Fruit, Cover

HabitatValue
Fruit

Catalina Ironwood
Lyonothamnus

Type 3

Size Determined by SF
Urban Forestry Council
Large Street Tree

Size Determined by SF
Urban Forestry Council
Medium Street Tree
New Zealand Christmas Tree
Metrosideros excelsa

Type 4

Climate Appropriateness

Climate Appropriateness
EX

Primrose Tree
Lagunaria patersonii
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Type 3

EX

Bloom Time
June to September

Bloom Time
Fall ,Winter, Spring,
Summer

Water Needs
Moderate

Water Needs
Low

Associated Wildlife
Bees, Butterflies, Birds

Associated Wildlife
Birds, Bees

Habitat Value
Fruit, Seeds

Habitat Value
Pollinators, Fruit

Size Determined by SF Urban
Forestry Council
Large Street Tree

Size Determined by SF
Urban Forestry Council
Large Street Tree

Red Flowering Gum
Corymbia ficifolia

Type 4
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Toyon
Heteromeles arbutifolia

Climate Appropriateness

Climate Appropriateness

CA

CA

Bloom Time
–Summer

Bloom Time
Fall

Water Needs
Low

Water Needs
Low

Associated Wildlife
Birds, Bees

Associated Wildlife
Birds

Habitat Value
Pollinators, Fruit

Habitat Value
Fruit

Size Determined by SF
Urban Forestry Council
Small Street Tree

Note
Used at
Private Shared Street
Monterey Cypress
Hesperocyparis macrocarpa

Type 5

Type 6

Climate Appropriateness

Climate Appropriateness:
CA

EX
Bloom Time
Spring

Bloom Time
Winter

Water Needs
None

Water Needs
Low

Associated Wildlife
Birds, Bees

Associated Wildlife
Birds, Bees

Habitat Value
Polinators

Habitat Value
Fruit, Pollinators

Mountain Lilac
Ceanothus 'Ray Hartman'
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Size Determined by SF
Urban Forestry Council
Small Street Tree
Type 5

Silk Oak
Grevillea robusta

Type 6
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REGULAR LOW SHRUBS AND GROUNDCOVER PLANTING, preferred species
Climate Appropriateness

Climate Appropriateness

Climate Appropriateness

CA

SF CA

EX

Bloom Time
Summer, Spring, Fall

Bloom Time
July-Nov

Bloom Time
Spring, Summer

Water Needs
Low

Water Needs
Low

Water Needs
Low

Associated Wildlife
Bees, Butterflies

Associated Wildlife
Birds

Associated Wildlife
Bees, Birds, Butterflies

Habitat Value
Pollinators, Buds/Greens

Habitat Value
Buds/Greens, Cover

Habitat Value
Pollinator, Cover

Gooding's Muhly
Muhlenbergia emersleyi

California Buckwheat
Eriogonum fasciculatum
Climate Appropriateness
SF

California Poppy
Eschscholzia californica
Climate Appropriateness

CA

Climate Appropriateness

SF CA

EX

Bloom Time
Spring, Summer, Fall

Bloom Time
Summer, Fall

Bloom Time
Spring, Fall

Water Needs
Low

Water Needs
Low

Water Needs
Low

Associated Wildlife
Birds, Butterflies

Associated Wildlife
Butterflies, Bees,
Hummingbirds

Associated Wildlife
Butterflies, Bees,
Hummingbirds

Habitat Value
Buds/Greens, Pollinators

Habitat Value
Buds/Greens, Pollinators

Habitat Value
Buds/Greens, Cover,
Pollinators
California Sagebrush
Artemisia californica

Sage and Variety
Salvia "Bee Bliss" and Variety

Fortnight Lily
Dietes Bicolor

Figure 5.9–5: Regular Planting Palette for Bulb-Outs and Sidewalks
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REGULAR LOW SHRUBS AND GROUNDCOVER PLANTING, preferred species
Climate Appropriateness

Climate Appropriateness

CA

CA

Bloom Time
Spring/Summer

Bloom Time
Summer

Water Needs
Moderate

Water Needs
Low

Associated Wildlife
Butterflies

Associated Wildlife
Butterflies, Insects

Habitat Value
Buds/Greens

Habitat Value
Buds/Greens

Cedros Island Verbena
Verbena lilacina "De La Mina"

Common Name:
Yellow/Red Yucca
Type:
Perennial
Habitat Value:
Pollinator
Associated Wildlife:
Birds

Climate Appropriateness:

EX
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EX
Species:
Hesperaloe parviflora

Idaho Fescue
Festuca idahoensis
Climate Appropriateness

Torch Aloe and Aloe Variety
Aloe arborescens

Botanical Information

EX

Bloom Time
February to September

Bloom Time
Rarely Flowers

Water Needs
Low

Water Needs
Moderate

Associated Wildlife
Bees, Birds

Associated Wildlife
Bees, Birds

Habitat Value
Pollinators, Buds/Greens

Habitat Value
Pollinators, Buds/Greens

Smooth Agave and Agave Variety
Agave desmettiana
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STORMWATER LOW SHRUBS AND GROUNDCOVER PLANTING, preferred species
Climate Appropriateness

Climate Appropriateness

Climate Appropriateness

CA

EX

CA

Bloom Time
Summer

Bloom Time
Spring to Fall

Bloom Time
Winter, Spring

Water Needs
Low

Water Needs
Low

Water Needs
Low

Associated Wildlife
Butterflies, Bees, Insects

Associated Wildlife
Butterflies, Birds

Associated Wildlife
Birds

Habitat Value
Buds/Greens, Cover

Habitat Value
Fruit, Cover

Habitat Value
Buds/Greens, Cover

Blue Wild-Rye
Elymus glaucus

American Dogwood
Cornus sericea
Climate Appropriateness
SF

Climate Appropriateness

CA

Water Needs
Low
Associated Wildlife
Bees, Birds, Butterflies
Habitat Value
Cover, Fruit

82   Balboa Reservoir Design Standards and Guidelines

Climate Appropriateness
CA

EX

Bloom Time
Spring, Winter

Fragaria chiloensis
Coast Strawberry

Berkeley Sedge
Carex tumulicola

Large Cape Rush
Chondropetalum elephantinum

Bloom Time
Summer/Fall

Bloom Time
Spring

Water Needs
Low

Water Needs
Low

Associated Wildlife
None

Associated Wildlife
Bees, Birds, Butterflies

Habitat Value
Cover

Habitat Value
Buds/Greens, Nesting

Deer Grass
Muhlenbergia rigens
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5.10 STREET PAVING MATERIALS
Paving materials are selected to withstand extensive wear
and tear and to signify street hierarchy. The street network
in the Balboa Reservoir neighborhood consists of publicly
owned and privately owned streets which will be maintained
by SF Public Works and private developers respectively and
will have different Standards and Guidelines.

Publicly Owned/Maintained Streets
(SF Public Works Approved Materials)
Public streets will be designed in conjunction with Public
Works and will deploy the newly approved list of expanded
materials.

Standards
S.5.10.1 Public Works Specification
All the paving material used in the public rightof-way sidewalk and roadway shall be compliant
with SF Public Works standard specifications.

S.5.10.2 Roadway
Standard roadway asphalt shall be used on
roadways. Vehicular concrete paving shall be
used at key raised crosswalks to prioritize
pedestrians and enhance open space network
connections.

Crosswalks
shall be able to provide level surfaces onto which
furnishings, stages and elements can be secured.
Where a sidewalk abuts a plaza, sidewalk paving
materials shall be coordinated with the plaza
paving to create a continuous public space.

S.5.10.4 Warning Paving
City standard detectable warning paving shall be
used at raised crosswalks and curb ramps.

Thermo Plastic Crossing

Traffic Lane

Thermo Plastic crossing with
Custom Pattern Inlay

Warning Pavers

Guidelines
G.5.10.1 Raised Crosswalk
Custom crossing design using materials in
compliance with SF Public Works approved
material palette should be encouraged in all key
street intersections and park entrances to signify
pedestrian priority, add neighborhood character,
and enhance place-making.

City Standard
Asphalt

Parallel Parking

Warning Pavers
Cast intact

Pedestrian Throughway/
Protected Bike Lane Median

G.5.10.2 Permeable Unit Paving at Parallel Parking
Permeable unit paving should be used at parallel
parking for stormwater management.

Permeable 4"x8" Dark GreyPaver

Cast in Place Concrete; Medium Gray w/ Silica Carbide &
Water Jet Finish

Tree Well Surfacing

Tree Well Mulch

S.5.10.3 Sidewalk
Concrete paving shall be used and designed to
meet load-bearing requirements. The materials
Cobble Stone with Flagged
Finish
Figure 5.10–1: SF Public Works Approved Materials for Publicly Owned Streets
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Gravel Mulch at opening
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Privately Owned/Maintained Streets Standard Material
In privately owned and maintained streets, paving materials
are not limited to the SF Public Works standard paving
palette.
Privately owned streets provide an opportunity to feature
unique materials and details to introduce variation within
the design of the public realm.

Standards
S.5.10.5 Sidewalk and Roadway
The materials used for sidewalk and roadway in
shared public ways shall be durable enough to
withstand extensive use, wear-and-tear, and loadbearing requirements for all types of vehicles.
Materials, colors and finishes used for both
pedestrian and vehicular zones create a unified
pedestrian priority auto space.

S.5.10.7 Vehicular Unit Paving
When unit pavers are used for roadway
applications, smaller unit pavers and a
bituminous setting bed shall be used to
withstand heavy loads and extend longevity of
the paving system.

Guidelines

Concrete Unit Paving

6x12 Concrete Unit Paver, Ground and Blasted Finish

Permeable Paving

G.5.10.3 Permeable Paving
Permeable paving should be used to reduce
pervious surface for stormwater management
and should meet SFPUC stormwater
management requirements.

Pedestrian Permeable Paving

Vehicular Permeable Paving

G.5.10.4 Paving Patterns
Special paving pattern designs and material
variations are recommended to define spatial
identity.

Warning Paving

S.5.10.6 Warning Paving
Compliant but non-city-standard detectable
warning paving shall be used at shared streets
to signify pedestrian priority. Cast iron or
white pre-cast detectable warning pavers are
recommended for durability and aesthetic quality
and variation.

Tree Well Surfacing

4x4 Cobble Stone with Flamed
Finish

Warning Pavers Cast Iron

Warning Pavers Alt 1
Precast Concrete

Tree Well Mulch

Sidewalk

Gravel Mulch

CIP Concrete:
Natural Gray w/ Silica Carbide
and Water Jet Finish

Figure 5.10–2: Street Material Palette for Privately Owned Street
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5.11 STREET FURNITURE
Seating, Receptacles, Bike Racks, Other Amenities
Street furniture is intended to be an amenity that supports
a wide variety of activities. The primary materials for
furnishings are steel and wood, for durability and comfort.
Pictured to the right is suggested street furniture that
shows the recommended character of naturally-weathered
materials and finishes which should be coordinated across
the site to ensure a consistent palette. The standards and
guidelines outlined in this chapter are for both private and
public streets.

Standards
S.5.11.1 Location
Site furnishings shall be located within the
furnishing zones parallel to the curb per the
Better Streets Plan. Site furnishings shall be
located in areas where they are likely to be used,
such as low traffic shared public ways or at the
Reservoir Park entrance. Their locations are also
determined by ADA access and loading zones.
Use of non-SFDPW-standard furniture on public
right-of-ways requires a special permit

S.5.11.2 Bike Rack
● Selected bike racks shall not have circular
tubes, shall provide secure mounting, shall
employ durable materials that do not require
maintenance, and shall meet additional
requirements in the SFMTA Bicycle Rack
Specifications.

● The Balboa Reservoir neighborhood shall
provide class II bike parking for each building
and open space at the right-of-way or in the
publicly accessible open space.
● The placement of bike racks shall be in
compliance with SFMTA Bicycle Parking
Standards, Guidelines, and Recommendations.
The total class II bike parking requirement
shall be defined final TDM plan. See Chapter
7.22 and 7.39 On-Site Bicycle Parking for
further bike parking requirements.

Manufactured Bench with Back
Metal and Wood Finish

Manufactured Backless Bench,
Metal and Wood Finish

Bollards

S.5.11.3 Bollards
Fixed bollards shall be provided at mid-block
crossings and removable bollards shall be
provided at the SFPUC Retained Fee access drive
curb cut.

Guidelines
G.5.11.1 Litter & Recycling Receptacles
Litter and recycling receptacles should be
provided when regular maintenance and cleaning
is available. They should be attractive site
furnishings which contribute to the character
of the street and provide options for landfill,
recycling, and compost. Waste receptacles
shall be located at areas of high pedestrian
traffic, such as near pedestrian crossings. SF
Public Works shall have final authority on trash
receptacle selection and locations.
Figure 5.11–1: Street Furnishing Palette
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Benches

Manufactured Bench with
Reclaimed Wood or Similar

Bollard, Metal Finish
or Similar

Litter + Recycling
Receptacles

Bike Racks

Trash and Recycling Receptacles, for Square Stainless or Galvanized
Steel Tube Section
Metal Finish
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5.12 STREET LIGHTING
Street lighting at the Balboa Reservoir site is an important
component of the streetscape design. It helps to establish a
sense of continuity and cohesiveness in the neighborhood
and a hierarchy of primary and secondary streets. The
quality and intensity of the light provides neighborhood
character, as well as a sense of safety and security.

Standards
S.5.12.1 Lighting Design Requirements
Lighting design intent shall follow IES-RP8,
Illuminating Engineering Society standards
appropriate to the subject street type.

ST

Straight Square Steel Pole

Private Shared Street Pedestrian Pole Light

S.5.12.4 Privately Owned Shared Public Way Pole
Lights
FIXTURE TYPE:

Street pole lights at privately owned shared
PROJECT NAME:
public ways shall be pedestrian in scale to
emphasize pedestrian priority. Colors and
finishes shall be coordinated with other site
FEATURES:
furnishings and building color palettes. The same
• Heights available from 10 to 40'
pedestrian poles shall be used at both the shared
• Galvanized
then
polyster
powder
public
way and the
public
open
space. Street light
coat painted (AAMA 2604 standard)
fixtures in privately owned streets aren't required
• Supplied
two piece
casted
to be
selectedwith
fromaSFPUC
street
light catalogue.
aluminum base cover

40'

Manufactured Pedestrian Light,
Metal30'
Finish

Louis Poulsen Abertslund
Maxi Post or similar

SFPUC Alternate Streetlight Package

• Multiple mounting options

Alternate from SFPUC Street Light Catalogue

S.5.12.2 Location

Public Street Pole Light

All street lights shall be located within the
furnishing zone and should not obstruct
pedestrian throughways or the loading and
unloading of people and goods.

20'
Fixture Orientation
B Side
Handhole

S.5.12.3 Public Street Pole Lights
Street lighting design for public right-of-ways
shall be in compliance with SFPUC guideline and
the light fixtures shall be selected from SFPUC
light catalogue. See MIP section 6.5.5 Lighting
and 5.11 Street Lighting on page 86 for more
information. .

10'
C Side

D Side

Manufactured Pole Light from
SFPUC catalogue of acceptable
fixtures, Metal Finish

A Side
Philips Lumec Roadstar GPLM
~4” Steel Pole

12” Arm
Figure
5.12–1: Street Lighting Palette
48” Fixture

Integral Photocell
HORTON LEES BROGDEN LIGHTING DESIGN

4" Square
8.5" Bolt Circle

ORDERING GUIDE: EXAMPLE: ST-20-BLK-A20-B12-STD

new york | san francisco | los angeles | boston | miami | denver
8580 Washington Blvd, Culver City CA 90232 P: 310.837.0929 F: 310.837.0902
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ST

Alternate Pole:
Smooth not Fluted

Street Design by Individual Case

WEST STREET NORTH
SHARED STREET

Given the number of unique conditions at Balboa Reservoir,
maintaining a simple and coherent street design is essential
to providing a unifying framework for development over
time. In order to support implementation of the Streetscape
Design Guidelines, the following sections will provide
detailed standard guidelines for individual streets. The
streets are listed per the street hierarchy defined in Chapter
5.2 Street Typology.

5.13

NORTH STREET

F

NORTH STREET

E

5.14

TOWN
H
ENTRY OUSE
COUR
T

C
5.13

WEST
STR
SHARE EET SOUTH
D STR
EET

5.15

5.12

FRIDA KAHLO WAY

D
5.16

5.12

5.13

TOWNHOUSE
ENTRY COURT

WEST STREET

5.16

G

LEE AVENUE

Street Design by Individual Case

LEE AVENUE NORTH

5.15

SOUTH

STREE

T

B
A

Privately Owned Streets with Public Access
Section Number in Chapter 5
Section Number in Chapter 5
0

125

LEE AVENUE

Publicly Owned Streets

5.XX

UE

BRIGHTON AVENUE

LEGEND

5.XX

AN A
V EN

PLYMOUTH AVENUE

OC E

250 ft

Figure 5.12–2: Street Ownership & Key Plan
PUBLIC DRAFT | April 10, 2020

Note: Building footprints are for illustrative purposes only
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5.13 LEE AVENUE

L.1

Lee Avenue is the primary mixed-use street connecting the project site to the adjacent
neighborhood. Lee Avenue will serve non-residential and residential uses including potential
future housing on City College property. The extension of Lee Avenue is a tree-lined bicycle
boulevard that provides a gateway to the Reservoir Park and a complementary edge to the
City College Master Plan. It will be the primary bicycle connection south to the Class III bike
route to Holloway Avenue and to Frida Kahlo Way. The treatment of Lee Avenue is divided
into 3 main zones, with 5 total segments. See Figure 5.12–2.

F

E

L. 2

Lee Avenue North of North Street (Segment L.1)
The section of Lee Avenue north of North Street provides a one-way exit route for Riordan
High School, a possible garage exit for Block G, and a potential parking garage exit from the
City College property. This segment will be a conventional two-way street with a minimum
12-foot sidewalk on both sides. The right-of-way for this segment is 50-feet wide. This
segment of Lee Avenue will be privately owned with public access. See Figure 5.12–3.

D

L.3
C

Lee Avenue at Central Block (Segment L.2 & L.3)
The section of Lee Avenue between North Street and South Street will have an asymmetric
profile within a 72-foot-wide-right-of-way. It will have one travel lane in each direction and a
protected Class IV bike lane and a minimum of 12-foot wide sidewalks on both sides. Parallel
parking and loading areas are provided only on the west side of the street. See Figure
5.12–4.

B
A

L.4

L.5

0

125

250 ft

Figure 5.13–1: Lee Avenue, Key Map
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Lee Avenue South of South Street (Segment L.4 & L.5)
Lee Avenue south of South Street will taper from a 72-footwide right-of-way to a 56-foot-wide right-of-way to match
the existing width between 1110 and 1150 Ocean Avenue.
At this segment, there will not be parallel parking on either
side of the street and one travel lane and bike lane in each
direction. Class II bike lanes run from South Street to the
SFPUC Retained Fee Open Space and transition into Class
III bike lanes through Ocean to Holloway Ave Class III bike
route. There will be bulb-outs at intersections and mid-block
crossings at the Reservoir Park and SFPUC Retained Fee
Open Space to emphasize pedestrian priority and traffic
calming. A vehicular left turn lane on the southern most
end of Lee Avenue will assist with traffic control at the
intersection of Lee Avenue and Ocean Avenue. See Figure
5.12.5.

Standards
S.5.13.1 Street Zone Dimensions
Right-of-way cross-section dimensions shall
be as shown in Figure 5.12–3 through Figure
5.12.6.

S.5.13.2 Element and Material Specification
Elements per Figure 5.12–2. All elements shown
shall be included. Dimensions vary.

S.5.13.3 Raised Crosswalk
The crosswalk at the intersection of Lee Avenue
and the Reservoir Park entry and the intersection
of Lee Avenue and the SFPUC Retained Fee Open
Space shall be raised and a minimum of 50 feet
long. High quality paving materials such as unit
paving are encouraged. See Balboa Reservoir
Infrastructure Plan, Section 6.6: Traffic Calming
for more details.

Guidelines
G.5.13.1 Stormwater Management
Some of the Lee Avenue stormwater
requirements will be offset in the open space
stormwater management areas. See Chapter
6: Open Space Network for more information.
This enables flexibility in the design of Lee
Avenue including managing challenging grading,
potential inclusion of protected bike ways, and
other pedestrian amenities. The open space
stormwater management area will be sized over
the 25% requirement to offset the Lee Avenue
stormwater requirement.

S.5.13.4 Loading
Loading per Balboa Reservoir Infrastructure Plan,
Figure 6.9: Proposed Service & Loading Plan.

S.5.13.5 SFPUC Asset Protection Standards
Street trees are not allowed where the roadway
and sidewalk cross the SFPUC Retained
Fee Parcel. Refer to SFPUC Asset Protection
Standards for tree restrictions over transmission
distribution assets at this parcel.
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50' R.O.W.

LEGEND
1 Tree Well

SW
12’

13 Bench

2 Concrete Sidewalk

SW
12’

TL 26’

14 Bollard

3 Street Light
4 Litter + Recycling Receptacle
5 Bioretention Planting

15 Concrete Unit Pavers

ONE WAY

16 Roadway - Asphalt
17 Curb Cut for Driveway

6 Regular Planting

18 Bike Share

7 Warning Paver
8 Curb Cut for Accessible

Loading/Parking

9 Raised Crosswalk/Ground

Mural

10 Traffic Island
11 Curb Cut for Garage
12 Bike Rack

BL
P
SW
TL
M
BO

bike lane
parking
sidewalk
travel lane
median
bulb-out

6

17

1

See Figure 5.13-3

2

TH2

G

L.1

LEE AVENUE

3

G

18

E

F

L. 2
9
D

TH1

C

H

L.3

B
A

L.4

4

NORTH
STREET

5

L.5
Key Map

6

L.1
L. 2
Figure 5.13–2: Lee Avenue, Site Plan L.1
0
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Lee Avenue Enlarged Plans /
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PL

PL

Apartment
Building

1

G

Fire Lane

6’

6’

26’

Future
City College
of SF
Development

4’

CL
OF TREE

6’
Setback

4

6’

Throughway

3

Planting /
Furnishing

A

Travel
Lane

B

Setback

C

CLEAR
PATH

CL

D

CL
OF TREE

2

H

Fire Apparatus
Access Zone

E

F

TH1

26'

Planting /
Furnishing

G

TH2

30' MAX

Throughway

50' R.O.W

Key Map
Figure 5.13–3: Lee Avenue, Section 1
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*see "Figure 5.13–2: Lee Avenue, Plan Enlargements L.1
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72' R.O.W.
72' R.O.W.
M-5'
M-2'
SW BL P
TL
BL SW
12’ 6.5’ 8’
20’
6.5’ 12’

LEGEND
1 Tree Well

13 Bench

2 Concrete Sidewalk

14 Bollard

3 Street Light
4 Litter + Recycling Receptacle
5 Bioretention Planting

15 Concrete Unit Pavers
16 Roadway - Asphalt

M-5'
SW BL P
12’ 6.5’ 8’

TL
20’

M-2'
BL SW
6.5’ 12’

L. 2
L.3

L.1
L. 2

17 Curb Cut for Driveway

6 Regular Planting

18 Bike Share

7 Warning Paver
8 Curb Cut for Accessible

Loading/Parking

9 Raised Crosswalk/Ground

Mural

10 Traffic Island
11 Curb Cut for Garage
12 Bike Rack

BL
P
SW
TL
M
BO

1

bike lane
parking
sidewalk
travel lane
median
bulb-out

5

G

L.1
3

E

F

E

L. 2

C

H

9

8

2

See Figure 5.13-6

D

TH1

14

L.3

LEE AVENUE

TH2

LEE AVENUE

7

1

C

B
A

2

L.4

See Figure 5.13-6
8

L.5
Key Map

6

L. 2
L.3
Figure 5.13–4: Lee Avenue, Site Plan L.2

L.3
L.4
Figure 5.13–5: Lee Avenue, Site Plan L.3
0
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PL

PL (PROPOSED)

72' R.O.W

E

CL

D

8'

2

Key Map
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Figure 5.13–6: Lee Avenue, Section 2

20’

2’

6.5’
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Furnishing
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Throughway
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Parking
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Throughway
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E
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Access Zone

Apartment
Building

1

G
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20' PARKING TYP.
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*see "Figure 5.13– 4 & 5: Lee Avenue, Plan Enlargements L.2 & L.3
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72' R.O.W.
M-5'
SW BL P
12’ 6.5’ 8’

LEGEND
1 Tree Well
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2 Concrete Sidewalk
3 Street Light
5 Bioretention Planting

L.3
L.4

15 Concrete Unit Pavers
16 Roadway - Asphalt
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17 Curb Cut for Driveway

6 Regular Planting
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18 Bike Share
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11 Curb Cut for Garage
12 Bike Rack
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See Figure 5.13-8
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Figure 5.13–7: Lee Avenue, Site Plan L.4
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PL (PROPOSED)

PL

72' R.O.W
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G
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of SF

20' TYP.

D

Figure 5.13–8: Lee Avenue, Section 3
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*see "Figure 5.13–7: Lee Avenue, Site Plan L.4
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13 Bench
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Figure 5.13–9: Lee Avenue, Site Plan L.5
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Figure 5.13–10:
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Lee Avenue, Section 4
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*see "Figure 5.13–: Lee Avenue, Site Plan L5
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5.14 NORTH STREET AND SOUTH STREET
North Street

N.1

North Street will be an east-west neighborhood residential lane with a 64-foot-wide rightof-way providing vehicular, bike, pedestrian and service access to buildings and to Reservoir
Park. Parallel parking and 12-foot-wide sidewalks are provided on both sides of the street.
North Street will also extend eastward connecting Lee Avenue to the existing Frida Kahlo
Way and provide access to the future Performing Art Education Center at City College.
The portion of North Street between Lee Avenue and Frida Kahlo Way will be narrowed to a
62-foot-wide right-of-way to accommodate designated bike lanes on both sides of the street
and parallel parking on the south side. There will be bulb-outs at intersections and a raised
mid-block crossing at Reservoir Park to strengthen pedestrian connections to the central
public space. Street stormwater will be treated with rain gardens in bulb-outs or pervious
vehicular paving. Large evergreen trees will be planted on this street.

N. 2

F

E

D

C

S.1

South Street
South Street will be an east-west neighborhood residential lane with a 64-foot-wide
right-of-way. It will provide vehicular, pedestrian and bike access to individual buildings,
childcare, the Brighton Paseo, and to the Reservoir Park. Loading zones and 12-foot-wide
sidewalks are provided on both sides of the street. South Street will have slower traffic and
will accommodate bicycles on the street. There will be bulb-outs at intersections and, as in
the case of North Street, a mid-block raised crossing to create safe connections to Reservoir
Park and to Brighton Paseo. Stormwater will be treated through bioswales located in the
bulb-out areas and through pervious vehicular paving. Large evergreen trees will be planted
on this street.
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Figure 5.14–1: North & South Street, Key Map
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Standards
S.5.14.1 Street Zone Dimensions
Right-of-way cross-section dimensions shall be
as shown in Figure 5.13–2 and Figure 5.13–4.

S.5.14.2 Element and Material Specification
Elements shall be included per Figure 5.13–3
and Figure 5.13–5. All elements shown shall be
included.

S.5.14.3 Raised Crosswalk
Crosswalks at the intersection of North Street
and the Reservoir Park entrance, and South
Street and the Reservoir Park entrance shall be
raised and at minimum 60 feet long at North
Street and 15 feet long at South Street. High
quality paving materials such as unit paving
are recommended. See Balboa Reservoir
Infrastructure Plan, Section 6.6: Traffic Calming
for more details.
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Guidelines
G.5.14.1 Stormwater Management
To the extent possible, stormwater generated
within the North Street and South Street right-ofways shall be treated within the right-of-way in
centralized linear bioretention treatment areas
adjacent to the sidewalk. These bioretention
planters adjacent to the sidewalk shall have
a 6-inch curb for fall protection. An alternate
treatment option is to route North Street and
South Street stormwater to the Reservoir Park.
A Brighton Paseo stormwater area is also under
consideration.

G.5.14.2 Mountable Traffic Circle
High quality paving such as unit paving is
encouraged around the mountable traffic circles
at the intersection of North Street and West
Street and at the intersection of South Street and
West Street.
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Figure 5.14–4: North Street Site Plan N1
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G

5.15 WEST STREET
West Street will be a north-south neighborhood residential
street with a 54-foot-wide right-of-way providing vehicular,
pedestrian, and bike access to individual buildings,
townhouses, San Ramon Paseo, and Reservoir Park. This
street will have an asymmetrical section with parallel
parking on the east side. There will be one travel lane in
each direction with a 10.5-foot-wide sidewalk on both sides
of the street. Since there will be no parallel parking at the
townhouse side of the street, a continuous 4-foot-wide tree
and planting buffer with 8-foot-wide breaks every 60
feet will be provided along the townhouse frontage. The
streetscape design will feature traffic calming elements
such as chicanes, raised crosswalks, and mountable traffic
circles.
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Figure 5.15–1: West Street, Key Map
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Standards
S.5.15.1 Street Zone Dimensions
Right-of-way cross-section dimensions shall be
as shown in Figure 5.14.3.

S.5.15.2 Element and Material Specification
Elements per Figure 5.14–2. All elements shown
shall be included. Dimensions vary to meet sitespecific conditions.

S.5.15.3 Raised Crosswalk
The crosswalk at the intersection of West Street
and the Reservoir Park entry shall be raised and
30 feet long at minimum. High quality paving
materials such as unit paving is recommended.
See Balboa Reservoir Infrastructure Plan, Section
6.6: Traffic Calming for more details.
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Guidelines
G.5.15.1 Stormwater Management
Due to grading challenges and spatial
constraints, West Street will not be able to
meet the 25% reduction in stormwater rate
and volume. The open space stormwater
management area will be oversized beyond
the 25% requirement to offset the West Street
stormwater requirement. See Chapter 6: Open
Space Network for more information.

G.5.15.2 Mountable Traffic Circle
High-quality paving such as unit paving is
recommended at the mountable traffic circle at
the intersection of North Street and West Street
and at the intersection of South Street and West
Street.

PUBLIC DRAFT | April 10, 2020

/ West Street Plan Enlargement
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G

L.1

5.16 WEST STREET SOUTH SHARED PUBLIC WAY AND
NORTH SHARED PUBLIC WAY
West Street North Shared Public Way
The privately operated, pedestrianized raised street at the
north end of West Street has a 54-foot-wide right of way.
28-feet outside the fire lane will serve as a usable open
space with attractive paving that provides supplemental fire
access and signifies pedestrian priority, and at the seating
area with large trees at the end of the street to terminate
the view. The streets will be flanked by townhouse entries on
the west side and stoops on the east side. Off-street loading
for Block G will be accommodated on the West Street North
Shared Street.

F

D

West Street South Shared Public Way
The West Street South shared public way will also be a
privately operated street. The south end of West Street
will provide fire access, vehicular access, and off-street
loading for Block B and the townhouse area. The street will
be flanked by plantings and stoops on both sides and will
be curbless with permeable paving and warning pavers to
emphasize the pedestrian nature of the street.

E

C

L. 2
B
A

The pocket park at the West Street North is one of
the possible dog relief area locations currently under
consideration. See Section 6.17 Dog Relief Area for
additional information.
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Figure 5.16–2: West Street, Shared Streets Key Map
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Note: Building footprints are for illustrative purposes only

Figure 5.16–1: West Street, Shared Streets Key Map
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Standards
S.5.16.1 Street Zone Dimensions
Right-of-way cross-section dimensions shall be
as shown in Figure 5.15–5 and Figure 5.15.8.

S.5.16.2 Element and Material Specification
Elements are per Figure 5.15–3 and Figure
5.15–6.All elements shown shall be included.
Dimensions vary.

S.5.16.3 Street Profile
The street shall be curbless and paved with ADA
accessible, H20-load-bearing special paving to
emphasize pedestrian priority.

S.5.16.4 Fire Access
26-foot-clear fire access zones shall be provided.
See Balboa Reservoir Infrastructure Plan, Section
6.2.4: Fire Department Access for more details.

S.5.16.5 Loading
Shared public ways at the north and south
end of West Street shall accommodate auto
access and loading to adjacent townhouses.
See Balboa Reservoir Infrastructure Plan, Figure
6.9: Proposed Service & Loading Plan for more
details.

double-up as usable outdoor space, They should
be developed to have a plaza-like character with
furnishings and street lighting which serves
pedestrians as well as autos.

Guidelines
G.5.16.1 Vehicular Access
At West Street South, vehicular access shall be
limited to 2/3 of the street so a mini park can be
accommodated at the end of the street to serve
as a gateway to the SFPUC Open Space and to
provide a visual terminus at the end of street at
West Street North. Special paving shall be used
for the entire roadway to distinguish the shared
zone from vehicular driveway in public streets.

Figure 5.16–3: High quality paving create a plaza like environment to
serve slow vehicles, bike and pedestrian circulation

G.5.16.2 Planting
Planting shall maximize habitat creation and
stormwater management. See Section 5.8:
Street Planting Palette.

G.5.16.3 Stormwater Management
Stormwater generated within West Street South
should be treated within the right of way. The use
of permeable paving is recommended.

S.5.16.6 Street Furnishing and Lighting
Since West Street has limited auto access at
the north and the south ends, the termini can
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Figure 5.16–4: Fire access service serve as pedestrian pathway
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Figure 5.16–8: West Street South, Section 1
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5.17 TOWNHOUSE ENTRY COURT AND DRIVEWAY

G

The intent of the townhouse entry courts is to provide a
strong visual terminus to North and South Streets, and
to integrate the townhouses into the rest of the project.
Townhouse entry courts can provide vehicle access or be
limited to only bikes and pedestrians. Townhouse driveways
are privately owned with low speed vehicular and pedestrian
access to the townhouse development.
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Figure 5.17–1: Townhouse Entry Courts, Key Map
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Note: Building footprints are for illustrative purposes only
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AUTO COURT PRECEDENTS

Standards
S.5.17.1 Entry Courts
Entry courts shall be designed as auto/
pedestrian courts and shall be located at the
ends of North Street and South Street. Special
paving and curbless treatment shall be used to
emphasize their pedestrian character. No gates
or fences are allowed at the auto court entries.
Refer to Section 7.26 for minimum dimensions at
entry courts.

S.5.17.2 Driveway
Curbless treatment and special paving shall be
used, and planting shall be maximized wherever
possible to scale down the width of the driveway
for traffic calming.

Figure 5.17–2: Permeable and vehicular rated paving is used to
maximize pervious surface for stormwater management

G.5.17.1 Planting
Planting should maximize habitat creation and
stormwater management. See Section 5.8:
Street Planting Palette.
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Figure 5.17–3: Planting is maximized wherever possible to scale down
the width of the driveway and for traffic calming.

IMG Credit White

Guidelines

IMG Credit White

Stormwater that is generated within the rightof-way of townhouse driveways shall be treated
within the townhouse development parcel.
Permeable paving is recommended as a driveway
and auto court treatment to increase pervious
surface area.

Figure 5.17–4: High quality paving material, planting and accent lighting
create a pedestrian environment.
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S.5.17.3 Stormwater Management
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Prepared for BRIDGE Housing Corporation

PRELIMINARY GEOTECHNICAL INVESTIGATION
PROPOSED RESIDENTIAL DEVELOPMENT AT BALBOA RESERVOIR
PHELAN AND OCEAN AVENUES
SAN FRANCISCO, CALIFORNIA

UNAUTHORIZED USE OR COPYING OF THIS DOCUMENT IS STRICTLY
PROHIBITED BY ANYONE OTHER THAN THE CLIENT FOR THE SPECIFIC
PROJECT

January 22, 20118
Project No. 17-1425

DRAFT

January 22, 2018
Project No. 17-1425
Mr. Justin Lai
Investment Analyst
BRIDGE Housing Corporation
600 California Street, Suite 900
San Francisco, California 94108
Subject:

Preliminary Geotechnical Investigation
Proposed Residential Development at Balboa Reservoir Site
Phelan and Ocean Avenues
San Francisco, California

Dear Mr. Lai:
We are pleased to present the results of our preliminary geotechnical investigation for the
proposed residential development to be constructed at the Balboa Reservoir site in San
Francisco. Our services were provided in accordance with our proposal dated October
26, 2017 and a Budget Increase Request dated January 2, 2018.
The project site consists of a rectangular-shaped, 17-acre lot on the western side of
Phelan Avenue, north of its intersection with Ocean Avenue. The site is bordered by
Riordan High School to the north, single-family residential developments to the west,
multi-story mixed-used buildings to the south, and a parking lot and multi-use building
for the City College of San Francisco (CCSF). The site, which was previously excavated
up to 15 feet below original grades for a planned reservoir, is currently an asphalt-paved
parking lot used for CCSF student parking.
Current plans are to construct a 1,100-unit residential development which will consist of
clusters of residential buildings separated by landscaped areas, walkways and parks. The
buildings will be constructed near the existing grades and will consist of residential units
of Type 5 construction over one-story concrete (Type I) podiums.
From a geotechnical standpoint, we conclude the site can be developed as planned,
provided the recommendations presented in this report are incorporated into the project
plans and specifications and implemented during construction. The primary geotechnical
issues affecting the proposed development include site grading and support of the
proposed structures. We preliminarily conclude the proposed buildings should be
supported on conventional spread footings that gain support on undisturbed native soil or
engineered fill.

DRAFT
Mr. Justin Lai
BRIDGE Housing Corporation
January 22, 2018
Page 2
This report presents our preliminary conclusions and recommendations regarding
foundation design, earthwork and grading, seismic design, and other geotechnical aspects
of the project. The recommendations contained in our report are based on limited
subsurface exploration and review of available data for the site, and are not intended for
final design. Final geotechnical design values should be confirmed by a detailed
geotechnical investigation. In addition, variations between expected and actual soil
conditions may be found in localized areas during construction. Therefore, we should be
engaged to observe shoring and foundation installation, and fill placement, during which
time we may make changes in our recommendations, if deemed necessary.
We appreciate the opportunity to provide our services to you on this project. If you have
any questions, please call.
Sincerely,
ROCKRIDGE GEOTECHNICAL, INC.

DRAFT

DRAFT

Clayton J. Proto, P.E.
Project Engineer

Craig S. Shields, P.E., G.E.
Principal Engineer
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DRAFT
PRELIMINARY GEOTECHNICAL INVESTIGATION
PROPOSED RESIDENTIAL DEVELOPMENT AT BALBOA RESERVOIR
PHELAN AND OCEAN AVENUES
San Francisco, California
1.0

INTRODUCTION

This report presents the results of the preliminary geotechnical investigation performed by
Rockridge Geotechnical, Inc. (Rockridge) for the proposed residential development to be
constructed at the Balboa Reservoir site in San Francisco, California.
The project site consists of a rectangular-shaped, 17-acre lot on the western side of Phelan
Avenue, north of its intersection with Ocean Avenue, as shown on Figure 1, Site Location Map.
The site is bordered by Riordan High School to the north, single-family residences to the west,
multi-story mixed-used buildings to the south, and a parking lot and multi-use building for the
City College of San Francisco (CCSF) to the east. The site is currently an asphalt-paved parking
lot used for CCSF student parking. The central portion of the site was previously excavated up
to 15 feet below original grades for a planned reservoir, and an embankment up to about 30 feet
tall was constructed along the western portion of the site.
Plans are to construct a 1,100-unit residential development which will consist of clusters of
residential buildings separated by landscaped areas, walkways and parks. The buildings will
consist of residential units of Type 5 construction over one-story concrete (Type I) podiums.
2.0

SCOPE OF SERVICES

Our investigation was performed in accordance with our Proposal for Preliminary Geotechnical
Investigation with BRIDGE Housing, dated October 27, 2017, and a subsequent Budget Increase
Request dated January 2, 2018. Our scope of services consisted of reviewing available geologic
maps and geotechnical reports of the site and vicinity, exploring subsurface conditions at the site
by performing six cone penetration tests (CPTs), advancing four exploratory borings, and
performing engineering analyses to develop preliminary conclusions and recommendations
regarding:
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•

site seismicity and seismic hazards, including the potential for liquefaction and
liquefaction-induced ground failure

•

the most appropriate foundation type(s) for the proposed structures

•

preliminary design criteria for the recommended foundation type(s)

•

estimates of foundation settlement

•

2016 San Francisco Building Code (SFBC) site class and design spectral response
acceleration parameters

•

construction considerations.

3.0

FIELD INVESTIGATION

Prior to performing the subsurface field investigation, we obtained a permit from the San
Francisco Department of Public Health (SFDPH) and contacted Underground Service Alert
(USA) to notify them of our work, as required by law. We also retained Precision Locating
LLC, a private utility locator, to minimize the likelihood that an underground utility was
encountered during our investigation. Details of the field exploration are described below.
3.1

Test Borings

Four borings, designated B-1 through B-4, were drilled on January 3, 2018 by Benevent Building
of Concord, California at the approximate locations shown on Figure 2. Borings B-1, B-2, B-3,
and B-4 were drilled to depths of about 26, 26, 11, and 6 feet bgs, respectively, using a
limited-access drill rig equipped with solid flight augers. During drilling, our field engineer
logged the soil encountered and obtained representative samples for visual classification and
laboratory testing. The logs of the borings are presented on Figures A-1 through A-4 in
Appendix A. The soil encountered in the borings was classified in accordance with the
classification chart shown on Figure A-5.
Soil samples were obtained using a Standard Penetration Test (SPT) split-barrel sampler with a
2.0-inch outside and 1.5-inch inside diameter, without liners. The sampler was driven with an
above-ground, 140-pound, hammer falling 30 inches per drop using a rope and cathead. The
samplers were driven up to 18 inches and the hammer blows required to drive the samplers were
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recorded every six inches and are presented on the boring logs. A “blow count” is defined as the
number of hammer blows per six inches of penetration or 50 blows for six inches or less of
penetration. The blow counts required to drive the SPT samplers were converted to approximate
SPT N-values using factors of 1.2, respectively, to account for approximate hammer energy and
the fact that the sampler was sized to accommodate liners, but was driven without liners. The
blow counts used for this conversion were: (1) the last two blow counts if the sampler was driven
more than 12 inches, (2) the last one blow count if the sampler was driven more than six inches
but less than 12 inches, and (3) the only blow count if the sampler was driven six inches or less.
The converted SPT N-values are presented on the boring logs.
Upon completion of drilling, the boreholes were backfilled with cement grout in accordance with
SFDPH standards. The soil cuttings generated by the borings were spread in landscaping areas.
3.2

Cone Penetration Tests

Six CPTs, designated CPT-1 through CPT-6, were advanced on January 3, 2017 by Middle Earth
GeoTesting of Orange, California at the approximate locations shown on the Site Plan, Figure 2.
The CPTs were advanced until practical refusal was met in very dense sand, which occurred at
depths ranging from approximately 5 to 46 feet below ground surface (bgs). The CPTs were
performed with a truck-mounted rig hydraulically pushing a 1.7-inch-diameter cone-tipped probe
into the ground. The probe measured tip resistance, pore water pressure, and frictional resistance
on a sleeve behind the cone tip. Electrical sensors within the cone continuously measured these
parameters for the entire depth advanced, and the readings were digitized and recorded by a
computer. Accumulated data were processed by computer to provide engineering information
such as soil behavior types, correlated strength characteristics, and estimated liquefaction
resistance of the soil encountered. The CPT logs, showing tip resistance, friction ratio, pore
water pressure, and soil behavior type, are shown on Figures A-6 through A-12 in Appendix A.
Upon completion, the CPT holes backfilled with neat cement grout in accordance with SFDPH
requirements.
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4.0

SITE AND SUBSURFACE CONDITIONS

We understand the site is currently owned by the San Francisco Public Utilities Commission, and
was originally planned for use as a municipal water reservoir. Although the site was never used
as a reservoir, the central portion of the site was excavated down approximately 15 feet and an
embankment approximately 30 feet tall was constructed along the western and southern
boundary. The southern embankment was removed in 2008, and a new embankment was
constructed along the eastern site boundary between 2008 and 2009. The central, depressed
portion of the site is currently occupied by an asphalt parking lot.
As presented on the Regional Geologic Map (Figure 3), the site is mapped in a zone of earlyPleistocene alluvium (Qoa) (Graymer, 2006). Based on the results of our investigation and our
understanding of the site history, we conclude the non-embankment portion of the site is
underlain by a deposit of medium dense to very dense silty sand with occasional clay interbeds,
known locally as the Colma formation. The Colma formation extends to a depth of at least 46
feet bgs at location CPT-6, the maximum depth explored. The embankment consists of sand fill
which was likely excavated onsite and re-worked. Documentation of the embankment
construction was not available; however, the results of our investigation indicates that the fill
appears to have been well-compacted and is generally dense to very dense in consistency.
Free groundwater was not observed in our borings. We reviewed the results of a 2010
geotechnical investigation performed by Fugro, Inc for a development on Phelan Loop
immediately southeast of the site. In this investigation, groundwater was encountered in one
boring at a depth of about 22 feet bgs, while a second boring drilled to 40 feet did not encounter
groundwater. To better estimate the highest potential groundwater level at the site, we also
reviewed information on the State of California Water Resources Control Board GeoTracker
website (http://geotracker.waterboards.ca.gov/). The closest site with groundwater information
on the GeoTracker website is at 1490 Ocean Avenue, which is about 600 feet west of the subject
property. Recorded depths to groundwater at the 1490 Ocean Avenue site has fluctuated from
about 18 to 33 feet bgs during the time period of 2002 to 2012. Ground surface elevations at
1490 Ocean Avenue are approximately 20 feet below existing grades at the Balboa Reservoir
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site. The groundwater level at the site is expected to fluctuate several feet seasonally with
potentially larger fluctuations annually, depending on the amount of rainfall. Based on available
data, we conclude a design high groundwater level of 20 feet bgs could be used for preliminary
design.
5.0

SEISMIC CONSIDERATIONS

The San Francisco Bay Area is considered to be one of the more seismically active regions in the
world. We preliminarily evaluated the potential for earthquake-induced geologic hazards
including ground shaking, ground surface rupture, liquefaction,1 lateral spreading,2 and cyclic
densification3. The results of our evaluation regarding seismic considerations for the project site
are presented in the following sections.
5.1

Regional Seismicity and Faulting

The major active faults in the area are the Hayward, San Andreas, and Calaveras faults. These
and other faults of the region are shown on Figure 4. The fault systems in the Bay Area consist
of several major right-lateral strike-slip faults that define the boundary zone between the Pacific
and the North American tectonic plates. Numerous damaging earthquakes have occurred along
these fault systems in recorded time. For these and other active faults within a 50-kilometer
radius of the site, the distance from the site and estimated mean characteristic moment
magnitude4 [Working Group on California Earthquake Probabilities (WGCEP, 2008) and Cao et
al. (2003)] are summarized in Table 2.

1
2

3
4

Liquefaction is a phenomenon where loose, saturated, cohesionless soil experiences temporary
reduction in strength during cyclic loading such as that produced by earthquakes.
Lateral spreading is a phenomenon in which surficial soil displaces along a shear zone that has
formed within an underlying liquefied layer. Upon reaching mobilization, the surficial blocks are
transported downslope or in the direction of a free face by earthquake and gravitational forces.
Cyclic densification is a phenomenon in which non-saturated, cohesionless soil is compacted by
earthquake vibrations, causing ground-surface settlement.
Moment magnitude is an energy-based scale and provides a physically meaningful measure of the
size of a faulting event. Moment magnitude is directly related to average slip and fault rupture area.
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TABLE 2
Regional Faults and Seismicity
Approximate
Distance from
Site (km)

Direction from
Site

Mean
Characteristic
Moment
Magnitude

N. San Andreas - Peninsula

5

West

7.20

N. San Andreas (1906 event)

5

West

8.05

San Gregorio Connected

12

West

7.50

N. San Andreas - North Coast

12

West

7.51

Total Hayward

24

Northeast

7.00

Total Hayward-Rodgers Creek

24

Northeast

7.33

Monte Vista-Shannon

37

Southeast

6.50

Mount Diablo Thrust

40

East

6.70

Rodgers Creek

40

North

7.07

Total Calaveras

41

East

7.03

Point Reyes

41

Northwest

6.90

Green Valley Connected

45

East

6.80

Fault Segment

Since 1800, four major earthquakes (i.e., Magnitude > 6) have been recorded on the San Andreas
fault. In 1836, an earthquake with an estimated maximum intensity of VII on the Modified
Mercalli (MM) Intensity Scale occurred east of Monterey Bay on the San Andreas fault
(Toppozada and Borchardt 1998). The estimated moment magnitude, Mw, for this earthquake is
about 6.25. In 1838, an earthquake occurred on the Peninsula segment of the San Andreas fault.
Severe shaking occurred with an MM of about VIII-IX, corresponding to an Mw of about 7.5.
The San Francisco Earthquake of 1906 caused the most significant damage in the history of the
Bay Area in terms of loss of lives and property damage. This earthquake created a surface
rupture along the San Andreas fault from Shelter Cove to San Juan Bautista approximately 470
kilometers in length. It had a maximum intensity of XI (MM), an Mw of about 7.9, and was felt
560 kilometers away in Oregon, Nevada, and Los Angeles. The Loma Prieta Earthquake of
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October 17, 1989 had an Mw of 6.9 and occurred about 92 kilometers southeast of the site. On
August 24, 2014 an earthquake with an estimated maximum intensity of VIII (severe) on the
MM scale occurred on the West Napa fault. This earthquake was the largest earthquake event in
the San Francisco Bay Area since the Loma Prieta Earthquake. The Mw of the 2014 South Napa
Earthquake was 6.0.
In 1868, an earthquake with an estimated maximum intensity of X on the MM scale occurred on
the southern segment (between San Leandro and Fremont) of the Hayward fault. The estimated
Mw for the earthquake is 7.0. In 1861, an earthquake of unknown magnitude (probably an M w of
about 6.5) was reported on the Calaveras fault. The most recent significant earthquake on this
fault was the 1984 Morgan Hill earthquake (Mw = 6.2).
The U.S. Geological Survey's 2014 Working Group on California Earthquake Probabilities has
compiled the earthquake fault research for the San Francisco Bay area in order to estimate the
probability of fault segment rupture. They have determined that the overall probability of
moment magnitude 6.7 or greater earthquake occurring in the San Francisco Region during the
next 30 years (starting from 2014) is 72 percent. The highest probabilities are assigned to the
Hayward fault, Calaveras fault, and the northern segment of the San Andreas fault. These
probabilities are 14.3, 7.4, and 6.4 percent, respectively.
5.2

Geologic Hazards

During a major earthquake on a segment of one of the nearby faults, strong to very strong ground
shaking is expected to occur at the project site. Strong shaking during an earthquake can result
in ground failure such as that associated with soil liquefaction, lateral spreading, and cyclic
densification. We used the results of the CPTs and borings performed for this investigation to
evaluate the potential of these phenomena occurring at the project site.
5.2.1 Ground Shaking
The ground shaking intensity felt at the project site will depend on: 1) the size of the earthquake
(magnitude), 2) the distance from the site to the fault source, 3) the directivity (focusing of
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earthquake energy along the fault in the direction of the rupture), and 4) site-specific soil
conditions. The site is 5 kilometers from the San Andreas fault. Therefore, the potential exists
for a large earthquake to induce strong to violent ground shaking at the site during the life of the
project.
5.2.2 Liquefaction and Liquefaction-Induced Settlement
When a saturated, cohesionless soil liquefies, it experiences a temporary loss of shear strength
created by a transient rise in excess pore pressure generated by strong ground motion. Soil
susceptible to liquefaction includes loose to medium dense sand and gravel, low-plasticity silt,
and some low-plasticity clay deposits. Flow failure, lateral spreading, differential settlement,
loss of bearing strength, ground fissures and sand boils are evidence of excess pore pressure
generation and liquefaction. The site mapped outside of a liquefaction hazard zone, as shown on
Figure 5 from the map titled State of California, Seismic Hazard Zones, City and County of San
Francisco, Official Map, prepared by the California Geological Survey (CGS) and dated
November 17, 2000.
Liquefaction susceptibility was assessed using the software CLiq v2.1 (GeoLogismiki, 2017).
CLiq uses measured field CPT data and assesses liquefaction potential, including post‐
earthquake vertical settlement, given a user-defined earthquake magnitude and peak ground
acceleration (PGA). We performed a liquefaction triggering analysis using our CPT data in
accordance with the methodology by Boulanger and Idriss (2014).
Our analyses were performed using a “during earthquake” groundwater depth of 20 feet bgs. In
accordance with the 2016 San Francisco Building Code (SFBC), we used a peak ground
acceleration of 0.76 times gravity (g) in our liquefaction evaluation; this peak ground
acceleration is consistent with the Maximum Considered Earthquake Geometric Mean (MCEG)
peak ground acceleration adjusted for site effects (PGAM). We also used a moment magnitude of
8.05, corresponding to the mean characteristic moment magnitude of the San Andreas fault
(Table 2).
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The results of our liquefaction analysis indicate the soil at the site is sufficiently dense to resist
liquefaction. Therefore, we preliminarily conclude that the potential for liquefaction and
associated surface manifestations, such as settlement, loss of bearing capacity, sand boils, and
lateral spreading, are nil.
5.2.3 Cyclic Densification
Cyclic densification (also referred to as differential compaction) of non-saturated sand (sand
above groundwater table) can occur during an earthquake, resulting in settlement of the ground
surface and overlying improvements. The CPTs indicate that the soil above the groundwater
table at the site consists predominantly of dense to very dense silty sand, which is not susceptible
to cyclic densification. Therefore, we preliminarily conclude that the potential for cyclic
densification is nil.
5.2.4 Ground Surface Rupture
Historically, ground surface displacements closely follow the trace of geologically young faults.
The site is not within an Earthquake Fault Zone, as defined by the Alquist-Priolo Earthquake
Fault Zoning Act, and no known active or potentially active faults exist on the site. We therefore
conclude the risk of fault offset at the site from a known active fault is very low. In a seismically
active area, the remote possibility exists for future faulting in areas where no faults previously
existed; however, we conclude the risk of surface faulting and consequent secondary ground
failure from previously unknown faults is also very low.
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6.0

PRELIMINARY CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS

Based on the results of our engineering analyses using the data from the CPTs, we conclude
there are no major geotechnical or geological issues that would preclude development of the site
as proposed. The primary geotechnical issues affecting the proposed development include site
grading and support of the proposed structures. These issues, as well as construction
considerations and seismic design, are discussed in more detail in the following sections.
6.1

Foundations and Settlement

The results of borings and CPTs performed at the site indicate the central portion of the site is
underlain by dense to very dense silty sand of the Colma formation. The western portion of the
site is currently occupied by an embankment which measures approximately 30 feet high and has
a footprint approximately 180 feet wide (east-west) and 1000 feet long (north-south). The
embankment was likely constructed using soil excavated from the central portion of the site. We
understand that current plans are to remove the western embankment and use the material to
raise grades across the site. If spread uniformly, we estimate that this grading would raise site
grades by approximately 4 to 5 feet; therefore, it is likely that some or all of the proposed
structures will bottom in the newly placed fill. Provided that this fill is properly placed and wellcompacted, we conclude conventional spread footings are appropriate for foundation support.
We preliminarily recommend that spread footings be designed using an allowable bearing
pressure of 7,000 pounds per square foot (psf) for dead-plus-live loads; this pressure may be
increased by one-third for total design loads, which include wind or seismic forces. Estimated
total settlements will be on the order of 3/4 inch and differential settlement will be on the order
of 1/2 inch over a 30-foot horizontal distance. Continuous footings should be at least 18 inches
wide and isolated spread footings should be at least 36 inches wide. Footings should extend at
least 18 inches below the lowest adjacent soil subgrade.
Lateral loads may be resisted by a combination of friction along the base of the footing and
passive resistance against the vertical faces of the footing. To compute lateral resistance, we
recommend using an equivalent fluid weight of 330 pounds per cubic foot (pcf); the upper foot
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of soil should be ignored unless confined by a slab or pavement. Frictional resistance should be
computed using a base friction coefficient of 0.40 where the footing is in direct contact with soil.
The passive pressure and frictional resistance values include a factor of safety of at least 1.5 and
may be used in combination without reduction.
6.2

Construction Considerations

Site demolition should include the removal of all existing improvements, including pavements,
underground utilities, and buried foundations. In general, abandoned underground utilities
should be removed to the property line or service connections and properly capped or plugged
with concrete. Where existing utility lines are outside of the proposed building footprint and will
not interfere with the proposed construction, they may be abandoned in-place provided the lines
are filled with lean concrete or cement grout to the property line. Voids resulting from
demolition activities should be properly backfilled with compacted fill following the
recommendations provided later in this section.
The exposed soil subgrade is expected to generally consist of dense to very dense sand.
However, if loose sand or weak clay is encountered, those materials should be removed and
replaced with either properly compacted fill or lean concrete.
In areas that will receive fill, the soil subgrade exposed should be scarified to a depth of at least
eight inches, moisture-conditioned to above optimum moisture content, and compacted to at least
90 percent relative compaction5. The soil subgrade should be compacted to at least 95 percent
relative compaction if the soil consists of clean sand or gravel (defined as soil with less than 10
percent fines passing the No. 200 sieve). The soil subgrade should be kept moist until it is
covered by fill.
Fill should consist of on-site soil or imported soil (select fill) that is free of organic matter,
contains no rocks or lumps larger than three inches in greatest dimension, has a liquid limit of
5

Relative compaction refers to the in-place dry density of soil expressed as a percentage of the
maximum dry density of the same material, as determined by the ASTM D1557 laboratory
compaction procedure.
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less than 40 and a plasticity index lower than 12, and is approved by the Geotechnical Engineer.
It is anticipated that the embankment material will meet these criteria. Samples of proposed
imported fill material should be submitted to the Geotechnical Engineer at least three business
days prior to use at the site. The grading contractor should provide analytical test results or other
suitable environmental documentation indicating the imported fill is free of hazardous materials
at least three days before use at the site. If this data is not available, up to two weeks should be
allowed to perform analytical testing on the proposed imported material.
Fill should be placed in horizontal lifts not exceeding eight inches in uncompacted thickness,
moisture-conditioned to above optimum moisture content, and compacted to at least 90 percent
relative compaction. Fill consisting of clean sand or gravel (defined as soil with less than 10
percent fines by weight) should be compacted to at least 95 percent relative compaction. Fill
greater than five feet in thickness, fill placed below proposed foundations, or fill placed within
the upper foot of vehicular pavement soil subgrade should also be compacted to at least 95
percent relative compaction.
6.3

Soil Corrosivity

Corrosivity analyses were performed by Project X Corrosion Engineering on a sample of the
native soil from boring B-2 at a depth of 15 feet bgs. The results of the tests are presented in
Appendix B of this report. Based on the results of the laboratory corrosivity analyses performed
on the samples, we conclude the soil is “negligibly corrosive” to metal with respect to resistivity,
sulfate ion concentration, and pH. The chloride ion concentration classifies as “mildly
corrosive”. Accordingly, all buried metallic structures and reinforcing steel in concrete
structures should be protected against corrosion depending upon the critical nature of the
structure. If it is necessary to have metal in contact with soil, a corrosion engineer should be
consulted to provide recommendations for corrosion protection.
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6.4

Seismic Design

We anticipate the proposed building will be designed using the seismic provisions in the 2016
San Francisco Building Code (SFBC). We preliminarily conclude a Site Class D designation
should be used for seismic design. The latitude and longitude of the site are 37.7238°
and -122.4553°, respectively. In accordance with the 2016 CBC, we recommend the following:
•

SS = 1.937g, S1 = 0.907g

•

SMS = 1.937g, SM1 = 1.361g

•

SDS = 1.291g, SD1 = 0.907g

•

Seismic Design Category E for Risk Categories I, II, and III.

7.0

ADDITIONAL GEOTECHNICAL SERVICES

The preliminary conclusions and recommendations presented within are based on a preliminary
field investigation and not intended for final design. Prior to final design, we should be retained
to provide a final geotechnical report based on a supplemental field investigation. Additional
borings and CPTs will be required to further evaluate the subsurface conditions beneath the site
and develop final foundation design recommendations. After our final report has been
completed and the design team has selected a foundation system, we should review the project
plans and specifications prior to construction to check their conformance with the intent of our
final recommendations. During construction, we should observe site preparation, foundation
installation, and the placement and compaction of backfill. These observations will allow us to
compare the actual with the anticipated soil conditions and to check if the contractor's work
conforms with the geotechnical aspects of the plans and specifications.
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Base Map: U.S. Geological Survey (USGS), National Seismic Hazards Maps - Fault Sources, 2008.

EXPLANATION
Strike slip
Thrust (Reverse)
Normal
BALBOA RESERVOIR
San Francisco, California
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0

5

10 Miles

Approximate scale

REGIONAL FAULT MAP
Date 01/05/18 Project No.

17-1425

Figure

4
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SITE

EXPLANATION
Liquefaction; Areas where historic occurence of liquefaction,
or local topographic, geological, geotechnical, and subsurface
water conditions indicate a potential for permanent ground displacements.
Earthquake-Induced Landslides; Areas where previous occurence of
landslide movement, or local topographic, geological, geotechnical, and
subsurface water conditions indicate a potential for permanent ground
displacements.
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0

1,000

2,000 Feet

Approximate scale
Reference:
State of California "Seismic Hazard Zones"
City and County of San Francisco
Released on November 17, 2000

SEISMIC HAZARDS ZONE MAP
Date 01/05/18 Project No.

17-1425

Figure 5
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APPENDIX A
Cone Penetration Test Results and Logs of Borings

DRAFT

SBT legend

Total depth: 4.59 ft, Date: 1/3/2018 (Refusal at 4.6 on second attempt)
Groundwater not measured
Cone Operator: Middle Earth Geo Testing, Inc.

BALBOA RESERVOIR
San Francisco, California

ROCKRIDGE
GEOTECHNICAL

1. Sensitive fine grained

4. Clayey silt to silty clay

7. Gravely sand to sand

2. Organic material

5. Silty sand to sandy silt

8. Very stiff sand to clayey sand

3. Clay to silty clay

6. Clean sand to silty sand

9. Very stiff fine grained

CONE PENETRATION TEST RESULTS
CPT-1
Date 01/16/18 Project No.

17-1425

Figure A-1

DRAFT

SBT legend

Total depth: 13.12 ft, Date: 1/3/2018
Groundwater not measured
Cone Operator: Middle Earth Geo Testing, Inc.

BALBOA RESERVOIR
San Francisco, California

ROCKRIDGE
GEOTECHNICAL

1. Sensitive fine grained

4. Clayey silt to silty clay

7. Gravely sand to sand

2. Organic material

5. Silty sand to sandy silt

8. Very stiff sand to clayey sand

3. Clay to silty clay

6. Clean sand to silty sand

9. Very stiff fine grained

CONE PENETRATION TEST RESULTS
CPT-2
Date 01/16/18 Project No.

17-1425

Figure

A-2

DRAFT

SBT legend

Total depth: 33.14 ft, Date: 1/3/2018
Groundwater not measured
Cone Operator: Middle Earth Geo Testing, Inc.

BALBOA RESERVOIR
San Francisco, California

ROCKRIDGE
GEOTECHNICAL

1. Sensitive fine grained

4. Clayey silt to silty clay

7. Gravely sand to sand

2. Organic material

5. Silty sand to sandy silt

8. Very stiff sand to clayey sand

3. Clay to silty clay

6. Clean sand to silty sand

9. Very stiff fine grained

CONE PENETRATION TEST RESULTS
CPT-3
Date 01/16/18 Project No.

17-1425

Figure

A-3

DRAFT

SBT legend

Total depth: 24.61 ft, Date: 1/3/2018
Groundwater not measured
Cone Operator: Middle Earth Geo Testing, Inc.

BALBOA RESERVOIR
San Francisco, California

ROCKRIDGE
GEOTECHNICAL

1. Sensitive fine grained

4. Clayey silt to silty clay

7. Gravely sand to sand

2. Organic material

5. Silty sand to sandy silt

8. Very stiff sand to clayey sand

3. Clay to silty clay

6. Clean sand to silty sand

9. Very stiff fine grained

CONE PENETRATION TEST RESULTS
CPT-4
Date 01/16/18 Project No.

17-1425

Figure

A-4

DRAFT

SBT legend

Total depth: 32.32 ft, Date: 1/3/2018
Groundwater not measured
Cone Operator: Middle Earth Geo Testing, Inc.

BALBOA RESERVOIR
San Francisco, California

ROCKRIDGE
GEOTECHNICAL

1. Sensitive fine grained

4. Clayey silt to silty clay

7. Gravely sand to sand

2. Organic material

5. Silty sand to sandy silt

8. Very stiff sand to clayey sand

3. Clay to silty clay

6. Clean sand to silty sand

9. Very stiff fine grained

CONE PENETRATION TEST RESULTS
CPT-5
Date 01/16/18 Project No.

17-1425

Figure

A-5

DRAFT

SBT legend

Total depth: 46.42 ft, Date: 1/3/2018
Groundwater not measured
Cone Operator: Middle Earth Geo Testing, Inc.

BALBOA RESERVOIR
San Francisco, California

ROCKRIDGE
GEOTECHNICAL

1. Sensitive fine grained

4. Clayey silt to silty clay

7. Gravely sand to sand

2. Organic material

5. Silty sand to sandy silt

8. Very stiff sand to clayey sand

3. Clay to silty clay

6. Clean sand to silty sand

9. Very stiff fine grained

CONE PENETRATION TEST RESULTS
CPT-6
Date 01/16/18 Project No.

17-1425

Figure A-6
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BALBOA RESERVOIR
San Francisco, California

PROJECT:
Boring location:

See Site Plan, Figure 2

Date started:

1/3/18

Drilling method:

Solid Stem Auger

48

SPT

16
21
23

53

SPT

13
16
14

36

6
5
7

14

Hammer type: Safety/Rope & Cathead

Dry Density
Lbs/Cu Ft

Natural
Moisture
Content, %

Fines
%

Confining
Pressure
Lbs/Sq Ft

MATERIAL DESCRIPTION

Shear Strength
Lbs/Sq Ft

LABORATORY TEST DATA

Type of
Strength
Test

LITHOLOGY

SPT
1
N-Value

13
22
18

5
6

Blows/ 6"

SPT

3
4

Sample

Sampler
Type

DEPTH
(feet)

2

D. Landkamer

Date finished: 1/3/18

Standard Penetration Test (SPT)
SAMPLES

1

PAGE 1 OF 1
Logged by:

Hammer weight/drop: 140 lbs./30 inches
Sampler:

Log of Boring B-1

SILTY SAND (SM)
olive-brown, dense, dry, fine-grained sand, with
clay, weak cementation, trace rootlets
orange-brown
6 inches gravel layer
very dense, moist, no cementation

dense

7
8
9
10
11

SPT

red-brown, medium dense, decreased silt content,
no clay

12
13

SM

14
15
16

orange-brown, dense

SPT

13
14
15

35

SPT

18
20
28

58

SPT

24
30
38

82

17
18
19
20
21

very dense, increased silt content

22
23
24

ROCKRIDGE 17-1425.GPJ TR.GDT 1/10/18

25
26

yellow-brown

27
28
29
30
Boring terminated at a depth of 26.5 feet below ground
surface.
Boring backfilled with cement grout.
Groundwater not encountered during drilling.

1

SPT blow counts for the last two increments were
converted to SPT N-Values using a factor of 1.2 to account
for sampler type and hammer energy.

Project No.:

17-1425

Figure:

A-7
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BALBOA RESERVOIR
San Francisco, California

PROJECT:
Boring location:

See Site Plan, Figure 2

Date started:

1/3/18

Drilling method:

Solid Stem Auger

52

SPT

11
22
22

53

SPT

17
23
26

54

Hammer type: Safety/Rope & Cathead

Dry Density
Lbs/Cu Ft

Natural
Moisture
Content, %

Fines
%

Confining
Pressure
Lbs/Sq Ft

MATERIAL DESCRIPTION

Shear Strength
Lbs/Sq Ft

LABORATORY TEST DATA

Type of
Strength
Test

LITHOLOGY

SPT
1
N-Value

21
22
21

5
6

Blows/ 6"

SPT

3
4

Sample

Sampler
Type

DEPTH
(feet)

2

D. Landkamer

Date finished: 1/3/18

Standard Penetration Test (SPT)
SAMPLES

1

PAGE 1 OF 1
Logged by:

Hammer weight/drop: 140 lbs./30 inches
Sampler:

Log of Boring B-2

SILTY SAND (SM)
orange-brown, very dense, moist, fine-grained
sand, trace clay

trace gravel
no gravel

7
8
9

SM

10
11

SPT

10
19
23

50

SPT

14
16
22

46

12
13
14
15
16

dense, with clay, trace gravel

17
18
19

SC
20
21

SPT

16
18
27

54

CLAYEY SAND (SC)
brown to red-brown, dense, moist, fine- to
coarse-grained sand, trace gravel
SILTY SAND (SM)
orange-brown, very dense, moist, fine-grained
sand, with clay, trace fine gravel

22
23

SM
24

ROCKRIDGE 17-1425.GPJ TR.GDT 1/10/18

25
26

SPT

10
13
22

42

dense, with clayey sand inclusions

27
28
29
30
Boring terminated at a depth of 26.5 feet below ground
surface.
Boring backfilled with cement grout.
Groundwater not encountered during drilling.

1

SPT blow counts for the last two increments were
converted to SPT N-Values using a factor of 1.2 to account
for sampler type and hammer energy.

Project No.:

17-1425

Figure:

A-8
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BALBOA RESERVOIR
San Francisco, California

PROJECT:
Boring location:

See Site Plan, Figure 2

Date started:

1/3/18

Drilling method:

Solid Stem Auger

Dry Density
Lbs/Cu Ft

Natural
Moisture
Content, %

Fines
%

Confining
Pressure
Lbs/Sq Ft

MATERIAL DESCRIPTION

Shear Strength
Lbs/Sq Ft

LABORATORY TEST DATA

Type of
Strength
Test

LITHOLOGY

SPT
1
N-Value

Blows/ 6"

Sample

DEPTH
(feet)

Sampler
Type

SPT

7
13
20

40

SPT

13
13
15

34

SPT

15
21
25

55

SPT

21
23
26

59

3

5
6

Hammer type: Safety/Rope & Cathead

SAND with SILT (SP-SM)
olive gray, dense, dry to moist, fine-grained sand

1

4

D. Landkamer

Date finished: 1/3/18

Standard Penetration Test (SPT)
SAMPLES

2

PAGE 1 OF 1
Logged by:

Hammer weight/drop: 140 lbs./30 inches
Sampler:

Log of Boring B-3

yellow-brown and olive-gray

SPSM

very dense, moist

7
8
9
10
11
12
13
14
15
16
17
18
19
20
21
22
23
24

ROCKRIDGE 17-1425.GPJ TR.GDT 1/10/18

25
26
27
28
29
30
Boring terminated at a depth of 11.5 feet below ground
surface.
Boring backfilled with cement grout.
Groundwater not encountered during drilling.

1

SPT blow counts for the last two increments were
converted to SPT N-Values using a factor of 1.2 to account
for sampler type and hammer energy.

Project No.:

17-1425

Figure:

A-9

DRAFT

BALBOA RESERVOIR
San Francisco, California

PROJECT:
Boring location:

See Site Plan, Figure 2

Date started:

1/3/18

Drilling method:

Solid Stem Auger

7
14
18

38

SPT

6
7
12

23

14
20
20

48

SPT

Hammer type: Safety/Rope & Cathead

SM

Dry Density
Lbs/Cu Ft

Natural
Moisture
Content, %

Fines
%

Confining
Pressure
Lbs/Sq Ft

MATERIAL DESCRIPTION

Shear Strength
Lbs/Sq Ft

LABORATORY TEST DATA

Type of
Strength
Test

LITHOLOGY

SPT
1
N-Value

SPT

5
6

Blows/ 6"

SC

3
4

Sample

Sampler
Type

DEPTH
(feet)

2

D. Landkamer

Date finished: 1/3/18

Standard Penetration Test (SPT)
SAMPLES

1

PAGE 1 OF 1
Logged by:

Hammer weight/drop: 140 lbs./30 inches
Sampler:

Log of Boring B-4

CLAYEY SAND with GRAVEL (SC)
brown to red-brown, medium dense, moist, fine- to
medium-grained sand
SILTY SAND (SM)
brown, dense, moist, fine- to medium-grained
sand
orange-brown, medium dense, with clay
mottled dark brown, dense, weak cementation
brown, no clay

7
8
9
10
11
12
13
14
15
16
17
18
19
20
21
22
23
24

ROCKRIDGE 17-1425.GPJ TR.GDT 1/10/18

25
26
27
28
29
30
Boring terminated at a depth of 6.5 feet below ground
surface.
Boring backfilled with cement grout.
Groundwater not encountered during drilling.

1

SPT blow counts for the last two increments were
converted to SPT N-Values using a factor of 1.2 to account
for sampler type and hammer energy.

Project No.

Figure

17-1425
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UNIFIED SOIL CLASSIFICATION SYSTEM

Fine -Grained Soils
(more than half of soil
< no. 200 sieve size)

Coarse-Grained Soils
(more than half of soil > no. 200
sieve size)

Major Divisions

Symbols

Gravels
(More than half of
coarse fraction >
no. 4 sieve size)

Sands
(More than half of
coarse fraction <
no. 4 sieve size)

Silts and Clays
LL = < 50

Silts and Clays
LL = > 50

Highly Organic Soils

Typical Names

GW

Well-graded gravels or gravel-sand mixtures, little or no fines

GP

Poorly-graded gravels or gravel-sand mixtures, little or no fines

GM

Silty gravels, gravel-sand-silt mixtures

GC

Clayey gravels, gravel-sand-clay mixtures

SW

Well-graded sands or gravelly sands, little or no fines

SP

Poorly-graded sands or gravelly sands, little or no fines

SM

Silty sands, sand-silt mixtures

SC

Clayey sands, sand-clay mixtures

ML

Inorganic silts and clayey silts of low plasticity, sandy silts, gravelly silts

CL

Inorganic clays of low to medium plasticity, gravelly clays, sandy clays, lean clays

OL

Organic silts and organic silt-clays of low plasticity

MH

Inorganic silts of high plasticity

CH

Inorganic clays of high plasticity, fat clays

OH

Organic silts and clays of high plasticity

PT

Peat and other highly organic soils

SAMPLE DESIGNATIONS/SYMBOLS

GRAIN SIZE CHART

Sample taken with Sprague & Henwood split-barrel sampler with a
3.0-inch outside diameter and a 2.43-inch inside diameter. Darkened
area indicates soil recovered

Range of Grain Sizes
U.S. Standard
Sieve Size

Grain Size
in Millimeters

Boulders

Above 12"

Above 305

Cobbles

12" to 3"

305 to 76.2

Undisturbed sample taken with thin-walled tube

Gravel
coarse
fine

3" to No. 4
3" to 3/4"
3/4" to No. 4

76.2 to 4.76
76.2 to 19.1
19.1 to 4.76

Disturbed sample

Sand
coarse
medium
fine

No. 4 to No. 200
No. 4 to No. 10
No. 10 to No. 40
No. 40 to No. 200

4.76 to 0.075
4.76 to 2.00
2.00 to 0.420
0.420 to 0.075

Below No. 200

Below 0.075

Classification

Silt and Clay

Classification sample taken with Standard Penetration Test sampler

Sampling attempted with no recovery
Core sample
Analytical laboratory sample

Unstabilized groundwater level

Sample taken with Direct Push sampler

Stabilized groundwater level

Sonic

SAMPLER TYPE
C
CA

D&M

O

Core barrel

PT

California split-barrel sampler with 2.5-inch outside
diameter and a 1.93-inch inside diameter
Dames & Moore piston sampler using 2.5-inch outside
diameter, thin-walled tube
Osterberg piston sampler using 3.0-inch outside diameter,
thin-walled Shelby tube

BALBOA RESERVOIR
San Francisco, California

ROCKRIDGE
GEOTECHNICAL

Pitcher tube sampler using 3.0-inch outside diameter,
thin-walled Shelby tube

S&H

Sprague & Henwood split-barrel sampler with a 3.0-inch
outside diameter and a 2.43-inch inside diameter

SPT

Standard Penetration Test (SPT) split-barrel sampler with
a 2.0-inch outside diameter and a 1.5-inch inside
diameter

ST

Shelby Tube (3.0-inch outside diameter, thin-walled tube)
advanced with hydraulic pressure

CLASSIFICATION CHART
Date 01/05/18 Project No.

17-1425

Figure

A-11
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APPENDIX B
Corrosivity Test Results

Project X
Corrosion Engineering
Corrosion Control – Soil, Water, Metallurgy Testing Lab

DRAFT

REPORT S180112A
Page 1

Results Only Soil Testing
for
Balboa Reservoir
January 15, 2018

Prepared for:
Clayton Proto
Rockridge Geotechnical
270 Grand Ave,
Oakland, CA 94610
cjproto@rockridgegeo.com

Project X Job#: S180112A
Client Job or PO#: 17-1425

29970 Technology Dr, Suite 105F, Murrieta, CA 92563 Tel: 213-928-7213 Fax: 951-226-1720
www.projectxcorrosion.com

DRAFT

Project X
Corrosion Engineering

REPORT S180112A
Page 2

Corrosion Control – Soil, Water, Metallurgy Testing Lab

Soil Analysis Lab Results
Client: Rockridge Geotechnical
Job Name: Balboa Reservoir
Client Job Number: 17-1425
Project X Job Number: S180112A
January 15, 2018
Method

Bore# /
Description

Depth

B-2 #5

15.0

(ft)

ASTM
G187

ASTM
D516

ASTM
D512B

SM 4500NO3-E

SM 4500NH3-C

SM 4500S2-D

ASTM
G200

ASTM
G51

Resistivity

Sulfates

Chlorides

Nitrate

Ammonia

Sulfide

Redox

pH

As Rec'd | Minimum
(Ohm-cm) (Ohm-cm) (mg/kg)

12,060

10,050

120

(wt%)

(mg/kg)

(wt%)

(mg/kg)

(mg/kg)

(mg/kg)

(mV)

0.0120

255

0.0255

165

97.5

5.70

211

Unk = Unknown
NT = Not Tested
mg/kg = milligrams per kilogram (parts per million) of dry soil weight
mg/L - milligrams per liter of liquid volume
Chemical Analysis performed on 1:3 Soil-To-Water extract

Please call if you have any questions.
Prepared by,

Nathan Jacob,
Lab Technician
Respectfully Submitted,

Eddie Hernandez, M.Sc., P.E.
Sr. Corrosion Consultant
NACE Corrosion Technologist #16592
Professional Engineer
California No. M37102
ehernandez@projectxcorrosion.com

29970 Technology Dr, Suite 105F, Murrieta, CA 92563 Tel: 213-928-7213 Fax: 951-226-1720
www.projectxcorrosion.com

7.99

Project X
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DRAFT

'
IMPORTANT· Please complete Project and Sample

Corrosion Engineering
\Jrru$.i1._ln 'untro l · • oil. \Valer. :m d

1 _I425

Identification Data as you would like it to appear in
report & include this form with samples.

Project X Job#:
Date:

Rockridge Geotechnical

Contact Name:

Clayton Proto

Mailing Address:

270 Grand Avenue, Oakland California

Contact Email:

cjproto@rockridgegeo .com

Invoice Email:

kaschenk@rockridgegeo.com

Project Name:
C lient Project No:

Kate Schenk

Phone No. :

17-1425

P.O.#:
SDay

Turn Around Time:

3 Day

2 Day

RUSH
75% mark-up

RUSH
100% mark-up

ANALYSIS REQUESTED {Please circle)

x

Default
Method

Received by:
SPEC IAL INST RUCTIONS:

«J

·;:
0

D.ESCRIPTION

SAMPLE ID - BORE#

6
7

8
9
10
II

12
13
14

_,,

E
E

DEPTH (ft)

/5 '
(

3

510-420-5738 x 120

Balboa Reservoir

Normal

2

Lab Request Sheet Chain of Custody

1--~~~~~-1-~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~

Company Name:

Accounting Contact:

4

:f\.,LL..

Phone: (213) 928-7213 · Fax (951) 226- 1720 · www.projectxcorrosion.com
Ship Samples To: 29970 Technology Dr, Suite I05F, Murrieta, CA 92563

<(

x
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BALBOA RESERVOIR INFRASTRUCTURE PLAN

APPX. C.1 - SU-30 & WB-40 TURNING TEMPLATES
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1h 0 ~re

'Consultants, Inc.

December 17, 2019

Ms. Karen Murray
Van Meter Williams Pollack LLP
333 Bryant Street, Suite 300
San Francisco, CA 94104

BALBOA RESERVOIR - FIRE FLOW
FIRE FLOW EVALUATION
Dear Karen,
This letter will outline our assessment of the fire flow requirements for the planned multibuilding Balboa Reservoir development project in San Francisco, California. The purpose
of our assessment is to develop an estimate for fire flow required for the buildings
anticipated to be on site and compare that to the anticipated fire flow available.

REQUIRED FIRE FLOW
Site Fire Flow. The project anticipates approximately 7 new buildings of R-2 occupancy and
100 Townhouses of R-3 occupancy. All build ings are anticipated to be provided with
sprinkler protection. No car stackers are planned. The buildings are anticipated to be built
of types I-A over Ill-A construction, and range in height from 4 to 7 stories. The Townhouses
will be Type V-A and 1800 sf each . While the design details have not yet been developed ,
we have looked at the various scenarios to determine what might be the most challenging
fire flow requirement presented. The project will include multi-family homes with
construction type Ill-A over Type I-A podium and Townhouses with construction type V-A.
We assume fire flow will be similar for all building since they are planned to be Type Ill-A
over Type I-A podium and of a similar size. The townhouse fire flow will be similar for all
Townhouses since they are planned to be Type V-A and the same size. However, if the
townhouses are combined into 3 or more units, they will become R-2 occupancy and the fire
flow would have to be adjusted.
The fire flows required for building projects in San Francisco are determined from Table
B105.1 in Appendix B of the 2019 California Fire Code (CFC). A weighted average of
required fire flow based on Table B105.1 is calculated for Type IA and Type lllA areas. The
required fire flow for Townhouses is calculated based from Table B105.1 (1) for NFPA 13 R
or 13D sprinkler protected Townhouses with areas between 0-3600 sq.
Table B105.2 of the CFC allows a reduction of 75%, but not to less than a total requirement
of 1,500 gallons per minute, if NFPA 13 R sprinkler protection is provided in the building
(footnote a) or 1,000 gallons per minute, if NFPA 13 sprinkler protection is provided
(footnote b ). However, the lowest fire flow allowed by SFFD when using the sprinkler
1777 N. California Blvd, Suite 200
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reduction is 1,500 GPM . The weighted area and fire flow calculation for each building is
presented in table below.
Bldg A

Area

% Area

25%

Fire Flow

Type IA

72600

0.32

3000

1000

Type lllA

155600

0.68

5750

1437.5

GPM
GPM

total

228200

Weighted Ave

1298

GPM

Bldg B

Area

% Area

Fire Flow

25%

Type IA

19091

0.17

1500

1000

GPM

Type lllA

93659

0.83

4500

1125

GPM

Weighted Ave

1104

GPM

total
Bldg E

112750
Area

% Area

Type IA

38350

0.28

Type lllA

100800

0.72

total
Bldg F

% Area

GPM

2000

1000

4500

1125

GPM

1091

GPM

Weighted Ave

139150
Area

25%

Fire Flow

Fire Flow

25%

GPM

60300

0.33

2750

1000

Type lllA

120650

0.67

5000

1250

GPM

total

180950

Weighted Ave

1167

GPM

Type IA

Townhouse
Type V-A

Area
1800

Table
8105.1(1)

Fire Flow
500

GPM

Based on calculations above and the fact that a minimum 1500 GPM fire flow is required by
SFFD, the required fire flow for all buildings will be 1500 GPM . Higher fire flow requirements
could be applicable if sprinklers are not installed, or lesser construction types are used or
car stackers are added in the future.

System Water Flows. CFC Appendix 8105.3 requires the water systems at the site to be
capable of supplying the required water to the fixed fire protection systems in each of the
buildings, for 2 hours. Various fire protection system arrangements would require a variety
of fire flows for them to function properly. We understand that flammable liquid storage
rooms/warehouses and car stackers are not anticipated for the site, and storage will be
limited to heights less than 12 feet. Based upon these stipulations, our opinion is that the
highest fixed fire protection system water flows required would probably be those required
for the following systems:
•

Sprinkler systems protecting generator fuel storage rooms and similar environments.
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The required water flow rates for these two scenarios would be estimated given the
assumptions below:
The requirements for sprinkler systems protecting generator rooms would be similar to Extra
Hazard Group 1 criteria (0.30 gpm per ft.2) over the area of the room up to an area of 2,500
ft. 2 . The anticipated water demand for this type of system (for the maximum remote area)
could be up to approximately 1,475 GPM.

Combined Flows. In previous years the Fire Department had calculated fire flows in a
manner that would require the site fire flow calculated from CFC Appendix B and the fire
flow based upon the sprinkler system demands to be added together. This approach is not
specifically mandated by the Code language, and the current approach enforced by the San
Francisco Fire Department (SFFD) is to meet the highest demand between the two fire
flows and not as a combined flow.

AVAILABLE FIRE FLOW

There are two points of connection from the existing municipal water mains to the network
supplying the required fire flow for the project. The water flow information is determined by
flow tests conducted by City for both water mains. Based on the location of city mains,
Building A and Building B will be connected to water supply at 1110 Ocean Ave and
Building E and Building F will be supplied by city main at 155 Frida Kahle Way. The
townhouses could be connected to either main, which will require some on site private
piping. That piping should be designed to accommodate the required 500 gpm fire flow.
The available water supply at 20 psi residual pressure calculated based on the method from
NFPA Fire Protection Handbook, 181h ed, page 6-104. Calculations are as follow, based on
water flow information provided by the 10/22/19 based on flow tests conducted by SFFD.

Frida Kahle:
S = static pressure of 69 psi
R1 =calculation of residual pressure of 51 psi
Q1= calculated flow of 947 gpm at residual of 51 psi (R1)
R2 = residual pressure of 20 psi (maximum fire flow pressure allowed per CFC Appendix
B102)
02 = flow at residual pressure of 20 psi (R2)
Q2 = Q1 *((S-R2)0.54/(S-R1 )0.54)
Q2 = 1626 gpm
The available water supply of 1626 gpm exceeds the fire flow requirement of 1500 gpm .
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Ocean:
S = static pressure of 80 psi
R 1= calculation of residual pressure of 62 psi
01 =calculated flow of 1197 gpm at residual of 51 psi (R1)
R2 = residual pressure of 20 psi (maximum fire flow pressure allowed per CFC Appendix
8102)
02 = flow at residual pressure of 20 psi (R2)
02 = 01 *((S-R2)0.54/(S-R1 )0.54)
02 = 2293 gpm
The available water supply of 2293 gpm exceeds the fire flow requirement of 1500 gpm .

SUMMARY

This evaluation concludes that the water distribution system proposed for the project site
must be sufficient to supply both the 1,475 GPM water requirements of the anticipated fixed
fire protection systems for any building proposed, and the 1,500 GPM site fire flow as
indicated in Appendix B of the CFC for the largest anticipated building proposed, but not a
combination of both flows simultaneously as long as there will be no car stacker in
buildings. This should comply with current fire flow standards in San Francisco and those
currently enforced by SFFD.

Sincerely,

Jeffrey A Maddox, P.E.
HS/JAM:hs
19-2283/lTHS Balboa Reservoir Site Fire Flow
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SAN FRANCISCO FIRE DEPARTMENT
BUREAU OF FIRE PREVENTION

.

PLAN CHECK DIVISION/WATER FLOW
1660 MISSION STREET,4TR FLOOR
SAN FRANCISCO, CA. 94103

.

'

FAX# 415-575-6933

Email: WatcrflowSFFD@.d'gov.org

BEOJJEST FOR WATER ELOW INfOBMATION

IXJ
0

REQUEST IS FOR:

FIRE FLOW
SPRINKLER DESIGN
255 SHORELINE DR, SUITE 200
REDWOOD CITY, CA 94065

CONTACT PERSON:

BRIAN scon

ADDRESS:

PHONE NO.~

482 /_,6=3=3=-5_ _

FAX NO. <....§.§Q_)

482 J_,6=3=9=-9_ __

EMAIL: _...;;b...;;s.;..co...;;tt_,@:..b-.k_f._co_m
_ _ _ _ __
OWNER'S NAME:

PHONE#< 415 ) 284/ -"9~0:..::::8:..2_ __

JOE KIRCHOFER

ADDRESS FOR WATER FLOW INFORMATION:
~ E. C()P-./VF.:.rt.. DF (3/J-L-1301}

PROVIDE SKETCH HERE:
'9<+o'JI r1~'f.C~

~b.S£tC.Y01~

37.727121 , -122.452507 lfO C9)f°1"idit It'll~
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OCCUPANCY (CIRCLE ONE): R3 R2 LIVE/WORK COMMERCIAL OTHER.____ __

HAZARD CLASSIFICATION: LIGHT ORD 1 ORD 2 EXT l EXT 2
CAR-STACKER:

YES

NUMBER OF STORIES:

•
•
•
•
•

OTHER.____ __

NO

N/A

HEIGHTOFBLDG.:

NIA

FT.

SUBMIT FORM WITHAS125.00 CHECK MADE PAYABLE TO 'S.F.F.D.'
REQUESTS REQUIRING AFIEW FLOW TEST WllLBE NOTlFIED BY FAX OR EMAIL, AND A.~
ADDITIONAL FEE OFS250.00 WILL BE NECESSARY.
WATERFLOWINFORMATIONWU..LBERETURNEDBYFAX, MAII.,OREMAIL.
INCOMPLETE FORMS WILL NOT BE PROCESSED.
PLEASE ALLOW 7-14 WORKING DAYS FOR PROCESSING.

•••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••official use only••••• ••••••••••••••••••••••••••••
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SAN FRANCISCO FIRE DEPARTMENT
BUREAU OF FIRE PREVENrION
PLAN CHECK DIVISION/WATER FLOW
1660 MISSION STREET, 4TH FLOOR
SAN FRANCISCO, CA. 94103
FAX# 415-575-6933
Email: WaterflowSFFD@sfgov.org

.

.

~

REQUEST FOR WATER FLOW INFORMATION

DATE:

IXJ

REQUEST IS FOR:

CONTACT PERSON:

BRIAN SCOTT

FIRE FLOW
SPRINKLER DESIGN
255 SHORELINE DR, SUITE 200
ADDRESS: REDWOOD CITY, CA 94065

PHONE NO. (_§§Q_)

482 /-'6=3-=-35=----

FAX NO. USQ_}~-=6=3=99=------

0

bscott@bkf.com

EMAIL:

OWNER'S NAME:

JOE KIRCHOFER

PHONE# ( 415 ) 284 / -=9""'
0=
82_____

ADDRESS FOR WATER FLOW INFORMATION:

1110 OCEAN AVE

PROVIDE SKETCH HERE:

_J \

"'

CROSS STREETS (BOTH ARE REQUIRED):

OCEJ-llAVE

\1"~\... ·t;>

OCEAN-AVE

/

\
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OCCUPANCY (CIRCLE ONE): R3 R2 LIVE/WORK COMMERCIAL OTHER..___ __
HAZARD CLASSIFICATION: LIGHT ORD 1 ORD 2 EXT l EXT 2
CAR-STACKER:

YES

NUMBER OF STORIES:
•
•
•
•

•

OTHER"-----

NO

NIA

HEIGHT OF BLDG.:

NIA

FT.

SUBM!TFORMWITHAS125.00CHECKMADEPAYABLETO 'S.F.F.D.'
REQUESTS REQUIRING A FIELD FLOW TEST WILL BE NOTIFIED BY FAX OREMATL, AND AN
ADDITIONAL FEE OFS250.00 WILL BE NECESSARY.
WATERFLOWCNFOR.MATIONWILLBERETURi'fEDBYFAX, MATL,ORBMAIL
CNCOMPLETE FOR.i\.IS WILL NOT BE PROCESSED.
PU!ASE ALLOW 7-14 WORKING DAYSFORPROCESSTNO.

•••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••official useonly**••••••••• ••••••••••••••••••••••
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Appendix G “Balboa Reservoir Hydrologic and Hydraulic Modeling” memo by BKF, dated
January 9, 2020

TECHNICAL MEMORANDUM
Date:

January 9, 2020

Deliver To:

Craig Freeman, SFPUC

From:

Erik Moreno, BKF Engineers
Lindsey Carmona, BKF Engineers

Subject:

Balboa Reservoir
Hydrologic and Hydraulic Modeling

BKF Job No.: C20160367-11

Balboa Reservoir is a 17-acre site in San Francisco bounded by City College campus to the east, multifamily housing and retail on Ocean Avenue to the south, Westwood Park neighborhood to the west, and
Riordan High School to the north. Balboa Reservoir is proposed to be developed (the Project).
The Project is subject to the Stormwater Management Requirements (SMR) and shall provide stormwater
best management practices (BMPs) to reduce the 2-year, 24-hour peak runoff rate and total runoff
volume from the Project (i.e. runoff from on-site areas only) by 25%. Herein, this is referred to as the
2-year storm requirement.
There are capacity limitations in the Ocean Avenue combined sewer system. Therefore, the Project may
not increase the peak discharge to the Ocean Avenue sewer system in the 5-year, 3-hour and 100-year,
3-hour storm events. Herein, this is referred to as the 5-year and 100-year storm requirement.
This memorandum has been prepared to document the hydrologic and hydraulic modeling, and to present
two alternatives for the project that will meet these requirements. Alternative 1 uses only green
infrastructure, and alternative 2 uses a combination of green infrastructure and traditional stormwater
detention.
Assumptions
The following assumptions were made to develop the existing and proposed conditions model:
• Sewer System geometry developed using:
o Ocean Avenue Combined Sewer System (CSS) provided by SFPUC;
o As-built drawings;
o Estimated pipe slopes (1% assumed).
• Green infrastructure assumed to be a single, vertical wall bioretention planter:
o 6” ponding depth;
o 1 in/hr infiltration rate
• Detention system assumed to be off-line vaults separated from the main with a side weir and with
orifice controls to throttle discharge to the sewer main.
• Existing 6’ x 6’ storm drain structure at Node C-010, downstream of 72” pipe in East system is
shown on survey and may contain orifice controls. Due to insufficient information, 6’ x 6’
structure not modeled.
• NAVD88 vertical datum.
• All impervious area is assumed to be directly connecting (no composite curve number).
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Drainage Systems
In existing conditions, the Project site may be split into two drainage systems (West and East), each with
a separate connection to the combined sewer under Ocean Avenue. The East system captures runoff
from off-site areas (areas not impacted by the Project). The West system does not include runoff from
any off-site areas. Refer to Exhibit 1.

Drainage System

Table 1. Existing Drainage System Areas
On-site Area
Off-site Area

West System
East System

Total Area

Acres

Acres

Acres

14.5
2.4

0.0
7.2

14.5
9.6

In the proposed conditions, additional area is added to the West system, and a portion of the West system
is diverted to the East system. Refer to Exhibit 2.

Drainage System

Table 2. Proposed Drainage System Areas
On-site Area
Off-site Area

West System
East System

Total Area

Acres

Acres

Acres

14.3
4.3

0.0
7.0

14.3
11.3

Existing Runoff
Runoff from the West system in existing conditions is significantly attenuated by two undersized pipes.
The pipes are both 12-inch diameter, relatively flat and are the only outlets for the existing parking lot.
The limited capacity of these pipes results in significant volume stored in the parking lot, and low discharge
rates to Ocean Avenue. Runoff rates from the East system are not attenuated in existing conditions.
Table 3. Existing Conditions Flow Results
Drainage System
West System
East System

2-year Storm
(On-site Only)

5-year Storm
(On-site and Offsite)

100-year Storm
(On-site and Offsite)

cfs

AF

cfs

AF

cfs

AF

8.4
3.4

2.3
0.5

8.5
17.2

0.9
0.8

9.4
28.8

1.7
1.5

Proposed Runoff
Two alternatives were studied to meet the Project requirements the proposed conditions.
Alternative 1 – Green Infrastructure:
The required flow rate and volume reductions are achieved using only green infrastructure (GI), assumed
to be unlined bioretention planters. For the 2-year on-site analysis, the amount of green infrastructure
provided in the West system is based on preliminary site plans; the amount provided in the East system
is the minimum required based on modeling. For the 5-year and 100-year requirement, additional green
infrastructure area was added to reduce peak discharge to Ocean Avenue down to existing conditions.
Modeling results are shown in the following tables.

2|Page

Table 4. Alternative 1 – Required GI for 2-year Requirement (On-site Only)
Provided
2-year Peak
2-year Rate
2-year Total
2-year Volume
Drainage
GI Area
Runoff Rate
Reduction
Runoff Volume
Reduction
System
West System
East System

Acres

cfs

Percent

cf

Percent

1.1
0.4

5.9
1.3

30%
61%

1.1
0.3

54%
28%

Table 5. Alternative 1 – Required GI for 5-year and 100-year Requirement (On-site and Off-site)
5-year Storm
100-year Storm
Provided
Drainage
Existing
Proposed
Existing
Proposed
GI Area
System
Discharge Rate Discharge Rate Discharge Rate Discharge Rate
West System
East System

Acres

cfs

cfs

cfs

cfs

1.9
0.5

8.5
17.2

0.0
17.0

9.4
28.8

9.0
28.4

Alternative 2 – Combination Green Infrastructure and Detention:
For this alternative, the 2-year requirement volume reduction is achieved using GI, and an off-line
detention system is used to reduce the 2-year peak rate down to existing conditions. The benefit of this
approach is less green infrastructure is required in the western system. For the 5-year and 100-year
requirement, additional detention volume was added to reduce the peak discharge to Ocean Avenue
down to existing conditions. Modeling results are shown in the following tables.
Table 6. Alternative 2 – Required GI and Detention for 2-year Requirement (On-site)
Provided
2-year Total
2-year
2-year Peak 2-year Rate
Provided GI
Drainage
Detention
Runoff
Volume
Runoff Rate
Reduction
Area
System
Volume
Volume
Reduction
West System
East System

Acres

AF

cfs

Percent

cf

Percent

0.4
0.4

0.3
0.0

6.2
1.3

26%
61%

1.7
0.3

25%
28%

Table 7. Alternative 2 – Required GI and Detention for 5-year and 100-year Requirement
(On-site and Off-site)
5-year Storm
100-year Storm
Provided
Provided
Existing
Proposed
Existing
Proposed
Drainage
Detention
GI Area
Discharge
Discharge
Discharge
Discharge
System
Volume
Rate
Rate
Rate
Rate
West System
East System

Acres

AF

cfs

cfs

cfs

cfs

0.4
0.4

0.9
0.1

8.5
17.2

4.5
17.1

9.4
28.8

9.2
26.5

Storm Drain System Model
The XPSWMM 2017 dynamic hydrologic and hydraulic modeling program developed by XP Solutions was
used to analyze the performance of the existing and proposed storm drain system. Santa Barbara Urban
Hydrograph (SBUH) methodology is used to compute the runoff and the USEPA SWMM hydraulic
computational engine to compute the one-dimensional flow through the proposed storm drain system.
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The existing conditions XPSWMM model consists of two storm sewer lines that drain the east and west side
of the site. The storm sewer line that drains the west side of the site connects to the existing combined sewer
main in Ocean Avenue near Plymouth Avenue. The storm sewer line that drains the east side of the site
connects to the same combined sewer main in Ocean Avenue near Lee Avenue.
The proposed conditions model consists of two sewer systems that serve the east and west side of the site.
The model includes green infrastructure and detention facilities that are required for the project to comply
with the SFPUC’s Stormwater Management Requirements (per discussion above). The two proposed storm
sewer lines connect to the combined sewer main in Ocean Avenue at the same location as the existing storm
sewer lines.
Santa Barbara Unit Hydrograph Hydrologic Parameters
Rainfall
The green infrastructure is modeled using the SFPUC’s 2-year, 24-hour hyetograph. For the 5-year and 100year requirements, the SFPUC’s 5-year, 3-hour “Level of Service” storm and the 100-year, 3-hour storm
hyetograph are used.
Runoff Curve Number
The curve number (CN) of a drainage area is based on the soil type and surface cover. SBUH automatically
assigns a Curve Number of 98 to all impervious areas. Per the geotechnical report dated January 22, 2018
from Rockridge Geotechnical, the top layer of soil encountered in the borings taken on site were silty
sand, sand with silt, and clayey sand with gravel. These soil types behave similar to type B soils. Therefore,
a Curve Number of 61 was assigned to all pervious areas. This number is based on type B soils with “Open
Space” land use (lawns, parks, etc.) with “Good Condition” (grass cover > 75%).
Percent Impervious
The total impervious area for each DMA was estimated based on a combination of the proposed roadway
and preliminary site layout. Roof and pavement covers (i.e. asphalt, concrete, etc.) are assumed to be
100% impervious. Note that impervious area is modeled as directly connecting impervious area (i.e. a
composite curve number is not computed for our analysis).
Time of Concentration
The time of concentration was calculated using the velocity methodology developed by the Natural
Resources Conservation Service (NRCS). A time of concentration of 5 minutes was used for DMAs that had
a calculated time of concentration less than 5 minutes, per the Santa Barbara Urban Hydrograph
Methodology.
Computational Time Step
For the hydrologic analyses, a computational time step of 60 seconds was used.
SWMM Hydraulic Parameters
Manning’s n
Manning's n, or the roughness coefficient, is dependent on the storm drain pipe material. The existing
storm drain is assumed to be vitrified clay pipe. Manning's n is 0.014 for vitrified clay. The same Manning’s
n was used in proposed conditions because the pipe type has not yet been determined.
4|Page

Computational Time Step
For the hydraulic analyses, a computational time step of 10 seconds was used.
Green Infrastructure
A storage node representing bioretention areas was added to both the west and east systems. Both
bioretention nodes have infiltration rates of 1.0 inch/hour1, and 6-inches of ponding depth before flows
bypass downstream.
Detention Systems
An off-line detention node is added to the model, downstream of the Green Infrastructure. Flow is diverted
to the detention node using a side weir. The crest of the side weir is set to divert the peak of the hydrograph
to optimize detention volume. An orifice meters flow from the detention vault back to the storm drain main.
No infiltration is modeled for the detention node.

1

Estimated based on recommendations provided by Rockridge Geotechnical through email.
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EXHIBIT 2

Balboa Reservoir Project Review Comment Form
Submittal:
File Dates:

Balboa Res H&H Modeling
version 10/25/19; received 10/29/19
Comment Type Category:
G - General
T - Technical
E - Editorial
C - Coordination

12/18/2019
SFPUC WWE
Craig Freeman

Response Date:
Agency / Dept:
Primary Contact:

Response Code:
1 - Accepted - Will comply
2 - Accepted - Action completed
3 - Discussion or clarification required
4 - Unacceptable for reasons given
RESPONSE

REVIEW
Comment
Type

Reference
(Page / Section / Dwg. / Fig. #)

Comment No.

Reviewer

1

CF

page 1, 3rd paragraph, first
sentence

2

CF

3

Review Comment

Respondent

Response Date

Response Code Response Comment

Delete "known".

Lindsey
Carmona

1/9/2020

2

Deleted.

Assumptions Section, third
bullet.

Existing text, "Detention system assumed to be off-line vaults separated from the
main with a side weir and with orifice controls to throttle discharge back to the sewer
main." Is it "back to"? If discharging downstream, suggest deleting "back".

Lindsey
Carmona

1/9/2020

2

Text has been revised.

CF

Assumptions Section, fourth
bullet.

Comment regarding existing text, "Existing 6’ x 6’ storm drain structure downstream
of 72” pipe in East system is shown on survey and may contain orifice controls."
SFPUC webGIS does not identify either structure, though our webGIS does contain
information on what appear to be 2009-installed pipes by City College. Please advise
and clarify in memo. (No pipe size info in memo, so hard to locate where this text is
pointing to.)

Lindsey
Carmona

1/9/2020

2

The location of the 6'x6' storm drain structure was
added to Exhibit 1. The bullet point in the
"Assumptions" list was revised to say "Existing 6’ x 6’
storm drain structure at Node C-010, downstream of
72” pipe in East system is shown on survey and may
contain orifice controls."

4

KK

Conceptual Analysis

Consistent with conceptual level analysis in memo, conceptual stormwater
management approaches and modeling assumptions are not reviewed in detail
regarding SMO requirements. SFPUC to review proposed stormwater management
and modeling assumptions during the Preliminary SCP and Final SCP approvals
process. Stormwater management controls sizing and approach understood to likely
to change.

Lindsey
Carmona

1/9/2020

1

Understood.

5

KK

Eastern DMA - Scale and
Scope

Regarding Alternative 1: Clarify why GI is assumed within the East System calculations,
and clarify ‘the minimum required GI Area based on modeling of the east system'.
This memo identifies a large offsite drainage management area east of the Balboa
Redevelopment Project boundary limits. A portion of this out-of-project-limits area
contributing to the East System includes future roadway improvements (i.e. Lee Ave,
etc.). (Separately, as previously understood, Lee Avenue is not currently proposed
with stormwater GI due to project constraints.)

Lindsey
Carmona

1/9/2020

1

GI is only assumed to manage runoff from on-site
areas. We do not account for GI managing runoff
from off-site areas. Even though the latest site plan
does not show planters within Lee Avenue, we believe
accounting for GI management for all on-site areas in
the East System is reasonable given the following:
1. New buildings within the East System boundary can
have on-site stormwater management BMPs;
2. North Street (east and west of Lee Avenue) can
have small planters to manage runoff, as shown in the
latest site plan;
3. The remaining on-site area in the East system (i.e.
Lee Avenue) could be managed using permeable
pavement in the parking lanes and/or a BMP in the
open space to the east of Node C-010.

6

KK

Alternative 2

Regarding Alternative 2: While GI has been proposed in combination with detention.
Detention facilities, where working in concert with GI, must be designed and sized
using ‘multi-stage’ detention requirements.

Lindsey
Carmona

1/9/2020

1

Understood. During the design phase, the detention
systems will be designed to comply with the 'multistage' detention requirements.

7

CF

Purpose of Memo and
Revisions

It appears (from some distance) that the intent of this concept analysis is to assess the
feasibility within the project team of onsite management of flows from the 5yr and
100yr storm, including initial examination of two primary alternatives. Please feel free
to coordinate with Molly Petrick on the end point of this memo and if revisions to it
are even required.

Lindsey
Carmona

1/9/2020

1

We will share this report with Molly Petrick.
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Appendix H Design Standards and Guidelines Sustainable Neighborhoods Framework

Appendix B

GOAL 1
Ensure Non-Toxic &
Comfortable Air Indoors & Out

CITY TARGET

EQUITY

RESILIENCE

CLIMATE

OPPORTUNITIES: Keep from exacerbating the health impacts of cumulative air pollution like respiratory and cardiovascular; decrease hospital visits for those with limited access to health insurance

OPPORTUNITIES: better respond to heat waves and bad air
quality days

OPPORTUNITIES: lower toxic pollutants; renewable electricity exports; reduced risks of ozone production due to
higher temperatures

CONSIDERATIONS: projects in neighborhoods with populations with greatest sensitivity to extreme heat should take additional measures to provide habitable environments; population-specific health challenges may warrant additional study

APPROACHES

CITY REQUIREMENTS

CONSIDERATIONS: integrate future heating and cooling
needs into energy capacity scaling equipment; extreme heat
puts pressure on essential services such as energy, transport, and health

GOALS FOR THE BALBOA RESERVOIR NEIGHBORHOOD

CONSIDERATIONS: analyze long-term climate impacts of
strategies to respond to high temperatures

PROJECT STANDARDS & GUIDELINES FROM DSG

LAND USE
ALL-ELECTRIC

CONSTRUCTION PRACTICES

All-electric preferred [GBC ‘20]

● 100% of building systems will be designed for electricity. Buildings
will reduce all sources of local GHG.

/ Construction Air Filtration [GBC]

● Minimize particulate matter emissions associated with diesel fuel
engines during construction by implementing a Clean Construction
Plan.
● Establish a Sustainable Procurement Program
for each building targeting 100% of materials to
meet at least one sustainable materials criteria.

ZERO-EMISSION
environments

MATERIAL SELECTION

ELECTRIC VEHICLES

COMFORTABLE
micro-climate

● Evaluate carbon sequestration concrete and
utilize as demonstration project.
● Prioritize Forest Stewardship Council (FSC)
Certifed Wood and use FSC certifed wood for
50% of total framing materials.

ACTIVE MOBILITY

100% NON-TOXIC
interiors

/ GHG Emissions checklist [CEQA]

MATERIAL SELECTION

AIR FILTERATION

/ Transportation Demand Management
(TDM)
/ Sidewalk widening, bike racks [BSP, PC]

● 80% of the trips to and from the site will be by sustainable modes
and the project will achieve a vehicle trip reduction of at least 30%
compared with a comparable project without TDM measures.

/ 100% EV-ready off-street parking [EC]
/ EV charges @ 5% of spaces [EC]

● A load management system will be installed to manage the EV
charging stations. This would allow EV charging stations to be
installed at 100% of the on-site parking spaces while avoiding any
upgrades to the electrical infrastructure.

/ Low-Emitting Materials [GBC/LEED]

/ High Quality Air Filtration [Art 38]

● 100% of interior materials will meet all low-emitting
materials and emissions testing requirements of the current
version of LEED.

G.4.2.1.1
G.4.2.1.2
G.4.2.4.1
S.4.2.3.1
G.4.2.3.1
G.4.2.3.2
S.4.2.5.1
S.4.2.2.1

Electric Building Systems
Domestic Water Heating
Construction Indoor Air Quality Management Plan
Sustainable Procurement Evaluation
Prioritize Local Materials and Manufacturers
Material Life Cycle
TDM Ordinance
EV Infrastructure

G.4.3.1.1
S.4.3.2.1
G.4.3.2.1

Low Emitting Materials
Ventilation Requirements
Improved Ventilation and Windows

PASSIVE EXTERIOR COOLING

PUBLIC DRAFT  | February 24, 2020

INTERIOR RESPITES
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Appendix B

RESILIENCE

CLIMATE

OPPORTUNITIES: reduced outages; emergency power
supplies; reduced risk from natural gas explosions; secure
against global oil price shifts and instability; better respond
to heat waves and bad air quality days.

OPPORTUNITIES: emission free; increasing energy efficiency reduces overall demand and accommodates fuel
switching; reduce toxic pollutants.

CONSIDERATIONS: avoid passing upfront retrofit costs
to residents; limited triggers/funding for existing building
retrofits; explore opportunities for community-owned solar.

GOAL 2
ACHIEVE AN EFFICIENT
& FOSSIL FUEL-FREE
ENVIRONMENT
CITY TARGET

EQUITY
OPPORTUNITIES: healthier air; lower utility costs & minimized rate volatility; improved indoor comfort; energy revenues for local economy; equal access to energy efficiency
upgrades for renters; increase job opportunities for energy
upgrade work.

APPROACHES

CITY REQUIREMENTS

CONSIDERATIONS: plan for most vulnerable communities;
tenant education about energy measures are great opportunities to foster stronger and connected communities.

GOALS FOR THE BALBOA RESERVOIR NEIGHBORHOOD

CONSIDERATIONS: when assessing carbon footprint factor-in gas leak rates at well sites, forgo gas infrastructures
to receive credits.

PROJECT STANDARDS & GUIDELINES FROM DSG

SOLAR ORIENTATION

BUILDING FORM

MAXIMUM ENERGY
EFFICIENT
environments

ENVELOPE & FAÇADE
TREATMENTS

/ Reduce energy use by 5% [Title 24/GBC]

MECHANICAL SYSTEMS

S.4.4.1.1
G.4.4.1.1
G.4.4.1.2
S.4.4.2.1
G.4.4.2.1

Glazing
Natural Ventilation
Reduced Solar Gain
Infiltration
High Efficiency HVAC Systems

S.4.5.1.1
S.4.5.2.1
S.4.5.4.1

On-Site Renewable Energy
Solar Thermal Arrays
SFPUC Power

S.4.6.1.1
S.4.6.2.1
G.4.13.1

Individual Metering
Resident education
Connect Residents with Local Resources

VEGETATION

ON-SITE RENEWABLE POWER
GENERATION

SOLAR THERMAL HOT WATER

100% CARBON-FREE
energy

BATTERY STORAGE

ALL-ELECTRIC

/ 15% roof area installed with solar PV or
solar thermal systems [GBC]

● The project will generate 25% of its building energy demand via
on-site renewable energy generation systems, in conjunction in
conjunction with measures to reduce EUI.
● The project will offset all carbon emissions related to building
operations. Any gas use on site or at the grid level will be offset by
renewable energy credit (REC) or carbon offset credit purchases.
● The project will evaluate providing battery storage for PV systems
on a building by building basis to provide power supply for up to 72
hours in the event of a power outage or emergency.

GREEN POWER PURCHASE

SMART systems &
operations

AUTOMATION & CONTROL

REPORTING & ENGAGEMENT
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● The project will provide thermal and clean air safety zones for heat
wave and compromised air quality relief at community room or at
childcare. Safety zones will include centralized emergency power
and communication zones where people can charge phones or
refrigerate medications during extended power outages.
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GOAL 3
SUPPORT BIODIVERSITY
& CONNECT EVERYONE
TO NATURE DAILY
CITY TARGET

EQUITY

RESILIENCE

CLIMATE

OPPORTUNITIES: access to healthy and affordable food;
physical and mental health improvement; social cohesion and
connection to one’s environment; reduced exposure to noise,
air pollution, and extreme heat; robust biodiversity minimizes
rodent infestations.

OPPORTUNITIES: ecosystem services improve shoreline
and urban flood management, reducing housing and work
place instability and access due to flooding; planted hillsides
are less susceptible to erosion and landslides; wildlife biodiversity.

OPPORTUNITIES: enhance climate regulation and carbon
sequestration; reduce carbon footprint associated with to
large-scale food production; distribution and waste; improve
water efficiency.

CONSIDERATIONS: inequitable access, use, or quality of
green spaces by vulnerable populations; additional maintenance costs (public & private); potential existing contaminants for safe food production.

CONSIDERATIONS: increased landscaping that includes
too much impervious surface can increase flooding; poor
plant selection or irrigation equipment can exacerbate water scarcity.

APPROACHES

CITY REQUIREMENTS

OPEN SPACES

/ X SF per unit, X SF if common space (does
not require greening) [PC]

LIVING ROOFS

GREEN space equivalent
to 1/2 site area

/ 25% front yard set-back landscaped
(50% pervious) [PC]
/ 30% roof area as living roof [PC alt]

GREEN WALLS

GREEN INFRASTRUCTURE

RIGHT-OF-WAY

/ Manage 25% of stormwater onsite [SMO
option]

GOALS FOR THE BALBOA RESERVOIR NEIGHBORHOOD

CONSIDERATIONS: gas-powered lawn equipment exacerbates emissions and health impacts of landscaping; poor
landscaping maintenance practices can lead to additional
methane from decomposing green waste.

PROJECT STANDARDS & GUIDELINES FROM DSG

● 50% of site area will be vegetated, including areas of tree canopy
and green roofs or landscaping at courtyards.
● Provide a 25% peak rate and total volume stormwater management G.4.7.1 Planting at On-Site Open Space
reduction for the overall site using green infrastructure and Low
S.4.11.1 Stormwater Management
Impact Development.
G.4.11.1 Infiltration
● Minimize stormwater management at public streets by providing
equal offsetting management at private development parcels.

/ 1 street tree every 20’ [PC]

TREE CANOPY

BIODIVERSE landscapes
of 100% climate
appropriate, majority
local species

● 100% healthy landscaping practices - minimizing
or eliminating pesticide, herbicide or fertilizer use following the
City's Integrated Pest Management Ordinance.

UNDERSTORY PLANTING

● Use all-electric / clean fuel landscape maintenance equipment.

NATURAL AREAS

S.4.8.1
G.4.8.1
G.4.8.2
G.4.8.3
G.4.8.4

Native Landscaping
Low Emissions Maintenance
Ecological Placemaking
Daily Maintenance
Quarterly Horticultural Services

G.4.9.1
G.4.9.2
G.4.9.3
G.4.9.4

Access to Community Gardens
Healthy Food Education
Food Corridor
Sustainable Pest Control

BUILDING FAÇADES
BUILDINGS

HEALTHY food &
wildlife systems

/ Bird Safe Buildings [PC]
OPEN SPACES

● Collaborate with City College culinary program to create on-site
programs to assist resident and neighbors in growing and
preparing healthy foods.

OPERATIONS
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GOAL 4
MAXIMIZE CONSERVATION,
FLOOD PROTECTION &
WATERSHED HEALTH
CITY TARGET

REGENERATIVE
systems that minimize
consumption & maximize
reuse

EQUITY

RESILIENCE

CLIMATE

OPPORTUNITIES: Keep from exacerbating the health impacts of populations impacted by toxins in water; reduce
home-based health hazards; reduce the disproportionate
racial impact of flooding.

OPPORTUNITIES: decrease risk of flooding of power generation, transmission, and distribution networks; reduce
vulnerability to droughts; better respond to heat waves and
bad air quality days.

OPPORTUNITIES: decrease in energy and emissions associated with extraction, conveyance, treatment and consumption of water.

CONSIDERATIONS: ground water pollution is more prevalent
in disadvantaged communities; in case of emergency plan for
large-scale temporary relocation of low-income residents; use
high quality potable water filters.

CONSIDERATIONS: In urban centers, critical services like
healthcare, food supply, transportation, energy systems,
schools and retail share interdependencies with water.

APPROACHES

EFFICIENT FIXTURES

/ Reduced water consumption [GBC]

SMART-METERING

/ Residential multifamily water submetering [GBC/CA Water Code]

NON-POTABLE REUSE

IRRIGATION

DESIGN ELEVATIONS

100%
FLOOD-SAFE buildings &
sidewalks

CITY REQUIREMENTS

GREY INFRASTRUCTURE

GREEN INFRASTRUCTURE

EROSION PREVENTION

HIGH QUALITY
waterways & sources
POLLUTANT MANAGEMENT

246   Balboa Reservoir Design Standards and Guidelines

/ Onsite systems for non-potable flushing
and irrigation [Art 12C]

GOALS FOR THE BALBOA RESERVOIR NEIGHBORHOOD

CONSIDERATIONS: climate change is expected to impact
water quality by increasing the nutrient content, pathogens,
and the sediment levels of surface water.

PROJECT STANDARDS & GUIDELINES FROM DSG

S.4.10.1.1
S.4.10.2.1
S.4.10.2.2
S.4.10.2.3
S.4.10.3.1
G.4.10.3.1

Plumbing Fixtures
Drip Irrigation
Gray Water Irrigation
Edible Plating Irrigation
Non-Potable Reuse
Gray Water Treatment

/ Low water, climate appropriate plants
[GBC]
/ Sea level rise consideration [CEQA]
/ 100-yr flood disclosure

/ Ensure positive sewage flow, raise
entryway elevation and/or special sidewalk
construction and deep gutters if risk of
ground-level flooding

● Provide a 25% peak rate and total volume stormwater management
reduction for the overall site using green infrastructure and Low
S.4.11.1 Stormwater Management
Impact Development.
G.4.11.1 Infiltration
● Minimize stormwater management at public streets by providing
equal offsetting management at private development parcels.

/ Front setback 25% permeable [PC]

/ Slowed stormwater flow rates [SMO]

/ Reduced runoff and pollution from
construction [GBC]
/ (MS4) filter or treat 80% on site [SMO]
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GOAL 5
PRIORITIZE RESOURCE
CONSERVATION,
RESPONSIBILITY & REUSE
CITY TARGET

EQUITY

RESILIENCE

CLIMATE

OPPORTUNITIES: Keep from exacerbating the health impacts of cumulative air pollution like respiratory and cardiovascular; decrease hospital visits for those with limited access to health insurance

OPPORTUNITIES: better respond to heat waves and bad air
quality days

OPPORTUNITIES: lower toxic pollutants; renewable electricity exports; reduced risks of ozone production due to
higher temperatures

CONSIDERATIONS: projects in neighborhoods with populations with greatest sensitivity to extreme heat should take additional measures to provide habitable environments; population-specific health challenges may warrant additional study

APPROACHES

CITY REQUIREMENTS

CONSIDERATIONS: integrate future heating and cooling
needs into energy capacity scaling equipment; extreme heat
puts pressure on essential services such as energy, transport, and health

GOALS FOR THE BALBOA RESERVOIR NEIGHBORHOOD

CONSIDERATIONS: analyze long-term climate impacts of
strategies to respond to high temperatures

PROJECT STANDARDS & GUIDELINES FROM DSG

RESOURCE EXTRACTION

100% RESPONSIBLE
material use

REUSABLE PRODUCTS

/ Accessible and sufficient collection
systems
/ Recycling and composting (Buildings)

● Divert 100% of residential waste generated from landfll.

S.4.12.1
S.4.12.2
G.4.12.1
G.4.12.2

3-STREAM WASTE COLLECTION

Significantly REDUCED
per-capita waste
generation

CONSUMPTION & PURCHASING

COST MONITORING

100% materials
RECOVERED from waste
stream

Recycling and Composting Ordinance
Recycling of Construction Waste
Recycling
Balanced Cut and Fill

● Divert 75% of construction and demolition waste with a minimum
of 4 separate waste streams.

MATERIAL RE-USE

CONSTRUCTION DEBRIS

PUBLIC DRAFT  | February 24, 2020
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EXHIBIT N
DEVELOPMENT PHASE APPLICATION PROCESS

A.

General

The Project shall be built in Phases in accordance with the terms of the Phasing Plan and Community
Benefits Linkages as set forth in Schedule 1 of this Agreement. The Phasing Plan and Community
Benefits Linkages (the “Linkages”) reflect the Parties’ mutual acknowledgement that certain
controls shall guide the development of the Project and the phased provision of Public Improvements
(i.e. infrastructure to be dedicated to the City) and Publicly Accessible Private Improvements.
B.

Development Phase Application: Purpose and Approval Authority

The purpose of the Development Phase Application is to provide a broad overview of the scope of
each Phase, including the number and type of each element (vertical and horizontal), and to ensure
that the Linkages requirements are satisfied.
1.
City Department responsible for review: Planning Department; Mayor’s Office of
Housing and Community Development (“MOHCD”), as to Affordable Housing Program.
2.
City Department responsible for approval: Planning Department; MOHCD, as to
compliance with Affordable Housing Program.
3.
Role of other City Departments: Development Phase Applications will be distributed
to DPW, SFPUC, SFMTA, Port, SFFD, RPD, and OEWD for their information. No action is
required by these City Agencies. City Agencies may provide comments on the content of the
Development Phase Application to the Planning Department within the Planning
Department’s thirty (30) day completeness review timeline and the sixty (60) day content
review timeline.
4.
Relationship to Infrastructure Review by Other City Departments: A Development
Phase Application must show how the proposed scope and content of Public Improvements
within the Phase will comply with the Project SUD and Approvals, including the Linkages.
The approved Development Phase Application will not limit the scope of Public
Improvements that Developer is required to construct in the Phase, but the proposed scope
and content of Public Improvements in such improvement plans shall at least serve the scope
outlined in the Phase Application. The exact details of required Public Improvements in each
Phase may vary from the approved Development Phase Approval in order to achieve
appropriate roadway access, functional utility systems and connections, and to maintain
service to existing residents and commercial users, but shall still be governed by the Master
Infrastructure Plan and Linkages. Notwithstanding the foregoing, any removal of street
sections from a Phase after its inclusion in a Development Phase Approval (defined below)
will be subject to Planning Department review and approval.

34469\13285665.3

Exhibit N

C.

Development Phase Application Review and Approval

At any time before submitting a Development Phase Application (defined below) to the Planning
Department and MOHCD for review, Developer may request a pre-application meeting with City
staff to review the proposed Phase. Prior to the commencement of each Phase, Developer shall
submit to the Planning Department an application (a “Development Phase Application”) in
substantial conformance with the attached checklist. Upon receipt, the Planning Director shall have
the right to request additional information from Developer as may be needed to understand the
proposed Development Phase Application and to ensure compliance with this Agreement, including
the Linkages; provided, however, that within thirty (30) days following receipt of a Development
Phase Application, the Planning Director shall determine the completeness of the application and
will notify Developer of any deficiencies and make any requests for additional information or
materials that are reasonably necessary in order to review the Development Phase Application. If the
Planning Director fails to respond within such 30-day period, the Development Phase Application
will be deemed complete.
The Planning Department will, within sixty (60) days of determination of application completeness,
complete its review of the proposed improvements against the requirements of the Project SUD
(including the DSG), Linkages and the Development Agreement, including any necessary
coordination with other City Agencies. If the Planning Director objects to the proposed Development
Phase Application, he or she shall do so in writing, stating with specificity the reasons for the
objection and any items that should be included or changed to bring the Development Phase
Application into compliance with the Project SUD, Linkages and the Development Agreement. The
Planning Director will act reasonably in making determinations with respect to each Development
Phase Application, including the determination as to whether the Development Phase Application
meets the requirements of the Linkages and the Development Agreement. The Parties agree to meet
and confer in good faith to discuss and resolve any differences in the scope or requirements of a
Development Phase Application. Changes proposed by the Planning Department will be reasonably
considered by Developer, and changes proposed by Developer will be reasonably considered by the
Planning Director. If there are no objections, or upon resolution of any differences, the Planning
Director shall approve the Development Phase Application with such revisions, comments, or
requirements as may be permitted in accordance with the terms of the Development Agreement and
the Linkages (each a “Development Phase Approval”). The Development Phase Application and
Development Phase Approval shall be posted on the Planning Department website.
D.

Standard of Approval

Approval of the Development Phase Application will be ministerial in nature based on the
Development Phase Application’s consistency with the Linkages, its completeness in providing the
information required by this Exhibit N, and its conformance with the Approvals. Discretion in
approving a Development Phase Application will be limited to those matters where the proposed
development plan deviates from the Approvals. As such, the Planning Director will approve any
Development Phase Application that conforms to and is consistent with the Development
Agreement, including the applicable Project SUD, Linkages and Approvals, and will not disapprove
any Development Phase Application on the basis of any element that conforms to and is consistent
therewith.
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E.

Concurrent Review

Developer must obtain a Development Phase Approval before the City may approve a tentative
subdivision map that covers all or any portion of the applicable Phase; provided, however, that
approval of a Development Phase Application will not be required for (i) the approval of a tentative
or final transfer map, (ii) the issuance of construction permits for grading and site preparation in any
Phase, or (iii) the approval of a tentative subdivision map application that covers all or substantially
all of the entire Project Site (a “Master Tentative Map”), as permitted under Paragraph F below.
Subject to the foregoing, at any time before or after submittal of a Development Phase Application,
Developer may submit Subdivision Map and Design Review Applications covering all or any of the
real property within the Phase for the City’s review and approval in accordance with the procedures
hereunder and under the Project SUD, but the time periods for City review and approvals of
Subdivision Maps other than tentative or final transfer maps or Master Tentative Maps and for
Design Review Applications for vertical development and community improvements (either
privately or publicly owned) shall not begin until the Planning Department issues a Development
Phase Approval.
F.

Start of Development Phase

Upon receipt of a Development Phase Approval, Developer shall submit a tentative subdivision map
application (if not already submitted) covering the real property within the Phase. Developer also has
the option to submit a Master Tentative Map application and seek approval of phased final maps for
each Phase covered by the Master Tentative Map. As provided in Paragraph D above, the City may
not condition approval of a Master Tentative Map on a Development Phase Approval, but the City
shall not be required to issue construction permits to Commence Construction within any Phase
covered by the Master Tentative Map unless the City has first approved a Development Phase
Approval for the applicable Phase. Upon submittal of any tentative subdivision map application,
Developer shall have the right to submit any request or application for Later Approvals, such as
street improvement permits and building permits, required to start construction.
G.

Amendment of a Development Phase Approval

At any time after receipt of a Development Phase Approval, Developer may request an amendment
to the Development Phase Approval. Any such request for amendment shall be made to the Planning
Director and shall be subject to the same review and approval standards as set forth in this
Agreement for the original approval. Changes in the type, density or intensity of vertical
development (residential or commercial) that is identified in a Development Phase Application as
“anticipated” or ”proposed” will not necessarily require an amendment to a Development Phase
Approval, so long as the Phase remains in compliance with this Agreement, including the applicable
Project SUD and Approvals, and the revisions to the vertical development would result in necessary
changes to the provision of Public Improvements and Publicly Accessible Private Improvements
described in the original Development Phase Approval per the provisions of the Linkages and other
Project SUD and Approvals.
H.

Concurrent Development

Each Phase shall remain independent, in accordance with the Development Agreement. So long as
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the functional and operational requirements of that Phase can be met with the completion of any
Public Improvements reasonably necessary to support the Phase or otherwise required by the
Linakges, Developer may begin construction of a Phase simultaneously with another Phase or may
begin construction of a subsequent Phase while components of a prior Phase are still in progress.
Notwithstanding the above, Developer may propose interim or temporary infrastructure
improvements, and DPW, with the consent of any affected City Agency in their respective sole
discretion, may allow such interim or temporary infrastructure improvements and defer completion
of required Public Improvements subject to terms and conditions that the City deems appropriate.
The applicable Public Improvement Agreement will address the interim or temporary infrastructure
improvements along with sufficient security to guarantee the completion and removal of such
improvements and security for the permanent Public Improvements. The City will not accept any
interim or temporary improvements for maintenance and liability purposes. Notwithstanding
Administrative Code Chapter 23, the Director of Real Estate is authorized to accept on behalf of the
City temporary public easements related to the construction, completion, and use of Public
Improvements, and temporary or interim improvements, for a period not to exceed five (5) years.
Nothing in this paragraph shall be construed as a limitation on the discretion retained by any City
Agency as set forth in this Agreement.
I.

Contents of Development Phase Applications

The required components of each Development Phase Application are as follows:
1.
Site plan and other graphics, including existing or proposed blocks, lots, streets
and area, showing the area covered by the applicable Development Phase Application.
2.
A narrative description of the proposed scope of development within the Phase,
including tables indicating the estimated square footage of each land use category per
block and total number of parking stalls (residential and public).
3.
Materials sufficient to describe the Public Improvements, Publicly Accessible
Private Improvements and Project Open Space that will be provided for the Phase, and a
description of how the Phase will comply with the requirements of the Linkages to
provide these Associated Community Benefits. The level of detail will be commensurate
with the detail set forth in the Master Infrastructure Plan and Planning Department
standards for conditional use applications. The materials will also include an itemized
description of the status of Public Improvements and Publicly Accessible Private
Improvements in prior Development Phase Approvals.
4.
If the Phase will include residential use, the Development Phase Application will
also include:
a. Developer’s estimate of the total number of residential units, the number and
location of affordable housing units and target AMI levels, as set forth in the
Housing Program.
b. The anticipated number and location of market rate residential parcel pads to be
prepared, with the estimated number of residential units on each.
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5.
A table or matrix showing applicable Mitigation Measures associated with the
applicable Phase.
6.

The following Public Improvement details:
a. Plans showing the Public Improvements to be provided for the Phase at a level of
detail sufficient to determine consistency of the Phase with the Linkages.
b. Plans showing new streets to be dedicated.
c. Plan showing location of the Phase in relation to the rest of the Project Site, with
street access and circulation for existing residents (as applicable).

7.
Narrative or schedule of anticipated order of horizontal construction within the
Phase, by element (i.e., Public Improvements, Publicly Accessible Private Improvements,
and Project Open Spaces).
8.
A narrative describing the Project’s compliance with the sustainability controls in
the Design Standards and Guidelines.
9.
A narrative describing the Project’s family-friendly design elements for the
Buildings and Dedicated Open Spaces.
10.
List of any requested modifications to this Agreement, including the Linkages, the
Design Standards and Guidelines or other requirements of the Project SUD.
11.

Certification of accuracy from authorized representative.

12.
For illustrative purposes only, a summary table materially in the form shown
below, listing the permitted and anticipated, and if known, type, density and intensity of,
vertical development by parcel within the Phase.
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Sample Summary Table

34469\13285665.3
13285665.3

Exhibit N

EXHIBIT O
FINANCING PLAN

(To be provided)
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EXIHIBIT P
DESIGN STANDARDS & GUIDELINES

(To be provided)
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BALBOA RESERVOIR
DOCUMENT GUIDE
The Balboa Reservoir Design Standards and Guidelines (DSG)
will guide the design of streets, open spaces, and buildings
within the 17-acre Balboa Reservoir neighborhood.
The DSG is to be applied in conjunction with the San
Francisco Planning Code and with the following projectspecific technical documents:
● Balboa Reservoir Special Use District (SUD)
● Balboa Reservoir Development Agreement (DA)
● Balboa Reservoir Master Infrastructure Plan (MIP)
● Balboa Reservoir Transportation Demand
Management Plan (TDM)

Applicability of the DSG
The DSG is applicable within the boundaries of the Special
Use District (SUD); the San Francisco Public Utilities
Commission (SFPUC) Retained Fee Parcel shall be exempted
from the DSG.

Relationship to the Planning Code
References to the Planning Code or Code herein are
references to the City of San Francisco Planning Code as it
exists as of the effective date of the Development Agreement.
In the event provisions in this DSG directly conflict with those
in the Planning Code, the Planning Code/SUD will control.

San Francisco City Map
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The DSG provides definitions for certain words and concepts
that are incorporated into the SUD, and which may differ from
the meaning given to such words or concepts in the Planning
Code (see Definitions, Appendix A). Terms that are capitalized
throughout the DSG are defined here.

to the project’s streets, open spaces, and utilities. It provides
technical descriptions for how these elements are planned
and identifies the responsible parties for design, construction
and operation of the infrastructure. This includes information
on the project’s regulatory compliance, as well as approach to
non-potable water and stormwater management for the site.

Special Use District (SUD)

Transportation Demand Management Plan (TDM)

The Special Use District (SUD) is an overlay district
incorporated by legislation into the Planning Code
that integrates and implements the provisions of the
Design Standards and Guidelines (DSG) and the Master
Infrastructure Plan (MIP) with the underlying Planning
Code. The SUD also describes the procedure to modify the
standards contained in the DSG.

The Transportation Demand Management program includes
programs, incentives, and infrastructure investments that
reduce the number of vehicle trips and vehicle miles traveled
per person, thereby reducing greenhouse gas and related
vehicle emissions and traffic congestion. The TDM plan
for the Balboa Reservoir is referenced in the Development
Agreement.

Definitions

Development Agreement (DA)
The Development Agreement is the contract entered into by
the City and the Development Entity to define the project’s
rules, regulations, commitments, and policies for a specific
period of time. The regulatory documents including the DSG,
MIP, SUD and TDM are incorporated into the DA by reference.

Infrastructure Plan (MIP)
In concert with the DSG, the Infrastructure Plan (the Master
Infrastructure Plan or “MIP”) describes the infrastructure
improvements required to support the Balboa Reservoir
project. The MIP outlines the infrastructure elements related
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DSG OVERVIEW
Chapter 1: Project Overview

Chapter 8: Appendices

Chapter 1 frames the Vision and Project Goals which guide all
aspects of the Balboa Reservoir Neighborhood Plan. Chapter
1 also provides background regarding the site and the
planning process for the Balboa Reservoir DSG.

Chapter 8 includes supporting documents as outlined below.
● Appendix A – Balboa Reservoir Definitions
● Appendix B – Sustainable Neighborhood Framework
● Appendix C – Compliance Checklist

Chapter 2: Design Framework

Design Intent

Chapter 2 outlines the Design Principles and provides a
Design Framework for implementing the Project Goals.
The Framework guides the physical arrangement and the
design of streets, open spaces, and buildings. The text and
illustrative diagrams in the framework provide broad design
intent, but are not regulatory.

Each section in Chapters 5–7 begins with introductory text
that establishes the design intent as it relates to the Design
Framework. The Design Intent provides the basis for the
Standards and Guidelines in that section. This introductory
text is not in itself a standard or guideline, but is an important
reference for understanding and implementing the Standards
and Guidelines.

Chapter 3: Land Use
Chapter 3 establishes the allowable land uses that
are consistent with the Vision and Project Goals. The
arrangement of these allowable land uses is guided by the
Design Framework. The Land Use chapter is regulatory.

Chapter 4: Neighborhood Sustainability
Chapter 4 describes the approach to sustainability and
provides quantifiable measures that guide the design.
Sustainability standards and guidelines included in Chapter 4
are cross referenced in other chapters of the DSG.

Chapters 5 –7:
Design of Streets, Open Spaces and Buildings
Chapters 5 –7 implement the Design Framework, providing
detailed regulatory guidance for the design of streets,
circulation, open spaces, and buildings.

viii   Balboa Reservoir Design Standards and Guidelines

Standards and Guidelines
Standards and Guidelines are requirements that govern the
construction of buildings, streets, and open spaces within
the project site. Standards are quantifiable or objective
requirements whereas Guidelines are qualitative or subjective
requirements. Guidelines support the described intent of the
subject requirement. The term "shall" will be used throughout
the DSG in order to signal a compulsory responsibility to
meet either a Standard or a Guideline. The term "should" will
be used where a range of qualitative responses may satisfy a
Guideline.
Each new building, street, and open space within the Balboa
Reservoir site must meet the Standards and Guidelines
prescribed herein unless modification to these Standards
and/or Guidelines are approved by the appropriate public

bodies. The Balboa Reservoir SUD describes the procedure to
modify the standards contained in the DSG.
In addition to standards and guidelines, there are definitions
compiled in Appendix A. These definitions are specific to the
Balboa Reservoir project, and further clarify the standards
and guidelines to which they apply.

Regulatory Plans
Plan view diagrams related to height, setbacks, and similar
subjects directly referenced under standards, are regulatory
documents. Compliance with these regulatory plans is
mandatory.

Illustrative Plans, Sections and Diagrams
Illustrative plans, sections, and diagrams illustrate the design
requirements and design intent. Dimensions on diagrams
are regulatory unless otherwise noted. In some figures,
building footprints are shown to communicate the scale of
anticipated development. These footprints are not regulatory.
Planting and landscape graphics, where shown, are intended
to communicate design intent. Strict compliance with these
graphics is not intended.

Illustrative Photographs
Photos illustrate design intent as related to the caption
below the photograph and/or as annotated on the photo. The
photographs are not regulatory.

Appendices
The appendices provide additional reference material that
supports this document.
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defined in Section 7.5 (Mass Reduction at Long
Facades).

G.7.7.1 Location of Openings
Openings shall be located at the preferred
locations shown on Figure 7.7–1 or at another
location that extends the visual experience of the
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Figure 7.7–2: Opening to Interior Courtyards
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7.7 OPENINGS TO INTERIOR COURTYARDS

FRIDA KAHLO AVENUE

Building Envelope TH2

Suggested Locations for Opening
to Interior Courtyards

0

05/09/20 print

Openings
250 to
ft Interior Courtyards

To maximize visibility to the interior of the block
the top of the courtyard should be not more than
4 feet above or below the level of the sidewalk or
public open space immediately adjacent to the
opening. Where the top of courtyard is more than
4 feet above or below the level of the adjacent
public way the design should provide a stepped
transition in the form of stairway, planters and
other elements that provide a visual connection
to the interior of the block.

Buildings without internal courtyards should
provide one of the following:
■ An opening through the building meeting
requirements defined in S.7.7.2.

G.7.7.7 Secondary Openings
Secondary openings are recommended at
courtyards to allow multiple access points for
pedestrians and through access for residents.

■ A visual connection through the building. This
visual connection may be glazed provided the
visual connection is maintained through the
building from at eye level from public ways on
both sides of the block.

G.7.7.4 Block F
The recommended opening to the Block F
internal courtyard is on West Street to provide
additional reduction in building scale opposite
the townhouses. An opening may be provided to
Reservoir Park instead of West Street provided
the scale of building elements on West Street is
compatible with townhouses. See Section 7.14
(Streetwall Articulation).

Full-height opening to internal courtyard

G.7.7.5 Outdoor Rooms
Openings should be designed as "outdoor rooms"
and integrated with the internal courtyard.

G.7.7.6 Pedestrian Access
Openings should be designed to allow controlled
pedestrian access to internal courtyards. Where
feasible these openings will also provide access
to entries to buildings and other active ground
floor uses. Open gates and fencing are allowed to
control access. Public access to courtyards is not
allowed.

Building allowed to bridge over opening to courtyard

125
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Project Overview
1.1 	 VISION

The Balboa Reservoir neighborhood will be a diverse and inclusive mixed-income community
that brings together residents and neighbors around the new Reservoir Park. Landscape and
architecture will work together to connect residents to the natural setting and to link the
surrounding commercial, residential and institutional uses into a cohesive community.

Located in the western watershed of the San Francisco
peninsula, the Balboa Reservoir neighborhood has a unique
history, climate, and culture that is distinct from San
Francisco’s historic and financial center. Its location at the
base of Mount Davidson, windward orientation to the Pacific
Ocean, and the fog belt setting is an ever-present reminder
of the ocean’s influence.

The intent of this Design Standards and Guidelines
document is to position the Balboa Reservoir neighborhood
in creating a distinct sense of place—a bold, cohesive
addition at the juncture between City College of San
Francisco, and the Ingleside, Westwood Park, Sunnyside,
and Ocean Avenue neighborhoods.

● The Balboa Reservoir neighborhood embraces and unifies
its diverse edges by introducing a network of pedestrianfocused streets and open spaces.
● In the tradition of great San Francisco neighborhoods, the
Reservoir neighborhood will serve a range of incomes and
household types, including families with children, and City
College faculty and employees.
● Sustainability will be integrated into all facets of planning
and design, promoting walking and biking as a priority
for local trips, prioritizing transit for longer trips, and
instilling shared resource stewardship in residents.

View of Ocean Avenue, Balboa Reservoir and Mount Davidson
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1.2 	 PROJECT GOALS

The Project Goals support the Vision set forth in Section 1.1, and build directly on the Development
Principles and Parameters developed by the Balboa Reservoir Community Advisory Committee.

Build Housing for a
Diverse, Inclusive Community

Create Welcoming
Open Spaces for All

Build a
Transit-First Neighborhood

Instill a Strong
Neighborhood Identity

Half of the homes proposed for the Balboa
Reservoir neighborhood are affordable to
low- and moderate-income households –
with at least 50% of total units twobedroom or larger to accommodate families
with children. Dwellings and common areas
are distributed to ensure every household is
part of this inclusive community.

Family-friendly housing and community
spaces are organized around a centrally
located park designed to include the
surrounding community and the general
public. This park forms the core of a larger
network of open spaces including natural
habitats, recreation areas, and pedestrian
ways all providing an inviting outdoor space
for all ages and households.

On- and off-site transportation
improvements prioritize sustainable
mobility (walking, biking, and transit) to
alleviate congestion and air pollution while
enhancing community safety. A strong
Transportation Demand Management
program will reduce reliance on private
automobiles and support the transition to
electric vehicles.

The Balboa Reservoir neighborhood is
rooted in Bay Area traditions and the
interrelationship between architecture and
landscape that work together in creating
a sequence of urban spaces connecting
to surrounding neighborhoods, reflecting
natural settings, inviting exploration, and
welcoming neighbors.

4   Balboa Reservoir Design Standards and Guidelines
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Provide Community
Facilities and Amenities

Contribute to San Francisco's
Climate Resilience Goals

Collaborate with
City College of San Francisco

Ensure
Project Feasibility

Surrounding facilities will enhance
community connections, including a
new public-serving childcare center and
community space overlooking the central
park. These facilities are for activating
public open spaces and serving the larger
neighborhood.

The Balboa Reservoir neighborhood
promotes living in balance with the
environment and each other. The building
design and operations will eliminate
greenhouse gas emissions through
renewable energy production and zerowaste efforts, minimizing contributions to
climate change. Site landscapes will use
recycled water, reduce stormwater flooding
and include native species to adapt to a
changing climate, bolster biodiversity and
connect people to nature.

City College of SF and the Balboa Reservoir
neighborhood will create a strongly
integrated district based on the shared
values of community, diversity, and
environmental balance. This collaboration
will generate faculty and employee housing
opportunities, provide transportation
improvements, ensure adequate parking
for the college community, and facilitate
construction coordination.

To meet the urgent need for mixed-income
housing and to deliver on broad community
goals, the project must remain realistic and
feasible. All elements of the project will be
carefully evaluated against the project goals
to ensure an economy of means so that
Balboa Reservoir is funded and constructed
in a timely manner.

FINAL DRAFT |  May 14, 2020

01

/ Project Overview   5

Project Overview
MONTEREY BLVD.

1.3 	 SITE
SUNNYSIDE

Overview
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LEE AVENUE

The opportunity for vehicle access to the site is limited to
Lee Avenue and via a new street connecting to Frida Kahlo
Way. There are multiple opportunities for pedestrian and
bicycle connections to Ocean Avenue and to the City College
campus. Connections to the west and north are limited. The
termination of San Ramon Way provides an opportunity for
pedestrian and bike connection from the Westwood Park
neighborhood. The Riordan High School sports facilities to
the north are fenced and currently not open to the public.
See Figure 1.3–2.

WESTWOOD
PARK

BRIGHTON AVENUE

The Balboa Reservoir site, controlled by the San Francisco
Public Utilities Commission, is a large basin with a paved
surface at the center and an approximately 30-foot tall
berm at the western edge. City College currently leases this
space from SFPUC for use as surface parking. There are no
permanent structures on the site. The SFPUC will retain the
fee parcel located along the southern edge of the site where
water transmission pipelines are located.

JUDSON AVENUE

PLYMOUTH AVENUE

The 17-acre Balboa Reservoir site is located in the southwest
quadrant of the city and is bordered by City College of San
Francisco's Ocean Avenue campus to the east, multifamily
housing and retail on Ocean Avenue to the south, the
Westwood Park neighborhood to the west, and Archbishop
Riordan High School to the north. The project site property
line is shown on Figure 1.3–2.

BALBOA PARK

BALBOA PARK
BART STATION
SF MUNI
STATION

Figure 1.3–1: Neighborhood Plan, Illustrative View
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SUNNYSIDE

SITE FEATURES

Primary vehicle access point at Lee Avenue

4

Second vehicle access point from Frida Kahlo Way,
final location to be coordinated with City College

5

Pedestrian connection to Frida Kahlo between MUB and
future Diego Rivera Theatre and STEAM Building

6

Pedestrian connections to Ocean Avenue at
Brighton Avenue, Unity Plaza

7

Parcel to be retained by SFPUC for water infrastructure,
no buildings allowed

8

Private driveway serving Riordan High School,
southbound one-way, exit-only

9

Riordan High School playing field

10

Single family homes with rear yards adjacent to
Balboa Reservoir site

11

San Ramon Avenue currently terminates at the western site
property line providing an opportunity for an east-west
connection for pedestrians and cyclists

12

Existing berm to be removed

13

Existing City College of San Francisco Muni Terminal
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13
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City College Multiuse Building (MUB)
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Future City College of San Francisco
Diego Rivera Theatre and STEAM Building
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Figure 1.3–2: Access & Edge Condition
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1.4 	 NEIGHBORHOOD CONTEXT
Sunnyside

Neighbors

Riordan HS
Ballfields

The Balboa Reservoir site is located immediately west of the City
College of San Francisco campus and adjacent to three distinct
neighborhoods: Westwood Park, Ingleside, and Sunnyside. For
generations, this area has been occupied by military, industrial,
institutional and residential buildings, and infrastructure. As a
result, the neighborhood has attracted an ethnically diverse and
constantly changing population and a correspondingly eclectic
mix uses and development scales. Nowhere in this neighborhood,
is this eclectic mix more obvious than at the Balboa Reservoir site,
where each frontage addresses a different social and architectural
context.

Future
City College of SF
Diego Rivera
Theatre and
STEAM Building

EA
N

HL
OW
AY

City College
of SF
Multi-Use
Building

OC
E
AV

FR

IDA

E

Ingleside

KA

NU

Westwood Park, a streetcar suburb that was carefully planned
and implemented based on the City Beautiful Standards, is
located directly west of the site. Sunnyside, northeast of the site,
was built over the same time period as Westwood Park, with a
similarly consistent architectural character. The City College of San
Francisco campus lies to the east, dominated by the 1930’s Science
Building. South of Ocean Avenue is the Ingleside neighborhood,
a mix of single-family and multifamily units. These neighboring
identities are linked together by the Ocean Avenue commercial
corridor, largely characterized by one and two-story buildings, with
some larger mixed-use infill such as the mixed-use building and
Whole Foods Market directly south of the Reservoir site.

Westwood
Park

LE

N
VE
A
E

City College
of SF
Upper
Campus

UE

Because the Balboa Reservoir site had been reserved for municipal
use, all of these adjacent neighborhoods effectively turned their back
to the Reservoir, providing few connections to or through the site.
Figure 1.4–1: Existing Site Aerial View
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Transportation and Circulation
The Balboa Reservoir site lies at a crossroads of
transportation infrastructure with the Balboa Park BART
station along Ocean Avenue to the southeast and Interstate
280 to the east. The terminus of the 8, 8BX, and 49 bus lines
is steps away from Lee Avenue at the City College Terminal
and the 43 bus runs along Frida Kahlo Way. In addition, the
Muni light rail K-line runs down Ocean Avenue, providing a
convenient way to access the entire Balboa Park area and
other parts of San Francisco. Access to these transit options
from the Balboa Reservoir site is currently circuitous, and
pedestrian and bicycle connections to BART are in need of
improvement.

Community Facilities

City College Science Hall

Sunnyside neighborhood

Archbishop Riordan High School

Ocean Avenue mixed-use buildngs

In addition to City College of San Francisco, many
other educational institutions are located in the larger
neighborhood. Directly north of Balboa Reservoir is
Archbishop Riordan High School. Lick Wilmerding High
School and Balboa High School are located to the southeast
across Ocean Avenue. Sunnyside Elementary School and
Aptos Middle School are also located in the neighborhoods
that surround Balboa Reservoir. The Ingleside Branch
Library opened in 2009 on the corner of Ocean Avenue and
Plymouth Avenue. The 25-acre Balboa Park recreation area
located across Interstate 280, east of Balboa Reservoir, has
an indoor pool and several sports fields.
This combination of residential and commercial uses, civic
facilities, and educational facilities all in close proximity to
transit creates an ideal setting for a new residential district
with an emphasis on serving families.
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1.5 	 HISTORY OF BALBOA RESERVOIR
The land that would become the Balboa Reservoir site
was part of Adolph Sutro’s Rancho San Miguel holdings,
acquired in 1881. Sutro planted the Reservoir site with
eucalyptus and other trees as part of his expansive Sutro
forest that covered much of the southern slope of Mount
Davidson (then known as Blue Mountain). In 1894, the
Spring Valley Water Company purchased the 42-acre lot for
a future reservoir.

(42 acres)
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Current
Reservoir
Site

1991
City College
of San
Francisco
FRIDA KAHLO WAY

As the area transitioned from Spanish land grant to
ownership by Sutro, to the present day, the site has served
as a kind of community back lot, providing an opportunity
for large-scale recreation (including dog racing and a golf
range), local agriculture, and wartime housing which in
turn was converted to temporary facilities for the new
community college. After the reservoir was built and soon
decommissioned, the land reverted to its earlier status,
providing informal neighborhood open space overlooking a
swath of quasi-public parking.
Following WWII, much of the original 42-acre Balboa
Reservoir site was developed as discrete elements; a
portion as Riordan High School; the frontage on Ocean
Avenue as commercial uses and public infrastructure;
and the eastern portion of the reservoir for a City College
expansion. This pattern of piecemeal development left the
remaining 17-acre site isolated from its surroundings, and
each frontage of the Balboa Reservoir now addresses a
different social and architectural context. See Figure 1.5–1.
While posing challenges, this history also presents potential
guide posts for imagining the development as a culmination
of community growth and investment.

Original
Reservoir Site

1947 Riordan HS

(17 acres)

City College of
San Francisco

1954
1952
Safeway
MUNI & Fire Department

Figure 1.5–1: Historic Development of the Original Balboa Reservoir Site

OCEAN AVENUE

0

200

400 ft
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The site of the Balboa Reservoir has played an important
role in both daily life and in the public imagination. The
longstanding history of informal community and public uses
can be embodied through carefully designed open spaces
and provisions of shared amenities. The SFPUC parcel, in
particular, can be conceived as continuing the tradition
of providing a flexible framework that can host a wide
range of recreational uses and evolve over time to meet
neighborhood needs.
Transit and public investment have always been at the heart
of neighborhood growth. The neighborhoods surrounding
the Balboa Reservoir site were developed as a direct result
of investment in the Twin Peaks Tunnel. A new emphasis on
higher-density, walkable, transit-oriented development will
bring this historic development model into the 21st century.

Ingleside Coursing Park, 1902

Navy Waves WWII Barracks, 1945

Westwood Park Neighborhood, 1926

Balboa Reservoir Inlet/Outlet Pipes, 1957

Today, the 17-acre site is host to a variety of uses including
parking for City College, a motorcycle training school, urban
wildlife habitat, and a neighborhood dog walking destination.
With no remaining buildings nor original landscape elements,
the site presents a rare opportunity in San Francisco, to
imagine a new and bold urban form that can unite the
eclectic surrounding elements into a cohesive whole.
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1.6 	 PLANNING CONTEXT
Balboa Park Station Area Plan
The Balboa Reservoir site is part of the Balboa Park Station
Area Plan, the result of a City-led planning process launched
in 2000. The final Station Area Plan adopted in 2009 is
comprised of approximately 210 acres, and includes four
distinct districts: City College of San Francisco, Balboa
Reservoir, the Ocean Avenue Neighborhood Commercial
Transit District, and the Transit Station Neighborhood. The
Station Area Plan includes policies designed to increase
affordable housing for a variety of incomes; create open
space; knit together isolated areas of the neighborhood;
integrate diverse land uses with the area's commercial and
transit corridors; design streets for walking, biking, and
public transit; and otherwise strengthen the Balboa Park
Station area. A key objective of the Balboa Park Station Area
Plan is to consider housing as a primary component of any
new development that may occur at the Reservoir. Policy
4.4.1 reads: “Develop housing on the West basin if it is not
needed for water storage.” The Site is currently zoned P,
“Public,” and is in the 40-X and 65-A height and bulk district.

Public Land for Housing at Balboa Reservoir
In 2014, the Office of Economic and Workforce Development,
the Planning Department, and the San Francisco Public
Utilities Commission initiated a study of the SFPUC owned
Balboa Reservoir site. It is among the first sites slated for
San Francisco's Public Land for Housing Program, which
utilizes City-owned land to address the City's most pressing
housing issues.

12   Balboa Reservoir Design Standards and Guidelines

Figure 1.6–1: Plan Area, from Balboa Park Station Area Plan, 2009

Development of the Balboa Reservoir neighborhood will
be coordinated with recent and concurrent planning and
construction projects in the Balboa Park Station Area,
including those outlined below.

Phelan Loop (now the City College Terminal) Plan
One outcome of the Balboa Park Plan was to reconfigure the
former Phelan loop bus turnaround as a gateway feature to
the commercial district, and a “new front door” on Ocean
Avenue. The bus loop reconfiguration has been completed,
including Unity Plaza and a new mixed-use affordable
housing building on Ocean Avenue.

San Francisco Bicycle Plan
The goal of the San Francisco Bicycle Plan is to increase the
safe use of bicycles throughout San Francisco. Increasing
bicycle use in San Francisco is an important component
of the City’s Climate Action Plan and Transit-First Policy.
Multiple streets around Balboa Reservoir are identified in
the San Francisco Bicycle Plan for near-term improvements
to bicycle route networks. These routes include Ocean
Avenue (Alemany Boulevard to Lee Avenue) and Frida
Kahlo Way (Judson Avenue to Ocean Avenue). Long-term
improvements are planned for Holloway Avenue (Harold
Avenue to Junipero Serra Boulevard).
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Project Overview

1.7 	 PROJECT TIMELINE

Development of street car line,
Westwood Park and Sunnyside
neighborhoods

Mount Davidson

Reservoir constructed,
never filled

Reservoir reconfigured,
City College takes contol of
Upper Reservoir

Whole Foods Market,
affordable housing and
Unity Plaza built

AVB and BRIDGE
selected as developer

1st phase of
construction begins *
* Future may
vary from graphic

1885

1894

1912 - 1925

1945 - 1954

1957 - 1958

1970 - 1976

1991

2000 - 2009

2010

2014

2016

2016 - 2017

2018

2018 - 2020

2021

Balboa Park Station
Area Plan
Reservoir site purchased by
Spring Valley Water Company

WWII Navy housing and
admin buildings, then
leased to City College of SF

Balboa BART Station and
280 Freeway completed

Declaration of the
Lower Reservoir as
Public Land for Housing

2025 - 2027
Construction
complete *

CAC planning process,
Principles and Parameters

Master planning and
CEQA review

Figure 1.7–1: Project Timeline
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Responses to Community Input

1.8 	 COMMUNIT Y PROCESS

Key components of the plan are a direct result of
community guidance during the planning process:

The Balboa Reservoir neighborhood has been engaged
in community planning efforts since the beginning of the
Balboa Area Station Plan in 2000. Following the selection
of Balboa Reservoir as a Public Lands for Housing site in
2014, City staff participated in over 30 public meetings
to seek feedback on the community’s priorities for the
site’s development. In the spring of 2015, the Board of
Supervisors created the Balboa Reservoir Community
Advisory Committee (BRCAC), consisting of seven members
appointed by the Mayor and the District 7 Supervisor and
two representatives of local neighborhood associations.
The BRCAC has served as the primary forum for community
feedback during the creation of the project’s principles and
parameters which the BRCAC endorsed in September 2016.
These principles informed the programming goals included
in the Request for Proposals issued by the City and SFPUC
in 2017. (For full text of Balboa Reservoir CAC Principles &
Parameters refer to reference documents.)

Community input has provided important guidance for
developing these Design Standards and Guidelines for
the Balboa Reservoir Neighborhood, particularly open
space, building placement, transportation options, and
neighborhood access. The Balboa Reservoir neighborhood
sponsors anticipate ongoing community involvement as the
plan is implemented, including input on the detailed design
of the open space and individual building blocks.

Reservoir Community Planning Process

Community Park Day 2018

1. The Reservoir Park was re-oriented to provide better
shelter from prevailing ocean breezes, to maximize
solar access, and to provide a stronger connection
to north and east neighborhoods;
2. SFPUC Open Space was programmed and designed
to provide for an active neighborhood-serving
recreational uses such as urban soccer and food
trucks;
3. North Drive was shifted south to create better
alignment with Cloud Drive at Frida Kahlo Way,
shorter distance between pedestrian crossings,
and to provide more direct access to the Balboa
Reservoir neighborhood;
4. Lee Avenue was widened to allow for improved
bike and pedestrian access, and to provide more
flexibility for future development at City College;
5. To improve the transition in scale adjacent to single
family homes, the number of lower scale townhouse
units has expanded and the taller buildings were
consolidated nearer to Ocean Avenue and City
College;

Following the proposal and selection process, the Reservoir
neighborhood project sponsors collaborated with the
BRCAC to lead a community process to shape the master
plan for the Reservoir. This phase of the community process
included eight meetings with the BRCAC, two on-site tours,
two community-wide open house events, and multiple
meetings with individuals and community groups. This
engagement process also included ongoing meetings and
coordination with City College, as well as city agencies.

6. Building Standards and Guidelines encourage
buildings that create a cohesive neighborhood and
complement the existing neighborhood fabric;
7. Every aspect of the plan is designed to encourage
walking, biking, and transit use—and to reduce the
reliance on private automobile trips; and
8. Commitments to on-site renewable energy,
stormwater management, and habitat restoration
were strengthened and expanded.
Site Walk 2018
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Figure 2.1–1: Bird's-Eye View Balboa Reservoir Neighborhood, illustrative purposes only.
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RIORDAN HIGH SCHOOL

Design Framework

TH2

G

The Design Framework consists of four elements, that will guide the
physical design of the Reservoir neighborhood:
1. Neighborhood Connections describes key connections to
transit and surrounding neighborhoods that provides the
starting point for design;
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D

2.1 	 NEIGHBORHOOD OVERVIEW
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Figure 2.1–2: Illustrative Plan
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4. Neighborhood Places describes four key locations that will
define the identity of the community.

The design of the Balboa Reservoir neighborhood seeks to create
a diverse and inclusive community and to benefit its residents and
neighbors alike. At the heart of this new community is Reservoir
Park, a generously planted and intimately scaled open space that will
provide a gathering place for the larger neighborhood. The SFPUC
retained fee parcel to the south provides additional flexible open
space parallel to Ocean Avenue. The Brighton Paseo linking these
spaces will form the spine of an open space network linking all nine
of the development blocks. Pedestrian paths and slow streets will
extend this network and will provide multiple bike and pedestrian
connections to surrounding neighborhoods. These open spaces will
be framed by buildings and active ground floor uses. Building heights
will step down from east to west to create a shared viewshed towards
the ocean while townhomes on the western edge will provide a
transition to Westwood Park. See Figure 2.1–2 (Illustrative Plan).

E

FRIDA KAHLO WAY

3. Framework Elements illustrate seven key components of the
neighborhood and how they are shaped by site conditions,
goals, and Design Principles; and

F

LEE AVENUE

WEST STREET

2. Design Principles build on the Project Goals in Chapter 1 to
guide the design of buildings and landscapes;

0
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2.2 	NEIGHBORHOOD CONNECTIONS
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Figure 2.2–1: Neighborhood Connections
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Muni Bus Connections
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43

● The Balboa Reservoir neighborhood will implement a
robust Transportation Demand Management plan (TDM)
LEGEND

students. This will include outdoor spaces designed to
accommodate a wide range of uses, community space
that is located to have a visual connection to the larger
neighborhood, and childcare that is readily accessible by
all modes of transit.

● Open spaces and on-site amenities will be designed to be
welcoming to surrounding neighbors and to City College

LEE AVE.

● In collaboration with the City, City College of San
Francisco and neighborhood stakeholders, the Reservoir
neighborhood sponsors will participate in improving
off-site pedestrian connections to BART and to Muni and
will support improvements at the intersection of Ocean
Avenue and Frida Kahlo Way;

that includes measures to support walking, biking and
transit use as a convenient alternative to driving; and

PLYMOUTH AVE.

The Balboa Reservoir neighborhood is organized around
neighborhood connections. To create a truly walkable
transit-oriented neighborhood the first priority is to provide
convenient and enjoyable pathways for pedestrians and
cyclists to access Muni, BART, and the citywide bicycle
network. These connections will also link residents to
shopping at Ocean Avenue, to education and cultural
resources at City College, and to services throughout the
neighborhood; such connections will also work from the
outside in to allow neighbors to access on-site amenities
including Reservoir Park, the SFPUC Open Space, the
community room, and childcare services. Neighborhood
connections will be supported by the following design and
policy initiatives:

43
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2.3 	DESIGN PRINCIPLES
The design principles that guide the Balboa Reservoir
neighborhood are rooted in the traditions of San Francisco
and the Bay Area. The first waves of architecture in the
San Francisco Bay Area were transported wholesale from
other parts of the country, but as the city grew, a unique
sensibility emerged that transcends style and period. The
mild climate, dramatic topography, and striking views have
encouraged a direct connection with nature and enabled
this relationship through each season.

1. Provide High Quality Places
Accessible for Everyone
The neighborhood will be characterized by a range of
open spaces from large gathering areas to more intimate
respites to maximize outdoor activity and socialization
for neighbors.

2. Integrate and Relate
Buildings and Landscapes
Design elements will reflect the casual Bay Area lifestyle
by blurring formal distinctions between indoors and
outdoors, integrating buildings with surrounding
landscapes, and extending exterior materials into
interior spaces.

As a result, Bay Area architecture after 1945 has tended
to encourage a strong connection between building and
landscape, dematerialization of the building envelope and
a sense of transparency and ambiguity of enclosure. These
traditions responded to the site and context to create
designs relating to the surroundings uniquely.
The topography and setting of the Reservoir neighborhood
provide an opportunity to reinterpret these Bay Area design
traditions. Visually connected to Mount Davidson and
to the Pacific Ocean, this coastal setting encourages an
active interface with the landscape through a purposeful
blurring of indoors and outdoors. The sloping site, prevailing
wind, and cyclical rhythm of fog provide opportunities for
site-specific design responses. The centrally located open
spaces reinforce a lifestyle-oriented around walking, biking,
and engagement with the natural setting.

Human-scaled public open space

Unique building design opportunities

The eight design principles that follow will guide the design
of the built environment at the Reservoir neighborhood.
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3. Celebrate and Reflect
the Unique Setting and Vistas
Design and character of open spaces and buildings will
celebrate the site’s topography and emphasize views to
surrounding hills and the distant Pacific Ocean.

Buildings reflect topography and frame distant views

22   Balboa Reservoir Design Standards and Guidelines

4. Contribute to the Surrounding Community and
Network of Neighborhood Places
Through its network of public open spaces, communityserving amenities and pedestrian pathways, the Balboa
Reservoir site will connect City College of San Francisco,
Riordan High School, the Ocean Avenue retail corridor,
BART, Muni, Unity Plaza to the residential neighborhoods
of Westwood Park, Sunnyside, and Ingleside.

Connections will be provided to surrounding neighborhoods

5. Accommodate the Evolving Climate and
Prioritize Nature-Based Solutions
Architecture and amenities will suit Balboa Reservoir’s
cool microclimate, punctuated by wind and fog.
Ecologically inspired systems and materials will support
comfortable environments, connect people to nature,
and anticipate a changing climate.

Unique open space design opportunities to solve functional problems

FINAL DRAFT |  May 14, 2020
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6. Develop a Varied, yet Cohesive
Neighborhood Character
The surrounding architectural context includes
institutional grandeur, mixed-use neighborhood
commercial corridors, and residential neighborhoods.
The Balboa Reservoir neighborhood will incorporate
a continuity of architectural expression to respect its
context while establishing its own unique vernacular.

Continuity of expression
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7. Prioritize Ground Floors through
Thoughtful Fenestration and Materials
The design of the buildings and open spaces in the
Balboa Reservoir neighborhood will support an
engaging street-level environment. Care will be taken to
incorporate active ground floor uses and design details
that enhance the pedestrian experience.

Design for pedestrian interest

8. Weave Sustainability throughout
the Built Environment
To ensure a healthy and climate-responsible
neighborhood that meets its sustainability goals, each
built element will minimize its ecological footprint and
support low-impact/low-carbon living.

Unique detail opportunities

02
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2.4 	FRAMEWORK ELEMENTS
The seven framework elements provide a physical foundation for the implementation of the design principles.

1. Restored Topography

SUNNYSIDE

The site design reinterprets the sculptural qualities of
the existing industrial topography and the unique coastal
environment and aims to re-establish the natural grade
to unify the site with the surrounding neighborhoods. The
design:

WESTWOOD
PARK

● Uses the topography to express the site hydrology;

HIGHEST
POINT

● Creates accessible connections to public streets and
open spaces to encourage access and use; and
● Emphasizes low-impact development strategies to reduce
the burden on the City's combined stormwater and sewer
system.

Na

ain
l Dr
a
r
tu

age

LOWEST
POINT

AH
IDA
K
FR

E
AC
SP

LO
WA
Y

N
PE
CO
PU

CITY COLLEGE OF
SAN FRANCISCO

E
OC
E
AV
AN
Existing Site Grading
Proposed Grading to Restore
Natural Grade

INGLESIDE
UNITY
PLAZA

Figure 2.4–1: Existing Condition
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Figure 2.4–2: Restored Typography
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2. Public Open Space

SUNNYSIDE

The heart of the new neighborhood is a network of public
open spaces generated in shape and location by the desire
lines of pedestrian circulation.

WESTWOOD
PARK

● Reservoir Park, over 400 feet in length, follows the
original slope of the site, providing a mix of active and
passive use areas as well as a natural circulation route
through the neighborhood;
● A greenway on SFPUC land complements the busy
commercial life of Ocean Avenue and provides a transition
to the Balboa Reservoir neighborhood. This is a flexible
zone that can accommodate active uses such as food
trucks, farmers markets, and urban soccer, with the
understanding that those uses will evolve and change
over time;

RESERVOIR
PARK

N
PE
CO
PU
SF

HL
OW
AY

Open Space Generated by
Pedestrian Circulation

FR

E
AV

IDA

KA

N
EA
OC

● The arrangement of open spaces maximizes the number
of residents who experience open space everyday.

CITY COLLEGE OF
SAN FRANCISCO

E
AC
SP

● Privately owned, publicly accessible, pedestrian
connections and entry courts are provided at townhouse
blocks; and

Pedestrian Circulation

INGLESIDE

Important Connection Node

UNITY
PLAZA

Potential Future Neighborhood
Connection

Figure 2.4–3: Public Open Space Network
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3. Framing Open Space with Active Uses

SUNNYSIDE

The arrangement of open spaces provides every multifamily
block with at least one full frontage on a public park.
Buildings embrace and shape the public open space to
create an active and welcoming sense of place for the entire
neighborhood.

WESTWOOD
PARK

● Urban scale buildings with large entries and shared
terraces reinforce the public character of the open space;

NO

ST

EA
VE

RTH

RESERVOIR
PARK

LE

W

T

TS

ES

● Community facilities, a childcare center, and other
amenity spaces are located facing onto public open
space, providing convenient access for residents and
community members; and

H

UT

SO

KA
IDA
FR

CITY COLLEGE OF
SAN FRANCISCO

HL
OW
AY

ST

CE
PA
NS
PE
CO
PU
SF

● Landscaped gateways between buildings greet visitors
and provide shared gathering places.

AN

E
OC
E
AV

INGLESIDE

Park Frontage
Connections

UNITY
PLAZA

Gateways

Figure 2.4–4: Buildings Framing the Open Spaces
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4. Pedestrian Priority Zone

SUNNYSIDE

The open spaces form the core of a pedestrian priority zone
that connects residents to surrounding neighborhoods,
shopping, and transit options.

WESTWOOD
PARK

RE

SE
PA RV
RK OIR

● Reservoir Park and the SFPUC Retained Fee Open Space
are linked by pedestrian passages and pedestrianoriented streets, to create a continuous network of
walking routes and a multiplicity of possible pathways
through the site;
● Connection points through neighboring sites provide
walking access to transit and shopping at Ocean Avenue,
Brighton Plaza, Lee Avenue, and Unity Plaza;

KA

HL
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AY

CITY COLLEGE OF
SAN FRANCISCO

FR

IDA

E
AV
AN

E
OC

● Internal courtyards are connected to public open space to
create a continuous network of pedestrian circulation so
that movement through the space becomes intuitive.

CE
PA
NS
PE
CO
PU
SF

● The pedestrian network provides direct ties to adjacent
neighborhoods: Westwood Park, City College, Riordan
High School, and, via City College, to Sunnyside; and

INGLESIDE

Connections to Mid-Block Courtyards
Primary Pedestrian Circulation
Secondary Pedestrian Circulation

UNITY
PLAZA

Important Connection Node

Figure 2.4–5: Pedestrian Priority Zones
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5. Neighborhood Streets

SUNNYSIDE

The Balboa Reservoir neighborhood street network provides
access for slow-moving vehicles, cyclists, and necessary
services:

WESTWOOD
PARK

W

NO

T

RT

TS

ES

● The internal loop streets, North, South, and West Streets,
are designed to calm traffic while also creating a safe
environment for bicycles;

T

LE

RESERVOIR
PARK

HS

EA
VE

● The extension of Lee Avenue to North Street links the
Reservoir neighborhood with City College and provides a
dedicated bike lane that connects Frida Kahlo Way with
the designated bike route on Holloway;

UT

SO

● West Street is a narrow residential street designed to
calm vehicles and provide residential character;

H

● Raised crossings at selected intersections improve
pedestrian safety by increasing visibility and reducing
vehicular speed; and

ST

FR

E
AV

IDA
K
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Y

CE
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CO
PU
SF

N
EA
OC

● Passenger and commercial loading zones are provided
at all buildings and open spaces, thus reducing potential
congestion in the surrounding neighborhood streets.

CITY COLLEGE OF
SAN FRANCISCO

Neighborhood Public Street
Raised Pedestrian Crossing

INGLESIDE

Neighborhood Private Street
Bike Lanes: Class II and/or

UNITY
PLAZA

Class III
Bike Lanes: Class IV

Figure 2.4–6: Neighborhood Streets
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6. Stepped Building Massing

W

SUNNYSIDE

The site is organized to provide a transition in scale from the
institutional buildings at City College to the single-family
homes to the west.

WESTWOOD
PARK

● Taller buildings fronting on Lee Avenue, create a strong
shared frontage with City College;
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● Roof terraces overlook public green space allowing
residents to enjoy views to the park, surrounding hills,
and the ocean.

RESERVOIR
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48ʼ

48ʼ

78ʼ
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25ʼ

48ʼEST
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● Two and three story townhomes border Westwood Park,
providing a transition in building scale from single-family
homes to the multifamily housing at the interior of the site;
and
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● Intermediate scale buildings provide wind sheltering at
Reservoir Park while allowing solar access;
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Figure 2.4–7: Transition in Scale
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7. Sustainable Neighborhood

SUNNYSIDE

All aspects of the Reservoir Plan are guided by the
principles of the San Francisco Sustainable Neighborhood
Framework, with the goal of enhancing livability and
reducing the environmental footprint of residents for
generations to come. This section complements mobility/
TDM efforts:

WESTWOOD
PARK

NO

RTH

● The Reservoir has set a goal of meeting building energy
demand primarily through the use of greenhouse gas-free
electricity sources;
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Stormwater Treatment Integrated with Open Space
Areas
Greywater Treatment &
Reuse at Individual Buildings
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FR

CITY COLLEGE OF
SAN FRANCISCO
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● Water consumption will be reduced by treating gray water
on site for reuse in toilet flushing and irrigation;

UT
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CE
PA
NS
PE
CO
PU
SF

● Building envelopes will be designed to minimize energy
loads for heating and cooling, while maximizing the
potential for natural ventilation;

Open Space

AN

E
OC
E
AV

● Public spaces, service facilities, and individual units will
be designed to encourage recycling, composting and
reduce waste generation, with the goal of sending zero
waste to landfills; and

Community Garden

RESERVOIR
PARK

● Rooftops will be designed to maximize the potential of
photovoltaic and solar preheat systems with the goal of
meeting 25% of the building energy demand through onsite renewable sources;

● The landscape design is organized to allow stormwater
management to be integrated into the open space plan,
and to provide a climate-appropriate habitat;

T

TS

ES

W

Integrate Roof Design
while Maximizing Space
for PV & Solar Thermal

ST

Stormwater Treatment

INGLESIDE

PV & Solar Thermal

UNITY
PLAZA

Greywater Treatment

Figure 2.4–8: Sustainable Neighborhoods

● The entire site will be designed to connect all residents,
workers, and visitors to nature every day, to educate, and
to inspire long term stewardship.
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2.5 	NEIGHBORHOOD PLACES
Four key places define the character of the new
neighborhood. Each of these places will have a distinct
identity based on location and function, and yet they will
also be linked by shared design principles into a larger
sense of place. Where neighborhood places overlap there
are activity nodes such as Gateway Plaza, Lee Terrace
and Park Pavilion providing focal points for gathering and
interactions.

1. Lee Avenue and Gateway Plaza
Lee Avenue is the front door to the Balboa Reservoir
neighborhood, connecting the project site to adjacent
neighborhoods and City College of San Francisco. Entering
from the Ocean Avenue commercial corridor, Lee Avenue
intersects with the SFPUC Retained Fee Open Space,
which connects the City College campus, Unity Plaza, and
the Muni transit hub to the new neighborhood, creating a
gateway to the site.

Park
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Brighton
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Lee
Terrace
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3

AN

E
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E
AV

LEGEND
1

Lee Avenue and Gateway Plaza

2

Reservoir Park and Pavilion

3

SFPUC Open Space and Brighton Paseo

4

West Street and Townhouses

Gateway
Plaza

Lee Avenue Gateway, looking north and west to SFPUC open space

2. Reservoir Park, Lee Terrace, and the Pavilion

LE

2

As Lee Avenue continues north, tall ground floors,
cantilevering canopies, unit entry stoops, and strategic
visual connections to Reservoir Park integrate the Reservoir
neighborhood with the academic village envisioned by City
College of San Francisco.

Reservoir Park is the heart of the Balboa Reservoir
neighborhood. The park is fronted by community and
residential uses and is connected to public streets on
all sides. Buildings fronting the park feature common
amenities, rooftop terraces, and unit entries that encourage
outdoor activities. The park design maximizes opportunities
for habitat creation, stormwater management, and food
production.
Lee Terrace is the primary entry into Reservoir Park from
Lee Avenue and City College of San Francisco. With its
robust tree coverage and special paving, the Terrace creates
a welcoming, portal for people arriving on foot or bike.

Reservoir Park, looking north

The Park Pavilion is the primary entry into Reservoir Park
from North Street and is an open gathering space that
frames the northern edge of the park.

Neighborhood Nodes
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3. SFPUC Open Space and Brighton Paseo
Located at the southern boundary of the project site,
the SFPUC Retained Fee Open Space serves as a flexible
recreation zone with links to Reservoir Park, Ocean Avenue
and Unity Plaza. The landscape and architecture will
celebrate this lively crossroads featuring a flexible plaza to
host a variety of active uses.
Brighton Paseo is a pedestrian extension of Brighton
Avenue connecting to Reservoir Park. The Paseo integrates
active pedestrian movement with stormwater planting to
create a unique open space experience.
Lee Terrace, looking west to Reservoir Park from Lee Avenue

SFPUC open space, looking north to Brighton Paseo

4. West Street and the Townhouses
West Street is an intimate neighborhood street lined by
residential entries that provides a transition between the
larger multifamily apartment buildings to the east and
the urban townhouses to the west. Multifamily buildings
step down at West Street and are designed to reflect the
scale of individual units. Townhouses create a network of
private streets that share the close-knit character of the
surrounding neighborhoods.

Community Room, looking northwest to Reservoir Park
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Traffic calming measures such as roundabouts and a raised
crossing at San Ramon Paseo to Reservoir Park will calm
vehicular traffic and emphasize the pedestrian focus of
this area.

West Street, looking north
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3.1 	 OVERVIEW
The Balboa Reservoir neighborhood will be a diverse and inclusive
residential district providing housing for a wide range of households in
close proximity to transit, community services, and an active retail corridor.
The neighborhood will include primarily residential and accessory uses.
Generous publicly accessible open space, a community room and childcare
will be provided on site. Given the close proximity of retail on Ocean
Avenue, retail uses are not required on the Reservoir Site. However, limited
retail is allowed at multifamily residential blocks, where it may serve to
enliven streets and publicly accessible open space.
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Land Use
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Private, off-street accessory parking is permitted in conjunction with
residential uses. Off-street non-accessory public parking is permitted in
specific locations to serve City College staff and students, as well as the
wider public.
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The Land Use controls that follow will be codified in the San Francisco
Planning Code Section 249.88, as the Balboa Reservoir Special Use District
(the “SUD”). Uses shown in the land use plan apply to all floors, including
mezzanines and ground floors, unless otherwise noted. Land use shall be
restricted to those uses permitted by the SF Planning Code including the
SUD. Location of allowable land uses is indicated on the land use plan,
Figure 3.1–1. See Appendix A for land use definitions.
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Community Room at Reservoir Park

Figure 3.1–1: Land Use Plan
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Residential Use

Community Room at Central Park

LAND

Land Use

3.3 	GROUND FLOOR USES

3.2 	RESIDENTIAL USES
STANDARDS

The following public serving uses will be located at
the ground floor of residential buildings and will serve
to activate the public realm of the Balboa Reservoir
neighborhood. Ground floor activation is further discussed
in Section 7.10 (Common Areas and Ground Floor Units).

S.3.2.1 Dwelling Unit Density Limit
The dwelling unit and group housing density
limits shall be as described in the Balboa
Reservoir SUD. Greater residential density may
be provided on individual blocks, provided the
overall density does not exceed the density
allowed for the entire project.

STANDARDS
S.3.3.1 Community Room

S.3.2.2 Dwelling Unit Mix
No less than 30% of the total aggregate number
of proposed dwelling units in the SUD shall
contain at least two bedrooms, and no less than
10% of the total aggregate number of proposed
dwelling units in the SUD shall contain at least
three bedrooms, for a total of 40% of units with
two bedrooms or more. The minimum dwelling
unit mix may be less on any individual Block than
otherwise required provided the total dwelling
unit mix in the SUD shall not be less than the
minimum dwelling unit mix upon completion of
the Project.

Community room available for public use

S.3.3.2 Childcare Facility

Childcare facility outdoor open space

FINAL DRAFT |  May 14, 2020

A community room available for public use shall
be located immediately adjacent to Reservoir
Park. One potential location at the southern
corner of Block E is illustrated on the Land Use
Plan, Figure 3.1–1. Controlled public access to
the community room shall be provided from the
park and/or from the public street. The area of
the meeting room shall be not less than 1,000
square feet, not including support areas such as
restrooms and storage closets.

A childcare facility shall be located in close
proximity to the SFPUC Retained Fee Open Space
or other open space. One potential location is
illustrated on Figure 3.1–1. The childcare facility
shall include a portion of the required outdoor
open space on site, and shall accommodate
passenger loading and unloading in close
proximity to entry.
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3.4 	PUBLIC PARKING GARAGE
STANDARDS
S.3.3.3 Retail Uses
Retail uses are allowed at the ground floor of
residential mutlifamily Blocks. Refer to Section
7.13 (Ground Floor Retail) for standards related
to retail uses.

S.3.4.1 Public Parking Garage
A public parking garage with an aggregate total
not exceeding 450 parking spaces shall be
allowed as described below. Public parking is not
required on the Reservoir site. Refer to Section
7.21 for standards related to public garages.
■ Subgrade Public Parking Garage
A public parking garage is allowed subgrade at
Blocks A through G.
■ Above Grade Public Parking Garage
An above-grade public parking garage, meeting
the requirements of Section 7.21, is allowed
at Blocks A and G. Refer to Section 7.21 for
additional standards related to public parking
garages.

3.5 	PUBLICLY ACCESSIBLE
OPEN SPACE
STANDARDS
S.3.5.1 Carts and Kiosks in Open Spaces
Retail, sales and service, entertainment, arts,
and recreation uses are allowed within a limited
number of mobile carts and kiosks in parks and
open spaces. Refer to Section 6.10 (Carts and
Kiosks in Open Spaces).

S.3.5.2 Parking Garages Below Public Open Spaces
Accessory parking garages serving residential
uses are allowed below publicly accessible open
space at the areas indicated on Figure 3.1–1.
Garages located below publicly accessible open
space shall be below grade and landscaped to
maintain uninterrupted public open space. Refer
to Section 7.20 (Private Parking Garages) for
additional private parking garage standards and
S.6.12.8 (Soil Depth) for additional standards
related to planting over parking garages.

3.6 	PERMITTED USES
STANDARDS
S.3.6.1 Permitted Uses
Uses shall be permitted as shown in Table 3.6.–1
(Balboa Reservoir Land Uses).
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Balboa Reservoir Land Uses
Permitted Use Category

A

B

C

D

E

F

G

H

TH1

TH2

Publicly Accessible Open Space

P

P

P

P

P

P

P

P

P

Residential Use

P

P

P

P

P

P

P

P

Child Care Facility

P

P

P

P

P

P

P

Community Facility 2, 3

P

P

P

P

P

P

Retail Sales and Services 2

P

P

P

P

P

Arts Activities 2

P

P

P

P

NP

NP

NP

P

P

P

Carts and Kiosks 5
Public Parking Garage

J

K, L, O

(Reservoir Park)

(Misc. Open Spaces)

P

P

P

P1

P1

NP

NP

P

P

P

P4

P4

P

P

NP

NP

NP

NP

P

P

NP

NP

NP

NP

NP

P

P

P

NP

NP

NP

NP

NP

NP

NP

NP

NP

NP

NP

NP

P

NP

P

P

P

P

P

NP

NP

P6

NP

P = Permitted Use, NP = Non-Permitted Use
Notes:
1

Only townhouse units are allowed

2

All non-residential uses except multi-story parking garages are allowed only on the ground floor and below

3

As defined in Section 102, except Health Care uses are not allowed

4

Childcare open space only

5

Carts and Kiosks are allowed in Block J

6

Below grade only as shown in Figure 3.1–1

Table 3.6.–1: Balboa Reservoir Land Uses
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Overview

• Climate. Well-designed sustainability strategies/actions can help minimize climate change by eliminating carbon emissions. Per the City’s Climate Action framework, this includes co-benefits to renewable energy, sustainable mobility, zero waste, and carbon sequestration. Likewise, by following the dynamic framework, inadvertent increases to greenhouse gas emissions can be avoided.

• Resilience. Resilient communities include people, buildings, and infrastructure that can withstand
and recover from severe shocks and slower-to-accumulate stressors. As the effects of climate change
are already here, investing in resilience today protects against current challenges (often while reduc4.1 	 SUSTAINABLE NEIGHBORHOOD FRAMEWORK
ing energy and operational expenses) while reducing costly future repairs.
The Balboa Reservoir neighborhood has adopted the San
Francisco Sustainable Neighborhood Framework (SNF)
to guide all aspects of sustainable design and operations.
The City of San Francisco developed the Sustainable
Neighborhood Framework as a means to synthesize citywide
sustainability, climate, and resilience-related policies into a
comprehensive yet streamlined tool that helps development
projects amplify environmental performance, quality of
life, and community co-benefits. It also seeks to ensure
investments throughout the built environment support
San Francisco’s global commitment to be a net-zero city by
2050 by embedding the city’s bold and urgent climate and
related goals: healthy air, renewable energy, clean water,
robust ecosystems, and zero waste. The SNF is centered on
these five goals, which are supported by 15 targets that guide
project based sustainability efforts. Refer to Figure 4.1–1.
Chapter 4 identifies project goals, standards and guidelines
that support each of the SNF’s five goals and addresses the
supporting targets that are most relevant for the Balboa
Reservoir neighborhood. For the purposes of this chapter,
project goals are defined as non-binding aspirations that will
guide design decisions. These aspirations will be balanced
with the other community priorities guiding the Balboa
Reservoir neighborhood. Refer to Appendix B for a summary
of the Sustainable Neighborhood Framework in table form,
which includes cross references for standards and guidelines
included in other sections of the DSG.
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Figure 4.1–1: SF Sustainable Neighborhood Framework
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4.1.1 Environmental Leadership Project

4.1.3 Equity

Balboa Reservoir has been selected as an Environmental
Leadership project (ELP) under California State Assembly
Bill 900. Under this program, the Balboa Reservoir project
will achieve net-zero greenhouse gas emissions in the
construction and operation of the project. This will be
accomplished by a combination of efficient building systems,
on-site renewable energy and through the purchase of
certified greenhouse gas credits. As an ELP project, the
Balboa Reservoir neighborhood also commits to achieve
LEED Gold or better for all buildings, to significantly reduce
auto trips, through TDM measures and to ensure prevailing
wages for construction jobs and living wages for permanent
on-site employment.

Consistent with the Sustainable Neighborhood Framework,
all elements of Balboa Reservoir will be designed to promote
equal and equitable access to environmental and community
benefits, including open space, recreation, nature, and
transit options. This emphasis on equity is supported by the
project wide commitment to 50% affordable housing and the
commitment to prevailing wages for construction jobs and
living wages for permanent jobs.

● Housing options that serve a diverse, mixed-income
neighborhood including 50% affordable housing and a
majority of units with two or more bedrooms to better
serve families;
● Publicly accessible open space including a central park
serving the larger community;
● Walkable, bikable, transit-oriented neighborhood with
direct connections to shopping, services and transit; and
● Opportunities for residents and neighbors to collaborate
in creating a sustainable neighborhood model through
community engagement in on-site food production,
management of energy consumption, mobility choices,
and waste management.

FINAL DRAFT |  May 14, 2020

It is also important to recognize that the San Francisco
climate is changing. The future will likely involve warming
ocean temperatures and more extreme weather events. The
Balboa Reservoir neighborhood must be designed to take
best advantage of current climate conditions, recognizing
that this approach is also beneficial for ensuring buildings are
able to adapt to climate change over time.

Figure 4.1–2: Balboa Reservoir Site Sun Path
N

E

The Balboa Reservoir neighborhood's commitment to
sustainability is also rooted in the Principals and Parameters
set forth by the Balboa Reservoir Community Advisory
Committee, including the following project specific measures:

The Balboa Reservoir neighborhood offers an excellent
opportunity to conserve energy and enhance the livability
of indoor and outdoor spaces through climate responsive
design. The San Francisco climate is characterized by
relatively cool and mild weather year-round. In summer, daily
highs average around 70°F, and in winter daily lows average
around 45°F. Cooling demands are minimal in residential
developments. Heating demands are moderate and quite
consistent throughout much of the year. The prevailing wind
direction at the Reservoir site is from the west, particularly in
the afternoons when winds are typically at their strongest.

W

4.1.2 Community Sustainability Goals

4.1.4 Climate Responsive Design

KEY
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Figure 4.1–3: Wind Rose (prevailing winds on site)
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Healthy Air
Balboa Reservoir seeks to provide residents and visitors with non-toxic and temperate air indoors and out. To achieve this,
the following sub-sections focus on project specific measures related to reducing greenhouse gas emissions, using healthy
materials, and ensuring occupant comfort.

4.2 	ZERO EMISSION ENVIRONMENTS
Carbon emissions from buildings create significant impacts to local air quality and the global climate crisis. Balboa Reservoir
aspires to eliminate greenhouse gas (GHG) emissions from building construction and operations to ensure a climate-safe and
healthy community for all future residents.
Strategies include electrification of building loads, high performance building envelopes, energy efficient HVAC systems, on-site
renewable energy generation, electric vehicle infrastructure, and low SRI building and site materials to reduce the heat island
effect. As California moves towards 100% renewable energy, prioritizing electric power instead of natural gas will minimize the
neighborhood's carbon footprint and increase its resilience.

4.2.1 All Electric
To help achieve the City's net-zero carbon goal, buildings will
prioritize electric systems and renewable energy operations.
This strategy will include the use of electric-based systems
and appliances for space heating, cooking and clothes drying.
The project will evaluate the option of providing electric
heat pump water heating to eliminate any gas use on site.
However, if the technology has not progressed sufficiently
to make this feasible for large scale central water heating
systems, gas-fired boilers may be used in place of electric
heat pump boilers subject to conformance with guidelines in
this section.

42   Balboa Reservoir Design Standards and Guidelines

PROJECT GOALS
100% of building systems and appliances will be
designed for electricity. Buildings will reduce all
sources of local GHG.

GUIDELINES
G.4.2.1.1 Electric Building Systems
Building systems should be designed to use
electric based systems for heating, cooling,
cooking and clothes drying.

G.4.2.1.2 Domestic Water Heating
Domestic water heating should be based on
electric heat pump systems, if feasible with
commercially available technology.
In the event that gas fired boilers are provided,
each building will provide a solar thermal pre-heat
system to reduce use of natural gas for domestic
water heating. In addition, the system shall be
designed to allow for conversion to all electric
systems as technologies become available.

FINAL DRAFT |  May 14, 2020

Healthy Air

4.2.2 Transportation Demand Management
Transportation Demand Management (TDM) is an umbrella
term for a variety of incentives, programs and infrastructure
investments that reduce driving trips and create an
environment that is conducive to walking, bicycling and using
transit. TDM strategies lead to a reduction in the number of
vehicle trips and vehicle miles traveled per person, thereby
reducing greenhouse gas and related vehicle emissions and
reducing traffic congestion.
The Balboa Reservoir neighborhood will implement costeffective strategies that have been proven successful in urban
settings and will achieve the target set by the City’s TDM
Ordinance for Balboa Reservoir. Refer to the Balboa Reservoir
TDM plan for a full outline of planned strategies.

Walkable/bikable neighborhood

FINAL DRAFT |  May 14, 2020

PROJECT GOALS
80% of the trips to and from the site will be by
sustainable modes and the project will achieve a
vehicle trip reduction of at least 30% compared
with a comparable project without TDM measures.

STANDARDS
S.4.2.2.1 TDM Ordinance
The Balboa Reservoir shall comply with the City’s
TDM Ordinance by implementing TDM strategies
that achieve 30 points in the City's TDM menu and
will achieve a performance standard that does
not exceed 70% of the driving trips estimated in
environmental review. The project shall utilize any
combination of the approved TDM strategies to
achieve the 30 point target.

Bicycle parking
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4.2.4 EV Charging Stations

4.2.3 Construction Practice

To reduce local GHG's generated by personal transportation,
the Balboa Reservoir will promote the use of electric
vehicles (EV).

Construction activities are responsible for significant
contributions to airborne particulate matter and other
pollutants with impacts falling most heavily on those in close
proximity to the construction site.

PROJECT GOALS

PROJECT GOALS

As EV adoption increases in the future, EV
charging will be available at 100% of the off-street
parking spaces. The base design will include
sufficient electric infrastructure to meet this
goal including provisions for installation of a load
management system.

STANDARDS
S.4.2.4.1 EV Charging Stations
The project shall provide EV charging stations at
not less than 20% of the total off-street parking
spaces.

The project will minimize particulate matter
emissions associated with diesel fuel engines
during construction by implementing a Clean
Construction Plan.

GUIDELINES
Electric vehicle charging stations

G.4.2.3.1 Construction Indoor Air Quality Plan
A Construction Indoor Air Quality Management
Plan should be implemented to minimize
pollutants during construction.

S.4.2.4.2 Future Capacity
The electrical capacity at each block shall be
designed to allow for EV charging stations at 100%
of the off-street parking spaces in conjunction
with a future load management system..
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4.3 	NON-TOXIC AND COMFORTABLE INTERIORS
Individuals and families spend the majority of their time in and around their homes, making housing environments a vital
focus for promoting health. Balboa Reservoir strives to create indoor spaces that support the health and well-being of
residents and building owners alike.
The project will create a healthy living environment by focusing on improving the quality of air, water, and light through
design and construction best practices.

4.3.1 Material Selection
PROJECT GOALS
100% of interior materials will meet all lowemitting materials and emissions testing
requirements of the current version of LEED.

GUIDELINES
G.4.3.1.1 Low Emitting Materials
Selection of interior materials should prioritize low
emitting products.

4.3.2 Air Filtration
STANDARDS
S.4.3.2.1 Ventilation Requirements
All buildings shall be designed to meet ASHRAE
62.2 ventilation requirements.

Non-toxic flooring

GUIDELINES
G.4.3.2.1 Improved Ventilation
Project should include strategies for improved
ventilation and well sealed living spaces and
common areas to allow residents to shelter-in
-place in the event of an emergency.

G.4.3.2.2 Non-Toxic Cleaning and Pest Control
Building management should prioritize the use
of non-toxic and environmentally sustainable
products for cleaning and pest management at
common areas, including shared outdoor areas.

G.4.3.2.3 Natural Cross Ventilation
Refer to Section 4.4.1 (Envelope and Facade
Treatments) for Project Goals related to natural
cross ventilation at residential units.
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Renewable Energy
The Balboa Reservoir neighborhood will prioritize achieving an efficient and fossil fuel-free environment. Towards these goals
the following sub-sections focus on project specific measures related to energy efficient building design, on-site renewable
energy and smart system operations.

4.4 	ENERGY EFFICIENT
ENVIRONMENT
Energy efficient building design is the first step towards
the goal of achieving net-zero greenhouse gas emissions.
High performance envelope and building systems not only
reduce energy cost, but also increase thermal comfort and
improve the indoor environment resulting in less moisture,
mold, particulates and allergens. High performance building
envelopes can also mitigate thermal comfort and health
and safety issues associated with heat waves and future
warming of the region due to climate change.

4.4.1 Envelope and Facade Treatments
Reducing the solar heat gain in the spaces in summer will
reduce the cooling load allowing the spaces to be passively
conditioned through natural ventilation and passive
cooling. Windows with higher insulation properties and
lower leakage will reduce heating energy. The mild climate
of the Balboa Reservoir neighborhood coupled with high
performance envelope design allows for the use of natural
ventilation to supplement or replace active cooling systems.
Operable windows allow the residential units to maintain
comfortable temperature levels for the majority of the year,
without requiring any mechanical cooling. This strategy
further lowers the building energy use.

46   Balboa Reservoir Design Standards and Guidelines

PROJECT GOALS
■ 50% of the units will be designed to have
natural cross ventilation. Cross ventilation may
be accomplished by providing windows on at
least two building frontages, or by providing
bays or other building features with operable
windows arranged to draw outside air through
the primary living spaces. Natural ventilation will
be in addition to mechanical ventilation systems
required by code.
■ Building envelope will be designed to be at least
5% better than the current energy code standard
(excluding any systems related efficiency
measures). This will be achieved through limiting
the amount of glazing on frontages with high
solar loads, using external shading devices as
necessary, using low-E glazing and thermally
insulated framing (i.e., thermally broken framing
or non-metal window system with low assembly
U-values.).

STANDARDS
S.4.4.1.1 Glazing
Glazing shall meet or exceed a solar heat gain
coefficient of less than .25.

Sunscreens to reduce solar gain

GUIDELINES
G.4.4.1.1 Natural Ventilation
Residential units shall maximize the potential for
passive cooling. Windows shall be designed to
provide opportunities for cross ventilation where
feasible.

G.4.4.1.2 Reduced Solar Gain
Buildings should incorporate sunscreens, glazing
with lower heat gain coefficient, or other means to
reduce solar gain on building frontages with high
solar gain potential.

G.4.4.1.3 Window Sizing
At each building, window sizing should be based
on orientation so that solar gain, natural light and
natural ventilation can be balanced for maximum
benefit.
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PROJECT GOALS

4.4.2 Mechanical Systems
To lower the building energy demand, energy efficient
heating, cooling and ventilation systems will be prioritized.
Electric heat pump heating can reduce the heating energy
use intensity by 65%. Use of ventilation heat recovery saves
energy by recovering the heat energy from exhausted air in
residential units, which is then utilized to preheat the outdoor
air during times of cold ambient temperatures, further
reducing the space heating demand. Figure 4.4–1 illustrates
estimated energy demand versus on-site energy sources.

■ All buildings will utilize heat recovery ventilation at
locations where the result is a significant increase
in the efficiency and efficacy of the mechanical
system.
■ All units will have smart thermostat controls to
shift the load on the electricity grid and reduce
carbon emissions.

STANDARDS
S.4.4.2.1 Infiltration
Buildings shall minimize leakage and infiltration
per the ENERGY STAR Multifamily Testing
Protocols.

GUIDELINES
G.4.4.2.1 High Efficiency HVAC Systems
■ Where heating and cooling are provided, buildings
should utilize electric heat pumps as a higher
efficiency alternative to electric resistance
heating.

Building Energy Balance

■ Where feasible, buildings should utilize heat
recovery ventilation systems.

Estimated
Building
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Demand by
End Use
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Figure 4.4–1: Building Energy Balance
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4.5 	CARBON FREE ENERGY




4.5.1 On-Site Renewable Power Generation
As part of the ELP commitment to be GHG neutral and to
help the City achieve its net-zero carbon goal, buildings will
be designed to maximize the potential for on-site renewable
energy.

PROJECT GOALS
The Balboa Reservoir neighborhood will supply
25% of its building energy demand via on-site
renewable energy generation systems. Based on
the residential building energy benchmarking
results, the overall building energy use is
calculated as 2,234 MWh/year based on an energy
use intensity (EUI) of 32 before solar for a typical
building consisting of 6 floors and 165 residential
units (and a total 38 EUI including all site-wide
energy uses such as EV charging, site lighting,
and on-site water treatment). To meet a 25%
renewable energy target, approximately 80% of
the available building roof surface will need to be
dedicated to a combination of PV arrays and solar
thermal panels. This estimate is based on solar
arrays with a 22% efficiency.

STANDARDS
S.4.5.1.1 On-Site Renewable Energy
Roof areas shall be designed to maximize the
area available for renewable energy generation
while allowing for building maintenance and other
required roof mounted equipment.
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Figure 4.5–1: Healthy Air and Renewable Energy Strategies

4.5.2 Solar Thermal Hot Water
Solar thermal water heating systems provide on-site
renewable energy in the form of heat utilized to preheat
domestic hot water. Solar thermal systems are also a
commonly utilized strategy to meet and exceed California
Title-24 energy code performance, particularly in conjunction
with centralized domestic water heating systems on
multifamily residential buildings.

STANDARDS
S.4.5.2.1 Solar Thermal Arrays
Solar thermal arrays shall be evaluated as part
of the overall on-site renewable energy strategy.
Where provided as part of a central water
heating system, solar thermal arrays shall be
sized to provide 80% of the annual domestic
hot water heating demand. Based on a typical
proposed building consisting of six floors and 165
residential units, the solar thermal system shall
cover 25% of the building roof area to deliver
80% solar heated hot water.
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4.6 	SMART SYSTEMS AND OPERATIONS

4.5.3 Battery Storage

4.6.1 Automation and Control

4.6.2 Reporting and Engagement

On-site energy storage is an important element of resiliency,
allowing residents to remain safely in their homes following
a major power outage. Battery storage can also provide an
important benefit for projects that choose to maximize onsite power generation.

Smart building systems such as learning thermostats,
individual metering, and an online utility dashboard for
residents can support behavioral change resulting in reduced
energy and water use.

Residents are more likely to use energy and water wisely
when they receive training in how to access accurate, realtime usage data.

PROJECT GOALS
The project will evaluate providing battery storage
for PV systems on a building by building basis
to provide power supply in the event of a power
outage or emergency and to shift the building load
on the grid and help reduce carbon emissions at
the grid level.

4.5.4 Green Power Purchase
PROJECT GOALS
Consistent with the Environmental Leadership
project commitments, electric power will be
sourced from GHG free sources to the greatest
degree feasible.

STANDARDS
S.4.6.1.1 Individual Metering
Water and electricity will be metered individually
at all units, consistent with San Francisco
Building Code requirements. At multifamily
buildings, water shall be invoiced to each unit
based on metered use.

PROJECT GOALS
Each building will participate in a whole building
monitoring system consistent with LEED
standards, reporting energy and water use to a
third party utility tracking provider. The project
will offer incentives for tenants to participate in
a the program with the goal of achieving a 50%
enrollment.

GUIDELINES
G.4.6.2.1 Resident Education
In order to maximize and sustain the energy
performance of the project building, management
should provide new residents training and
information on the efficient operation of control
systems and monitoring options.

STANDARDS
S.4.5.4.1 SFPUC Power
Electric power shall be supplied by SFPUC
from GNG free sources, subject to analysis of
technical and financially feasibility and successful
agreement with SFPUC.

FINAL DRAFT |  May 14, 2020

04

/ Neighborhood Sustainability   49

Robust Eco-Systems

Robust Eco-Systems
The Balboa Reservoir neighborhood will support biodiversity and connect residents and visitors to nature daily. Towards these
goals the following sub-sections focus on project specific measures related to maximizing green space, enhancing biodiversity
and supporting healthy food access and production.

4.7 	 GREEN SPACE

4.8 	BIODIVERSIT Y

To create a strong foundation for a robust ecosystem, the
project will maximize the total area of the site that is occupied
by plantings.

The built landscape and green infrastructure has the capacity
to protect and regenerate natural systems, thereby increasing
the ecosystem services they provide.

PROJECT GOALS
50% of site area will be vegetated, including areas
of tree canopy and green roofs or landscaping at
courtyards.

GUIDELINES
G.4.7.1 Planting at On-Site Open Space
Landscape design at on-site private open space,
including shared courtyards and roof terraces,
should contribute to the project wide goals by
maximizing areas of planting and tree cover while
also providing residents with wind sheltered
usable common space.

G.4.7.2 Living Roofs
Where roof space is not otherwise dedicated to
generating renewable energy, living roofs should
be evaluated as a means to enhance rooftop
outdoor space while also contributing to reduced
stormwater run-off and improved building
performance. Refer to Planning Code Section 149
for additional standards related to green roofs.
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There is a growing body of research that finds a significant
connection between improved human health, well-being, and
productivity with the incorporation of nature into the indoor
environment as well as creating vibrant outdoor vegetation
areas.
Balboa Reservoir neighborhood intends to use climate
appropriate, habitat supportive, and interconnected greening
throughout all open spaces. The project will prioritize native
and bio-diverse plantings for non-turf areas, including native
soil and will develop and implement an Integrated Pest
Management Plan and Sustainable Landscape Maintenance
Plan. Succession planning in landscape design will be
evaluated. See Section 6.2 (Working Urban Ecosystem), for
further discussion of biodiversity.

PROJECT GOALS
■ 100% healthy landscaping practices will be
implemented at all publicly accessible outdoor
areas, consistent with the City's Integrated
Pest Management Ordinance. This will include
minimizing or eliminating pesticide, herbicide and
non-organic fertilizers.

Bee Friendly Landscaping

Vibrant vegetated pedestrian paths

■ All-electric/clean fuel landscape maintenance
equipment will be used.

STANDARDS
S.4.8.1 Native Landscaping
70% of non-turf landscaping shall be native and all
non-turf green areas shall be climate-appropriate
plants, 75% of which shall be native.
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GUIDELINES
G.4.8.1 Low Emissions Maintenance
Low-GHG emission landscape maintenance
should be used.

G.4.8.2 Ecological Placemaking
■ Design of open space, circulation and amenity
spaces should ensure that 100% of residents
experience nature daily and;
■ 100% of residents and visitors should be educated
on local ecological sense of place and/or project
site water story.

G.4.8.3 Daily Maintenance
Daily operations should include custodial
work such as keeping the landscape clean
by sweeping pathways, removing dead wood
and organic debris, trimming lawns, providing
composted mulch and nutrients, and repairing and
maintaining clean park furnishings. No trimming,
pruning or fertilization should be included in this
limited scope.

4.9 	HEALTHY FOOD AND WILDLIFE SYSTEMS
The project seeks to improve nutrition of its residents
through better access to healthy food including promoting
the environmental and economic benefits of communitybased food production. The objective is to ensure that all
residents have access to organically grown, fresh, nutritious,
and affordable food from locale farms and facilities. See
Section 6.2 (Working Urban Ecosystem), for further
discussion of food access.

PROJECT GOALS
The Balboa Reservoir neighborhood will
collaborate with the City College of San
Francisco's culinary program to assist residents,
neighbors, as well as City College staff and
students, in growing and preparing healthy foods
by utilizing the community garden space provided
in Reservoir Park and potentially other locations in
the neighborhood.

G.4.8.4 Quarterly Horticultural Services
Regular maintenance should include quarterly
visits by licensed arborists, horticulturalists
and professional gardeners for structural and
ornamental pruning and seasonal reinvigoration of
perennials and organic fertilization. Visits should
consist of a qualified crew of approximately four
people total, working under the supervision of
an experienced professional, for three days in
order to review all plantings in public use areas,
make recommendations, and engage in plant
augmentation and succession.
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GUIDELINES
G.4.9.1 Access to Community Gardens
■ 100% of residents should have access to a
community garden plot.
■ Edible landscape should be incorporated
throughout the site.

G.4.9.2 Healthy Food Education
100% of residents and neighbors should be
educated and empowered about healthy food
through using the community garden and
community center for food programming and
teaching kitchen.

G.4.9.3 Food Corridor
Open space plan should include a food corridor
area for food trucks and potentially, a farmers
market.

G.4.9.4 Sustainable Pest Control
The maintenance program for the publicly
accessible orchard should be administered by the
developers association and should use sustainable
maintenance practices in controlling pests that
may be attracted by food production.

Community gardens
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Clean Water
The Balboa Reservoir seeks to maximize water conservation, flood protection and watershed health. Towards these goals
the following sub-sections focus on project specific measures related to conservation, non-potable reuse and storm water
management.

4.10 	WATER CONSERVATION AND REUSE
The Balboa Reservoir neighborhood is located within a
climate that is prone to drought and water shortages. Water
conservation is becoming a top concern for the state and
maximizing water savings is a goal for the project.
Water balance for the entire site was evaluated to determine
the estimated water demand as well as the water available to
collect. Figure 4.10–1 (Monthly Water Summary) illustrates
this water balance for the entire site. The bars represent the
water usage demand, blue represents potable water uses and
purple, non-potable water uses. The shaded area represents
the amount of water that can be collected on-site, which can
then be treated and reused for non-potable use.
Figure 4.10–1 indicates that non-potable water demand
peaks during the summer months when there is no rainwater
available. It also shows that gray water treatment and reuse
can meet the site’s entire non-potable demand year-round.
This data impacts which on-site treatment systems are viable
and recommended for the project.

4.10.1 Smart Metering
STANDARDS
S.4.10.1.1 Metering
Smart metering shall be provided at all nonexempt residential units including townhouses as
required by the San Francisco Building Code.

PROJECT GOALS

4.10.2 High Efficiency Plumbing Fixtures

Use 100% climate appropriate trees and
plantings including turf areas.

Installing high efficiency plumbing fixtures and aerators saves
water and money. It also reduces costs for water use, sewer
costs, pumping, and water heating.

STANDARDS

STANDARDS
S.4.10.2.1 Plumbing Fixtures
All plumbing fixtures installed for the project shall
meet or exceed the performance requirements set
forth in Title 24 and San Francisco amendments.
All eligible fixtures shall be WaterSense or ENERGY
STAR labeled.

4.10.3 Drought Tolerant Landscape
By installing plant types that are native and thrive in the area
with minimal water usage, less water is required to keep them
alive and healthy. Two primary irrigation options are overhead
and subsurface sprinkler systems. Subsurface drip irrigation
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systems deliver water directly to the source. Less water is
required and less is lost to evaporation, making subsurface
more efficient than overhead spray sprinklers. For the project,
non-potable water shall be provided for all irrigation through
subsurface irrigation.

S.4.10.3.1 Drip Irrigation
Drought tolerant landscape and drip irrigation
shall be provided for all landscape areas within
the project.

S.4.10.3.2 Gray Water Irrigation
pH testing shall be conducted to ensure the pH
level is suitable for native plant irrigation. If pH is
not neutral, a fertigation system shall be used to
neutralize pH before irrigation.

S.4.10.3.3 Edible Planting Irrigation
Gray water irrigation at edible crops may only be
used at plantings where edible crops are above
ground.
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MONTHLY WATER SUMMARY
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Gray water is the wastewater from lavatories/bathroom sinks,
showers, baths and washing machines. This wastewater can
be diverted from the sewers by capturing, treating it on-site,
and reusing it for non-potable water demands. Within each
building the gray water is piped and collected separately
from black water. The gray water is then routed, via gravity
whenever possible, to one centrally located gray water
treatment. The gray water will first spill into a collection
tank. Then it is pumped from the collection tank through the
treatment system, which consists of sequential processes to
produce the desired effluent quality. It is then pumped into a
treated water storage tank. From here the water is pumped
to serve the non-potable water needs including irrigation
and toilet flushing. Refer to Figure 4.10–2 for a diagram of a
typical gray water treatment and reuse system.
Since there are multiple developers for the site, a shared
district gray water treatment system is not a viable option
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Figure 4.10–1: Monthly Water Summary

4.10.4 On-Site Water Treatment and Reuse

CLOTHES WASHER

Figure 4.10–2: Gray Water Treatment System

for the site. Therefore, a dedicated gray water treatment
system for each building is the preferred alternative. The
approximate gray water treatment system size per building
ranges between 1,000 to 3,000 gallons per day, depending on
building size.

PROJECT GOALS
■ The project will meet 100% of the site’s nonpotable demand through gray water treatment
and reuse. For subsidized residential units this
goal will be balanced with available funding and
priorities related to affordability.
■ All units will be provided with filtration at either
the kitchen faucet or at the refrigerator to
ensure high quality drinking water at all times.
Building management will maintain a supply of
replacement filters. New residents will be provided
with instructions on how to use and maintain the
filtering system at individual units.

STANDARDS
S.4.10.5 Non-Potable Reuse
Each individual building that is subject to the
SFPUC's non-potable water ordinance shall meet
100% of the toilet/urinal flushing and irrigation
demands, through collecting and treating on-site
gray water, rainwater, and/or foundation drainage.

S.4.10.6 Gray Water Treatment
A dedicated gray water treatment system,
complete with storage tanks and non-potable
water booster pumps shall be provided for each
building, where necessary to meet 100% of nonpotable water demand.
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4.11 	STORMWATER
Conventional site development disrupts natural hydrological systems and watersheds through impervious surfaces, soil
composition, loss of vegetation, and loss of natural drainage patterns. Balboa Reservoir resides in a combined sewer area and is
subject to compliance with the Stormwater Management Requirements and Design Guidelines (SMR). As per the requirements
of the SMR, the project must implement a stormwater management approach that reduces existing stormwater runoff flow
rate and total volume by 25% for a two-year, 24-hour design storm.
Following guidelines from the SF Better Streets Plan and SFPUC Stormwater Management Requirements and Guidelines, the
project will help reduce the burden on the City's combined stormwater and sewer system, while providing green space and
habitat for birds and insects. The SFPUC Retained Fee Open Space is planned to independently comply with the SMR.
See Section 6.2 (Working Urban Ecosystem), for further discussion of the Stormwater Management and the Master
Infrastructure Plan Chapter 13, Stormwater Management System, for technical stormwater analysis and concepts.

PROJECT GOALS
■ Maximize localized stormwater management
through green infrastructure throughout the site
including at streets, open spaces and buildings
to protect against flooding and to provide cobenefits.
■ 70% of surfaces at the SFPUC Retained Fee
Open Space to be pervious, subject to review and
approval by SFPUC.

STANDARDS
S.4.11.1 Stormwater Management
Green infrastructure and low impact
development (LID), consistent with SFPUC
stormwater management requirements (SMRs),
shall be used to provide 25% peak rate and total
volume stormwater management reduction for
the overall site.
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S.4.11.2 SFPUC Retained Fee Open Space

Green infrastructure

The SFPUC Retained Fee Open Space shall meet
SMRs independently through provision of at least
50% pervious surfaces, utilizing either planting or
permeable pavings.

GUIDELINES
G.4.11.1 Infiltration
On-grade infiltrative best management practices,
such as permeable pavings, should manage the
peak rate and volume as a site-wide aggregate.

Bioswale retention
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Zero Waste
In both the construction and operations the Balboa Reservoir neighborhood will prioritize resource conservation, responsibility
and reuse. Towards these goals the following sub-sections focus on project specific measures related to selection and
procurement of sustainable materials, waste management and recycling.

4.12 	MATERIALS SELECTION
The project intent is to minimize the embodied energy / carbon and other impacts associated with the extraction, processing,
transport, and maintenance of building materials. By taking a life-cycle approach to materials selection, the project will
holistically improve performance and promote resource efficiency. This will be done through a vetting process that assesses
both the environmental and health impacts of each material being considered. The project also strives to support the local
economy and reduce impacts associated with transportation by selecting regional materials where possible.

PROJECT GOALS
Sustainable Materials
■ A Sustainable Procurement Program will be
established for each building targeting 100%
of materials to meet at least one sustainable
materials criteria;
■ Carbon sequestration concrete will be evaluated
and utilized on one building or portion of a building
as a demonstration project; and
■ Forest Stewardship Council (FSC) certified wood
will be prioritized and FSC certified wood will be
used for 50% of total structural framing materials.
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STANDARDS
S.4.12.1 Sustainable Procurement Evaluation
To provide a framework for evaluating the lifecycle
impact of materials, the project shall create a
sustainable procurement plan with criteria such
as required Environmental Product Declarations
(EPDs), recycled content, and third-party
emissions testing and product certification.

Forest Stewardship Council (FSC) certified wood

GUIDELINES
G.4.12.1 Prioritize Local Materials and Manufacturers
■ Project should prioritize materials sourced from
within 300 miles of the project, such as tile,
concrete, and gypsum.
■ Project should prioritize local product
manufacturers / distributors.

G.4.12.2 Material Life Cycle
■ Materials that can be recycled should be selected.
■ Responsible manufacturers that offer life cycle
management should be prioritized.

04

/ Neighborhood Sustainability   55

Zero Waste

4.13 	WASTE GENERATION AND RECOVERY
The City of San Francisco currently diverts 80% of all waste generated away from landfill disposal through source reduction,
reuse, and recycling and composting programs. In 2018, the City set a new commitment towards its goal of Zero Waste,
committing to reducing municipal solid waste generation (recycling, compost, and trash) by 15% by 2030, and reducing
disposal to landfill and incineration (trash) by 50% by 2030. Balboa Reservoir intends to provide the infrastructure to enable
tenants to pursue and achieve their zero waste goals, cutting their carbon footprint and supporting public health. In addition,
the project will implement design and construction practices that will reduce and divert demolition and construction waste
from landfills.

PROJECT GOALS
■ Collaborate with building contractors and
Recology to increase diversion of construction and
demolition waste to 75% with a minimum of four
separate waste streams.
■ Through partnerships with residents, the City of
San Francisco and local institutions the Balboa
Reservoir will work towards becoming a zero waste
community, sending no waste from the site to
landfill or incineration.

STANDARDS
S.4.13.1 Recycling and Composting Ordinance
Space for collecting and loading recycling and
compost shall be included per San Francisco
Recycling and Composting Ordinance AB-093. See
Section 7.24 (Utilities and Services) for further
design measures.

S.4.13.2 Recycling of Construction Waste
Project shall divert 65% of construction and
demolition waste consistent with City of San
Francisco standards.

GUIDELINES
G.4.13.1 Recycling
■ Adequate centrally located storage should be
provided for the collection of recyclables and
compost in common areas and in open space
areas on-site.
■ At least one drop-off point should be available to
all project occupants for hazardous and electronic
waste, and a plan for post collection disposal
should be established.
■ Signage and educational materials should include
detailed information on where to place materials
and how to reduce waste.
■ Reusable grocery bags should be provided to
residents.
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Reusable grocery bags

Three bin system

G.4.13.2 Balanced Cut and Fill
When possible, the project should use disturbed
soils on-site, to minimize off-haul and/or import of
additional soil.
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Resiliency
4.14 	RESILIENCY
The current need for resilience is urgent. In order to sustain a
safe and vibrant quality-of-life, we must respond holistically
to the weather extremes, economic disruption, and resource
depletion that are now becoming common place. By
understanding the risks associated with a given place and
systematically addressing those risks in the design and
operations of buildings, communities will be strengthened
in way that makes them more shock-resistant, healthy,
adaptable, and regenerative.

PROJECT GOALS
■ Referencing the City and County of San Francisco
Hazards and Climate Resilience Plan, Balboa
Reservoir will assess the potential hazards that will
affect the Balboa Reservoir project, including their
short and long-term impacts and address these in
the design and engage tenants to become more
prepared for emergencies and natural disasters.
This assessment will include review of RELi, a
rating system and leadership standard that takes a
holistic approach to resilient design.
■ The project will provide thermal and clean air
safety zones for heat wave and compromised
air quality relief at on-site location that is readily
accessible to all residents, including either the
community room or childcare. Safety zones
will include centralized emergency power and
communication zones where people can charge
phones or refrigerate medications during
extended power outages.
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Addressing air quality issues

GUIDELINES
G.4.14.1 Common Areas
Shared amenity spaces should be designed to
support working and learning from home. Each
building will provide a common area on-site that
supports residents working and learning from
home during shelter-in-place events. Measures to
be considered include: enhanced air filtration at
common areas, provision of free internet service,
and flexible furnishings to allow social distancing
and private working

G.4.14.2 Connect Residents with Local Resources
The project will provide all residents with
information regarding the local programs
available to support tenants and the community in
education and preparation for potential stressors
including:

Emergency preparedness planning

■ SF72 from the San Francisco Department of
Emergency Management;
■ American Red Cross Bay Area Chapter;
■ The Neighborhood Empowerment Network;
■ San Francisco Fire Department Neighborhood
Emergency Response Team;
■ Auxiliary Law Enforcement Response Teams
(ALERT);
■ San Francisco Interfaith Council provides spiritual
comfort at times of crisis, builds understanding,
celebrates diversity, and coordinates services in
San Francisco; and
■ San Francisco Department of Public Health
preparedness trainings www.sfdem.org/sfdphpreparedness.
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Overview
5.1 	 STREET DESIGN OVERVIEW
Circulation Overview
If the heart of the new Balboa Reservoir neighborhood is the park and open space network, then the
streets are the circulatory system that brings vitality to and from the surrounding neighborhoods.
The Balboa Reservoir neighborhood is located in close proximity to local and regional transit lines,
and therefore the Balboa Reservoir DSG prioritizes walking and biking over driving through the use of
traffic calming measures, in coordination with the SFMTA and City College of San Francisco.

Design Context and Concept
The Balboa Reservoir neighborhood's streets conform to the geometry of adjacent streets such as
Frida Kahlo Way, Lee Avenue, and Ocean Avenue. Except for Lee Avenue, all streets will have lower
and slower moving traffic volumes than is typical. The neighborhood will also have a more pedestrian
character, and will be an ideal destination for families, dog owners, residents, and neighbors walking
to transit.

Design Principles and Objectives
All streets should be designed according to the requirements of SF Public Works and the design
principles of the San Francisco Better Streets Plan (BSP). The Balboa Reservoir neighborhood streets
shall achieve the following objectives:
● Streets should accommodate a comprehensive set of mobility, infrastructure, and streetscape
elements, with facilities for diverse users including pedestrians, bicyclists, disabled persons, and
drivers (cars, service, and emergency vehicles).
● Streets provide an array of horizontal elements: utilities, stormwater management infrastructure,
furnishings, planting, and traffic calming.
● Streets should be designed to create a cohesive visual and physical connection between the public
realm and private spaces.
● The streetscape palette should include regularly planted street trees, for creating a canopy for
shade and shelter from wind as well as contributing to a pleasant walking and cycling environment.
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NORTH STREET

Specific street designs and characteristics are described
further in Section 06.18 (Dog Relief Area) through Section
5.17 (Townhouse Entry Courts and Private Drives).
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Note: building footprints are for
illustrative purposes only
Figure 5.1–1: Site Illustrative Plan
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The street names "North Street," "South Street,"and "West
Street" are placeholders to be renamed at a later date.
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Entry Court
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● Streets should be accessible to all modes of
transportation via Lee Avenue, North Street, South Street,
and West Street. Figure 5.1–1 (Site Illustrative Plan)
shows the designation for each street within the site
boundary.
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RIORDAN HIGH SCHOOL

5.2 	STREET T YPOLOGY

TH2

50’
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The street typology is designed to promote safer streets and ensure traffic
flows freely throughout the circulation network. It is determined by the following
characteristics:
● Circulation Context: the number of connection points to adjacent streets.
● Traffic Volume: frequency and total amount of traffic flowing through the street.
● Size: street width and total number of lanes.
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● Mixed-Use Street: Lee Avenue is designed as a mixed-use street for its
adjacency to City College campus. Mixed-use streets serve a variety of needs,
Lee Avenue is the place where campus life interfaces with the new residential
neighborhood, including a great diversity of users.
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More detail can be found in Street Design by Individual Case.

Public Open Space

STREE

TH

48’
R.O.W
.

64’
R.O.W
.

T SOU

H

● Shared Streets: shared streets are small-scale, single-surface streets that
prioritize pedestrian use, but permit vehicles and bicycles to share the open
space. Shared streets should be designed to emphasize their pedestrian scale
and calm traffic. They offer opportunities to complement the open space
network by creating pockets of usable open space.
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● Neighborhood Residential Lane: narrower and lower volume publicly owned
streets that tend to only accommodate traffic internal to the Balboa Reservoir
neighborhood. These include North Street, South Street, and West Street.

Neighborhood Residential Lane

FUTURE
CITY COLLEGE
OF SF
DIEGO RIVERA
THEATRE
AND
STEAM
BUILDING

LEE AVENUE

WEST STREET

The street types represented in the Balboa Reservoir neighborhood are listed below:
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● Townhouse Entry Court/Private Drives: primarily serving townhouse
residents.
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Four circulation-related networks are illustrated on the
following pages:
Transit Network
Pedestrian Network
Bicycle Network
Vehicular Network
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Transit Network
The Balboa Reservoir neighborhood is ideally situated with multiple
transit services nearby, including the MUNI K Line on Ocean Avenue,
bus connections at the City College Terminal and Frida Kahlo Way, and
the Balboa Park BART Station. In order to further develop an areawide transportation strategy, the Balboa Reservoir team will continue
developing its partnership with SFMTA and City College. The Balboa
Reservoir neighborhood will implement cost-effective residential
strategies that also meet the City's TDM ordinance.
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Pedestrian Network

LEE AVE NORTH

WEST ST NORTH

TH2

NORTH STREET

E

WEST STREET

F

FUTURE
CITY COLLEGE
OF SF
DIEGO RIVERA
THEATRE
AND
STEAM
BUILDING

LEE AVENUE

The Balboa Reservoir neighborhood prioritizes walking and biking. The
surrounding street network creates direct access points, for residents
and neighbors, to the central open space and connects to a familyfriendly pedestrian and bike network. Raised crossings are located at
key open space intersections, prioritizing pedestrians. Additionally,
there are multiple pedestrian connections to public transportation and
neighborhood services on Ocean Avenue.
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Bicycle Network
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Each building will house a Class I bike storage room and Class II bike
parking near building entries. A bike share station will be proposed at the
intersection of the SFPUC Retained Fee Open Space and Lee Avenue.
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Also, refer to Chapter 3 (Land Use) and Section 7.23 (On-Site Bicycle
Parking) for bike parking requirements for buildings.
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The Balboa Reservoir bicycle network provides dedicated bike lanes on Lee
Avenue linking to the Holloway Avenue Bike Route to Park Merced, as well
as to the bike lanes on Frida Kahlo Way to Sunnyside and Ocean Avenue.
Internal bike circulation is provided on North, South, and West Streets.
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Figure 5.3–3: Bicycle Network Diagram
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Vehicle Network
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The loop formed by North, West and South Streets at the interior of the site
provides vehicle access to each building entry, loading zone, and garage.
Streets are designed to slow down vehicles and support safe pedestrian and
bicycle movement. Shared streets will provide access to townhouse units.
An above-grade public parking garage may potentially be located at either
the northern or southern block of the site. Refer to Section 7.20 (Private
Parking Garages) and Section 7.21 (Public Parking Garages) for additional
information.
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Vehicular connections to the site shall be located at two access points:
Lee Avenue at Ocean Avenue and Frida Kahlo Way at North Street.
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Street Design Standards and Guidelines
5.4 	OVERVIEW
Streetscape is defined as the zone between the faces of
buildings, including the publicly accessible right-of-way
and the building setbacks. There are six streetscape zones
referenced throughout the following Street Standards and
Guidelines. Except for the drive lane zone, the categories are
derived from the San Francisco Better Streets Plan.

Setback Zone
The setback zone is the area between the property line and
the face of the building where transitions between public use
at the sidewalk and private use inside the building occur. The
adjacent users may occupy this zone for outdoor display,
seating, and planting with appropriate permits.
Architectural elements that protrude into the street such as
awnings, canopies, and marquees may also occupy this zone.

Pedestrian Throughway Zone
The pedestrian throughway zone is intended for accessible
pedestrian travel only and should be clear of obstacles,
including driveway aprons or other changes to cross
slope. The walking surface should be stable, firm and slipresistant.

Furnishing Zone
The furnishing zone provides a buffer between pedestrian
and vehicular traffic. It also contains street trees, lighting,
planting and site furnishings such as benches, trash
receptacles, and bike racks.
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Figure 5.4–1: Source: SF Better Streets Plan

Edge Zone

Drive Lane Zone

The edge zone is the area intended to provide access to
parallel parking from the sidewalk. The surface of the edge
zone should be stable, firm and slip-resistant.

The drive lane zone is allocated to vehicular travel. In this
pedestrian and bicycle-prioritized neighborhood, the width
of the vehicular drive lane should be minimized but should
still provide fire access.

Extension Zone
The extension zone refers to specific conditions where
the sidewalk extends into the parking lanes. Applications
include curb extension, flexible use of parking lanes and
bicycle parking, tree planting, and stormwater features in
the parking lane.
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STANDARDS
S.5.4.1 Pedestrian Throughway Zone

S.5.4.3 Extension Zone

■ All streets shall provide at minimum a 6-footwide pedestrian throughway.

■ See Section 5.6 (Traffic Calming Strategies) for
bulb-out and chicane design requirements.

■ At sidewalks where there is a continuous planting
zone, a minimum of 3-foot by 5-foot passing zone
at a maximum of 200-feet on center shall be
provided.

■ Accessible loadings zones and associated
curb ramps shall be designed according to the
Balboa Reservoir Infrastructure Plan (Figure
6.9 Proposed Service & Loading Plan). Postentitlement, the ADA coordinator and SFMTA
curb management staff shall provide final
approval of loading zones.

■ SF Public Works standard concrete paving shall
be used at throughway zones.

S.5.4.2 Furnishing Zone
■ Furnishing zones shall be surfaced with cast-inplace concrete or accessible permeable paving to
allow rainfall to supplement street tree irrigation.
For furnishing zones located adjacent to parking,
a minimum of a 4-foot-wide accessible pathway
should be provided centered to the parking
space.
■ See Section 5.9 (Street Planting Palette) for
street planting requirements at furnishing zones.
■ See Section 5.12 (Street Lighting) for street
lighting requirements at furnishing zones.

S.5.4.4 Drive Lane
■ All streets shall comply with SF Fire Department
fire access requirements. For more information
see the Balboa Reservoir Infrastructure Plan
(Section 6.2.4 Fire Department Access).

S.5.4.5 Curb Cut
■ See Section 7.20 (Private Parking Garages),
Section 7.21 (Public Parking Garages), and
Section 7.22 (Facilities for Residential Moving)
for garage/loading access curb cuts.

■ See Section 5.11 (Street Furniture) for site
furnishing requirements at furnishing zones.
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Typical Streetscape Accessibility Requirements and Layout
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Figure 5.4–2: Typical Streetscape Accessibility Requirements and Layout
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5.5 	STREET TREES

As the Better Streets Plan describes, street trees offer
benefits such as traffic calming, shade, stormwater runoff
reduction, support for ecological habitats, air quality
improvements, and the potential to enhance property values
and retail activity by creating a comfortable pedestrian
environment. They are also a reminder of natural cycles and
changing seasons.
City codes require new development projects to plant a 24inch box tree for every 20 feet along the property's street
frontage. The following City Codes apply to the Balboa
Reservoir site:
● SF Planning Code – Section 138.1:
Streetscape and Pedestrian Improvements
● SF Public Works Code – Article 16:
Urban Forestry Ordinance
● SF Administrative Code – Chapter 98:
The Better Streets Policy

STANDARDS
S.5.5.1 Street Trees
Street trees shall be in a minimum 24-inch box at
installation and spaced at max 20 feet on center
along the property street frontage. See Figure
5.5–2 for additional tree planting requirements.
PERFORATED PIPE

S.5.5.2 Tree Spacing and Utility Coordination

TREE WELL SURFACING

Although regular tree spacing is not always
possible due to curb cuts, sub-grade utilities, or
other sidewalk elements, regular spacing shall
be maintained to the extent possible. Utility
planning and street tree layouts shall be carefully
coordinated to minimize tree gaps. See Figure
5.5–2 for typical street layout. See also the Balboa
Reservoir Master Infrastructure Plan (Section 8:
Utility Layout and Separation) for more details.

CONTINUOUS
STRUCTURAL
SOIL TRENCH

ROOT
BALL

3'
MIN

City Policies

COMPACTED SOIL

Figure 5.5–1: Typical Section of Sand-Based Structural Soil

SIDEWALK
FURNISHING ZONE WITH
STRUCTURAL SOIL/
CELL SYSTEM BELOW

● SF Environment Code – Chapter 12:
Urban Forestry Council
For a complete a street tree species list, see Section 5.9
(Street Planting Palette).

10'
4'

10'
3'

3'

10'
4'

3'

5 1/2'
MIN

3'

ROADWAY
TYPICAL STREET TREE LAYOUT PLAN

Figure 5.5–2: Tree Well Diagram
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S.5.5.3 Soil Preparation for Street Trees
In order to maintain healthy growing conditions,
each tree shall have at least 500 cubic feet
of growing medium 3 feet deep. This can be
achieved in several ways including structural
cells placed under the sidewalk or continuous
trenches of sand-based structural soils in the
furnishing zone. See Figure 5.5–1.

S.5.5.4 Tree Wells and Sand-Based Structural Soil
Where trees are spaced 20 feet on-center,
successive tree wells should be connected with
a structural soil trench in the furnishing zone.
Sand-based structural soil involves a blend of
soil and sand, which is not “trademarked" and is
uniformly graded. This blend provides structural
strength and high levels of compaction, while
allowing for aeration, fertility, and percolation.

S.5.5.5 Streetscape Planting
Landscape material shall be planted up to the
crosswalk edge on sidewalks, provided it does not
exceed 3 feet in height as measured from
the street.

S.5.5.6 Street Trees, Intersection Design,
and Visibility
Sight line clearance requirements for the
placement of trees and plantings shall comply

No Tree Zone

Figure 5.5–3: Typical Intersection Sight Line Clearance
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5.6 	TRAFFIC CALMING STRATEGIES
with the ‘Street Tree Planting’ guidelines by SF
Public Works.
On the approach to any intersection, trees
shall be planted no closer than 25 feet from the
corner of the property line. On the far side of any
intersection, trees shall be planted no closer than
10 feet from the corner of the property line.

S.5.5.7 Tree Vertical Clearance
Trees shall have a vertical clearance of 84 inches
over the sidewalk measured from the lowest
branch, and 14 feet of vertical clearance for any
portion of the tree that hangs over the roadway.

To promote a pedestrian-friendly environment, the following
strategies have been incorporated into the DSG. For more
information see Balboa Reservoir Infrastructure Plan
(Section 6.6: Traffic Calming).

STANDARDS
S.5.6.1 Chicane
Chicanes shall be installed along West Street.
A chicane is a form of bulb-out added to the
roadway to shift the alignment and slow down
vehicles. It provides additional sidewalk space,
and thus opportunities for additional landscaping
at the street, while visually reducing the width
of drive lane. A chicane is one of the potential
traffic calming measures that can be used for
the treatment of West Street. SFMTA shall have
final authority on the location and design of the
chicane.

Chicane

S.5.6.2 Raised Crossings
Raised pedestrian crosswalks prioritize
pedestrians in the vehicular traffic zone by
slowing down vehicles. A raised crosswalk shall be
provided at the locations shown in Figure 5.3–2
(Pedestrian Network Diagram) .

Mountable traffic circle
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S.5.6.3 Bulb-Outs
Bulb-outs (also known as curb extensions) shall
be provided at intersections and mid-block
crossings to shorten pedestrian crossings,
and to provide opportunities for stormwater
management and streetscape planting. The
width of each bulb-out shall be maximized based
on vehicle turning radius and adjacent bike lane
requirements. SFMTA shall have final authority
on the location and design of bulb-outs.

GUIDELINES
G.5.6.1 Mountable Traffic Circle

Raised street crosswalk

A mountable traffic circle should be provided
at the intersection of West Street and North
Street and the intersection of West Street and
South Street. Mountable traffic circles provide
an opportunity to create neighborhood identity
while facilitating the childcare drop-off at South
Street.

+0 UP

+2"

Each mountable traffic circle shall accommodate
the turning radius of a typical passenger vehicle
while allowing large vehicles such as firetrucks to
drive over the raised traffic circle. Highly textured
traffic-rated paving material shall be used in the
traffic circle. The final layout and design shall be
subject to SF Public Works and SFMTA approval.

+2"

2"+ +6"

6"+

+2"

2"+

+6"

+2"
UP
+0

Bulb-out
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5.7 	 STREET UTILITIES AND PARKING METERS
The layout of street utilities and parking meters will be carefully coordinated with street tree placement to minimize
potential conflict between trees and street furniture.

STANDARDS
S.5.7.1 Above-Grade Utilities Location
All above-grade utilities within the right-of-way
shall be located within the furnishing zone and
shall not interfere with the clear throughway
zone. All laterals and appurtenances must be
outside of any driveway curb cuts.

S.5.7.2 Parking Meters and Other Street Elements

GUIDELINES
G.5.7.1 Location and Access
All utilities should be placed below grade
wherever feasible or be clustered around
driveway curb cuts. When possible, utilities
should be grouped and should allow clear access
to the throughway zone adjacent to street
furnishing elements.

All parking meters and other street elements,
including pay and display machines and multispace meters, shall be placed in the furnishing
zone. Street elements shall be organized and
consolidated where possible.

S.5.7.3 Parking Meters
SFMTA standard parking meters shall be
provided per SFMTA standards. Legislation will
be required from SFMTA to install parking meters
and establish time limits.
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Street Palette

RIORDAN HIGH SCHOOL

G

TH2

Streets serve as the primary realm for daily pedestrian life and vehicular
circulation throughout the Balboa Reservoir neighborhood. The following
sections outline the materials and planting palettes that help define the
Balboa Reservoir neighborhood's public realm identity.

LEE AVE NORTH

WEST ST NORTH

5.8 	OVERVIEW

NORTH STREET

E

WEST STREET

Most of the streets will be publicly owned except for the dead end
sections of West Street and Lee Avenue and the driveways and entry
courts within the townhouse blocks. These private streets are primarily
used as loading, garage access, and driveway access for buildings.
Privately owned streets allow for more flexibility on material selection
and streetscape amenities to create a pedestrian-prioritized streetscape.
Privately owned streets will be maintained by the HOA and will remain
accessible to the public. Publicly owned streets are subject to City
standards and material requirements.
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The following diagram identifies the streets where City standard
materials and lighting palettes will be used. The street planting palette is
applicable for all streets within the Balboa Reservoir neighborhood.
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Figure 5.7–1: Street Ownership & Material Application Diagram
LEGEND
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Mixed-Use Street
Neighborhood Residential Lane

LEE AVENUE

Privately Owned and Publicly Accessible Street with
Non-City-Standard Materials and Lighting Fixtures

BRIGHTON AVENUE
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Publicly Owned Street with
City-Standard Materials and Lighting Fixtures

0

125

250 ft

STREET
TYPOLOGY
PLAN B
05 / BASE
Circulation	  
75
1” = 250’ SCALE

Street Palette

RIORDAN HIGH SCHOOL

G

TH2

Sustainable plant choices are those that are climate-adapted and that
favor relatively large tree canopies that can capture carbon, hold rainwater,
provide shade, mitigate wind, and encourage pedestrian activity. Plants shall
be selected according to standards approved by the City of San Francisco
(sfplantfinder.org) for adaptability to urban soil conditions.
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CA California native species

Street trees are chosen for their ability to withstand San Francisco's strong
wind and fog, compaction, limited soil volumes, and the harsh alkaline soil
conditions found in urban settings. All trees, except the Southern California
native Catalina ironwood, are from Australia where growing conditions most
closely resemble urban conditions in San Francisco.

FRIDA KAHLO WAY
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The following symbols, adapted from sfplantfinder.org, are used throughout
the planting palette to denote place of origin:

EX
		

E

F

There are three types of plantings in the right-of-way:
● Street trees
● Low shrubs and groundcovers
● Low shrubs and groundcovers for stormwater treatment.

SF
		

LEE AVE NORTH
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5.9 	STREET PLANTING PALETTE
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Street Tree Type 5 – Evergreen Small Flowering Tree
Street Tree Type 6 – Evergreen Large Focal Point Tree

Figure 5.9–1: Street Trees Type Diagram
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LEE AVENUE

Street Tree Type 4 – Evergreen Flowering Medium Accent Tree
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Street Tree Type 3 – Evergreen Large Tree with Oval Shape

PLYMOUTH AVENUE

Street Tree Type 2 – Evergreen Medium Size Tree with Oval Shape

0

125

250 ft

DIAGRAM
BASE PLAN B
FINAL DRAFT |  May 14, 2020
1” = 250’ SCALE

Street Palette

RIORDAN HIGH SCHOOL

G
LEE AVE NORTH

WEST ST NORTH

TH2

Low Shrubs and Groundcovers
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Plantings in the right-of-way and the associated irrigation systems
are encouraged when regular maintenance and replacement can be
guaranteed by the adjacent property owner. Low plantings need to
be sturdy and low-maintenance and should be resistant to trampling
and other environmental conditions. Woody shrubs and large-leaved
succulents are discouraged. Plants that have proven to do well are a very
few selected monocots that withstand a wide range of soil, drainage, and
compaction conditions, and are crush resistant and drought-tolerant,
such as Dietes and Lomandra. Additional species are Muhlenbergia
lindheimeri and Muhlenbergia emerslyii. Those plantings can be
supplemented with climate-adapted desert and subtropical species,
such as Yucca, Beschorneria, Agave, and Aloe arborescens. These rightof-way shrubs and groundcovers will have some overlap with those used
in the open space to establish continuity.
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Figure 5.9–2: Low Shrubs and Groundcover Planting Diagram
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Low Shrubs and Groundcover Planting for
Stormwater Treatment
Stormwater plantings within the right-of-way are selected
to withstand all the above conditions in addition to seasonal
flooding. Some limited use of natives is possible.
A preliminary list of stormwater plantings are:
● Elymus glaucus (Blue Wild Rye)
● Cornus sericea (Redtwig Dogwood)
● Fragaria chiloensis (Beach Strawberry)
● Lomandra longifolia (Spiny Head Mat Rush)
● Carex tumulicola (Berkeley Sedge)
● Chondrapetalum elephantinum (Giant Cape Rush)
● Muhlenbergia emersleyi (Emersly’s Muhley Grass)

STANDARDS
S.5.9.1 Native Plant Ratio
100% of non-turf green areas must be climate
appropriate plants, within which 75% must be
native species.

Figure 5.9–3: Drought Tolerant and Low Maintenance Low Planting at Street
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STREET TREES, preferred species
Climate Appropriateness

Climate Appropriateness
CA

Catalina Ironwood
Lyonothamnus

Type 1

EX

Bloom Time
Summer

Bloom Time
Spring to Summer

Water Needs
None

Water Needs
Moderate

Associated Wildlife
Birds

Associated Wildlife
Birds, Bees

Habitat Value
Fruit

Habitat Value
Fruit

Size Determined by SF
Urban Forestry Council
Large Street Tree

Size Determined by SF
Urban Forestry Council
Large Street Tree

Native Frangipani
Hymenosporum flavum

Type 2

Climate Appropriateness

Climate Appropriateness

EX

Primrose Tree
Lagunaria patersonii
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Type 1

EX

Bloom Time
June to September

Bloom Time
Spring

Water Needs
Moderate

Water Needs
None

Associated Wildlife
Bees, Butterflies, Birds

Associated Wildlife
Birds, Butterflies

Habitat Value
Fruit, Seeds

Habitat Value
Fruit

Size Determined by SF Urban
Forestry Council
Large Street Tree

Size Determined by SF
Urban Forestry Council
Large Street Tree

Brisbane Box
Lophostemon confertus

Type 2
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STREET TREES, preferred species
Climate Appropriateness

Climate Appropriateness
EX

EX

Paperbark Tea Tree
Melaleuca quinquenervia

Type 3

Bloom Time
Summer-Fall

Bloom Time
Spring , Summer

Water Needs
None

Water Needs
None

Associated Wildlife
Birds, Bees

Associated Wildlife
Birds

Habitat Value
Fruit, Shelter

Habitat Value
Fruit, Cover

Size Determined by SF
Urban Forestry Council
Medium Street Tree

Size Determined by SF
Urban Forestry Council
Medium Street Tree

New Zealand Christmas Tree
Metrosideros excelsa

Type 4

Climate Appropriateness

Climate Appropriateness

EX

EX

Bloom Time
Fall ,Winter, Spring,
Summer

Bloom Time
Spring - Summer
Water Needs
Moderate

Water Needs
Low

Associated Wildlife
Butterflies

Associated Wildlife
Birds, Bees

Habitat Value
Fruit, Shelter

Water Gum
Tristaniopsis laurina
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Type 4

Size Determined by SF
Urban Forestry Council
Medium Street Tree

Habitat Value
Pollinators, Fruit

Red Flowering Gum
Corymbia ficifolia

Type 4

Size Determined by SF
Urban Forestry Council
Large Street Tree
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Toyon
Heteromeles arbutifolia

Climate Appropriateness

Climate Appropriateness

CA

CA

Bloom Time
Summer

Bloom Time
Fall

Water Needs
Low

Water Needs
Low

Associated Wildlife
Birds, Bees

Associated Wildlife
Birds

Habitat Value
Pollinators, Fruit

Habitat Value
Fruit

Size Determined by SF
Urban Forestry Council
Small Street Tree

Note
Used at
Private Shared Street
Monterey Cypress
Hesperocyparis macrocarpa

Type 5

Type 6

Climate Appropriateness

Climate Appropriateness:

EX

CA

Bloom Time
Spring

Bloom Time
Winter

Water Needs
None

Water Needs
Low

Associated Wildlife
Birds, Bees

Associated Wildlife
Birds, Bees

Habitat Value
Polinators

Habitat Value
Fruit, Pollinators

Mountain Lilac
Ceanothus 'Ray Hartman'
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Size Determined by SF
Urban Forestry Council
Small Street Tree
Type 5

Silk Oak
Grevillea robusta

Type 6
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LOW SHRUBS AND GROUNDCOVERS, preferred species
Climate Appropriateness

Climate Appropriateness

Climate Appropriateness

CA

SF CA

EX

Bloom Time
Summer, Spring, Fall

Bloom Time
July-Nov

Bloom Time
Spring, Summer

Water Needs
Low

Water Needs
Low

Water Needs
Low

Associated Wildlife
Bees, Butterflies

Associated Wildlife
Birds

Associated Wildlife
Bees, Birds, Butterflies

Habitat Value
Pollinators, Buds/Greens

Habitat Value
Buds/Greens, Cover

Habitat Value
Pollinator, Cover

Gooding's Muhly
Muhlenbergia emersleyi

California Buckwheat
Eriogonum fasciculatum
Climate Appropriateness
SF

California Poppy
Eschscholzia californica
Climate Appropriateness

CA

Climate Appropriateness

SF CA

EX

Bloom Time
Spring, Summer, Fall

Bloom Time
Summer, Fall

Bloom Time
Spring, Fall

Water Needs
Low

Water Needs
Low

Water Needs
Low

Associated Wildlife
Birds, Butterflies

Associated Wildlife
Butterflies, Bees,
Hummingbirds

Associated Wildlife
Butterflies, Bees,
Hummingbirds

Habitat Value
Buds/Greens, Pollinators

Habitat Value
Buds/Greens, Pollinators

Habitat Value
Buds/Greens, Cover,
Pollinators
California Sagebrush
Artemisia californica

Sage and Variety
Salvia "Bee Bliss" and Variety

Striped Fortnight Lily
Dietes grandiflora 'variegata'

Figure 5.9–4: Regular Planting Palette for Bulb-Outs and Sidewalks
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LOW SHRUBS AND GROUNDCOVER, preferred species
Climate Appropriateness

CA

CA

Bloom Time
Spring/Summer

Bloom Time
Summer

Bloom Time
Summer

Water Needs
Moderate

Water Needs
Low

Water Needs
Low

Associated Wildlife
Butterflies

Associated Wildlife
Butterflies, Insects

Associated Wildlife
Butterflies, Insects

Habitat Value
Buds/Greens

Habitat Value
Buds/Greens

Habitat Value:
Pollinator

Cedros Island Verbena
Verbena lilacina "De La Mina"

Idaho Fescue
Festuca idahoensis
Climate Appropriateness
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EX

Yellow/Red Yucca
Hesperaloe parviflora
Climate Appropriateness:

EX

Torch Aloe and Aloe Variety
Aloe arborescens

Climate Appropriateness

Climate Appropriateness

EX

Bloom Time
February to September

Bloom Time
Rarely Flowers

Water Needs
Low

Water Needs
Moderate

Associated Wildlife
Bees, Birds

Associated Wildlife
Bees, Birds

Habitat Value
Pollinators, Buds/Greens

Habitat Value
Pollinators, Buds/Greens

Smooth Agave and Agave Variety
Agave desmettiana
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LOW SHRUBS AND GROUNDCOVERS FOR STORMWATER TREATMENT, preferred species
Climate Appropriateness

Climate Appropriateness

Climate Appropriateness

CA

EX

CA

Bloom Time
Summer

Bloom Time
Spring to Fall

Bloom Time
Winter, Spring

Water Needs
Low

Water Needs
Low

Water Needs
Low

Associated Wildlife
Butterflies, Bees, Insects

Associated Wildlife
Butterflies, Birds

Associated Wildlife
Birds

Habitat Value
Buds/Greens, Cover

Habitat Value
Fruit, Cover

Habitat Value
Buds/Greens, Cover

Blue Wild-Rye
Elymus glaucus

American Dogwood
Cornus sericea
Climate Appropriateness
SF

Climate Appropriateness

CA

Water Needs
Low
Associated Wildlife
Bees, Birds, Butterflies
Habitat Value
Cover, Fruit
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Climate Appropriateness
SF

EX

Bloom Time
Spring, Winter

Fragaria chiloensis
Coast Strawberry

Berkeley Sedge
Carex tumulicola

Large Cape Rush
Chondropetalum elephantinum

CA

Bloom Time
Summer/Fall

Bloom Time
WinSpring

Water Needs
Low

Water Needs
Low

Associated Wildlife
None

Associated Wildlife
Bees, Birds, Butterflies

Habitat Value
Cover

Habitat Value
Buds/Greens, Nesting

Douglas Iris
Iris douglasiana
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5.10 	STREET PAVING MATERIALS
Paving materials are selected to withstand extensive wear
and to signify the circulation hierarchy. The street network
in the Balboa Reservoir neighborhood consists of publicly
owned and privately owned streets which will be maintained
by SF Public Works and private developers respectively and
will have different standards and guidelines.

Publicly Owned/Maintained Streets
STANDARDS
S.5.10.1 Public Works Specification
The design of the public right-of-way sidewalk
and roadway shall be compliant with SF Public
Works standard specifications and shall deploy
the latest approved list of paving materials.

S.5.10.2 Roadway
Standard roadway asphalt shall be used on
roadways. Vehicular concrete paving shall be
used at key raised crosswalks to prioritize
pedestrians and enhance open space network
connections.

S.5.10.3 Sidewalk
Concrete paving shall be used and designed to
meet load-bearing requirements. The materials
shall be able to provide level surfaces onto which
furnishings, stages and elements can be secured.
At the intersections of mid-block crossings,
unit paving shall be used at 18 inches in length

Crosswalks
(in the direction of travel). Where a sidewalk
abuts a plaza, sidewalk paving materials shall
be coordinated with the plaza paving to create a
continuous public space.

S.5.10.4 Warning Paving
City standard detectable warning paving shall be
used at raised crosswalks and curb ramps.

Thermoplastic crossing

Traffic Lane

Thermoplastic crossing with
custom pattern inlay

Warning Pavers

GUIDELINES
G.5.10.1 Raised Crosswalk
Custom crossing design using materials in
compliance with SF Public Works approved
material palette should be encouraged in all key
street intersections and park entrances to signify
pedestrian priority, add neighborhood character,
and enhance place-making.

City standard asphalt

Parallel Parking

Warning pavers, cast intact

Pedestrian Throughway/
Protected Bike Lane Median

G.5.10.2 Unit Paving at Parallel Parking
Unit paving should be used at parallel parking.
Where possible, permeable unit paving should be
considered for stormwater management subject
to City approval.

4"x 8" dark grey paver

Cast-in-place concrete;
medium gray w/ silica carbide
and water jet finish

Tree Well Surfacing

Tree Well Mulch

Cobble stone with split sides and
flamed top or split top and sides

3/4" minimum crushed black
basalt

Figure 5.10–1: City-Approved Materials for Publicly Owned Streets
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Concrete Unit Paving
Privately Owned/Maintained Streets
In privately owned and maintained streets, paving materials are not limited to the SF Public Works standard paving palette.
Privately owned streets provide an opportunity to feature unique materials and details to introduce variation within the
design of the public realm.
6x12 concrete unit paver, ground and blasted finish

STANDARDS
S.5.10.5 Sidewalk and Roadway
The materials used for sidewalk and roadway
in shared streets shall be durable enough to
withstand extensive use, wear-and-tear, and loadbearing requirements for all types of vehicles.
Materials, colors and finishes used for both
pedestrian and vehicular zones create a unified
pedestrian priority auto space.

S.5.10.6 Warning Paving
Detectable warning paving shall be used at
shared streets to signify pedestrian priority. Cast
iron or white precast detectable warning pavers
are recommended for durability and aesthetic
quality and variation.

S.5.10.7 Vehicular Unit Paving
When unit pavers are used for roadway
applications, smaller unit pavers and a
bituminous setting bed shall be used to
withstand heavy loads and extend longevity
of the paving system.

GUIDELINES
G.5.10.3 Permeable Paving

Permeable Paving

Permeable paving should be used to reduce
impervious surface for stormwater management
and should meet SFPUC stormwater
management requirements.

G.5.10.4 Paving Patterns
Special paving pattern designs and material
variations are recommended to define spatial
identity.

Pedestrian permeable paving

Vehicular permeable paving

Warning Paving

Warning pavers cast iron

Warning pavers alt 1
Precast concrete

Tree Well Surfacing

Tree Well Mulch

4x4 cobble stone with
flamed finish

Gravel mulch

Figure 5.10–2: Street Material Examples for Privately Owned Street
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5.11 	STREET FURNITURE
Seating, Receptacles, Bike Racks, and Other Amenities
Street furniture is intended to be an amenity that supports
a wide variety of activities. The primary materials for
furnishings are steel and wood, for durability and comfort.
Pictured to the right is suggested street furniture that
shows the recommended character of naturally-weathered
materials and finishes which should be coordinated across
the site to ensure a consistent palette. The standards and
guidelines outlined in this chapter are for both private and
public streets.

STANDARDS
S.5.11.1 Location
Site furnishings shall be located within the
furnishing zones parallel to the curb per the
Better Streets Plan. Site furnishings shall be
located in areas where they are likely to be
used, such as low traffic shared streets or at the
Reservoir Park entrance. Their locations are also
determined by ADA access and loading zones.
Use of non-DPW standard furniture on public
right-of-ways requires a special permit

S.5.11.2 Bike Racks
■ Selected bike racks shall have a rectangular
section, be securely mounted, and employ
durable materials that do not require
maintenance. They shall also meet all additional
requirements as noted in the SFMTA Bicycle Rack
Specifications.
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■ The Balboa Reservoir neighborhood shall provide
Class II bike parking for each building and open
space at the right-of-way or in the publicly
accessible open space.
■ The placement of bike racks shall comply with
SFMTA Bicycle Parking Standards, Guidelines,
and Recommendations. The total Class II bike
parking requirement shall be defined according
to the final TDM plan. See additional bike parking
requirements see Section 7.23 (On-Site Bicycle
Parking) and Section 7.39 (On-Site Bicycle
Parking) at townhouses.

Benches

Manufactured bench with back,
metal and wood finish

Manufactured backless bench,
metal and wood finish

Bollards

S.5.11.3 Bollards
Fixed bollards shall be provided at mid-block
crossings and removable bollards shall be
provided at the SFPUC Open Space access drive
curb cut.

Manufactured bench with
reclaimed wood or similar
Bollard, metal finish
or similar

GUIDELINES
G.5.11.1 Litter and Recycling Receptacles
Litter and recycling receptacles should be
provided when regular maintenance and cleaning
is available. They should be attractive site
furnishings which contribute to the character
of the street and provide options for landfill,
recycling, and compost. Waste receptacles
shall be located in areas of high pedestrian
traffic, such as near pedestrian crossings. SF
Public Works shall have final authority on trash
receptacle selection and locations.

Litter + Recycling
Receptacles

Bike Racks

Trash and recycling receptacles,
for metal finish

Square stainless or galvanized
steel tube section

Figure 5.11–1: Street Furnishing Examples
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Street Palette

5.12 	STREET LIGHTING

ST

Straight Square Steel Pole
Privately Owned Shared Street Pole Lights

Street lighting at the Balboa Reservoir neighborhood is an important component of the streetscape design. It helps to
establish a sense of continuity and cohesiveness in the neighborhood and a hierarchy of primary and secondary streets. The
FIXTURE TYPE:
quality and intensity of the light provides neighborhood character, as well as a sense of safety and security. Lighting design
PROJECT
intent shall follow IES-RP8, Illuminating Engineering Society standards appropriate to the
subject NAME:
street type.
40'

STANDARDS
S.5.12.1 Location
All street lights shall be located within the
furnishing zone and should not obstruct
pedestrian throughways or the loading and
unloading of people and goods.

S.5.12.2 Public Street Pole Lights

GUIDELINES
FEATURES:
• Heights available from 10 to 40'
G.5.12.1 Suspended Lights

Suspended lights
are recommended
forpowder
the
• Galvanized
then polyster
coat painted (AAMA 2604 standard)
privately owned
shared streets.
• Supplied with a two piece casted
aluminum base cover

Manufactured pedestrian light,
metal finish

Louis Poulsen Abertslund
Maxi Post or similar

30'
SFPUC Alternate Streetlight Package

• Multiple mounting options

Alternate from SFPUC Street Light Catalogue

Street lighting design for public right-of-ways
shall be in compliance with SFPUC guidelines
and the light fixtures shall be selected from the
SFPUC Street Light Catalogue. See MIP (Section
6.5.5: Lighting) for more information.

Public Street Pole Light
20'
Fixture Orientation
B Side
Handhole

S.5.12.3 Privately Owned Shared Street Pole Lights
Street pole lights at privately owned shared
public ways shall be pedestrian in scale to
emphasize pedestrian priority. Colors and
finishes shall be coordinated with other site
furnishings and building color palettes. The same
pedestrian poles shall be used at both the shared
public way and the public open space. Street
light fixtures in privately owned streets are not
required to be selected from the SFPUC Street
Light Catalogue.

10'
C Side

D Side

Manufactured pole light from
SFPUC catalogue of acceptable
fixtures, metal finish

A Side
Philips Lumec Roadstar GPLM
~4” Steel Pole

12” Arm Lighting Palette
Figure 5.12–1: Street
48” Fixture
Integral Photocell
HORTON LEES BROGDEN LIGHTING DESIGN

4" Square
8.5" Bolt Circle

ORDERING GUIDE: EXAMPLE: ST-20-BLK-A20-B12-STD

new york | san francisco | los angeles | boston | miami | denver
8580 Washington Blvd, Culver City CA 90232 P: 310.837.0929 F: 310.837.0902
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5.14

5.17
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ENTRY COURT

5.14

NORTH STREET

NORTH STREET

E
LEE AVENUE

F
WEST STREET

Given the number of unique conditions at Balboa Reservoir, maintaining
a simple and coherent street design is essential to providing a
unifying framework for development over time. In order to support
implementation of the Streetscape Design Guidelines, the following
sections will provide detailed standards and guidelines for individual
streets. The streets are listed per Section 5.2 (Street Typology).

5.15

FRIDA KAHLO WAY

TH2

5.13
LEE AVENUE NORTH

Street Design by Individual Case

5.13

TH1
5.17

D

TOW
ENTRYNHOUSE
COUR
T

C

H
5.16

WEST
S
SHARETREET SOU
D STR TH
EET

SOUTH

B

STREE

T

5.14

A

LEGEND

Section Number in Chapter 5

5.XX

Section Number in Chapter 5
Note: building footprints are for
illustrative purposes only

NUE

Figure 5.12–2: Street Ownership & Key Plan
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LEE AVENUE

PLYMOUTH AVENUE

Privately Owned Streets with Public Access
5.XX

N AVE

BRIGHTON AVENUE
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Publicly Owned Streets
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Street Design by Individual Case / Lee Avenue

TH2

G

5.13 	LEE AVENUE
Lee Avenue is a primary mixed-use street connecting the project site to the adjacent
neighborhood. Lee Avenue will serve nonresidential and residential uses including
potential future housing on City College property. The extension of Lee Avenue is a treelined bicycle boulevard that provides a gateway to Reservoir Park and a complementary
edge to the City College Master Plan. It will be the primary bicycle connection south
to the Class III bike route to Holloway Avenue and to Frida Kahlo Way. The treatment of
Lee Avenue is divided into three main zones, with five total segments. See Figure 5.13–1
(Lee Avenue, Key Map).

WEST STREET

NORTH STREET

L.3
D
SOU T

H

Lee Avenue at Central Block (L.2 & L.3)

B

PLYMOUTH AVENUE

O CE A

N AVE

NUE

C
H STR

A

EE T

L.4

L.5
BRIGHTON AVENUE

The section of Lee Avenue between North Street and South Street will have an
asymmetric profile within a 72-foot-wide-right-of-way. It will have one travel lane in
each direction and a protected Class IV bike lane and a minimum of 12-foot-wide
sidewalks on both sides. Parallel parking and loading areas are provided only on the
west side of the street. See Figure 5.13–4 (Lee Avenue, Site Plan L.2) and Figure
5.13–5 (Lee Avenue, Site Plan L.3).

L. 2

Figure 5.13–1: Lee Avenue, Key Map

LEE AVENUE

The section of Lee Avenue north of North Street provides a one-way exit route for
Riordan High School, a possible garage exit for Block G, and a potential parking garage
exit from the City College property. This segment will be a conventional two-way street
with a minimum 12-foot sidewalk on both sides. The right-of-way for this segment is 50feet wide. This segment of Lee Avenue will be privately owned with public access. See
Figure 5.13–2 (Lee Avenue, Site Plan L.1).
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Lee Avenue North of North Street (L.1)

Note: building footprints are for
illustrative purposes only
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Street Design by Individual Case

Lee Avenue South of South Street (L.4 & L.5)
Lee Avenue south of South Street will taper from a 72-footwide right-of-way to a 56-foot-wide right-of-way to match
the existing width between 1110 and 1150 Ocean Avenue. At
this segment, there will be no parking on either side of the
street and one travel lane and bike lane in each direction.
Class II bike lanes run from South Street to the SFPUC
Retained Fee Open Space and transition into Class III bike
lanes through Ocean to Holloway Avenue Class III bike
route. There will be bulb-outs at intersections and midblock
crossings at the Reservoir Park and SFPUC Retained Fee
Open Space to emphasize pedestrian priority and traffic
calming. A vehicular left turn lane on the southern most
end of Lee Avenue will assist with traffic control at the
intersection of Lee Avenue and Ocean Avenue. See Figure
5.13–7 (Lee Avenue, Site Plan L.4) and Figure 5.13–9 (Lee
Avenue, Site Plan L.5).

STANDARDS

GUIDELINES

S.5.13.1 Street Zone Dimensions

G.5.13.1 Stormwater Management

Right-of-way cross-section dimensions shall
be as shown in Figure 5.13–2 through Figure
5.13–10.

S.5.13.2 Element and Material Specification
Landscape elements shall be provided per Figure
5.13–2 through Figure 5.13–9. Dimensions vary.

S.5.13.3 Raised Crosswalk
The crosswalk at the intersection of Lee Avenue
and the Reservoir Park entry and the intersection
of Lee Avenue and the SFPUC Retained Fee Open
Space shall be raised and a minimum of 50 feet
long. High quality paving materials such as unit
paving are encouraged. See Balboa Reservoir
Infrastructure Plan (Section 6.6: Traffic Calming)
and Section 5.6 (Traffic Calming Strategies) for
more details.

Some of the Lee Avenue stormwater
requirements will be offset in the open space
stormwater management areas. See Chapter 6
(Open Space Network) for more information.
This enables flexibility in the design of Lee
Avenue including managing challenging grading,
potential inclusion of protected bike ways, and
other pedestrian amenities. The open space
stormwater management area will be sized over
the 25% requirement to offset the Lee Avenue
stormwater requirement.

S.5.13.4 Loading
Loading per Balboa Reservoir Infrastructure Plan,
(Figure 6.9: Proposed Service and Loading Plan)..

S.5.13.5 SFPUC Asset Protection Standards
Street trees are not allowed where the roadway
and sidewalk cross the SFPUC Retained Fee
parcel. Refer to SFPUC Asset Protection
Standards for tree restrictions over transmission
distribution assets at this parcel.
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Street Design by Individual Case / Lee Avenue
50' R.O.W.
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L.1

TL 26’
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17

B
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See Figure 5.13-3

2

L.5

3

Key Map

G

LEE AVENUE

H

L.3

18

LEGEND
1 Tree Well
2 Concrete Sidewalk
3 Street Light
4 Litter + Recycling Receptacle
5 Bioretention Planting
6 Regular Planting
7 Warning Paver
8 Curb Cut for Accessible

Loading/Parking

9 Raised Crosswalk
10 Traffic Island
11 Curb Cut for Garage
12 Bike Rack

13 Bench

9

14 Bollard
15 Concrete Unit Pavers
16 Roadway - Asphalt
17 Curb Cut for Driveway
18 Bike Share

BL
P
SW
TL
M
BO

4

bike lane
parking
sidewalk
travel lane
median
bulb-out

NORTH
STREET

5
6

0

25

50 ft

L.1
L. 2

E

Figure 5.13–2: Lee Avenue, Site Plan L.1
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Lee Avenue Enlarged Plans /

Street Design by Individual Case

PL
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1
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F

2
50' R.O.W
D
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C
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A

Fire Apparatus
Access Zone
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26’

6’

6’

Planting /
Furnishing

Throughway

Apartment
Building

26'
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City College
of SF
Development

4’

CLEAR
PATH

Figure 5.13–3: Lee Avenue, Section 1
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*see "Figure 5.13–2: Lee Avenue, Plan Enlargements L.1
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Street Design by Individual Case / Lee Avenue Sections
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LEE AVENUE

L.5
Key Map

1 Tree Well
2 Concrete Sidewalk
3 Street Light
4 Litter + Recycling Receptacle
5 Bioretention Planting
6 Regular Planting
7 Warning Paver
8 Curb Cut for Accessible

Loading/Parking

9 Raised Crosswalk with

Special Treatment

10 Traffic Island
11 Curb Cut for Garage

3
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8

2

14 Bollard

See Figure 5.13-6

15 Concrete Unit Pavers
16 Roadway - Asphalt

E

17 Curb Cut for Driveway
18 Bike Share
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C
See Figure 5.13-6
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Figure 5.13–4: Lee Avenue, Site Plan L.2

Figure 5.13–5: Lee Avenue, Site Plan L.3
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Lee Avenue Sections /

Street Design by Individual Case
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Figure 5.13–6: Lee Avenue, Section 2
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*see "Figure 5.13– 4 & 5: Lee Avenue, Plan Enlargements L.2 & L.3
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Street Design by Individual Case / Lee Avenue Sections
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Figure 5.13–7: Lee Avenue, Site Plan L.4
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Lee Avenue Sections / Street Design by Individual Case
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*see "Figure 5.13–2: Lee Avenue, Site Plan L.1".4
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Figure 5.13–9: Lee Avenue, Site Plan L.5
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*see "Figure 5.13–2: Lee Avenue, Site Plan L.1"5
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Street Design by Individual Case / North Street and South Street
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5.14 	NORTH STREET AND SOUTH STREET
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Figure 5.14–1: North & South Street, Key Map
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LEE AVENUE

N AVE

A

BRIGHTON AVENUE

PLYMOUTH AVENUE

O CE A

C

S.1

H

South Street will be an east-west neighborhood residential lane with a 64-foot-wide rightof-way. It will provide vehicular, pedestrian and bike access to individual buildings, childcare,
Brighton Paseo, and Reservoir Park. Loading zones and 12-foot-wide sidewalks are provided
on both sides of the street. South Street will have slower traffic and will accommodate
bicycles on the street. There will be bulb-outs at intersections and, as in the case of North
Street, a midblock raised crossing to create safe connections to Reservoir Park and Brighton
Paseo. Stormwater will be treated through bioswales located in the bulb-out areas and
through pervious paving in vehicular areas.

Note: building footprints are for
illustrative purposes only

N. 2
LEE STREET

N.1

North Street will be an east-west neighborhood residential street with a 64-foot-wide rightof-way providing vehicular, bike, pedestrian and service access to buildings and to Reservoir
Park. Parallel parking and 12-foot-wide sidewalks are provided on both sides of the street.
North Street will also extend eastward connecting Lee Avenue to the existing Frida Kahlo
Way and provide access to the future Performing Arts Education Center at City College.
The portion of North Street between Lee Avenue and Frida Kahlo Way will be narrowed to a
62-foot-wide right-of-way to accommodate designated bike lanes on both sides of the street
and parallel parking on the south side. There will be bulb-outs at intersections and a raised
midblock crossing at Reservoir Park to strengthen pedestrian connections to the central
public space. Street stormwater will be treated with rain gardens in bulb-outs or pervious
paving in vehicular areas.
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Street Design by Individual Case

STANDARDS

GUIDELINES

S.5.14.1 Street Zone Dimensions

G.5.14.1 Stormwater Management

Right-of-way cross-section dimensions shall be
as shown in Figure 5.14–2 to Figure 5.14–6.

S.5.14.2 Element and Material Specification
Elements shall be included per Figure 5.14–2
to Figure 5.14–5. All elements shown shall be
included.

S.5.14.3 Raised Crosswalk
Crosswalks at the intersection of North Street
and the Reservoir Park entrance, and South
Street and the Reservoir Park entrance shall be
raised and at minimum 60 feet long at North
Street and 15 feet long at South Street. High
quality paving materials such as unit paving
are recommended. See Balboa Reservoir
Infrastructure Plan (Section 6.6: Traffic Calming)
and Section 5.6 (Traffic Calming Strategies) for
more details.
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To the extent possible, stormwater generated
within the North Street and South Street rightof-ways shall be treated within the right-of-way
in centralized linear bioretention treatment
areas adjacent to the sidewalk. The bioretention
planters adjacent to the sidewalk shall have
a 6-inch curb for fall protection. An alternate
treatment option is to route North Street and
South Street stormwater to Reservoir Park. A
Brighton Paseo stormwater area is also under
consideration.

G.5.14.2 Mountable Traffic Circle
High quality paving such as unit paving is
encouraged around the mountable traffic circles
at the intersection of North Street and West
Street and the intersection of South Street and
West Street. See Balboa Reservoir Infrastructure
Plan (Section 6.6: Traffic Calming) and Section
5.6 (Traffic Calming Strategies) for more details.
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Street Design by Individual Case / North Street and South Street Site Plan and Sections
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North Street and South Street Site Plan and Section / Street Design by Individual Case
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Figure 5.14–3:    North Street N.2 Section
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Street Design by Individual Case / North Street Plan Enlargement and Section
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Figure 5.14–4: North Street Site Plan N.1
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South Street Plan Enlargement / Street Design by Individual Case
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West Street / Street Design by Individual Case

TH2

G

West Street will be a north-south neighborhood residential
street with a 54-foot-wide right-of-way providing vehicular,
pedestrian, and bike access to individual buildings,
townhouses, San Ramon Paseo, and Reservoir Park. This
street will have an asymmetrical profile with parallel
parking on the east side. There will be one travel lane in
each direction with a 10.5-foot-wide sidewalk on both sides
of the street. Since there will be no parallel parking at the
townhouse side of the street, a continuous 4-foot-wide tree
and planting buffer with 8-foot-wide breaks every 60 feet
will be provided along this frontage. The streetscape design
will feature traffic calming elements such as chicanes,
raised crosswalks, and mountable traffic circles.
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Figure 5.15–1: West Street, Key Map
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illustrative purposes only
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Street Design by Individual Case / West Street

STANDARDS

GUIDELINES

S.5.15.1 Street Zone Dimensions

G.5.15.1 Stormwater Management

Right-of-way cross-section dimensions shall be
as shown in Figure 5.15–2 through Figure 5.15–3.

S.5.15.2 Element and Material Specification
Elements per Figure 5.15–2. All elements shown
shall be included. Dimensions vary to meet sitespecific conditions.

S.5.15.3 Raised Crosswalk
The crosswalk at the intersection of West Street
and the Reservoir Park entry shall be raised and
30 feet long at minimum. High quality paving
materials such as unit paving is recommended.
See MIP (Section 6.6: Traffic Calming) and
Section 5.6 (Traffic Calming Strategies) for more
details.
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Due to grading challenges and spatial
constraints, West Street will not be able to
meet the 25% reduction in stormwater rate
and volume. The open space stormwater
management area will be oversized beyond
the 25% requirement to offset the West Street
stormwater requirement. See Chapter 6 (Open
Space Network) for more information.

G.5.15.2 Mountable Traffic Circle
High-quality paving such as unit paving is
recommended at the mountable traffic circle at
the intersection of North Street and West Street
and the intersection of South Street and West
Street.
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West Street Plan Enlargement / Street Design by Individual Case
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Street Design by Individual Case / West Street Section
* Planting zone to contain 500 cubic feet of verified
growing media at a 3-foot depth per street tree
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West Streets North and South, Shared Streets / Street Design by Individual Case

G

W.1

5.16 	WEST STREETS NORTH AND SOUTH,
SHARED STREETS

NORTH STREET

WEST STREET

The privately managed, pedestrianized raised street at the north end of
West Street has a 54-foot-wide right-of-way. 28-feet outside the fire lane
will serve as a usable open space with attractive paving that provides supplemental fire access and signifies pedestrian priority, and at the seating
area with large trees at the end of the street to terminate the view. The
streets will be flanked by townhouse entries on the west side and stoops
on the east side. Off-street loading for Block G will be accommodated on
the West Street North Shared Street.

NORTH STREET

E

F

LEE STREET

West Street North Shared Street (W.1)

FRIDA KAHLO WAY

TH2

TH1

West Street South Shared Street (W.4)
D
SOU T

H

B

N AVE

A

NUE

BRIGHTON AVENUE

PLYMOUTH AVENUE

Note: building footprints are for
illustrative purposes only

EE T

W.4

The pocket park at the West Street North is one of the possible dog relief
area locations currently under consideration. See Section 06.18 (Dog
Relief Area) for additional information.
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Figure 5.16–1: West Street, Shared Street Key Map
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LEE AVENUE

The West Street South shared street will also be a privately operated
street. The south end of West Street will provide fire access, vehicular
access, and off-street loading for Block B and the townhouse area. This
curbless street will be flanked by plantings and stoops on both sides and
will be curbless with permeable paving and warning pavers to emphasize
its pedestrian nature of the street.
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Street Design by Individual Case / West Streets North and South, Shared Streets

STANDARDS
S.5.16.1 Street Zone Dimensions
Right-of-way cross-section dimensions shall be
as shown in Figure 5.16–2 (West Street North,
Site Plan W.1).

S.5.16.2 Element and Material Specification
Elements are per Figure 5.16–2 and Figure
5.16–5. All elements shown shall be included.
Dimensions vary.

S.5.16.3 Street Profile
The street shall be curbless and paved with ADA
accessible, H-20 load-bearing special paving to
emphasize pedestrian priority.

S.5.16.4 Fire Access
26-foot-clear fire access zones shall be provided.
See Balboa Reservoir Infrastructure Plan
(Section 6.2.4: Fire Department Access) for more
details.

S.5.16.5 Loading
Shared public ways at the north and south
end of West Street shall accommodate auto
access and loading to adjacent townhouses. See
Balboa Reservoir Infrastructure Plan (Figure
6.9: Proposed Service & Loading Plan) for more
details.

S.5.16.6 Street Furnishing and Lighting
Since West Street has limited auto access at
the north and the south ends, the termini can
double-up as usable outdoor space. They should
be developed to have a plaza-like character with
furnishings and street lighting which serves
pedestrians as well as autos.

GUIDELINES
G.5.16.1 Vehicular Access
At West Street South, vehicular access shall be
limited to 2/3 of the street so a mini park can be
accommodated at the end of the street to serve
as a gateway to the SFPUC Open Space and to
provide a visual terminus at the end of street at
West Street North. Special paving shall be used
for the entire roadway to distinguish the shared
zone from vehicular driveway in public streets.

High quality paving creates a plaza-like environment to serve slow
vehicles, bike and pedestrian circulation

G.5.16.2 Planting
Planting should maximize habitat creation and
stormwater management. See Section 5.9
(Street Planting Palette).

G.5.16.3 Stormwater Management
Stormwater generated within West Street
South should be treated within the right-of-way.
Permeable paving is recommended.
Fire access lane serves as pedestrian pathway
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West Street North, Shared Street / Street Design by Individual Case
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Street Design by Individual Case / West Street North, Shared Street
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*see "Figure 5.15.2: West Street North, Plan Enlargement", Site Plan W.1
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West Street South, Shared Street / Street Design by Individual Case
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Street Design by Individual Case / West Street South, Shared Street
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26’

Planting /
Furnishing

3’

Travel
Lane

6’
Throughway

Setback

Key Map

*see "Figure 5.15.6: West Street South, Plan Enlargement", Site Plan W.4
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Townhouse Entry Courts and Private Drives / Street Design by Individual Case
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The intent of the townhouse entry courts is to provide a strong visual
terminus to North and South Streets, and to integrate the townhouses
into the rest of the project. Entry courts and private drives within the
townhouse neighborhood will be designed to accommodate pedestrian
and cyclists as well as low speed vehicle circulation.

FRIDA KAHLO WAY

5.17 	TOWNHOUSE ENTRY COURTS AND
PRIVATE DRIVES

TH1

T H .1

D
SOU T

H
B

A

NUE

Figure 5.17–1: Townhouse Entry Courts, Key Map

FINAL DRAFT |  May 14, 2020

LEE AVENUE

Note: configuration of private
drives and buildings are for
illustrative purposes only.

N AVE

EE T

BRIGHTON AVENUE

PLYMOUTH AVENUE

O CE A

C
H STR

0

125

05

250 ft

/ Circulation	   117

Street Design by Individual Case / Townhouse Entry Courts and Private Drives

AUTO COURT AND PRIVATE DRIVE PRECEDENTS

STANDARDS
S.5.17.1 Entry Courts
Entry courts shall be designed as auto/
pedestrian courts and shall be located at the
ends of North Street and South Street. Special
paving and curbless treatment shall be used
to emphasize their pedestrian character. No
gates or fences are allowed at the auto court
entries. Refer to Section 7.29 (Entry Courts)for
additional standards at entry courts and private
drives.

GUIDELINES
G.5.17.1 Planting
Planting should maximize habitat creation and
stormwater management. See Section 5.9
(Street Planting Palette).

S.5.17.2 Private Drives

Figure 5.17–2: Permeable and vehicular rated paving is used to
maximize pervious surface for stormwater management

Special paving and curbless treatment shall be
provided at private drives within the townhouse
neighborhood to emphasize the pedestrian
character. Planting shall be maximized to
enhance the pedestrian character and to slow
vehicle traffic.

S.5.17.3 Stormwater Management
Stormwater that is generated within the rightof-way of townhouse driveways shall be treated
within the townhouse development parcel.
Permeable paving is recommended as a driveway
and auto court treatment to increase pervious
surface area.

Figure 5.17–3: Planting is maximized wherever possible to scale down
the width of the driveway and for traffic calming.
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Figure 5.17–4: High quality paving material, planting and accent lighting
create a pedestrian environment.
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Open Space Concept
6.1 	DESIGN OVERVIEW
The publicly accessible open space network, oriented to the
Pacific Ocean and Mount Davidson, is the central organizing
principle for the Balboa Reservoir neighborhood. The two
primary areas, Reservoir Park and the SFPUC Retained Fee
Open Space, are linked by pedestrian and bicycle circulation
to Westwood Park, Sunnyside, City College of San Francisco,
Ocean Avenue and transit.
The design will create new and memorable outdoor spaces
the will reflect the unique natural and cultural history of
the area. The sloped topography and ocean views serve as
inspiration for a dynamic open space network serving the
diverse existing and anticipated residents of the Balboa
Reservoir neighborhood. Walkers, joggers, bicyclists, transit
riders, and families from the surrounding areas, will be
welcomed to visit, or to simply pass through the site.

Urban open space serves as a refuge for habitat and the community.
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Open Space Concept
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Design Intent
The Balboa Reservoir neighborhood open space design is
shaped by the following guidelines:
Pavilion Plaza

1. Celebrate and reinterpret the natural topography of
the existing site through grading and terracing.
2. Maintain a central open space to serve as the heart of
the pedestrian network.

F

3. Align access points with existing streets that
terminate at the site edge, facilitating movement
within and throughout the Balboa Reservoir site.
4. Achieve a balance between recreation spaces and
natural habitats that connect people to nature.
5. Optimize solar orientation and provide wind
protection as an integral part of the design.
6. Encourage indoor and outdoor building relationships,
especially the community room and other shared
spaces.

Reservoir Park

TH1

D

7. Maximize stormwater reuse and biodiversity.
8. Provide family-oriented areas at various scales and
for a wide age range.
9. Ensure long-term sustainable operations and
maintenance.
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* See disclaimer in Section 6.14
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Note: building footprints are for illustrative purposes only

FINAL DRAFT |  May 14, 2020

OCE

AN A
V EN

UE

Figure 6.1–1: Public Open Space Key Map.

0

50

06

100

200 ft

/ Open Space Network   123

Open Space Concept

6.2 	WORKING URBAN ECOSYSTEM
Expression of Natural Processes
The flow of water through the site’s restored topography will be visible,
with surface and roof water directed to richly planted bioswales located
at intervals between the programmed terraces. The bioswales will be
designed to retain moisture, attract birds and insects, and invite children
into planted rain gardens by way of stepping stones which bridge across
the swales. Most of the building stormwater will be directed to these
larger centralized planting areas. This minimizes the need for small-scale
and dispersed flow-through planters which are inaccessible and costly to
build and maintain. Additional stormwater management strategies include
permeable paving, infiltration galleries under lawns, and flow-through
planters at residential blocks. Stormwater management requirements are
treated as an opportunity for environmental education and the promotion
of native plants.

Stormwater Management
The SFPUC Stormwater Management Regulations require the
stormwater runoff peak flow rate and volume to decrease by 25% from
pre-development conditions for a two-year 24-hour storm. It is difficult
for the public streets to meet this requirement on their own, due to a
lack of space and grading constraints at the right-of-way. Stormwater
management facilities on development parcels will be sized to offset the
public streets by providing reductions for rates and volume beyond the
required 25%. As SFPUC will continue ownership of the SFPUC Retained
Fee Open Space, no development-parcel stormwater will be treated within
this area. Stormwater within the SFPUC Retained Fee Open Space will be
self-treated by providing a 50% pervious surface, utilizing either planting
or permeable paving, but not bioretention.
Design guidelines are based on the SF Better Streets Plan: Bioretention
Section and the SFPUC Stormwater Design Guidelines. The project is

LEGEND
Flow-Through Planter

Stormwater Planting

Bioretention at Bulb-Out

Watershed

Public Open Space

Permeable Surface

Figure 6.2–1:   Site Stormwater Management

BALBOA RESERVOIR | SITE PLAN
BALBOA
| SITE
PLAN
BALBOA RESERVOIR
|| 11/15/18
SITE
PLAN
SAN FRANCISCO, CA RESERVOIR
| RESERVOIR
COMMUNITY
PARTNERS,
LLC

124   Balboa Reservoir Design Standards and Guidelines

0

125

250 ft

FINAL DRAFT |  May 14, 2020

0'
0'

125'
125'

Open Space Concept

also subject to the Combined Sewer Area Performance
Requirement of the San Francisco Stormwater Management
Requirements (SMRs). See Master Infrastructure Plan
(Chapter 13: Stormwater Management System) for
technical stormwater analysis and concepts and Section
4.11 (Stormwater) for stormwater standards and guidelines.

STANDARDS
S.6.2.1 Building Stormwater
Buildings that are directly adjacent to public
open space shall direct at least 50% of the
building’s stormwater to open space rain
gardens. The rest of the building stormwater shall
be treated within the common residential open
space of each block.

Reclaimed wood log bridge at rain garden encourages nature play

Seasonal stormwater feature in private courtyard

Sculptural splash block and downspout

Metal bridge through rain garden

S.6.2.2 Landscape Stormwater Features
Runnels, sculptural stone splash blocks, and
open roof leaders shall be used in the public open
space to express the flow of stormwater through
the site.

S.6.2.3 Rain Garden Design
Boulders and reclaimed wood bridges shall be
added to provide informal connections and to
encourage nature play for children.

S.6.2.4 Permeable Paving
Permeable paving shall be used wherever
possible to maximize infiltration.

Figure 6.2–2:   Stormwater Management Techniques
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Biodiversity
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Figure 6.2–3: Site Biodiversity
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The Balboa Reservoir neighborhood is located in proximity to several
significant open spaces, including Mount Davidson, Balboa Park, McLaren
Park, Glen Canyon Park, Stern Grove, Park Merced, and San Bruno
Mountain. Along with the City’s Green Connection Initiative, the Balboa
Reservoir neighborhood's open spaces can contribute to increased
biodiversity and improved access to the larger open space network. The
Green Connection Initiative aims to increase access to parks, open spaces,
and the waterfront by envisioning a network of ‘green connectors’ or city
streets that will be upgraded incrementally over the next 20 years to make
it safer and more pleasant to travel to parks by walking, biking, and using
other forms of active transportation.
Plant selection for the Balboa Reservoir neighborhood will build upon the
Green Connections recommended plants for Ingleside — Coast Live Oak
and buckeye — to be augmented with fog belt and native plant species as
needed to enhance existing biodiversity, maximize stormwater treatment,
minimize water use, lower maintenance requirements, and eliminate
the need for pesticides. Interpretive signage will connect residents and
neighbors to nature to inspire stewardship and awareness for climate
resiliency. For detailed plant selections, see Section 06.3 (Planting
Palette) and Section 4.8 (Biodiversity) for standards and guidelines.

G

TH2

To support the recently adopted San Francisco Climate Emergency
Declaration as well as the City's biodiversity policy and vision, the Balboa
Reservoir neighborhood's open space will aim to maximize biodiversity,
provide equitable access to nature for all, foster community, and
encourage ecological stewardship.
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Food Access

RIORDAN HIGH SCHOOL

The landscape design should reinforce the importance of access to,
and education regarding, healthy local food production. Opportunities
include spaces for education within the Reservoir Park, community
gardens, Meyer lemon, and avocado orchards, and a kitchen within
the main community room. The SFPUC Retained Fee Open Space
may provide the opportunity for farmers’ markets to provide a regular
supply of local, healthy, organic food. Partnerships with the City
College Culinary Arts program, Environmental Horticulture program,
Whole Foods Market, and local food retailers and businesses along the
Ocean Avenue Community Benefits District are encouraged in order to
strengthen the network of food-related activities in the community and
the park. Refer to Section 4.9 (Healthy Food and Wildlife Systems)for
additional information regarding food access.
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Figure 6.2–4: Site Open Space Food Programs
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Food Access Examples

Community garden

Educational signage / programming

Collaborations with local grocers

Orchard

Community kitchen

Farmers market at SFPUC Retained Fee open space

Figure 6.2–5:   Food Access Examples
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Planting and Material Palette
6.3 	PLANTING PALETTE
To support the City’s biodiversity vision, native plants shall
be selected to provide shelter and food for wildlife and
support pollinator habitats. The fog belt setting provides
an opportunity to plant native flowering shrubs and
groundcovers that can provide seasonal interest year-round.
Native plantings should also be supplemented with climateadapted desert and subtropical succulent species that work
well as accent plants. Each outdoor space within the site
has a unique function and environmental condition. This
provides an opportunity to showcase many different types
of plantings.

STANDARDS
S.6.3.1 Planting Requirement
All non-turf green areas shall be climateappropriate plants, 76% of which shall be native.

S.6.3.2 Wind Protection Planting
In order to mitigate the wind, tall evergreen
coastal native trees underplanted with large
multi-trunked shrubs at various height shall
be provided at open spaces where prevailing
westerly and northwesterly winds are prevalent.

The following symbols, adapted from sfplantfinder.org,
are used throughout the planting palette to denote the
place of origin:
●SF San Francisco native species
●CA California native species
●EX Exotic species, not native to the region or state
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RIORDAN HIGH SCHOOL
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Tree Palette
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Figure 6.3–1:
  Open Space Tree Planting Palette
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● Edible Fruit Trees: trees that are fruit-bearing. TH2
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● Stormwater Trees: trees selected from the
San Francisco Stormwater Management Requirements
and Design Guidelines, Appendix D: Vegetation Palette for
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Trees are selected to buffer wind, provide seasonal interest,
treat stormwater, and bear fruit. The fog belt setting provides an
opportunity to plant a high percentage of native trees, including
redwood, Monterey cypress, Live oak, and California buckeye.
TH2 Two
TH2
additional climatically adapted large-scale non-native specimen
TH2
trees that have been familiar to the California landscape
for over
100 years are the Atlas cedar and the Italian stone pine.
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Understory and Groundcover Planting Palette
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Low shrubs and groundcovers for stormwater treatment are selected to
withstand seasonal flooding, while also providing wildlife habitats and
seasonal color.
The drought-resistant lawn will be comprised of durable native grasses
such as Bentgrass to the extent feasible.
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ability to withstand the long dry summers and will have some overlap
with those used in Section 5.9 (Street Planting Palette) to establish
continuity.
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Edible plants for the community garden will be selected and tended to
by the Balboa Reservoir community, so no planting palette is specified
for that area.
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Figure 6.3–2:   Open Space Understory Planting Palette
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BACKBONE TREES, preferred species
Climate Appropriateness

Climate Appropriateness

SF CA

CA

Bloom Time
Spring, Winter

Bloom Time
Spring, Summer

Size at Maturity:
25–82 feet, spread 15–35 feet

Size at Maturity
20–35 feet, spread 15 feet

Water Needs
None

Water Needs
Moderate

Associated Wildlife
Birds, Butterflies, Insects

Associated Wildlife
Birds

Habitat Value
Pollinators, Buds/Greens
Catalina Ironwood
Lyonothamnus floribundus
ssp. Asplenifolius

Coast Live Oak
Quercus agrifolia

Climate Appropriateness
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Notes: CalPoly UFEI

Climate Appropriateness

CA

Monterey Cypress
Hesperocyparis macrocarpa

Habitat Value
Nesting

EX

Bloom Time
Non-Flowering

Bloom Time
Non-Flowering

Size at Maturity:
40–65 feet, spread 30–40 feet

Size at Maturity
40–80 feet

Water Needs
Moderate

Water Needs
Low

Associated Wildlife
Birds

Associated Wildlife
Birds

Habitat Value
Buds/Greens

Habitat Value
Nesting, Cover
Italian Stone Pine
Pinus pinea
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Climate Appropriateness
EX
Bloom Time
Summer, Fall, Winter
Size at Maturity:
40-100 feet, spread 15–50 feet
Water Needs
Low
Associated Wildlife
None
Habitat Value
None
Lemon-Scented Gum
Corymbia citriodora

Climate Appropriateness

Climate Appropriateness

EX

Atlas Cedar
Cedrus atlantica 'Glauca'
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EX

Bloom Time
Non-Flowering

Bloom Time
Spring

Size at Maturity
40 - 60 feet

Size at Maturity
6–15 feet

Water Needs
Moderate

Water Needs
Low

Associated Wildlife
Birds

Associated Wildlife
Bees, Insects

Habitat Value
Nesting, Cover

Habitat Value
Pollinators
Olive
Olea europaea ‘Wilsonii’
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EDIBLE FRUIT TREES, preferred species
Climate Appropriateness

Climate Appropriateness
CA

EX
Bloom Time
Non-flowering

Bloom Time
Spring, Summer

Size at Maturity
6–10 feet

Size at Maturity
15 -20 feet

Water Needs
High

Water Needs
Moderate

Associated Wildlife
None

Associated Wildlife
Birds, Bees

Habitat Value
None

Habitat Value
Pollinators, Buds/Greens

Meyer Lemon
Citrus × meyeri

Santa Rosa Plum
Prunus salicina ‘Santa Rosa’
Climate Appropriateness

Climate Appropriateness

CA

EX

Bloom Time
Spring

Bloom Time
Spring

Size at Maturity
20 -26 feet

Size at Maturity
15-18 feet

Water Needs
High

Water Needs
Low

Associated Wildlife
Birds, Bees, Butterflies, Insects

Associated Wildlife
Birds

Habitat Value
Pollinators, Buds/Greens

Habitat Value
Buds/Greens
Apple
Malus domestica ‘Gala’
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Avocado Tree
Persea americana ‘Bacon’
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ACCENT TREES, preferred species

STORMWATER TREES, preferred species

Climate Appropriateness

Climate Appropriateness

EX

CA
Bloom Time
Spring

Bloom Time
Non-Flowering

Size at Maturity:
30-115 feet, spread 65 feet

Size at Maturity
50-80 feet, spread 20-30 feet

Water Needs
Low

Water Needs
Moderate

Associated Wildlife
Bees

Associated Wildlife
Birds

Habitat Value
Pollinators

Habitat Value
Cover

Bigleaf Maple
Acer macrophyllum

Monkey Puzzle Tree
Araucaria heterophylla
Climate Appropriateness

Climate Appropriateness

CA

SF CA

Bloom Time
Spring, Summer

Bloom Time
Summer

Size at Maturity
13–24 feet

Size at Maturity:
13–40 feet, spread 40 feet

Water Needs
Low

Water Needs
None

Associated Wildlife
None

Associated Wildlife
Bees, Birds, Butterflies,
Hummingbirds, Insects

Habitat Value
None

Brisbane Box
Tristaniopsis laurina 'Elegant'
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Notes
Approved large street tree by
SF Urban Forestry Council

Habitat Value
Pollinators, Buds/Greens, Nesting
California Buckeye
Aesculus californica
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MINIATURE ACCENT TREES, preferred species

Climate Appropriateness

Climate Appropriateness

CA

CA

Bloom Time
Spring

Bloom Time
Spring

Bloom Time
Winter

Water Needs
None

Water Needs
None

Water Needs
Low

Associated Wildlife
Birds, Hummingbirds,
Butterflies

Associated Wildlife
Bees, Butterflies, Insects

Associated Wildlife
Bees, Birds

Habitat Value
Cover, Buds/Greens,
Pollinator

Habitat Value
Fruit, Cover

Habitat Value
None

Ray Hartman Wild Lilac
Ceanothus 'Ray Hartman'

California Flannelbush
Fremontadendron californica
Climate Appropriateness

Climate Appropriateness
SF CA

Silk Tassel
Garrya elliptica ‘James Roof ’
Climate Appropriateness

SF CA

Climate Appropriateness

SF CA

EX

Bloom Time
Summer

Bloom Time
Summer

Bloom Time
Non-flowering

Water Needs
Moderate

Water Needs
None

Size at Maturity
15 feet, spread 10 feet

Associated Wildlife
Bees, Birds, Butterflies

Associated Wildlife
Bees, Birds, Butterflies,
Hummingbirds, Insects

Water Needs
Low

Habitat Value
Cover, Fruit, Pollinator,
Nesting

Pacific Wax Myrtle
Myrica californica
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Associated Wildlife
Birds

Habitat Value
Cover, Buds/Greens,
Fruit, Pollinator

Toyon
Heteromeles arbutifolia

Hollywood Juniper
Juniperus chinensis ‘Torulosa’

Habitat Value
Cover
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SHRUBS, preferred species

Climate Appropriateness

Climate Appropriateness

SF CA

Bloom Time
Spring, Winter

Bloom Time
Spring, Winter

Water Needs
None

Water Needs
None

Water Needs
None

Associated Wildlife
Bees, Birds, Hummingbirds

Associated Wildlife
Bees, Birds, Butterflies

Habitat Value
Fruit, Pollinator

Habitat Value
Pollinator

Associated Wildlife
Bees, Birds, Butterflies,
Insects

Chaparral Currant
Ribes malvaceum var. malvaceum

Habitat Value
Cover, Buds/Greens,
Fruit, Pollinator

Hollyleaf Cherry
Prunus ilicifolia
Climate Appropriateness

Climate Appropriateness

CA

CA

Bloom Time
Fall

Bloom Time
Spring

Bloom Time
Winter

Water Needs
None

Water Needs
None

Size at Maturity
6–10 feet

Associated Wildlife
Bees, Birds, Butterflies,
Insects

Associated Wildlife
Bees, Birds, Butterflies,
Hummingbirds, Insects

Water Needs
Low

Habitat Value
Cover, Buds/Greens,
Pollinator, Nesting

Habitat value:
Cover, Buds/Greens,
Pollinator

Climate Appropriateness
SF CA
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SF

Bloom Time
Spring, Winter

Flowering Currant
Ribes sanguineum

Coyote Bush
Baccharis pilularis

Climate Appropriateness

SF CA

Blueblossom
Ceanothus thyrsiflorus

Associated Wildlife
Birds, Hummingbirds

Coffeeberry
Rhamnus californica

Habitat Value
Pollinators, Fruit
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LOW SHRUBS AND GROUNDCOVER, preferred species

Climate Appropriateness

Climate Appropriateness

SF CA

Climate Appropriateness

CA

SF CA

Bloom Time
Winter, Spring

Bloom Time
Spring

Bloom Time
Spring

Water Needs
None

Water Needs
Low

Water Needs
Low

Associated Wildlife
Bees, Birds,
Butterflies, Insects

Associated Wildlife
Bees, Birds, Butterflies

Associated Wildlife
Birds

Habitat Value
Nesting

Habitat Value
Buds/Greens, Cover

Habitat Value
Cover, Buds/Greens,
Pollinator, Nesting

Deer Grass
Muhlenbergia rigens

Point Reyes Ceanothus
Ceanothus gloriosus

Climate Appropriateness

Soft Rush
Juncus effusus

Climate Appropriateness

Climate Appropriateness

SF CA

EX

SF CA

Bloom Time
Spring, Summer

Bloom Time
Spring, Summer

Bloom Time
Spring, Winter

Water Needs
None

Water Needs
Low

Water Needs
Low

Associated Wildlife
Bees, Butterflies, Insects

Associated Wildlife
None

Associated Wildlife
Bees, Birds, Butterflies

Habitat Value
Pollinator

Habitat Value
None

Habitat Value
Cover, Fruit

Lizardtail
Eriophyllum staechadifolium
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Evergreen Eulalia
Miscanthus transmorrisonensis

Coast Beach Strawberry
Fragaria chiloensis
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ACCENT PLANTS, preferred species

Climate Appropriateness

Climate Appropriateness

EX

EX

Bloom Time
Summer

Bloom Time
Infrequent

Water Needs
Low

Water Needs
Low

Associated Wildlife
None

Associated Wildlife
None

Habitat Value
None

Habitat Value
None

Smooth Agave
Agave desmettiana

Mexican Lily
Beschorneria yuccoides
Climate Appropriateness

Climate Appropriateness

EX

Torch Aloe
Aloe arborescens
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CA

Bloom Time
Infrequent

Bloom Time
Summer

Water Needs
Low

Water Needs
Low

Associated Wildlife
Birds, Bees

Associated Wildlife
Butterflies

Habitat Value
Pollinators

Habitat Value
None

Spanish Dagger
Yucca gloriosa
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LOW SHRUBS AND GROUNDCOVER FOR STORMWATER TREATMENT, preferred species

Climate Appropriateness

Climate Appropriateness

SF CA

Climate Appropriateness

SF CA

EX

Bloom Time
Summer

Bloom Time
Spring, Summer

Bloom Time
Spring

Water Needs
None

Water Needs
Moderate

Water Needs
Low

Associated Wildlife
Birds, Butterflies

Associated Wildlife
Bees, Birds, Butterflies,
Insects

Associated Wildlife
Birds

Habitat Value
Fruit

Red Stem Dogwood
Cornus sericea

Blue Wild Rye
Elymus glaucus

Habitat Value
None

Habitat Value
Buds/Greens, Cover,
Pollinator

Climate Appropriateness

Large Cape Rush
Chondropetalum elephantinum
Climate Appropriateness

SF CA

Climate Appropriateness

CA

SF CA

Bloom Time
Spring

Bloom Time
Winter

Bloom Time
Winter

Water Needs
Low

Water Needs
None

Water Needs
Low

Associated Wildlife
Birds

Associated Wildlife
Bees, Birds, Butterflies

Associated Wildlife
Birds

Habitat Value
Buds/Greens

Habitat Value
Cover, Fruit

Habitat Value
Fruit

Berkeley Sedge
Carex. tumulicola
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Coast Strawberry
Fragaria chiloensis

Beaked Hazelnut
Corylus cornuta
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In order to foster a strong neighborhood identity, the design language
and materials selections will be place-specific and will be informed by the
following characteristics:

LEE AVE NORTH

WEST ST NORTH

6.4 	SELECTION CRITERIA FOR SITE
FURNISHINGS, MATERIALS, AND LIGHTING
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2. The relationship between the Balboa Reservoir neighborhood and
other renowned Northern California settings with coastal and inland
features, such as Sea Ranch and Monterey.
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THEATRE
AND
STEAM
BUILDING

LEE AVENUE

F

1. Unique location between Mount Davidson and
the Pacific Ocean.
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3. The sculptural, industrial topography of the abandoned reservoir.
4. The connection to Bay Area regional modern architecture, which
emphasizes and blends the relationship between indoors and
outdoor with humble, earthy materials.
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5. The need for durable and natural materials which will gracefully
weather in the coastal environment.
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6. A unified color palette.
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The following design guidelines for paving materials, site furnishings, and
open space lighting are applicable to the publicly accessible open space.
The open space hardscape palette shall be coordinated with the palette
for the shared public way to create a coherent public realm identity. Refer
to Street Palette, Section 5.8 (Overview) through Section 5.12 (Street
Lighting) in Chapter 5 for shared street and residential entry court
requirements.
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Figure 6.4–1: Site Furnishing and Materiel Standard and Guideline Subject Area
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6.5 	PAVING MATERIALS
Paving plays a key role in defining identity, character,
and connectivity in the public realm. It signals areas of
pedestrian and bike priority and weaves the streetscape and
open space together into a coherent network. To reinforce
the indoor/outdoor relationships that are fundamental
to Bay Area regional modernism, the paving palette shall
be chosen to integrate building interiors with exterior
furnishings and materials. See Figure 06.5–1 (Open Space
Material Diagram and Matrix) and Figure 06.5–2 (Paving
Material Palette).

STANDARDS
S.6.5.1 Paving Material Quality
Paving materials shall be constructed from
durable materials that withstand harsh urban
conditions without fading or deteriorating. The
design shall utilize a variety of textures and
finishes to establish an appropriate human
scale, reinforce design programs, and provide
ADA compliance without incurring unusual
maintenance.

GUIDELINES
G.6.5.1 Paving Types
a) Special Paving at Park Entrances
High quality, unique, textured, or permeable
paving such as precast concrete unit pavers,
stone slabs, cobbles, and enhanced concrete
paving should be used at park entrances to
signify pedestrian priority.
b) Special Paving at Privately Owned
Shared Streets
Small-scale unit pavers appropriate for
occasional heavy vehicle traffic such as
permeable precast concrete unit pavers should
be used in the shared vehicular and pedestrian
zone to signify pedestrian priority.
c) Removable Paving at SFPUC Retained Fee
Open Space Water Transmission
Pipe Setback
Since the SFPUC requires full access to water
transmission lines for maintenance, surface
materials within the water transmission pipe
setback should consist of easily removable
paving or low plantings to facilitate maintenance.
Materials are subject to SFPUC review.

Surfacing thickness should conform to fall height
requirements per the surfacing manufacturer's
specification.
e) Play Surfacing at
Nature Exploration Play Area
Loose natural paving materials such as wood
chip, bark, soft groundcover, or decomposed
granite should be used in the Nature Exploration
Play Area.
See Figure 06.5–1 (Open Space Material
Diagram and Matrix) and Figure 06.5–2 (Paving
Material Palette) for more information.

G.6.5.2 Permeable Paving
The design should prioritize permeable precast
concrete where feasible and where underlying
soil conditions allow.

G.6.5.3 Sustainable Materials
The design should prioritize low impact and
locally sourced materials to reduce greenhouse
gas emissions wherever feasible. These materials
include permeable surfaces, reflective materials,
sustainable woods, and locally produced unit
masonry.

d) Play Surfacing at
Children's Play Area and Dog Park
Rubberized surfacing and artificial turf should
be used at the children's play area and dog park.
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Paving Material Matrix
Open Space
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Reservoir Park

P1, P2,BP3, P4, P5, P7, P8, P9
P10, P11, P13, P14
A
T

FUTURE
CITY COLLEGE
OF SF
DIEGO RIVERA
THEATRE
AND
STEAM
BUILDING

LEE AVENUE

WEST STREET

BRIGH
TON P
A

P1, P2, P3, P4, P5, P6,
SFPUC Retained Fee Open Space
P10, P11, P12, P15

RESERVOIR
PARK

SFPU

P1, P3, P4, P8, P9
WHOL
E

CITY COLLEGE
LOOP
BUS TERMINAL

INGLESIDE

H
LEE AVENUE

BRIGHTON AVENUE

Note: see Figure 06.5–2 (Paving Material Palette) for paving designation.
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Figure 6.5–1: Open Space Material Diagram and Matrix
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PAVING MATERIAL PALETTE

P1: cast-in-place concrete paving with
silicon carbide and saw-cut joints

P4: stain-resistant concrete unit paving

P7: granite cobble

P10:	 gravel mulch

P13: rubberized play surfacing

P2: cast-in-place concrete with
seeded aggregate

P5: permeable recycled concrete paving
salvaged from the existing reservoir
concrete slope with gravel joint

P8: slip-resistant weathered steel
decking at rain garden elevated
walkway

P11: compacted decomposed granite,
red-brown pathway mix

P14:	  artificial turf

P3: Pervious concrete paving with
grind finish

P6: turf block

P9: slip-resistant wood decking

P12:	  wood mulch

P15:	  painted asphalt

Figure 6.5–2: Paving Material Palette
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6.6 	SITE FURNISHINGS
Furnishings, along with planting, lighting, and paving, help
establish the identity of the Balboa Reservoir neighborhood
and create a welcoming public realm. A combination of
built-in and prefabricated furnishings shall be provided
consisting of precast concrete, metal, timber, hardwoods,
and other materials. Site furnishings are important in
mediating the scale between the multi-story buildings
and the landscape. They should be durable, comfortable,
accessible, and uniquely designed.

STANDARDS
S.6.6.1 Site Furnishing Criteria
Site furnishings shall relate as a family and
prioritize durable, thick materials and naturally
weathering finishes.

S.6.6.2 Built-In Furnishings
■ Furnishings and small occupiable spaces with
seating and tables shall be integrated into the
permanent features of the open space such as
the stepping terraces, widened stairs, expanded
ramp landings, bioswale ‘boardwalks’ and
retaining walls which define the architectural
framework and program areas of the open space.
■ Comfortable and accessible built-in seating shall
be distributed throughout all program areas.
■ Seating shall be constructed with high-quality
durable materials, with a combination of backed
and backless seating. See Figure 06.6–1 (Built-In
Furnishings) for built-in furnishing character.
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S.6.6.3 Fabricated Furnishings
Where fabricated furnishings are specified, they
shall be a uniform family of elements distributed
throughout the open space network, tying
visually to colors, finishes, and materials for
buildings and required site elements such as
light poles and site structures. See Figure 06.6–2
(Fixed and Movable Fabricated Furnishings) for
examples of fabricated furnishings.

S.6.6.4 Natural Site Elements
Natural elements such as boulders and reclaimed
wood logs shall be used to create opportunities
for nature exploration and informal play, and to
provide seating at bioretention areas and at the
SFPUC Retained Fee Open Space. Wood shall be
elevated by steel legs to minimize contact with
soil to maintain longevity. See Figure 06.6–3
(Natural Site Elements) for natural site element
examples.

S.6.6.5 Metalwork Requirements and Finishes
Painted or veneer finishes shall be used only
when absolutely necessary and only in the case
of repair to outdoor damaged areas. Paints shall
be marine-grade Tnemec-type steel coatings or
equivalent. Site metal colors shall be coordinated
for uniformity and subdued in order to ensure
cohesiveness of the open space aesthetic. If
metallic silver Tnemec paint is used, for example,
it will be compatible with galvanized metals and
stainless steel fasteners. Stainless steel is to be
316-grade or better for marine environments.

S.6.6.6 Timber Requirements
Reclaimed urban timber that can withstand
weathering outdoors, such as Deodar cedar
and Monterey cypress, shall be used for custom
seating and curbs.

S.6.6.7 Tree Grates and Stormwater Channels
Tree grates and trench drains for stormwater
channels in plazas and pedestrian throughways
shall be cast iron, heel-proof, and ADA accessible.

S.6.6.8 Bike Repair Stand
One bike repair stand shall be provided at the
Reservoir Park adjacent to the community room.

GUIDELINES
G.6.6.1 Waste Receptacles
Waste receptacles should be located adjacent to
areas with high pedestrian traffic and in picnic
and seating areas. Receptacles should be rainprotected and accommodate trash, recycling,
and compost.

G.6.6.2 Stonework Requirements
Local stone such as black basalt, Academy Black
granite and Sierra White granite is affordable and
recommended.

G.6.6.3 Movable Seating
Movable seating should be provided when
a maintenance entity is in place. A uniform
selection of movable seating should be used for
the whole project.
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Built-In Furnishing

Custom wood and concrete
seating and platform

Fabricated Furnishing

Heavy timber wheel guide and
accessible stormwater channel

Picnic tables in a durable
material

Natural Elements

Bike repair stand

Modern pedestrian bollard

Boulders cluster for
informal play

Path.

Terrace seating integrated with
stairs and sloped walk

Terraced seating

Prefabricated backed bench

Wood and metal bike rack

Modular exercise station

Elevated wood log

Custom integrated timber

Custom seating integrated at
the edge of elevated walk

Waste receptacle with built-in
trash and recycling compartment

Bi-level drinking fountain with
pet station

Movable seating

Boulders to define edge of
bioretention area

Figure 6.6–1: Built-In Furnishings

146   Balboa Reservoir Design Standards and Guidelines

Figure 6.6–2: Fixed and Movable Fabricated Furnishings

Figure 6.6–3: Natural Site Elements
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6.7 	 OPEN SPACE LIGHTING
Site lighting plays an important role in creating identity
and enhancing pedestrian wayfinding, safety, and security.
Lighting can help define character, enhance connectivity,
signal areas of pedestrian and bike priority, and weave
the streetscape and open space together into a coherent
network. It can also reinforce indoor/outdoor relationships.
Fixtures are to relate as a family, and to be compatible
with building interiors as well as exterior furnishings and
materials.
These practical lighting concerns should be supplemented
with engaging and artful lighting strategies that grow out of
the unique conditions of the site. Lighting within the open
space shall be scaled to pedestrians and bicycles to make
those routes legible and distinct from streets.
Given the project's residential location and proximity to the
Mount Davidson forest, special consideration shall be made
to minimize light pollution and mitigate the project's effects
on the ecology of the coastal neighborhood.
For street lighting, see Section 5.12 (Street Lighting).
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STANDARDS
S.6.7.1 Light Pollution and Glare
The strategy for site lighting shall minimize light
pollution and glare beyond the development
into adjacent neighborhoods. Backlight, uplight,
and glare (BUG) ratings for exterior fixtures
shall meet the criteria established in the current
California Green Building Code.

S.6.7.2 Energy-Efficient Lighting Fixtures
Lighting fixtures and bulbs shall meet or exceed
applicable energy efficiency standards.

S.6.7.3 Pedestrian-Scale Lighting
Lighting shall be designed to allow facial
recognition along paths of travel and shall be
scaled to designate a distinct pedestrian and
bicycle experience. Lighting shall not create glare
or 'hot spots' that would inhibit visual acuity
and shall facilitate sight lines, enhancing safety
throughout the public open space. There shall
be a variety of lighting zones with different light
types and levels in order to create a range of
experiences and to demarcate different program
areas. See Figure 06.7–1 (Lighting Type and
Character) for light fixtures characters and
Figure 06.7–2 (Lighting Diagram).

S.6.7.4 Paseo Lighting
Paseo lighting shall be provided at a lower level
and distinct character from street lighting in
order to distinguish pedestrian areas from auto
areas. Paseo lighting may be softer and more
naturalistic in character, and the light source
shall be concealed to avoid contrast at night.

GUIDELINES
G.6.7.1 Energy-Efficient Lighting
All lighting should use timers, motion sensors,
dimmers, and other smart technologies to
maximize energy efficiency and minimize
unnecessary glare and light pollution.

G.6.7.2 Lighting at Brighton Paseo
Suspended lighting should be used at Brighton
Paseo to scale down space for human comfort.
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Figure 6.7–1: Lighting Type and Character
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6.8 	COMMUNIT Y ART
Community art in the Balboa Reservoir neighborhood
plays an important role in celebrating the site’s unique
eclectic history, climate, and culture. It should also foster
community identity, enhance public life, and reflect
community priorities.
Art is an integral part of the architectural and landscape
design. Community art is encouraged to complement
required design elements such as canopies, signage, paving,
steps, lighting, utility structures, or pavilions. Suggested
enhancements include but are not limited to:
● Sculptural building elements
● Sculptural site structures
● Special graphics, finishes, and materials
● Wind sculptures.
See Figure 06.8–1 (Community Art Precedents) for
community art examples.

GUIDELINES
G.6.8.1 Community Art
Artistic enhancements should prioritize
interaction and engagement with pedestrians
of all ages. Art that invites play, represents the
environment, and creates opportunities for
participation are all encouraged. Freestanding
art could be placed to reinforce or strengthen
existing axes, view corridors, and spaces.

G.6.8.4 SFPUC Retained Fee Open Space and
Lee Gateway Landscape
Due to restrictive SFPUC right-of-way
requirements at the SFPUC Retained Fee Open
Space, ground murals are encouraged. Graphic
or material enhancements should be integrated
into the building facade of Block A to signify the
Balboa Reservoir Gateway at Lee Avenue.

G.6.8.2 Community History
The Reservoir neighborhood should celebrate the
past and present inhabitants of the site in order
to unify the community.

G.6.8.3 Interactive Design
The design should include play structures –
either explicitly for children, or sculptures that
engage adults and children alike. The design
should provide space and infrastructure to allow
food trucks, concerts, performance art, and
temporary kiosks or vendors.

Lee Gateway Plaza
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Existing public art illustrating neighborhood history at Unity Plaza stair

The Reader sculpture by Julian Voss-Andrase

Ground mural at Unity Plaza

Wind Harp sculpture by Ned Kahn

Figure 6.8–1: Community Art Precedents
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6.9 	WAYFINDING AND SIGNAGE
Consistent design and wayfinding signage organization
provides important visual or tactile cues to help people
make route decisions, find the shortest path to nearest
transit options, and locate nearby destinations. A signage
program with input from local institutions and businesses
shall be instituted to educate and raise consciousness
about environmental stewardship, local cultural history,
and natural history including native plants, stormwater
treatment, and local food production. See Figure 06.9–1
(Signage Placement Diagram) for locations and Section
7.26 (On-Site Signage) for further information on building
signage requirements.

S.6.9.3 Freestanding Signage
Independent, freestanding signs are discouraged
except where required for City requirements
such as street or parking signs. Billboards are
prohibited.

S.6.9.4 Illuminated Signage
Integrated wayfinding signage into paving

S.6.9.5 Parking and Bike Facility Wayfinding
Wayfinding signage for vehicular parking access
and bicycle facilities shall be visible from major
bike routes and vehicular access points and shall
be located to not obstruct drivers’ sight lines.

STANDARDS
S.6.9.1 Permanent Wayfinding Signage
All text and signage shall be designed to provide
uniformity and coherence throughout the
plan area. Wayfinding signage shall address
pedestrian, bicycle, and vehicular circulation
along with loading and parking. Wayfinding
signage is permitted for locating public facilities,
rooftop open spaces, ADA assistance, and
alternative access routes.

Illuminated signage shall be directed towards
pedestrians or the intended audience, with nospill light or light pollution affecting adjacent and
neighboring spaces.

Integrate wayfinding signage into seat wall

S.6.9.2 Signage Placement
Signage shall be building-mounted or integrated
into site elements such as seat walls, pavilions,
and paving when possible.
Signage integrated on the screen of pavilion structure
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Wayfinding signage at road intersection
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Retail and food service carts and kiosks will be allowed to operate, in
a limited capacity, within the Balboa Reservoir neighborhood’s open
spaces.

LEE AVE NORTH

WEST ST NORTH

6.10 	CARTS AND KIOSKS IN OPEN SPACES

NORTH STREET

E

F

STANDARDS
Carts and kiosks shall not block areas of emergency vehicle
access (EVA) or accessible paths for travel. See table below
and Figure 06.10–2 (Cart and Kiosk Examples) for the
maximum allowable carts and kiosks in each open space.
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Within public open spaces, the maximum size for carts is
200 square feet and the maximum size for kiosks is
200 square feet.
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Figure 6.10–1: Allowed Zones for Carts and Kiosks
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S.6.10.3 Carts and Kiosks at
SFPUC Retained Fee Open Space
All carts and kiosks at the SFPUC Retained Fee
Open Space shall allow for fast deployment and
relocation. Carts and kiosks shall not block the
waterline access path at the SFPUC Retained Fee
Open Space. In this area, SFPUC shall have final
approval on cart and kiosk types, quantity, and
locations.

GUIDELINES
G.6.10.1 Kiosk Character and Visual Interest
Kiosks should add character and visual interest
to the Balboa Reservoir neighborhood, even
when closed as illustrated in Figure 6.10–2.

Prefabricated shipping container kiosk

Compact cart integrated with wheels for fast deployment

Kiosk with sculptural form

Cart integrated with tricycle to allow for easy relocation

Figure 6.10–2:
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Cart and Kiosk Examples
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Open Space Design

TH2

6.11 	T YPOLOGIES AND HIERARCHY
Public open spaces within the Balboa Reservoir neighborhood fit into
three general categories:

LEE AVE NORTH

WEST ST NORTH

G

NORTH STREET

E

WEST STREET

2. Small, public open spaces, including shared public ways and
paseos (pedestrian-only corridors) that connect to the surrounding
neighborhood. The second category of open spaces add up to a
total of one acre.
3. Common usable open space is provided at each residential building
block at internal courtyards and roof terraces. For more information
on private open space, see Section 7.9 (Usable Open Space). Figure
06.11–1 illustrates the names, categories, and locations of these
open spaces.
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Figure 6.11–1: Open Space Hierarchy and Typology
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6.12 	RESERVOIR PARK

7

Reservoir Park is the largest open space in the Balboa Reservoir
neighborhood, located at the heart of the site. It is positioned in the northsouth orientation to maximize sunlight and to provide shelter from the
prevailing westerly and northwesterly winds. Reservoir Park is fronted by
residential blocks and connected to public streets on all sides. Residents
and neighbors can stroll through the open space to get to their home, the
main community room, transit, or Ocean Avenue retail.

6

4

F
10

Reservoir Park has approximately 13 feet of elevation change from the
highest point in the northeast corner to the lowest point in the southwest
corner. The grade will be mitigated by a series of planted terraces that
gently step down towards Ocean Avenue from the Pavilion Plaza. Each
planted terrace will include active, family-oriented programming. See Figure
06.12–1 (Concept Plan) for planned diagram elements.
Reservoir Park will prioritize the planting of native and edible plants
to maximize opportunities for habitat creation and food production.
Stormwater management is incorporated into the design as an amenity,
revealing the path of water through the site. Stormwater from residential
Blocks C, D, E and F will be directed through narrow, architecturally
designed channels into a series of rain gardens. Stormwater infiltration
will also be provided under the multi-use lawn as is feasible. Overall, the
design seeks to educate the community about the importance of managing
stormwater to protect water quality, wildlife, and public health.

6

Rain garden

2

Community terrace and terrace seating

7

Park Pavilion with picnic seating
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Multi-purposed lawn
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Figure 6.12–1: Concept Plan
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Figure 6.12–2: Reservoir Park Perspective Rendering
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NORTH DRIVE

PAVILION PLAZA

STANDARDS
S.6.12.1 Open Space Program
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The design intent, diagrams, and illustrations present the concept
design and structure of the open spaces as developed through
the community process. The Reservoir Park potential program
elements are shown in Figure 06.12–3 (Reservoir Park Program
Diagram). Specific program elements may shift as the final
design is developed. The chart below shows the recommended
maximum and minimum sizes for each potential open space
program.

C

* Shown for reference only. See Chapter 7 Building Design for further
information.
Figure 6.12–3: Reservoir Park Program Diagram
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NORTH DRIVE

S.6.12.2 Wind Protection

F

E

LEE AVENUE

WEST STREET

Wind protection is provided by layers of planting, and also by the
north-south orientation of the park, which protects it from the
prevailing westerly and northwesterly winds. Tall evergreen coastal
native trees, underplanted with large, multi-trunked shrub trees,
provide wind control at various heights. While wind is an issue in
May through August, there is a general warming trend with many
balmy fall, winter, and spring days and weeks when the site is warm
and comfortable.

S.6.12.3 Stormwater
The Reservoir Park stormwater management area should treat 50%
of Blocks C, D, E and F.

S.6.12.4 Percentage of Pervious Surface
At least 70% of the park shall be pervious, and at least 50% of the
total area of the park shall be planted.

S.6.12.5 Pedestrian Path
The primary and secondary universally accessible pathways
connecting all programmed areas in the park shall be eight and six
feet wide, respectively. Figure 6.12–4 illustrates potential pedestrian
paths. Informal pathways through planting areas or rain gardens
can be three feet wide.

D

LEGEND
8 foot-wide Main Promenade
6 foot-wide Universally Accessible Secondary Path

S OU

TH D

C

RI VE

3 foot-wide Informal Pathways
Figure 6.12–4: Circulation Diagram
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S.6.12.6 Stairs and Sloped Walks
Stairs and sloped walks shall be wide enough
to accommodate occasional resting places in
addition to circulation.

S.6.12.7 Planting
Drought tolerant native and edible plant species
are preferred and shall be considered for use
in the park. See Section Section 06.3 (Planting
Palette) for more detail.

S.6.12.8 Soil Depth
■ Minimum soil depth for stormwater and onstructure planting is 3 feet deep for trees, 2 feet
deep for shrubs, and 1 foot deep for groundcover.
■ Minimum soil depth for on-grade planting is 4
feet for trees, 2.5 feet for shrubs, and 1.5 feet for
groundcover.

S.6.12.9 Tree Planting at Plaza
Structural soil or structural cell systems shall be
used to maximize soil volume for tree growth and
maximize programing flexibility at Lee Terrace
and the Pavilion Plaza. Provide a minimum of 700
cubic feet of uncompacted soil per tree.

S.6.12.10 Bike Infrastructure
Ample Class II bicycle racks shall be located
adjacent to park entrances at public streets and
the community room. A bike repair station shall
be provided adjacent to the community room.
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S.6.12.11 Drinking Fountain
Accessible drinking fountains for people and pets
shall be provided at the Pavilion Plaza, children’s
play area and Lee Terrace.

S.6.12.12 Community Garden Security
The Community Garden shall be secured with a
4-foot-tall fence and gate system.

GUIDELINES
G.6.12.1 Communal Space in the Community Garden
There should be a minimum of 100 square feet
of communal space with picnic tables and chairs
in the community garden. Paving material used
at the communal areas shall be ADA-compliant
and ADA-compliant beds will be provided. The
community garden should allot approximately
1.5 square feet per plot for garden tool storage
sheds. The garden shall provide areas for
composting with at least two 3-foot x 3-foot
compartments for every 15 plots, and at least one
hose bib per 10 plots (or every 25 feet).

G.6.12.2 Rain Gardens at Park Terraces
Rain gardens at the park terraces provide
opportunities for informal play. Stepping stones
or reclaimed wood logs should be used to create
informal pathways to connect program spaces.

G.6.12.3 Community Terrace and Stepped Seating
The community terrace is an extension of the
community room. Together, they function as
one continuous flexible, gathering space that is
visually and physically connected to the park.
Stepped seating takes advantage of the grade
transition connecting the sculptural industrial
topography of the historic Balboa Reservoir
basin. The design should provide at minimum a
20-foot-wide terrace and stepped seating area,
totaling 600 square feet.

G.6.12.4 Gathering Spaces
The design should provide gathering spaces
at a variety of scales to accommodate a range
of community events from small informal
gatherings such as picnics and community
classes to large, formal events such as
community yoga and concerts.
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RESERVOIR PARK SECTION

G.6.12.5 Raised Planters

315 +

Raised planters on structure shall be at maximum 18 inches
above the adjacent finish surface, except where required for
stormwater treatment or tree planting.

+ FF 315

4.8%

B page 163

B
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WEST STREET
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E

4.8%

LEE AVENUE

G.6.12.6 Conceptual Grading
The conceptual grading plan shows the intended
relationships between program uses, public spaces, and
ground floor uses at buildings. Grading should conform to
the design intent. Final grades will vary. See Figure 6.12–5
(Grading Diagram).
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Figure 6.12–5: Grading Diagram
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RESERVOIR PARK SECTION
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Figure 6.12–6: Reservoir Park Sections A
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Figure 6.12–7: Reservoir Park Sections B
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RESERVOIR PARK CHARACTER

Children's play area

Terraced seating

Community garden

Native fog belt planting

Informal stepping stone path at rain garden

Multi-use lawn

Figure 6.12–8: Range of Programs and Spaces in Reservoir Park
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6.13 	PAVILION PLAZA
The Pavilion Plaza is the primary entry into Reservoir Park
from North Street. With monumental native cypress, high
quality paving, and an intimate open air pavilion, the plaza
creates a welcoming gateway to the park and provides a
flexible space that accommodates small and medium sized
gatherings. Located at the highest elevation of the park, the
pavilion serves as a beacon and overlook. The design of the
pavilion shall be unique in form and designed to maximize
outdoor comfort.

STANDARDS
S.6.13.1 Size
The pavilion shall be scaled to mediate between
the park and the taller multifamily building to the
north of North Street. The pavilion height shall
be tall enough to maintain unobstructed views to
the open space and scaled for human comfort.
The maximum allowable footprint for the pavilion
structure is 1,800 square feet. The height shall
vary from 10 feet to 14 feet.

S.6.13.2 Program
The pavilion shall accommodate small scale
gatherings such as picnics or birthday parties,
and provide intimate seating and overlook
opportunities. The design shall provide built-in
seating, a picnic table, a pet/human-friendly
drinking fountain, and a serving counter and/
or a barbecue with high quality marine-grade
architectural finishes and detailing.

F

E

0

50

LEE AVENUE

NORTH DRIVE

S.6.13.3 Pavilion Design
The pavilion shall be iconic and sculptural in
form, with accent lighting integrated to create a
focal point at the open space. See Figure 06.13–2
(Pavilion Precedents).

S.6.13.4 Wind and Shade Protection
Due to the windy site conditions, vertical wind
screening and partially open roof structures shall
be provided for wind and rain protection. Vertical
screens shall have 45% porosity to maintain
transparency for safety and wind mitigation.

S.6.13.5 Power and Lighting
The design of the pavilion shall integrate lighting
to increase safety during the evening and serve
as a beacon or lantern for the park. Power shall
be provided.

GUIDELINES
G.6.13.1 Movable Tables and Chairs
Movable tables and chairs are not required
but may be added once the park management
strategy is in place.

G.6.13.2 Pavilion Signage
The pavilion should incorporate educational
signage describing the site’s history, the
Reservoir Park’s stormwater management
design, and principles of fostering wildlife
habitat.

100 ft

Figure 6.13–1: Pavilion Location at North Side of Reservoir Park
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College Park Pavilion, Dallas TX

Trillium Park, Toronto ON

Grafenegg Castle Garden, Vienna, Austria

Station Park Green Pavilion, San Mateo CA

Figure 6.13–2: Pavilion Precedents
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SFPUC Retained Fee Open Space
This section is included in the Balboa Reservoir
Design Standards and Guidelines for reference
only.
The SFPUC Open Space will not be subject to the
Balboa Reservoir Special Use District or Design
Standards and Guidelines. The San Francisco
Public Utilities Commission (“SFPUC”) is and
will remain the property owner of the SFPUC
Retained Fee parcel and will issue a revocable
license to the project sponsor and later, to any
assignee homeowner’s association, to allow for
construction, management, and operations of the
planned flexible public open area.
The SFPUC Open Space will retain its existing
public “P” and 40-X/65-A zoning designation,
which permits it to be used as an urban open space
with public access in a manner subject to the
SFPUC’s utility purpose and utility assets in this
parcel. The parcel will be subject to the SFPUC’s
asset protection standards and other policies.
The license will be the sole controlling agreement
pertaining to the licensee’s use of the Retained Fee.
The City, through the SFPUC, will continue to own and
maintain jurisdiction over the SFPUC Open Space
in order to protect the high-pressure subsurface
water pipelines and surface appurtenances in, on
and under this portion of the reservoir. The SFPUC
Retained Fee parcel is essential to the SFPUC’s
utility use. The water transmission pipelines serve
a high volume of water customers and thus, the
priority use of the Retained Fee parcel is and will
be for the ongoing management of SFPUC’s utility
purpose.
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6.14 	SFPUC RETAINED FEE OPEN SPACE
The SFPUC Retained Fee parcel will remain owned
by SFPUC. The parcel can be a potential open space
resource and is a crucial component of the City and
County's water supply system. Improvements in
close proximity to pipelines must conform to SFPUC
guidelines and are to be non-permanent, such as
pavement markings, artificial turf, raised planting
beds, shrubs, or temporary trees. Potential programs,
pending SFPUC approval, include a nature exploration
area, picnic areas, a childcare/play space, and a flexible
plaza for sports and pop-up urban activities (such as
concerts, farmers’ markets, and flea markets).
To seamlessly incorporate the SFPUC Open Space into
the neighborhood, the design must accommodate
current uses and adjacencies. With the success of the
recently completed Unity Plaza, there is a precedent
for the SFPUC Open Space to perform multiple
purposes while serving as a pedestrian connector
between parcels. Unity Plaza should be connected to
the Reservoir Park while retaining the function north of
the multifamily building as a back up space for loading
into Whole Foods. Similarly, the extension of Brighton
Avenue will continue across the SFPUC Open Space as a
pedestrian paseo, providing an important access point
to Reservoir Park from Ocean Avenue.

San Francisco Public Utilities Commission (SFPUC)

Right
Of Way (ROW) Landscape Vegetation Guidelines
Existing SFPUC No Build Zone looking West
25 feet

15 feet

End of SFPUC Right of Way

10 feet

Water
Pipelines

Grass, Flowers and Ground Cover Zone

Small Shrub Zone

Small Tree Zone
Illustration not to scale

The following vegetation types are permitted on the ROW within the appropriate zones.
Plantings that may be permitted
directly above existing and future
pipelines:
Ground cover, grasses, flowers, and
very low growing plants that reach
no more than one foot in height at
maturity.

Plantings that may be
permitted 15–25 feet
from the edge of
existing and future
pipelines:

Plantings that may be
permitted 25 feet or
more from the edge
of existing and future
pipelines:

Shrubs and plants that
grow no more than five
feet tall in height
at maturity.

Small trees or shrubs
that grow to a maximum
of twenty feet in height
and fifteen feet in
canopy width or less.

Figure 6.14–1: SFPUC R.O.W. Landscape Vegetation Guidelines
(https://sfwater.org/modules/showdocument.aspx?documentid=14199 )
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Figure 6.14–2: SFPUC Open Space Concept Plan
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Play area with removable willow fence
Brighton Gateway Plaza
Flexible plaza for sport, recreation and
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Connection to Unity Plaza
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Removable bollards

10 Screen planting at existing wall

11 Pipe line service access
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13 Existing Whole Foods Market parking
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15 Buckeye grove / potential switch

gear alternate location and
potential dog relief area

16 Picnic area

17 Preferred switch gear location

18 Potential building lobby /

building ground floor activation

19 Pedestrian walkway

20 Meadow planting

21 Removable bike share station

NOTE: The HOA, the community, or individual project sponsors may propose temporary activations of the plaza as part of the operation plan.
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SFPUC RETAINED FEE OPEN SPACE PERSPECTIVE

Figure 6.14–3: SFPUC Retained Fee Open Space Perspective Rendering
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The following items should be accommodated in the design of the SFPUC Retained Fee Open Space:
 SFPUC Open Space
Open space design shall meet the intent of the SFPUC
R.O.W. Landscape Vegetation Guidelines. See Figure
06.14–2 (SFPUC Open Space Concept Plan).
 Water Transmission Pipe Line Access
No use is permitted that would restrict access to the
SFPUC Retained Fee parcel by SFPUC staff, construction
equipment, or vehicles. A minimum of 20-foot wide clear
path shall be provided for pipe access.
 Program
Program elements shown in Figure 06.14–4 (SFPUC
Open Space Program Diagram) shall be provided,
subject to approval by SFPUC. Final size and
configuration of program elements may vary.
 Planting Restriction
Planting shall conform to SFPUC Open Space Landscape
Vegetation Guidelines (see Figure 06.14–1). No trees
or large shrubs may be planted within 20 feet of any
pipeline edge.
 Temporary Landscape
Since SFPUC is not responsible for restoring or replacing
any improvements in the SFPUC Retained Fee parcel
damaged in the process of accessing its pipelines,
surface materials within the water transmission pipe
setback should be easily removable paving or low
plantings to order to facilitate maintenance. All trees and
shrub shall be planted in removable planters.
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 Stormwater
No adjacent property shall use the SFPUC Open Space
parcel for stormwater treatment. Stormwater within the
SFPUC Open Space shall be self treated within the rightof-way boundary by providing 50% pervious ground
surface.
 Existing Blank Building Wall and

Utility Shaft Treatment
Vegetation screening in form of vines, or murals shall
be used to beautify the existing blank building wall
along the southern edge of the SFPUC Open Space.
Screening shall also be provided for the existing Whole
Foods Market parking vent that terminates at the end of
Brighton Paseo.
 Lee Avenue
SFPUC Retained Fee Open Space design shall coordinate
with the final configuration of Lee Avenue. Public
Works approved special treatment at the intersection
of the SFPUC Open Space and Lee Avenue shall be
used to slow traffic, create an entrance gateway to the
development, and to connect the SFPUC Open Space
parcel to Unity Plaza. A ground mural is encouraged
but would need coordination and final approval from
Public Works. See Section 5.13 (Lee Avenue) for more
information.

 SFPUC Retained Fee Open Space

Extension to Unity Plaza and
Whole Foods Market Service Loading
The design of the SFPUC Open Space extension to Unity
Plaza shall accommodate a turnaround zone serving
the loading dock at Whole Foods Market, which has an
established agreement with the SFPUC.
 Play Space with Operable Fence
Final sizing and public access hours for the fenced play
space shall be coordinated with the future childcare
facility at Block B. Facilities may be open to public and
flexible to allow for community use at certain times.
 Nature Exploration Area
Loose and fixed natural elements such as bark, pine
cones, sticks, rocks and natural elements such as
ornamental grass with habitat value shall be provided at
the nature exploration area.
 Connection
Pedestrian connections to Unity Plaza and Whole Foods
Market should be provided.
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SFPUC RETAINED FEE OPEN SPACE POTENTIAL PROGRAM
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Nature exploration area
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Flexible plaza for recreation, sport and community events

Figure 6.14–6: SFPUC Retained Fee Open Space Potential Programs
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6.15 	GATEWAY LANDSCAPE
The triangle of open space on Lee Avenue between Ocean
Avenue and City College functions as a gateway to the site
for cars coming from Ocean Avenue and for pedestrians
coming from Unity Plaza. Lee Avenue curves to resolve the
existing site geometry with the proposed triangular open
space. This landscape will be planted with a grove of native
trees such as Californai Buckeyes to tie in with the City’s
Green Connection initiative. The gateway landscape is
also designated as a potential location for the dog park or
electric service switchgear. See Section 06.18 (Dog Relief
Area).

GUIDELINES

STANDARDS

G.6.15.1 Connection to City College

S.6.15.1 Slopes
Side slopes shall not exceed a 3:1 ratio. The
design shall implement a slope stabilization
system to prevent erosion and reduce overall
maintenance for slopes greater than 3:1.

S.6.15.2 Soils
Provide a growing medium of top soil import or
amended existing soils. Provide 4 feet deep soil
for trees, 2.5 feet deep for shrubs, and 1.5 feet
deep for groundcovers.

1

Coordinate with City College before and during
the build-out of their Facilities Master Plan to
ensure a harmonious transition between Lee
Avenue, the gateway landscape, and the current
and future uses of the City College upper
reservoir area.

G.6.15.2 Planting
Drought-tolerant native plantings with oaks and
buckeyes, to tie into the citywide Ingleside green
connection, should be used to create habitat. See
Section 06.3 (Planting Palette) for more detail.
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Figure 6.15–1: Gateway Landscape
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6.16 	BRIGHTON PASEO
Brighton Avenue shall be extended as the main north/south
pedestrian axis of the plan, aligning with Mount Davidson.
It will lead to the main public amenity spaces at Reservoir
Park and connect the site to the adjacent neighborhood.

STANDARDS
S.6.16.1 Percentage of Pervious Surface
At least 70% of Brighton Paseo shall be pervious
and at least 50% of the total area of the paseo
shall be planted..

S.6.16.2 Pedestrian and Slow Bike Shared Path
A minimum of a 12-foot-wide shared path shall be
provided at Brighton Paseo.

S.6.16.3 Stormwater
Wherever possible, planting areas at the paseo
shall be used for stormwater treatment for the
adjacent building parcels.

S.6.16.4 Elevated Walkway
Elevated walkways over bioretention areas shall
be elevated no more than 30 inches from the
adjacent grade.

S.6.16.5 Paseo Signage

Paseo at Mission Bay Mews

GUIDELINES
G.6.16.1 Lighting
Overhead lighting should be considered at
Brighton Paseo. See Section 06.7 (Open Space
Lighting).

To ensure public access to open spaces, there
shall be visible and clear signage located at the
Ocean Avenue entrance to Brighton Paseo and
by the entrance near City College indicating
the publicly accessible open space nearby. See
Section 06.9 (Wayfinding and Signage) for
further information.
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6.17 	SAN RAMON PASEO
San Ramon Paseo is for pedestrians and slow bikes,
connecting the Balboa Reservoir neighborhood open space
network to San Ramon Way to the west. Pedestrian and
bike amenities will be provided along the paseo, creating
a lush, garden-like passage for residents and community
members. The paseo may also be used as a stormwater
treatment area, creating a habitat for the neighborhood
ecological network. There will be raised crossings at West
Street to emphasize the pedestrian priority of the open
space network. See Section 7.28 (Townhouse Frontage
at West Street and San Ramon Paseo) at West Street and
San Ramon Paseo for more information on the townhouse
interface with San Ramon Paseo.

STANDARDS
S.6.17.1 Percentage of Pervious Surface
At least 70% of the area of San Ramon Paseo
shall be pervious, and at least 50% of the total
area of the paseo shall be planted.

S.6.17.2 Pedestrian and Slow Bike Shared Path
A 10-foot-wide shared path shall be provided at
San Ramon Paseo.

S.6.17.3 Stormwater
Wherever possible, planting areas at paseos
shall be used for stormwater treatment for the
adjacent building parcels.

S.6.17.4 Elevated Walkway
Elevated walkways over bioretention areas shall
be raised no more than 30 inches from the
adjacent grade.

S.6.17.7 Pedestrian Safety
The design of the San Ramon Paseo shall
consider the safety of pedestrians, especially
children, when walking between Monterey
Boulevard and beyond to Ocean Avenue.

S.6.17.8 Planting Buffer and Townhouse Access Path
To ensure a lush, verdant environment, the
shared path shall be set at a minimum of eight
feet away from the building parcel line to ensure
adequate width for shrub planting. The paseo
shall be activated by townhouse access paths to
promote public safety. See Figure 06.17–3 (San
Ramon Paseo Section L.1).

GUIDELINES
G.6.17.1 Lighting
Pedestrian pole lights should be used at this
paseo. See Section 06.7 (Open Space Lighting).

S.6.17.5 Planting
50% of the paseo shall be planted to maximize
planting area. The remaining percentage will be
dedicated to townhouse access paths, pedestrian
and bike shared paths, and seating areas.

S.6.17.6 Paseo Signage

Paseo shall be designed as lush garden passage
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To ensure public access to open spaces, there
shall be visible and clear signage located at the
west entrance to San Ramon Paseo indicating
the publicly accessible open space nearby. See
Section 06.9 (Wayfinding and Signage) for
further information.

Paseo shall be activated by townhouse entrances
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Figure 6.17–4: San Ramon Way Connection Concept Plan
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6.18 	DOG RELIEF AREA
Dog relief areas may be provided for brief visits. Larger dog play areas are not recommended due to the community's
priority in regards to programs for children, gardening, and wildlife habitats. Several locations in the project are now under
consideration for dog relief areas. See Figure 06.18–1 (Potential Locations for Dog Relief Areas). One or more of these
options will be chosen as the final dog relief location(s).

STANDARDS
S.6.18.1 Size
The Balboa Reservior neighborhood shall provide
a minimum 2,000 square feet dedicated to dog
relief areas site-wide. This requirement may be
fulfilled within one contiguous space or through
a combination of multiple locations within the
project site.

S.6.18.2 Fencing and Security Gate
A perimeter fence no taller than 5 feet high
measured from the adjacent finished grade shall
line the perimeter of the off-leash dog area.
Fencing shall be at least 85% transparent. An
entry corral, consisting of an 8 foot by 8 foot
fenced area (at minimum) with two gates, shall be
provided to allow for pet owners to safely unleash
their dog prior to letting them into the area.

S.6.18.3 Drinking Fountain and Trash Receptacle
A fountain for both people and dogs should be
provided within or adjacent to the dog relief
areas. At least one trash receptacle shall be
provided per dog relief area.
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S.6.18.4 Signage
Rules shall be clearly posted, including codes of
behavior, hours, and requirements for entry.

S.6.18.5 Water and Sewage Connection
Water and sewage connections shall be provided
for maintenance and sanitation purposes.

S.6.18.6 Planting at Dog Relief Area
In the case where a dog relief area replaces a
habitat planting area, artificial turf will be used in
lieu of understory planting, with occasional shade
trees protected by dog barriers such as boulders
or low fencing.

GUIDELINES
G.6.18.1 Buffer From Adjacent Land Use
The design should provide a buffer between
nearby residences and the dog park. Buffers may
include vegetation and/or fencing to minimize
noise/visual disturbances.

G.6.18.2 Protect Natural Areas
Dog relief areas should not be located in or in
close proximity to natural areas where flora
and fauna, such as ground-nesting birds, small
mammals, and native plants, would be disturbed.
Nearby water bodies should also be protected,

G.6.18.3 Surface Treatment
A variety of surfaces (concrete, crushed fines,
rubberized surface, artificial turf, etc.) may be
used within dog relief areas. Decomposed granite
at the entry are recommended as these areas
have a high concentration of use. In smaller dog
run areas, a larger decomposed granite area is
recommended as the concentration of dogs may
not allow grass to grow. All surfaces should be
easy to maintain. If possible, lawn areas should
be rested periodically to allow the turf to recover.

G.6.18.4 Shade
Shade should be provided for at least 25%
of the site, using tree canopies and/or shade
structures.

G.6.18.5 Seating
Benches should be provided in convenient
locations to allow for gathering and resting
throughout the dog park area.

G.6.18.6 Climbing Elements
Climbing elements and grade changes should be
provided for dogs.

G.6.18.7 Lighting
Requirements for lighting should be coordinated
with the park's hours of operation. If the parks
are open from dawn to dusk, lighting need not be
provided as an additional amenity.
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7.1 	 BUILDING DESIGN OVERVIEW
The architecture of the Balboa Reservoir neighborhood will emphasize
the connection between indoors and outdoors by bringing elements of
landscape and public realm into the building and by opening the building
to embrace public spaces.
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The intent of the height standards is to provide a stepped urban form,
transitioning from 2-3 stories at the western property line to 6 and 7
stories adjacent to the larger institutional buildings of City College of San
Francisco. The height standards are also intended to provide a gradual
transition between the scale of the townhouses and the multifamily
blocks at the interior of the site. Site sections (Figure 7.2–2 and Figure
7.2–3) illustrate the stepped height in relation to sloping site and in
relation to adjacent uses.
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STANDARDS
S.7.2.1 Maximum Height and Number of Stories
Building height and number of stories shall not
exceed the maximums indicated on Figure 7.2–1
(Building Height Diagram).

S.7.2.2 West Street Step-Down
At Blocks B, D, F and G, the maximum height of
buildings on West Street is limited to 48 feet for a
depth of 20 feet as measured from the required
setback as indicated on Figure 7.2–1 (Building
Height Diagram).
Refer to Section 7.6 for additional standards
related to step backs at multifamily blocks.

S.7.2.3 Step Down at Western Project Boundary
At Blocks H, TH1, and TH2, the maximum height
of buildings adjacent to the western property
line is limited to 25 feet for a depth of 30 feet
measured from the property line. Refer to
Section 7.3 for required setbacks.

S.7.2.4 Measurement of Height
Maximum building height shall be measured in
the manner set forth in SF Planning Code Section
260.
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S.7.2.5 Exceptions to Height Limits
The features listed in Planning Code Section
260(b) (1) and those below may extend above
the maximum allowable height provided the sum
of the horizontal areas of said features do not
exceed 40 percent of the rooftop area and do not
encroach into the required step back at upper
floors as per Section 7.6 (Step Backs at Upper
Floors).
■ Solar energy collection devices shall be allowed
to a maximum height of 10 feet. Horizontal area
of solar panels shall not be counted towards the
maximum area of features allowed above the
maximum allowable height.

■ Non-occupied architectural features, including
wind screens, shall be allowed up to 8 feet above
the allowable height.
■ Refer to Section 7.24 (Utilities and Services) for
standards related to location and screening of
rooftop equipment.

S.7.2.6 Bulk Controls
There are no bulk controls at the Balboa
Reservoir neighborhood.

■ Rooftop enclosed utility sheds designed
exclusively for the storage of landscaping,
gardening supplies, and related equipment for
living roofs shall be allowed, provided they do
not exceed 100 square feet of gross area and a
maximum height of 10 feet.
■ Projections above the allowable height necessary
to accommodate additional ceiling height at
common amenity spaces located on the top floor
shall be allowed to a maximum ceiling height of
10 feet average measured to finished surface at
the ceiling.
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S.7.3.3 Planted Areas at Setbacks
Setbacks shall provide continuous planted areas
with a minimum average depth of 3 feet, except
at paved areas serving active ground floor uses
or allowed service areas. Raised planters at
setbacks should not exceed an average of 3 feet
above the adjacent sidewalk or grade level.

S.7.3.4 Type A – Lee Avenue

S.7.3.5 Type B – Street and Open Space

A minimum 5 foot setback is required on the
ground floor (or the first story above street
level). There is no minimum setback at levels
above the ground floor. Refer to Section 7.10
(Common Areas and Ground Floor Units) for
minimum required height at the ground floor.
Outdoor patios, stoops, shared terraces and
columns supporting building elements are
allowed in the setback at the ground floor.

A minimum 5 foot setback is required for the
full height of the building. Shared entry porches,
shared outdoor terraces and other architectural
elements that are part of shared outdoor spaces
are allowed to project into the minimum setback
provided the extent of these elements does
not exceed 30% of the building frontage and
complies with Section 136 of the Planning Code.










  


Street level setback at Lee Avenue, illustrative photo
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Figure 7.3–2: Type A – Lee Avenue Setback







Figure 7.3–3: Type B – Typical Streetwall and
		
Park Frontage Setbacks
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S.7.3.6 Type C – West Street and
San Ramon Paseo Frontage
A minimum 5 foot setback is required at
residential units fronting on the west side of West
Street and on San Ramon Paseo. Covered entry
porches are allowed in the setback provided they
are at least 50% open at each side.

S.7.3.7 Type D – Western and Northern Project
Boundaries at Townhouses
A minimum 12 foot setback is required at
the western project boundary separating
townhouses from rear yards at Plymouth Avenue
and at the northern project boundary separating
townhouses from Riordan High School. Where
rear yards of townhouses are located adjacent
to project boundary the minimum setback
is increased to 15 feet. Refer to Section 7.31
(Neighborhood Edge at Western Project
Boundary) or additional standards.

S.7.3.8 Type E – Northern Project Boundary
at Block G
A minimum 15 foot setback is required at the
northern project boundary separating Parcel G
from Riordan High School. Below grade parking
may extend into the setback provided the
finished surface of the garage roof is a maximum
of two feet above the existing grade at the
property line.



    

 






   

   
  
   
 


Figure 7.3–4: Type C – West Street and
		
San Ramon Paseo Setback
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Figure 7.3–5: Type D – Townhouses Side/
		
Rear Yard Setback

 
 

      
   

Figure 7.3–6: Type E – Parcel G Rear Setback
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7.4 	 STREETWALLS
Defined streetwalls shape the linear path of the street into
urban spaces and enhance the legibility of neighborhoods
by framing view corridors and by providing nodes of activity.

STANDARDS
S.7.4.1 Streetwall Definition
The streetwall shall be defined as a planar
building facade extending from grade to the
top of the building. Streetwall area may include
facade modulation as required under Section 7.16
(Facade Modulation and Composition).

S.7.4.2 Streetwall Locations
To provide a defined streetwall, buildings shall be
built to the setback line at all public right of ways
including parks and paseos.
Where there is no setback line buildings shall
be built to the property line. Streetwalls may
be offset from the setback line or property line
by not more than 2 feet towards the interior of
the parcel. (For example, at Type B setback, the
distance from the property line to the streetwall
must be not less than 5 feet and not more than
7 feet.)

GUIDELINES
G.7.4.1 Flexible Streetwall at Ground Floor
The arrangement of facade elements at the
ground floor is intended to be flexible to allow
recessed front porches and to allow for the
ground floor articulation required under Section
7.16 (Facade Modulation and Composition). The
combined area of streetwall at all floors shall
meet the minimum streetwall area set forth in
S.7.4.3.

  
  
  


  

  

S.7.4.3 Extent of Required Streetwall
Streetwalls shall be provided at not less than
60% of the total area of the building facade area.
Openings to interior courtyards and other breaks
in the streetwall required under mass reduction
shall not count towards the required streetwall.
See Figure 7.4–1.
Streetwall with allowable offsets and projections
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LEGEND
Area of required streetwall equal to
not less than 60% of total building frontage

Figure 7.4–1: Streetwall Diagram
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7.5 	 MASS REDUCTION AT LONG FACADES
Mass reduction standards are intended to create distinct breaks at long building frontages. Mass reduction also provides
opportunities to reinforce the connection between indoors and outdoors.


STANDARDS
S.7.5.1 Applicability of Mass Reduction Standards
Mass reduction standards apply to all building
frontages on a public or private street or a
publicly accessible open space. Mass reduction
standards also apply at frontages facing an
adjacent use or neighborhood.
Buildings with a frontage exceeding 180 feet in
length and a height exceeding 48 feet or 4 stories
shall incorporate at least one of the following
mass reduction strategies:

■ Exterior Recess
Provide a recess at building exterior with a
minimum width of 15 feet and minimum depth of
10 feet from the building wall extending vertically
for height at least 75% of the height of the
facade. The recess may start at the second floor,
or may terminate at the top floor. The recess
may be integrated with ground floor setback as
long as minimum dimensions on upper floor are
maintained.
■ Vertical Elements
Provide a combination of elements consisting
of recess and/or projection with a minimum
width of 10 feet, minimum depth of 5 feet and
extending vertically for a height equal to at least
75% of the height of the facade. The cumulative
base footprint area of all vertical elements on a
frontage shall equal a minimum of 150 square feet
to qualify as a mass reduction strategy. Balconies
at vertical elements are allowed if the railings are
visually differentiated from the main facade.

S.7.5.2 Alternative Mass Reduction Strategies

Vertical breaks and openings through building
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Alternative strategies are allowed if a quantitative
analysis is provided demonstrating that the








 


 
 

Figure 7.5–1: Exterior Recess

 
 

 
 




 


 
 


Figure 7.5–2: Vertical Elements

alternative strategies provide a similar reduction
in mass in terms of depth, width and total area,
and meet the intent of the mass reduction
standards.
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S.7.6.3 Location of Step Backs
The preferred locations of step backs are
indicated on Figure 7.6–1. The location of these
step backs may vary from locations shown on
Figure 7.6–1 provided that the location meets
the intent of the standards and is consistent
with the additional guidelines below.



 







Figure 7.6–2: Step Back – End Condition

S.7.6.4 Configuration of Step Backs
Examples of step backs that meet the intent
for these standards are illustrated in Figures
7.6–2 through 7.6–4.

     
      



S.7.6.5 Coordination with Other Design Elements
 

Upper floor step backs should be coordinated
with other standards, including:

Step back of top floor

■ Mass Reduction at Long Facades (Section 7.5)








■ Openings to Interior Courtyards (Section 7.7)
■ Roof Design (Section 7.15)

Figure 7.6–3: Step Back – Middle






  








Figure 7.6–4: Multiple Step Backs – Upper Floor
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Continuous step back at top floor
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G.7.7.3 Buildings without Courtyards
   
 
 


 
    




  





Figure 7.7–2: Opening to Interior Courtyards

Openings that extend the full height of the
building may be utilized as a massing strategy as
defined in Section 7.5 (Mass Reduction at Long
Facades).

GUIDELINES
G.7.7.1 Location of Openings
Openings shall be located at the preferred
locations shown on Figure 7.7–1 or at another
location that extends the visual experience of the
public realm and public open space.

G.7.7.2 Top of Courtyard in Relation to Opening
To maximize visibility to the interior of the block
the top of the courtyard should be not more than
4 feet above or below the level of the sidewalk or
public open space immediately adjacent to the
opening. Where the top of courtyard is more than
4 feet above or below the level of the adjacent
public way the design should provide a stepped
transition in the form of stairway, planters and
other elements that provide a visual connection
to the interior of the block.
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Buildings without internal courtyards should
provide one of the following:
■ An opening through the building meeting
requirements defined in S.7.7.2.

G.7.7.7 Secondary Openings
Secondary openings are recommended at
courtyards to allow multiple access points for
pedestrians and through access for residents.

■ A visual connection through the building. This
visual connection may be glazed provided the
visual connection is maintained through the
building from at eye level from public ways on
both sides of the block.

G.7.7.4 Block F
The recommended opening to the Block F
internal courtyard is on West Street to provide
additional reduction in building scale opposite
the townhouses. An opening may be provided to
Reservoir Park instead of West Street provided
the scale of building elements on West Street is
compatible with townhouses. See Section 7.14
(Frontage Character).

Full-height opening to internal courtyard

G.7.7.5 Outdoor Rooms
Openings should be designed as "outdoor rooms"
and integrated with the internal courtyard.

G.7.7.6 Pedestrian Access
Openings should be designed to allow controlled
pedestrian access to internal courtyards. Where
feasible these openings will also provide access
to entries to buildings and other active ground
floor uses. Open gates and fencing are allowed to
control access. Public access to courtyards is not
allowed.

Building allowed to bridge over opening to courtyard
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7.8 	 DWELLING UNIT EXPOSURE AND REAR YARDS
STANDARDS
S.7.8.1 Unit Exposure at Multifamily Buildings
All residential units shall face onto a street or
open space that meets one of the following
definitions:
■ A street, public alley, or paseo (public or private)
at least 25 feet in width.
■ An open area, an inner courtyard or a space
between separate buildings on the same lot
which is unobstructed (except for obstructions
permitted in Planning Code Section 136) and
is no less than 25 feet in every horizontal
dimension.

S.7.8.2 Unit Exposure at Townhouses
Refer to Section 7.36 (Dwelling Unit Exposure
and Rear Yards) for required exposure at
townhouse blocks.

S.7.8.3 Rear Yards
Multifamily buildings and townhouses are not
subject to rear yard requirements set forth in
Planning Code Section 134.
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Dwelling units fronting on a paseo
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7.9 	 USABLE OPEN SPACE
Usable open space is required on each block to provide residents with easy access to outdoor space. Usable open space also
provides an opportunity to enhance the connection between dwelling units, common areas and the exterior. Usable open
space may include courtyards, roof terraces, balconies and stoops.

STANDARDS
S.7.9.1 Usable Open Space
On-site usable open space shall meet the
requirements of Planning Code Section 135
except as modified by these standards and
guidelines:
■ Publicly accessible open space including paseos
shall not count towards the required on-site
usable open space.

S.7.9.2 Required Usable Open Space Per Unit
At the multifamily blocks, a minimum of 40
square feet of usable open space per dwelling
unit shall be provided on-site.

S.7.9.3 Minimum Dimensions
Any space credited as private usable open space
shall have a minimum horizontal dimension of
five feet and a minimum area of 35 square feet.
Any space credited as common usable open
space shall have a minimum horizontal
dimension of 10 feet and a minimum area of 150
square feet.

S.7.9.4 Minimum Dimensions at Courts
Courts utilized to meet the required usable
open space standards shall meet the following
minimum dimensions:
■ Inner Courts: where enclosing building walls
are four stories or more in height, the inner court
shall be large enough to inscribe a rectangular
area 30 feet by 40 feet within the enclosing walls.
This minimum area may include landscaping and
other features allowed as part of the usable open
space.
■ Outer Courts: where enclosing building walls
are four stories or more in height, the outer court
shall be large enough to inscribe a rectangular
area 25 feet by 25 feet within the enclosing walls.
This minimum area may include landscaping and
other features allowed as part of usable open
space.

Common courtyard open space

S.7.9.5 Usable Open Space at Townhouses
Refer to Section 7.37 (Open Space) for usable
open space at townhouses.

Rooftop terrace
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GUIDELINES
G.7.9.1 Amenities and Programming
Common usable open space should include
common amenities for residents such as BBQ
facilities, fire pits, play areas, and community
common spaces.

G.7.9.6 Raised Planters
Raised planters at common usable open space
should be a maximum of 18 inches above
adjacent finish surfaces except where required
for stormwater treatment or tree planting.

G.7.9.2 Furnishings

Common usable open space with seating and play structure

S.7.9.6 Landscape at Common Usable Open Space
Approximately 30% of the common usable open
space shall be softscape except at any block
with public-serving childcare facilities, where
courtyards will be partially used for secured
childcare open space.

S.7.9.7 Gates and Screens at
Common Usable Open Space
Gates, fences and screens separating common
usable open space from public areas shall have
approximately 50% porosity for approximately
75% of the length of any gate or screen in order
to provide a visual connection to the public open
space.
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Placement of permanent and temporary
furnishings in common usable open space should
be permitted and maintained by the buildings'
homeowners association.

G.7.9.3 Wind Protection
Wind screening should be provided to protect
exposed common usable open spaces from the
prevailing wind.

G.7.9.4 Soil Depth
Where provided, trees should have a minimum
soil depth of 3 feet.

G.7.9.5 Stormwater
At common usable open space, stormwater
collection and stormwater treatment is
encouraged to be designed as a seasonal water
feature that celebrates stormwater collection
rather than as a backdrop landscape.
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Sculptural stormwater element in courtyard

Landscape oasis in courtyard

Wind protected seating area at roof terrace

Children's play area in courtyard
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■ Where residential units are required at the
ground floor, each unit shall have direct access
to the adjacent street or public way, except as
otherwise allowed in these standards.

S.7.10.2 Southwest Corner of Block A at Lee Avenue
The southwest corner of Block A is highly visible
from Ocean Avenue and provides an important
opportunity to activate the SFPUC Open Space.
To create place for visitors coming north on
Lee Avenue from Ocean Avenue, the corner will
include one of the following elements:
■ Building lobby or other active residential
common area.
■ A retail space conforming with Section 7.13
(Ground Floor Retail). Space should be designed
to accommodate outdoor seating in the case of
food service use.

S.7.10.3 Required Entries
■ At least one entry from street to a common
area shall be provided at each location requiring
ground floor common area.
■ Entries to ground floor units will be provided at
a maximum average space of 35 feet. Refer to
Section 7.12 (Entries to Ground Floor Units).

S.7.10.4 Minimum Depth
■ Minimum depth of ground floor common areas
shall be 20 feet from outside face of exterior wall.
■ Minimum depth of ground floor residential units
shall be 15 feet from outside of exterior wall.
Refer to Section 7.28 (Townhouse Frontage
at West Street and San Ramon Paseo) for
FINAL DRAFT |  May 14, 2020

standards related to ground floor active uses at
townhouses.

S.7.10.5 Minimum Height of Ground Floor
■ At ground floor common areas, the minimum
floor-to-floor height shall be 15 feet. At Blocks
E and F the minimum floor-to-floor height at
ground floor residential common areas may be
reduced to 12 feet at areas located less than 100
feet from the property line at North Street. This is
intended to accommodate the higher elevation of
North Street adjacent to Blocks E and F.

Active frontage entries and articulated base zone

■ At ground floor residential units, the minimum
floor-to-floor height shall be 10 feet. The
minimum ground floor height standard does not
apply at townhouses.

S.7.10.6 Transparency
■ Ground floor common areas shall have a
transparency of not less than 50% between two
feet and twelve feet above finished floor and
visible light transmittance of 80%. Residential
common areas shall also provide direct visual
access between the active space and the street
with an average sill height of openings not
exceeding 2 feet in height from finished floor.
Screening of required transparent openings
is allowed at areas less than 8 feet above the
adjacent sidewalk grade where necessary to
provide enhanced security and/or privacy at
the following ground floor common areas: bike
storage rooms, administrative offices, business
centers, pet amenity rooms and resident
workshops. Light transmittance at screen areas

Transparency at active ground floor uses

shall not be less than 50%. Screening patterns
and materials shall be integrated into the overall
building design.
■ Ground floor residential units shall have a
transparency of not less than 25% with average
sill height of openings not exceeding 4 feet in
height from finished floor.

07

/ Building Design   199

Ground Floor Activation

S.7.10.7 Awnings at Ground Floor Common Areas
Awnings and canopies are allowed at residential
common areas in conformance with Planning
Code Section 136.1.

S.7.10.8 Parking Garages
Where on-site garages are provided, auto entries
shall be provided at the preferred locations
indicated on Figure 7.10–1. Location of garage
entries may be adjusted provided the intent
of the standards is met. Refer to Section
7.20 (Private Parking Garages) for additional
standards related to parking garages.

S.7.10.9 Service Areas
Building service areas including, but not limited
to, electrical rooms, mechanical rooms, refuse
rooms and pump rooms may be located where
ground residential units are required, subject to
the following limitations:
■ Services shall not exceed a maximum total length
of 40 feet or 25% of the required active frontage,
whichever is greater.
■ Services shall be located a minimum of 25 feet
from any corners as measured from the
property line.
■ Building services are not allowed at ground floor
locations where common areas are required.
Refer to Section 7.20 for additional standards for
garages, Section 7.24 for additional standards
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for utilities and services, and Section 7.41 for
standards related to townhouses.

S.7.10.10 Facade Areas without Openings
Where active ground floor uses are required, no
portion of the ground floor facade shall exceed
10 feet in height and 20 feet in length without
a window or door opening at an active ground
floor use, or an opening to a service area as
allowed under S.7.10.8. Such facade areas will
be integrated into the overall building design
through the use of modulation, materials and
architectural elements.

S.7.10.11 Defined Building Base at Active Uses
Where active ground floor uses are required,
buildings shall have a clearly defined base
zone for at least 80% of the building frontage.
The ground floor or base zone shall have a
differentiated architectural expression from
the upper floors. This may include, but is not
limited to, increased transparency, horizontal
or vertical shifts, changes in material and scale
of modulation, and increased texture of facade
elements.

S.7.10.12 Community Room
The community room shall provide transparency
between the community room and Reservoir
Park as required for residential common areas
as set forth in Section 7.10.6. Sliding doors,

folding doors or other large openings with a clear
opening width of at least 6 feet shall be provided
between the community room and the adjacent
outdoor terrace. Refer to S.3.3.1 for additional
standards related to location and configuration of
the community room.

S.7.10.13 Childcare Facility
The childcare facility shall meet the following
standards:
■ The floor to floor height in classrooms, meeting
areas, lobby and primary circulation areas shall
be not less than 14 feet.
■ The childcare shall provide a sheltered entry with
large glazed openings, outdoor seating areas,
bicycle parking accommodating cargo bikes and
other elements that support family interaction
and sustainable mobility.
■ Childcare facilities shall provide transparency
as required for residential common areas as
set forth in S.7.10.6 (Transparency). Screening
of required transparent openings is allowed at
areas less than 8 feet above the sidewalk where
necessary for security at classrooms or other
childcare spaces.
■ Refer to S.3.3.2 (Childcare Facility) for standards
related to size and location of the childcare
facility.
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7.11 	BUILDING ENTRIES
Well-designed entries link the public and private realm and
support a vibrant, walkable neighborhood. Building entries
should provide an easily distinguished architectural feature
that is proportional to the uses it serves in order to aid
wayfinding and neighborhood legibility.

STANDARDS
S.7.11.1 Main Entry Porch
Each multifamily building shall provide a
sheltering exterior porch integrated into the
design of the building. The exterior sheltered
space shall be adjacent to a lobby or other active
uses, shall have horizontal dimensions of at
least 8 feet by 12 feet, and shall provide outdoor
seating for waiting passengers and visitors.

S.7.11.2 Location
Primary building entries shall be located where
indicated on Figure 7.10–1 (Ground Floor Active
Uses). Alternate locations are allowed where they
provide equal activation of public areas and equal
convenience for residents and visitors.

S.7.11.3 Direct Access

Main entry at prominent location

Common lobbies and primary building entries
shall be directly accessible to the public way or
public open space without intervening gates
or walls.

S.7.11.4 TDM Measures at Building Entries
TDM measures shall be provided at building
entries as identified in the Balboa Reservoir
TDM plan.

Sheltered entry
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GUIDELINES
G.7.11.1 Scale and Proportion
Building entries should include building-scaled
elements and relate to the massing and facade
modulation strategies defined in Section 7.5
(Mass Reduction at Long Facades) and Section
7.16 (Facade Modulation and Composition).

G.7.11.4 Street Address
The numeric street address should be located at
the entry, clearly visible from curbside drop off
zone. The street numbers and any signage at
the entry should be an integrated part of the
exterior design.

G.7.11.2 Visibility and Transparency
■ Building entries should be designed to be readily
visible from a street frontage.
■ Public and common entries should be designed
to maximize transparency and provide direct
visual access into the lobby area.
■ Building entries should be designed to be easily
identifiable and distinguishable from residential
entries.

Building entry related to scale of modulation of the facade

G.7.11.3 Additional Building Entries
Additional building entries are encouraged to
accommodate move-ins and to provide residents
additional options for accessing open space and
the surrounding neighborhood.

Building entries coordinated with opening to courtyard
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7.12 	ENTRIES TO
GROUND FLOOR UNITS
Entries to ground floor units provide a direct connection
between ground floor residents and the public realm
with the intent of enhancing supervision of public areas,
encouraging walking and allowing additional opportunities
for informal socializing.




   













STANDARDS
S.7.12.1 Primary and Secondary Entries
The primary entry to the unit must be on an
accessible route. Where stoops are accessed only
by stairs or are otherwise not accessible, they
shall be considered secondary entries.

S.7.12.2 Location and Spacing
Front stoops and landings serving entries to
ground floor units shall be provided at frontages
identified in Section 7.10 (Common Areas and
Ground Floor Units).
Where ground floor units are required, the
distance between unit entries shall not exceed an
average of 35 feet measured from center of door,
or to face of door where perpendicular to street.

S.7.12.3 Design of Entries and Front Stoops at
Multifamily Buildings
The landing elevation at stoops shall be not less
than 2 feet and not more than 5 feet above the
adjacent sidewalk grade. Up to 25 percent of the
required stoops on a given frontage can deviate





 

Figure 7.12–1: Stoop Section

from these requirements to accommodate
sloping site conditions and/or configuration of
primary entry internal to the building.

S.7.12.4 At-Grade Entries



Figure 7.12–2: Stoop Plan at Combined Entries

S.7.12.6 Entries to Townhouse Buildings
Refer to Section 7.28 (Townhouse Frontage at
West Street and San Ramon Paseo) for entries to
units at townhouses.

Where site constraints prevent units from being
raised above grade as required, landings and
entries may be located less than 2 feet above
grade, provided the entry door is setback
a minimum of 8 feet from property line as
measured to face of door parallel to the right of
way or centerline of door perpendicular to the
right-of-way.

S.7.12.5 Private Outdoor Space in Lieu of Entries
Where sloping conditions result in unit entries
located higher than five feet above adjacent
grade, elevated private terraces may be provided
in lieu of stoops.
Unit entry at-grade with recessed entry
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GUIDELINES
G.7.12.1 Design
The 2008 San Francisco "Guidelines for Ground
Floor Residential Design" shall apply to the
design of entries to ground floor units, except
where these standards and guidelines conflict
or provide more specificity. In such case these
standards and guidelines shall govern.







  



G.7.12.2 Design Character
The design of stoops and residential entries
should correspond to the character of the
street frontage, as described in to Section 7.14
(Frontage Character). Stoops on West Street
should be individually articulated to correspond
to the scale of the townhouses. Stoops on Lee
Avenue may be grouped together to create a
larger scale architectural element.








Figure 7.12–3: Ground Floor Stoops

Ground floor stoop

G.7.12.3 Private Outdoor Space at Stoops
Where feasible, stoops should incorporate usable
private space. This space helps to activate the
street and provides additional privacy between
the residential unit and the public way.

 




G.7.12.4 Planting and Screening
Required planting between stoops should be
configured to provide visual buffering between
ground floor units and the public way.

G.7.12.5 Entry Doors
Entry doors should be arranged to be visible from
the street. Where feasible entry doors should
face the street.
204   Balboa Reservoir Design Standards and Guidelines



 








Figure 7.12–4: Unit Entry at Grade

Private terrace above grade where stoop is not feasible
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7.13 	GROUND FLOOR RETAIL
Where provided retail spaces shall contribute to the vitality of streetscapes and open spaces.

STANDARDS
S.7.13.1 General
Ground floor retail uses shall meet the standards
for ground floor residential common areas
provided in Section 7.10 (Common Areas
and Ground Floor Units) except as indicated
otherwise in the standards below.

GUIDELINES
G.7.13.1 Daylighting
Commercial and retail spaces should be
designed to maximize daylighting through the
use of glazing orientation, daylighting system
controls, light shelves, user-adjustable localized
shading, and maximized glazing transparency.

S.7.13.2 Depth and Height
■ Minimum depth of ground floor retail shall be
30 feet from exterior wall.
■ The minimum floor-to-floor height shall be
14 feet.

Retail frontage, street level activation

S.7.13.3 Transparency and Daylighting
Transparency at retail frontage shall be not less
than 75% with a visible light transmittance of at
least 80%. Average sill height shall not exceed 2
feet. Interior partitions exceeding 4 feet in height
shall be set back not less than 10 feet from
exterior glazing.

Retail frontage, street level activation
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RIORDAN HIGH SCHOOL

Building Modulation

TH2

7.14 	FRONTAGE CHARACTER
The Balboa Reservoir neighborhood is comprised of four distinct places
that are linked together to create a neighborhood: Lee Avenue, Reservoir
Park, SFPUC Retained Fee Open Space, and West Street. Each has a
unique character in terms of scale and use. These neighborhood places
are linked by connecting spaces including North Street, South Street,
Brighton Paseo, and San Ramon Paseo. These standards guide how
building frontage will reinforce the distinct character of each of these
locations. Refer to Section 2.4 (Framework Elements) for additional
descriptions of these distinct places.
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S.7.14.1 Coordination with Streetwall Standards
Building frontages shall provide a defined streetwall as set
forth in Section 7.4 (Streetwalls).
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Figure 7.14–1: Streetwall Locations and Types
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Building Modulation

GUIDELINES

Lee Avenue Frontage
Buildings fronting on Lee Avenue will reinforce this street
as the front door to Reservoir Park and will emphasize
the connection with the existing and future institutional
buildings on the City College campus. Building design will
be coordinated between adjacent blocks to reinforce a
recognizable definition of Lee Avenue.

G.7.14.1 Facade Design
Facade design at Lee Avenue should emphasize
the following:
■ A regular rhythm of modulation elements that is
compatible with the institutional buildings at City
College of San Francisco.
■ Gateways into the Balboa Reservoir
neighborhood at the SFPUC Retained Fee Open
Space, South Street, Reservoir Park, and North
Street.
■ Shared entries and residential common areas.

STANDARDS
S.7.14.2 Ground Floor Articulation
The ground floor on Lee Avenue shall be
articulated as a defined base zone with a
minimum height of 15 feet at residential common
areas and a minimum height of 10 feet at
residential units. Refer to Section 7.10 (Common
Areas and Ground Floor Units).

Lee Avenue, illustrative sketch



  










 
 
  






   
  





   











 

Figure 7.14–2: Conceptual Streetwall Character - Lee Avenue
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West Street Frontage
Buildings fronting on West Street will create an intimate
scale that reinforces the character of this quiet
neighborhood street. The required step down to four-stories
at the multifamily building creates a transition in scale to
the three story townhouse
buildings.
  

STANDARDS

GUIDELINES

S.7.14.3 Vertical Articulation at West Street
Vertical massing breaks shall be provided at the
building frontage at an average spacing of 100



feet measured from the centerline of
the break.

G.7.14.2 Relationship between
Multifamily Buildings and Townhouses

 
  

These massing
breaks shall
feet


be at least 8


wide and
5 feet deep and shall
extend vertically
  
through no less than three floor levels.



Balconies may occur within these massing
breaks at not more than one level.






Massing breaks at West Street may be
the required building
considered part of

modulation. Refer
to Section 7.16 (Facade
Modulation and Composition).






 





  





Figure 7.14–3: Conceptual Streetwall Character - East Side of West Street
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■ At the multifamily building, modulation measures
such as bays, recesses and balconies should be
provided at an average spacing of 20 feet oncenter, or as appropriate to compliment the scale
of the townhouse buildings.
■ Additional articulation should be provided at an


average spacing
of 50 feet.


■ Refer to Section 7.28 (Townhouse Frontage at
West Street and San Ramon Paseo) for required
 
modulation measures at townhouses on West
Street.

West Street, illustrative photo
  
 

The scale of the streetwalls and building


elements
on West Street should
be compatible

   
on both sides of the street.
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■ An outdoor covered porch or canopy serving a
building entry and/or common building amenity
with a minimum floor to ceiling height of 15 feet
and a minimum width of 25 feet.
■ A shared outdoor terrace with a minimum
width of 30 feet and a minimum depth of 12
feet that provides outdoor gathering space
overlooking the park and direct access to lobbies,
amenity spaces, multiple unit entries, or some
combination of these elements.

Reservoir Park frontage, illustrative photo

Reservoir Park Frontage
Building frontages on the park will provide an inviting sense
of permeability while also maintaining spatial definition
of the public open space. Buildings will feature common
amenity spaces, unit entries, generous terraces, stoops and
balconies that overlook the park and enliven the shared
public space.

FINAL DRAFT |  May 14, 2020

STANDARDS
S.7.14.4 Shared Spaces at Park Frontage
Each frontage on Reservoir Park shall provide
at least two shared elements that activate the
park and provide visual focal points. These may
include the specific elements described below
or other elements that provide a similar level of
activation and visual focus.

■ A shared roof terrace accessible to all building
residents with a minimum width of 30 feet,
a minimum depth of 10 feet, at a location
overlooking the park. The roof terrace shall be
expressed in the architecture with a step in the
building mass, a projecting element, a trellis
or other architectural device. Location of roof
terraces shall be coordinated with required step
backs at upper floors, refer Section 7.6 (Step
Backs at Upper Floors).
■ Large glazed openings at indoor common
residential areas in conjunction with commonentry porches, terraces, or upper floor roof
terraces that allow unobstructed views between
the shared interior common space and the
park, and complying with requirements listed in
S.7.10.6 (Transparency).
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GUIDELINES

SFPUC Open Space Frontage

G.7.14.3 Layered Facade at Park Frontage

Building frontages on the SFPUC Retained Fee Open Space
will activate and supervise this open space while also
buffering residents from the active uses.

Facade composition should maintain a strong
spatial definition of the public open space while
also providing a layering that allows buildings and
open space to interact. Layered elements may
include private balconies, step backs at upper
floors, french balconies, bay windows and other
occupiable space overlooking the park.

STANDARDS
S.7.14.5 Public Space Activation
Each SFPUC Open Space frontage should provide
at least one shared element to activate the park
as set forth in Section S.7.14.4 (Shared Spaces at
Park Frontage).

G.7.14.4 Shared Canopy at North Street
The frontage at the northern edge of the park
on North Street shall be defined by an open air
landscape structure.

Reservoir Park frontage, shared entry porches

S.7.14.6 Protection
Entries and stoops should incorporate elements
that provide residents with visual and acoustic
protection from public open space uses.

Refer to Section 6.13 (Pavilion Plaza) for
standards and guidelines related to landscape
structure at North Street.

S.7.14.7 SFPUC Construction Impacts
Frontage on SFPUC shall be designed to allow
for temporary closure of SFPUC Open Space
for subsurface utility construction and or
maintenance. Primary access to ground floor
units shall be from the interior of the site.

SFPUC frontage, illustrative photo
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Brighton Paseo Frontage

North Street and South Street Frontages

Brighton Paseo is an intimately scaled space that provides
a transition from the commercial corridor on Ocean Avenue
to Reservoir Park. This shared open space is also intended
to provide stormwater treatment areas for the adjacent
buildings. Building frontages will reinforce the intimate scale
of this landscaped passage and provide a buffer between
ground floor uses and the public passageway.

North Street forms the northern edge of the park and will
be the primary access for vehicles and bicycles from Frida
Kahlo Way. South Street will be one of the main vehicular
and bicycle access points to the site from Lee Avenue.

GUIDELINES
G.7.14.5 Facade Design
■ Facade composition should emphasize the active
uses at each of these frontages and emphasize a
welcoming arrival point for residents and visitors.

STANDARDS
S.7.14.8 Usable Open Space at Stoops
To reinforce the residential character, at least
four unit entries with raised stoops shall be
provided at Brighton Paseo. Each required front
stoop shall provide a landing area not less than
5 feet by 6 feet that provides a usable private
outdoor space and provides additional privacy
between ground floor units and the paseo.

Brighton Paseo frontage, illustrative photo

■ Facade composition at North and South Street
should continue the themes developed at Lee
Avenue, West Street, Reservoir Park and SFPUC
Open Space frontages to create a cohesive
building form and to create an appropriate
transition between neighborhood places.

S.7.14.9 Coordination with Stormwater Treatment
Ground floor frontage and entries shall be
coordinated with storm water treatment areas.
Walkways, stoops and other building related
landscape elements shall be designed to
highlight the water management function of the
paseo. Refer to Section 6.16 (Brighton Paseo)
for additional standards and guidelines.

South and North Streets, illustrative photo
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7.15 	ROOF DESIGN
The roofscape at the Balboa Reservoir neighborhood will be highly visible from adjacent hillside neighborhoods. Roofs
provide area for renewable energy systems and opportunities for shared spaces that allow residents access to views and
additional outdoor amenity space. Roofs will be designed as the fifth facade, to integrate these functions into the design of
the building and to create a varied building silhouette that avoids large expanses of flat roofs that are incompatible with the
larger neighborhood.

STANDARDS
S.7.15.1 Articulated Roof Forms
Buildings exceeding 3 stories in height shall
provide an articulated roof form. These roof
forms may consist of either of the following
options, or a combination of the two:
Option 1: an articulated roof form equal to a
minimum 25% of the total building roof area. An
articulated roof may consist of any shape with
a minimum average roof slope of not less than
2:12 and minimum vertical projection of 6 feet.
Shed roofs, gabled roofs, curved roofs and any
variation or combination of these elements are
acceptable. The articulated roof form may be
enclosed or may be open provided the structure
has sufficient visual definition to be read as a
distinct form.
Option 2: an articulated roof line with a
cumulative linear extent not less than 40% of
the total frontage on public streets and/or open
spaces. Articulated roof lines must measure a

minimum of 6 feet in height from the structural
deck or, in the case of a sloping roof line, must
measure a minimum of 6 feet to the midpoint
of the sloping roof line. The articulated roof line
may consist of either a solid or open parapet
extension and must be consistent with the
material palette chosen for the building.






Figure 7.15–1: Articulated Roof form






S.7.15.2 Measurement Across Two Blocks
At adjacent multifamily Blocks A and B,
and Blocks C and D, articulated roof form
requirement may be met by measuring roof
forms and/or roof lines in aggregate across two
blocks. For example the articulated roof forms
could be concentrated at Block A provided the
standard is met in aggregate measured across
Blocks A and B.

Figure 7.15–2: Distributed Roof Form

  

S.7.15.3 Visibility
Articulated roof forms shall be located to be
visible from public streets or common open
spaces.

 




Figure 7.15–3: Articulated Roofline
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S.7.15.4 Arrangement of Roof Forms
Roof forms shall be coordinated with massing
breaks and building modulation elements.
Roof forms may be either a single element or
distributed elements.

S.7.15.5 Living Roofs
All building roofs shall comply with Planning
Code Section 149 (Better Roofs: Living Roof
Alternative Ordinance) by meeting one of the
following standards:
■ At least 30 percent of the roof area shall be
overlaid by solar energy or heating systems
(including photovoltaic "PV" panels), or,

S.7.15.7 Roof Terraces
Where provided, occupied roof terraces shall be
adjacent to public open space and be expressed
on the facade of the buildings. Roof terraces shall
provide wind protected areas while maximizing
opportunity for views.

S.7.15.8 Railings at Roof
Railings visible from the grade at any of the
adjacent streets shall be designed an integral
part of the design composition.

Distinctive roof shapes

S.7.15.9 Screening of Roof Top Equipment
See S.7.24.2 (Equipment Screening).

■ At least 30 percent of the roof area of each
building shall be a living roof.
All building rooftops shall also comply with the
San Francisco Green Building Code section on
Renewable Energy and Better Roofs.

Roof terrace expressed on facade

S.7.15.6 On-Site Renewable Energy
Roofs shall be designed to meet standards for
renewable energy generation set forth in
S.4.5.1.1 (On-Site Renewable Energy).

Articulated roofline
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7.16 	FACADE MODULATION AND COMPOSITION
Building facades shall be designed in a manner that reinforces distinct neighborhood places, enhances the pedestrian
experience, creates continuity with adjacent blocks, supports connections between indoors and outdoors, and responds
to climate and views. Building facades shall have strong organizing concepts with an emphasis on clear forms, careful
proportions and a balance between articulation and restraint.

STANDARDS
S.7.16.1 Building Base Zone
All buildings five stories or more in height shall
have a clearly defined base zone for at least
80% of the building frontage located on public
way. The ground floor or base zone shall have
a differentiated architectural expression from
the upper floors. This may include, but is not
limited to, increased transparency, horizontal
or vertical shifts, changes in material and scale
of modulation, and increased texture of facade
elements.

S.7.16.2 Facade Modulation Requirement
All facades located above the Building Base Zone
shall provide modulation elements with a total
area not less than 25% of the nominal streetwall.
Modulation elements may be contiguous or may
be comprised of separate design elements. Refer
to the following figures for examples of facade
modulation that meet the intent of this standard.
■ Subtraction
Subtraction modulation shall be recessed a
minimum depth of 2 feet from the streetwall
with an average horizontal spacing of 30 feet as
measured from centerline of recessed element.

Modulation providing private outdoor space












Figure 7.16–1: Subtraction

■ Projection
Projection modulation shall extend between 2
and 4 feet from the streetwall with an average
horizontal spacing of 30 feet as measured from
centerline of projecting element. Projections
shall comply with allowable obstructions per
Planning Code Section 136.


  
  





 

 

 



Facade modulation by subtraction with a defined base
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Figure 7.16–2: Projection
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■ Shallow Modulation
Shallow modulation consists of projections and
subtractions with a minimum offset depth of 2
feet. To qualify as a building modulation shallow
modulation shall be equal to at least 40% of the
nominal streetwall above the ground level.
■ Continuous Modulation
Continuous modulation consists of projections
and subtractions with a minimum offset depth of
1 foot. To qualify as building modulation, shallow
sculpting shall be equal to at least 60% of the
nominal streetwall above the ground level.


  






 
 
 







Figure 7.16–3: Shallow Modulation

Shallow modulation

    
  
   
   



■ Vertical or Horizontal Modulation
Modulation measures may consist of either
vertical or horizontal elements or a combination
of the two.

  
 
 
  
  

S.7.16.3 Balconies
Balconies may be incorporated in any of the
facade modulation strategies outlined above.







Continuous modulation

Figure 7.16–4: Continuous Modulation

S.7.16.4 Facade Areas without Openings
Facade areas without windows shall be limited to
a maximum of 20 linear feet at any single story.

 
 



Figure 7.16–5: Horizontal Modulation
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Horizontal modulation
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GUIDELINES
G.7.16.1 Facade Organization
Each building frontage should have a strong
visual hierarchy and should express a consistent
rhythm of architectural elements that reflects
the internal organization of the building.

G.7.16.2 Focused Articulation
Building facades should be articulated to
emphasize the location of key elements of the
building including prominent corner locations,
main entries, and shared amenities.

G.7.16.6 Continuity
Building facades should reinforce the character
of neighborhood places by expressing continuity
between adjacent buildings through modulation,
materials, fenestration and color.

G.7.16.7 Window Organization
Windows should be organized and patterned to
reinforce building modulation and to provide an
additional layer of visual detail.

G.7.16.3 Integration with Roof Form and Articulation
Facade composition and modulation should be
integrated with roof articulation to emphasize
clear architectural forms.

Modulation created by projections and recesses

G.7.16.4 Sloping Frontage
At sloping frontages the facades should be
organized to reflect the slope of street and or
open space.

G.7.16.5 Transitions in Scale
Building facades should utilize modulation
and materials to provide transition in scale to
adjacent buildings within the Balboa Reservoir
neighborhood as well as buildings in the
surrounding neighborhoods.
Facade modulation reflects sloping street
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7.17 	EXTERIOR MATERIALS AND FENESTRATION
Materials and fenestration shall be selected to reinforce the
building design principles and to contribute to a cohesive
neighborhood character. Exterior materials at the ground
floor shall enhance the pedestrian environment and be
able to withstand increased wear. Materials used above the
ground floor shall balance the Balboa Reservoir vision of
placemaking and continuity while differentiating between
adjacent buildings.

STANDARDS
S.7.17.1 Required High Quality Materials
The exterior facade material shall include a
minimum percentage of high quality cladding
materials drawn from Category A in the material
palette. High quality materials not included in
the material palette may be substituted if similar
in quality to one or more materials included in
Category A. Percentages indicated below are
exclusive of windows and other openings, but
include all wall returns, soffits and other visible
exterior surfaces.

■ High quality materials will be used in a manner
that reinforces architectural forms. Materials will
turn corners as appropriate to provide complete
expression.

S.7.17.2 Materials at Building Base Zone
Where a defined building base is required
under Section 7.16 (Facade Modulation and
Composition), high quality exterior materials
and glazing shall be provided to differentiate
the ground floor and to enhance the pedestrian
frontage. At least 50% of the exterior cladding

shall consist of materials drawn from the
Category A1 – High Quality Materials at Building
Base Zone, or materials of similar quality that are
appropriate for application at the building base.

S.7.17.3 Architectural Elements
The integration of high quality exterior elements
such as decorative railings and projecting
sunscreens are encouraged. Architectural
elements indicated in Category C may be used
in conjunction with any of the materials in the
Category B to meet required percentages for
high quality materials.
For example, a Category B material used
in combination with a regular pattern of
projecting sunscreens will be considered equal
to a Category A material for purposes of these
standards.

S.7.17.4 Prohibited Materials
The following materials are not allowed at
frontages visible from public ways: vinyl or
fabric awnings, vinyl planks or siding, and foam
moldings.

■ At facades facing streets and public open spaces
at least 20% of facade area above the base zone
exclusive of windows and other openings, shall
consist of Category A – High Quality Materials.

S.7.17.5 Stucco Quality
All stucco facades shall be high quality. Finishes
shall be light sand or smooth trowel. Control
joints shall be high quality and located to
reinforce facade composition.

■ At the Reservoir Park, Brighton Paseo and SFPUC
frontages, at least 40% of the facade area shall
consist of Category A materials.
High quality materials reinforce architectural form
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Stucco may be consider a Category A material
where windows are recessed at least 8 inches
and stucco is installed with high quality hand
finish and architectural grade trim, or other
installation techniques that demonstrate a high
visual quality.

S.7.17.6 Window Design
Windows facing public streets, paseos, and
open spaces, and designed without trim, shall
be recessed a minimum of 2 inches, or shall be
provided with recessed frame with a minimum
return dimension of 2 inches.

S.7.17.7 Storefront
Storefront glazing shall be high quality with
integrated doors, trim and hardware. Storefront
glazing at ground floor active uses shall be
transparent. Reflective glazing is not allowed
except at spandrel panels. Where storefront
is interrupted by structural elements or other
elements, metal fascia shall be provided to
conceal structural elements at storefront and to
create an integrated visual appearance.

S.7.17.8 Exterior Materials at Townhouses
Refer to Section 7.32 through Section 7.35 for
standards and guidelines related to townhouses.
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GUIDELINES
G.7.17.1 Material Selection
Material selection and application should be
consistent with the Balboa Reservoir Material
Palette. Similar materials may be used as part
of a demonstrated strategy consistent with the
Balboa Reservoir vision.
Variations in materials shall be utilized to
reinforce the facade modulation and composition
themes set forth in Section 7.16 (Facade
Modulation and Composition).

G.7.17.2 Quality and Durability
Facade materials shall be durable and of
architectural-grade quality suitable for long-term
exposure in a coastal marine environment.

G.7.17.3 Natural Color and Finish
Materials selection should favor materials with
inherent natural color. Where metal material
are used the preference is for copper, anodized
aluminum, weathered steel or zinc with a natural
patina. Durable finishes that emulate these
materials are acceptable. Matte finishes are
preferred with the exception of special materials
uses for trim and other architectural accents.
Reflective materials, if any, should be used only in
limited areas.

G.7.17.4 Alternate Materials and Methods
Alternate high quality materials and
combinations of materials that do not meet the
percentage stipulated above are acceptable
provided they are consistent with the design
intent and reinforce the overall design character.

G.7.17.5 Material Transitions
Changes in material shall be located at interior
corners to appear integral with building massing,
rather than as a surface application.

G.7.17.6 Window Organization
Windows should be organized, patterned, and
grouped to reflect building organization and
design concept.

G.7.17.7 Vents and Grilles
To the maximum extent feasible, mechanical
grilles and vents should be located on secondary
facades. Grilles should be integrated into facade
design and should be architectural grade in
material and finish.

G.7.17.8 Green Walls
Green walls and/or plantings are encouraged
at the building base zone to provide a highly
visible, green amenity, additional screening for
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ground floor residential units and to reinforce the
connection between indoors and outdoors.
Green walls should include a wire framework,
cable stays or other durable framework
specifically designed to support vegetation.

G.7.17.9 Exterior Soffits
Exterior soffits are an important visual element
particularly at the base zone where they are
highly visible to pedestrians. Soffits should be
treated with materials at least equal in quality to
the adjacent vertical facades. At building entries,
unit entries and covered portals, soffits should be
treated with special materials such as wood slats
that emphasize the indoor outdoor transition.

G.7.17.10 Sustainable Materials
Selection of materials should be consistent with
the goals, standards and guidelines set forth in
Section 4.2 (Zero Emission Environments).

G.7.17.11 High Performance Building Envelopes
Design of exterior building systems should
be consistent with the targets, standards and
guidelines set for in Section 4.4 (Energy Efficient
Environment).
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CATEGORY A: High Quality Materials

A

A

High quality materials are distinguished from good quality
materials by having inherent color variation and having
greater variation in pattern and visual depth. In most cases,
high quality materials are factory finished which provides
greater durability and lower maintenance.
Category A materials include:
■ Tile or brick cladding

High pressure laminate panel

Seamed metal siding

■ Factory finished wood siding
■ Stone or terracotta

A

A&C

■ Metal siding
■ Pressure laminated panels
■ Stucco with 8" minimum recess at windows and high
quality finish as set forth in S.7.17.5 (Stucco Quality).

Factory finished wood siding

A&C

Formed metal panel

Terracotta tile veneer

A

Corten steel or natural weathering steel

Figure 7.17–1: Category A: High Quality Material Palette
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CATEGORY A1: High Quality Materials and Glazing at Building Base Zone

C

C

Exterior cladding at the building base zone shall be selected
to create a strong connection between the building and
the public realm, including the adjacent hardscape and
landscape. These materials will also be suitable for ground
floor application where the facade meets the sidewalk and/
or adjacent landscaping, and where the facade is subject to
high traffic.
Category A1 materials include:
■ Cast-in-place concrete
■ Tile or brick veneer

Cultured stone

C

Tile base

C

■ Stone or terracotta
■ Channel glass
■ High quality storefront.

Brick or brick veneer

C

Board formed concrete and acetylated wood

Channel glass

C

Storefront with varying mullion patterns

Figure 7.17–2: Category A1: High Quality Material Palette for Building Base Zone
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CATEGORY B: Good Quality Materials

B

B

Good quality materials generally include stucco and
composite cement board products that are field finished.
These materials rely on careful detailing and installation to
provide a sense of quality and to ensure long term durability.
Category B materials include:
■ Stucco
■ Cement board panels
■ Cement board siding
■ Board and batten siding.

Flat fiber cement board siding

B

Wood shingles

B

Fiber cement board siding

Fiber cement board and batten

B

Fiber cement panel

B

High quality stucco

Figure 7.17–3: Category B: Good Quality Material Palette
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CATEGORY C: Architectural Elements

D
Architectural elements such as sunshades, decorative
railings, projecting canopies and screen elements add
shadow and texture to the exterior of the building. Used
in conjunction with good quality exterior cladding, these
elements create a layered effect that can be visually equal
to the use of high quality claddings and can provide other
benefits in terms of shading and reducing weathering at the
building exterior.

Phenolic resin panel sunscreens

D

CNC screen/trellis

D

Acetylated wood brise soleil

D

Perforated metal guardrail

D

Perforated metal sunshade

D

Terracotta baguette

Figure 7.17–4: Category C: Architectural Elements Used in Conjunction with Preferred Materials
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7.18 	COLOR
The thoughtful use of color, whether applied to an exterior
surface or integral to a building material, shall contribute
to a cohesive sense of place within the Balboa Reservoir
neighborhood.

GUIDELINES
G.7.18.1 Color Selection
The color palette for each project will be
developed based on the following principles:
■ Color palette should build on the inherent colors
in selected high quality materials so that the
overall palette is grounded in the material natural
qualities.
■ Colors should complement the plantings and
finishes at outdoor areas.
■ Lighter tones should be prevalent at the upper
portions of buildings to be consistent with the
greater neighborhood. Avoid large areas of
darker tones that stand out in the neighborhood
context.
■ Color should be used to highlight entrances
or other important aspects of the building in a
manner that provides a secondary layering of
visual interest and information.
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G.7.18.2 Coordination Between Buildings
Buildings at the Balboa Reservoir neighborhood
should coordinate their selection of color and
materials with adjacent buildings to support the
overall goal of achieving a cohesive neighborhood
quality. This could mean a varied palette within
the same color family, similar to the adjacent
single family neighborhoods or other means of
expressing the individuality of distinct buildings.

G.7.18.5 Color Harmony
The primary facade color should harmonize with
accent colors through multiple tints, shades, and
tones of selected base colors in order to balance
restraint and accentuation.

G.7.18.3 Cohesive Palette
Each building should have a cohesive palette.
Color and material selection should not be
coordinated on a facade by facade basis.

G.7.18.4 Color and Transitions
Changes in color should be located at interior
corners to appear integral with building massing,
rather than as a surface application.
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7.19 	ARCHITECTURAL DIVERSIT Y
AND INNOVATION
Building design shall embrace new solutions and avoid
standardized architectural expressions.

GUIDELINES
G.7.19.1 Innovative Strategies
The design of each building should include
design innovations or creative expression
that are rooted in one or more of the following
strategies:
■ Innovative Use of Materials and Forms
Seek new and innovative combinations of
materials and detailing to reinforce presence at
building entrances, courtyard connections, and
highlight important building locations.

Creative use of materials and form

Sustainability integrated with design

■ Street Level Articulation
Focus innovative design elements at street
level and near common areas to enhance the
experience of the building at eye level.
■ Embrace of Sustainable Technologies
Develop new architectural methods and
expressions to integrate emergent sustainable
technologies.

Prioritize the street level and shared amenities
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RIORDAN HIGH SCHOOL

NORTH STREET

NORTH STREET

TH2

G

7.20 	PRIVATE PARKING GARAGES

NORTH STREET

WEST STREET

C

E

F

FRIDA KAHLO AVENUE

LEE AVENUE

WEST STREET

RESERVOIR
Off-street parking shall be located
and designed to minimize the impact
CITYon
COLLEGE
PARK
OF SF
streets and public open spaces. Parking shall be located partially or fully
PERFORMING
ARTS CENTER
below grade and shall be screened from streets, paseos, and open spaces
as described in the standards below. Public parking is allowed within private
SAN RAMON PASEO
parking garages subject to the limitations set forth in the Development
D to Section 7.21 for additional standards related to public
TH1 Agreement. Refer
parking garages.

LEE AVE NORTH

WEST ST NORTH

E

F

FUTURE
CITY COLLEGE
OF SF
DIEGO RIVERA
THEATER
AND
STEAM
BUILDING

LEE AVENUE

Building Details

RESERVOIR
PARK

STANDARDS
S.7.20.1 Allowable SParking
OUT

CITY COLLEGE
OF SF
MULTI-USE
maximum
BUILDING

H STR

EET

D

TH1

SEO

C

BRIGH
TON P
A

WEST
S

T. SOU
T

H

H

SAN RAMON PASEO

BAccessory parking is allowed at all residential uses. The
allowable parking ratio for on-site accessory parking is 0.5 spaces
A
per dwelling unit in aggregate.

S.7.20.2 Allowable Parking at Townhouses

WHOL
E

FOOD

SFPUC
O

PEN S
PACE

INGLE
SID
LIBRA E
RY

Preferred Location of Parking Access
Allowable Location for Above Grade Parking

ed Location of
g Access

ble Location for
Grade Parking

T

A

PASEO

UNITY
PLAZA

LEGEND
			

STREE

TH

B

BRIGH
TON

E

H

SOUTH

WEST
ST SO
U

The maximum allowable parking ratio at the townhouse blocks
is 1.5SFspaces
per dwelling unit. Parking spaces provided at the
PUC O
PEN S
P
ACE count towards the maximum of 0.5 spaces
townhouses shall
per unit in aggregate. Refer to Section 7.38 (Vehicle Access and
Parking) for private parking at townhouses.

CITY
COLLEGE
OF SF
MULTI-USE
BUILDING

Allowable Location for Parking
Allowable Location for Parking below Reservoir Park
Below Reservoir Park
Liner of Active Uses, 20 Feet Min. Depth
Liner of Active Uses, 20 ft Min Depth

ble Location for
Garage
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Figure 7.20–1: Parking Locations

0

LEGEND
Preferred Location of
Parking Access

UNITY
PLAZA

FOOD

Allowable Location for Parking
Below Reservoir Park

125

250 ft
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If located above grade, parking structure shall be
screened from streets, paseos and open spaces
with a liner of active use not less than 20 feet in
depth as indicated in Figure 7.20–1 and Figure
7.20–2.

S.7.20.3 Location of Private Parking Garages
Parking is allowed below grade at any of the
multifamily blocks. Where parking is provided
below grade, the top of the garage structure
shall not extend above the adjacent sidewalk
grade more than 4 feet, except as allowed in the
standards below.

S.7.20.5 Off-Street Parking at Blocks C and D
Below grade parking at Blocks C and D may
extend below Reservoir Park to create a
connected parking garage. The top of garage
structure shall be fully integrated into park
design. Refer to S.6.12.8 (Soil Depth) for design
of landscaping over parking structure.

S.7.20.4 Parking at Blocks A, B and G
Off-street parking at Blocks A, B and G may be
located either below grade as set forth above,
or may be located above grade at the locations
indicated on Figure 7.20–1 (Parking Locations).

S.7.20.6 Off-Street Parking at Block F
At Block F, where the below grade garage is
parallel to a sloping street, the top of the garage
may extend above grade up to 10 feet above the
sidewalk at West Street provided that the top of
the garage is no more than 2 feet above grade
at the sidewalk at the highest point of the site at
North Street.
The southern frontage at Reservoir Park shall
be occupied by residential common areas with
a depth of not less than 20 feet. Refer to Figure
7.20–1 for location of residential common areas.

S.7.20.7 Exposed Garage Facade at Block G
  
     
  
     

 
  
 

 
   
     
  
    

At Block G the portion of any above grade
garage visible from the Riordan High School
shall provide screened openings that prevent
light spillage and views into the garage; and
harmonize in material and scale with adjacent
residential buildings. Green walls and other
special elements are encouraged as part of the
facade composition.

S.7.20.8 Exposed Portions of Below-Grade Garage














 












Exposed portions of the garage shall be
integrated into the ground floor design of the
building. Stoops, stairs and other elements
shall be used to reduce the visual impact of the

Figure 7.20–2: Active Use Liner at Above-Grade Garage
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exposed garage wall. Any openings into belowgrade garages for ventilation or other purposes
shall be screened to prevent views into the
garage from public ways.

S.7.20.9 Location of Parking Access
Vehicular access to on-site garages shall be
located at the preferred locations indicated on
Figure 7.20–1, or at an alternate location that is
coordinated with required ground floor uses and
provides safe and convenient access. Ingress and
egress shall be located together with a single
curb cut, where feasible. Ingress and egress may
be separated where necessary to accommodate
site specific conditions.

S.7.20.10 Design of Garage Entries
Garage entries shall be integrated into the
building design to minimize the impact on the
public realm or public frontage. Measures to
reduce impact shall include recessing garage
doors from the main facade or combining with
other facade elements such a projecting terraces
or bays.

S.7.20.11 Dimension of Garage Doors and Curb Cuts
All garage entries shall be designed to provide the
minimum necessary width in order to minimize
impacts to the pedestrian realm. Garage doors at
shared garages shall have a maximum width of

20 feet measured from the inside of the jambs.
The maximum width of the curb cut shall be 20
feet as well. Where separate ingress and egress
doors are provided the maximum width of the
door shall be 10 feet measured from the inside of
jambs. The maximum width of the curb cut at a
single ingress or egress garage door shall be 12
feet.

S.7.20.12 Design for Visibility
Garage entrances shall be designed to allow
adequate visibility between pedestrians, cyclists
and motorists.
Garage entrances shall be located not less than 6
feet from the intersection of the public right-ofway.

S.7.20.13 Lighting Design and Lighting Spillage
To reduce light spillage to the exterior, indirect
lighting should be used to light interior areas of
the garage visible to the exterior. Parapet edges
of the parking trays should be higher than vehicle
headlights to screen adjacent properties.

G.7.20.1 Location of Waste Handling
Where feasible, waste handling facilities should
be located within parking garages to reduce the
impacts of service entries on the public realm or
public frontage.

G.7.20.2 Design of Garage Doors
All garages should be provided with attractive
and durable garage doors consistent with the
following:
■ The design of the garage door should be treated
as an opportunity to enhance the building design
through patterning and use of high quality
materials.
■ Garage doors should provide between 20-50%
transparency through the use of glazed panels or
perforated metal that limits views into the garage
while allowing for required ventilation.
■ Where separate ingress and egress doors are
provided the minimum separation should be not
less than 2 feet between jambs.

G.7.20.3 Convertibility
To the extent feasible, above-grade parking
structures should be designed to allow the
structure to be converted to a different use in the
event that parking is no longer needed through
the following design features:
■ Flat floors and "speed" ramps.
■ Minimum floor to floor height of 12 feet.
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7.21 	PUBLIC PARKING GARAGES
Public use parking is permitted consistent with the limitations set forth in Chapter 3. If a multistory garage is provided, care
must be taken in garage location and configuration to limit the impact on the public realm..

STANDARDS
S.7.21.1 Location of Public Parking
Public parking is permitted below-grade at any
of the multifamily blocks or above-grade at
Blocks A and G. The design of public parking
including access gates shall be consistent with
Section 7.20 (Private Parking Garages), and with
additional standards provided in this section.

S.7.21.2 Parking Access
Public parking garages shall be limited to
one entry/exit per block located to minimize
disruption to pedestrians and cyclists.

S.7.21.3 Parking Access Door/Gate
Public parking access shall be through a secure,
motorized door. Shared parking facility access
shall remain open during times of peak traffic
and shall be controlled off-peak.

GUIDELINES
S.7.21.4 Active Use Liner
Above grade public parking at Blocks A or G shall
be wrapped with a multistory liner as required by
S.7.20.4 (Parking at Blocks A, B and G).

S.7.21.5 Pedestrian Entry to Public Garage
Any public garage providing more than 100
spaces shall provide a dedicated pedestrian
access point that is designed to readily visible,
welcoming and well-integrated into the design of
the building.

S.7.21.6 EV Charging Stations
EV charging stations shall be located at all garage
levels.

G.7.21.1 Public Parking Co-Located with
Private Parking
Public parking may be located within private
parking garages subject to the following
limitations:
■ Any public parking that is co-located with
residential parking shall be located below grade
or above grade in the locations allowed in Section
7.20 (Private Parking Garages).
■ The total number of spaces available for public
parking and hours of public use will be limited as
set forth in the Development Agreement.
■ Access to the garage should be arranged to
ensure that parking areas reserved for residents
remain secure.

Parking access shall be designed to allow
queuing of vehicles without blocking street or
sidewalk.
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7.22 	FACILITIES FOR RESIDENTIAL MOVING
Each multifamily block shall be designed to accommodate resident move-ins and move-outs in a manner that minimizes
disruptions to vehicle, pedestrian and bicycle circulation in the public right-of-way.

STANDARDS
S.7.22.1 Required Loading Areas
Off-street loading to accommodate resident
move-ins and move-outs shall be provided as
required by the SUD. Refer to Balboa Reservoir
Infrastructure Plan, for more details regarding
location of off-street loading.

S.7.22.2 Moving Vehicles
Facilities for residential moving shall be
designed to accommodate a 26-foot fixed-body
truck, the maximum size normally available
from commercial rental companies. Note that
the actual dimensions of 26-foot trucks vary
depending on manufacturer. Loading areas are
not required to accommodate moving vehicles
larger than a standard 26-foot fixed-body truck.

S.7.22.3 Loading Dock Dimensions
Loading docks located within buildings shall
meet the standards of the Planning Code, as
modified below:
■ Maximum size of loading door shall be 12 feet
wide by 14 feet high.
■ Curb cut shall not exceed 14 feet in width.
■ Interior of loading area shall be a minimum of
width of 12 feet and a minimum depth of 30 feet.
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■ Loading doors shall be not more than 25%
transparent or open.
■ A 26-foot box truck turn template shall be
provided to demonstrate that the maneuvers are
possible. A wider curb cut may be justified with
26-foot box truck turn templates subject to the
SFMTA review and approval.

S.7.22.4 Access to Elevator
Loading areas and loading docks shall be located
to allow convenient access to an elevator serving
all primary residential floors.

GUIDELINES
G.7.22.1 Loading Dock Location
Loading docks should be located to minimize
visual impact. Where feasible combine loading
docks with parking entries or other service
elements to minimize curb cuts and other
interruptions to the streetscape.

Loading dock integrated with building facade

G.7.22.2 Design of Loading Docks
Loading docks should be designed as an
integrated component of the building facade
similar to entries to parking garages, refer to
S.7.20.10 (Design of Garage Entries).
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7.23 	ON-SITE BICYCLE PARKING
To encourage bicycle use and to reduce reliance on automobiles, the on-site bicycle parking and service facilities will be
convenient, secure and well-designed. Particular attention will be paid to providing convenient access to bike parking from
the building entry and from residential units so that biking is an easy and obvious alternative.

STANDARDS
S.7.23.1 Design Standards for Class I Spaces
Class I on-site bicycle parking at multifamily
blocks shall be provided in accordance with the
definitions and standards set forth in Planning
Code Section 155.1, except as modified below:
■ Doors accessing bicycle parking facilities shall
have mechanical openers for ease of access.

S.7.23.2 Class ! Spaces for Oversized Bicycles
A minimum of 30 Class I bicycle parking spaces
for oversize bicycles shall be provided on the
project site. These spaces shall be distributed
across blocks and shall be designed to
accommodate oversize bicycles such as cargoes
and long tails.

S.7.23.3 Location Standards for Class II Spaces
Class II on-site bicycle parking shall be provided
near all main pedestrian entries in accordance
with the definitions and standards set forth in
Planning Code Section 155.1.

S.7.23.4 Off-Site Bicycle Parking
Refer to Chapter 5 (Circulation) and Chapter 6
(Open Space Network) for standards related to
off-site bicycle parking.
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S.7.23.5 On-Site Bicycle Parking at Townhouses
Refer to Section 7.39 (On-Site Bicycle Parking)
for standards related to bicycle parking at
townhouses.

Class I bicycle parking

GUIDELINES
G.7.23.1 Design of Bicycle Parking Spaces
Bicycle storage should be designed as an
amenity space. Design features should include
daylighting where feasible, high quality artificial
lighting and careful attention to interior site lines.
Floor and wall surfaces should be designed to be
attractive and easily cleaned. Views to exterior
public areas should be limited to avoid creating a
security issue.

G.7.23.2 Bicycle-Supportive Amenities
A bicycle repair station should be provided and
maintained within buildings. The repair station
should provide a clear work area at least 4 feet
by 8 feet and a bike standard permanently fixed
to the floor. The fix-it station should include a
work bench at least 2 feet deep by 4 feet long, air
pump and basic bike tools permanently secured
to the work bench or the immediate area.

Bicycle supportive amenities

Additional supportive amenities should be
provided with particular attention to supporting
family use of bicycles. These additional amenities
might include storage lockers for helmets, cargo
bags and other bike gear.

G.7.23.3 Charging Facilities for Electric Bicycles
Design should include provision of outlets
conveniently located to allow charging of electric
bicycles, with a capacity equal to 20% of the total
number of bike parking spaces.
07

/ Building Design   231

Building Details

7.24 	UTILITIES AND SERVICES
Care must be taken in the design and location of services
and utilities including waste handling areas, utility meters,
backflow preventers, transformers, fans, and HVAC units,
to conceal these devices and minimize visual impact on the
public realm.

STANDARDS
S.7.24.1 Rooftop Equipment Step Back
Rooftop mechanical equipment taller than
the parapet shall be located a ratio of 1 foot
horizontal from exterior walls for every foot
above the maximum height limit of the building.
Elevators, solar panels and devices specifically
required and located by code shall be exempted
from this step back.

S.7.24.2 Equipment Screening
Equipment extending above the level of the roof
parapet shall be screened. Screening shall extend
to a height at least equal to the highest point of
the equipment.

S.7.24.3 Site Utilities
Site utilities such as meters and backflow
preventers shall be located inside utility
rooms where feasible or shall be screened
with a combination of low walls or screens and
landscaping.
Screening of rooftop mechanical equipment
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GUIDELINES
Electrical transformers shall be located either
in below grade vaults or in equipment rooms
screened from street with solid doors.

S.7.24.4 Location and Screening of
Utilities at Townhouses
Refer to Section 7.41 (Utilities and Services) for
additional standards and guidelines related to
utilities and services at townhouses.

S.7.24.5 Waste Handling Facilities
Waste handling facilities shall be located within
the building and designed to minimize impact
on building entries and active ground floor uses.
Provide adequate space for storage, staging and
collection of waste and recycling materials.

S.7.24.6 Recycling and Zero Waste
Waste handling areas shall be designed in
accordance with project goals, standards and
guidelines set forth in Section 4.13 (Waste
Generation and Recovery).

G.7.24.1 Equipment Grouping
Where feasible, equipment should be grouped to
reduce the quantity of screened areas.

G.7.24.2 Equipment Screening Design
Screening should be thoughtfully designed
with materials that complement the facade to
integrate with the building design. Equipment
screens shall consist of durable materials
and shall be no more than 50% transparent.
Perforated metal, sturdy wood and combinations
of materials are acceptable.

G.7.24.3 Solar Panels
Solar panels are not required to be screened from
view, however any solar panels visible from the
street level or from adjacent properties should
be integrated into the building design such that
the panels do not detract visually from the overall
design character.

Screening of rooftop utilities

G.7.24.4 Site Utility Locations
Site utilities should not be located at residential
common areas frontages identified in Section
7.10 (Common Areas and Ground Floor Units),
adjacent to sidewalks, paseos, or publiclyaccessible open spaces.

Screened facade
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7.25 	ON-SITE LIGHTING
Effective and attractive on-site lighting is necessary to complement the vision for the Balboa Reservoir neighborhood.
Lighting must be energy efficient, commensurate in scale with its intended application, and shall provide a safe environment
for pedestrians, cyclists, residents and visitors. Lighting shall be selected to harmonize with the design of open spaces
and buildings.

STANDARDS
S.7.25.1 Coordination with Off-Site Lighting
On-site lighting shall be coordinated with off-site
lighting at streets and public open spaces. Refer
to Section 5.12 (Street Lighting) and Section 6.7
(Open Space Lighting) for standards related to
off-site light.

S.7.25.2 Exposed Elements Prohibited
Exposed electrical elements including wires,
conduit, junction boxes, transformers, ballasts,
and panel boxes shall be prohibited.

S.7.25.3 Lighting Levels
Lighting levels shall be provided at the minimum
level allowed under the Illumination Engineering
Society of North America (IESNA) lighting
guidelines and applicable codes.

S.7.25.4 Illumination Quality
Building area lighting shall achieve a minimum
Color Rendering Index (CRI) of 90 and R9 value
of 50 with a Correlated Color Temperature (CCT)
between 2700-3200K.
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S.7.25.5 Shielding Required
Lighting shall incorporate shielding to prevent
light from emitting above a 90° plane and shall
be designed and located to minimize glare and
light trespass into neighboring buildings.

Soft lighting with minimum glare

GUIDELINES
G.7.25.1 Indirect Light Sources
Lighting design should rely primarily on indirect
sources that light adjacent surfaces. Direct view
of light fixtures should be minimized except for
decorative fixtures.

G.7.25.2 Secure and Attractive Pedestrian Routes
Lighting should be designed to enhance the
experience and security of pedestrian routes
and entry points such as entrances and common
spaces.

Small, distributed, low-voltage lighting

G.7.25.3 Courts and Shared Spaces
Courts and exterior shared spaces should be
illuminated with small, distributed, low-wattage
lighting whenever feasible. Lighting should
highlight landscape elements and avoid direct
glare from fixtures.

G.7.25.4 Conservation and Smart Technologies
Smart and networked technologies such as
motion, occupancy, and daylight sensors should
be integrated to the maximum extent feasible to
limit excess lighting and conserve energy.
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7.26 	ON-SITE SIGNAGE
Signage should provide convenient wayfinding and enhance the overall aesthetic character of buildings and spaces. Signage
must be designed to provide effective wayfinding, increase resident safety, and contribute to the sense of place consistent
with the vision for the Balboa Reservoir neighborhood.

STANDARDS
S.7.26.1 Residential Project Signs
At multifamily buildings, one project sign is
allowed at each shared entry. At townhouses,
one common project sign is allowed at Blocks H,
TH1, and TH2. Project signs shall be limited to a
total face area of 40 square feet per building.

S.7.26.2 Prohibited Signs
Box signs, programmable digital signs, reflective
signs, kinetic and inflatable signs, waterfall
awnings, billboard signs, applied window signs,
and freestanding signs at residential buildings
shall be prohibited.

S.7.26.3 Exposed Elements Prohibited
Exposed electrical elements including wires,
conduit, junction boxes, transformers, ballasts,
and panel boxes shall be prohibited.

S.7.26.4 Illuminated Signage
Signage shall be externally illuminated or integrated
into sign design. Illuminated signage shall be
limited, unless otherwise required by law, to:
■ Commercial Uses: business operation
■ Residential Uses: sunset to 11pm
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S.7.26.5 Commercial Signage
Signage at retail, arts related uses or other
commercial frontage shall conform with Planning
Code Section 607.1 (Neighborhood Commercial
Signage).

Signage integrated with design facade

S.7.26.6 Temporary Signage
Temporary signs and banners shall be limited
to two (2) signs per block with a maximum
height of 12 feet and maximum area of 144 feet.
Supergraphic wrap of construction scaffolding
shall be allowed without area restrictions.

GUIDELINES

Creative signage is encouraged

G.7.26.1 Integrated Design
Signage should incorporate similar forms,
materials, and motifs as streetscape and site
palette elements.

G.7.26.2 Signage Placement
Signage should be placed to avoid interrupting
key sight-lines and views of common areas and
entrances.

G.7.26.3 Illuminated Signage
Integrally illuminated signage should conceal the
illumination source within the design of the sign
to minimize glare.

G.7.26.4 Commercial Signage
Retail signage incorporating creative logos and
iconic graphic elements should be encouraged in
lieu of typography.
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Townhouses
TH2

G
WEST ST NORTH

7.27 	OVERVIEW
The townhouses are intended to be an integral part of the
Balboa Reservoir neighborhood. The lower scale of these
blocks also provides a transition in scale between the
single family homes at Westwood Park and the multifamily
buildings within the interior of the Balboa Reservoir
neighborhood.

NORTH STREET

F

WEST STREET

The standards in the following sections apply to all buildings
at Blocks H, TH1, and TH2.

STANDARDS
S.7.27.1 Permitted Residential Uses at
Blocks H, TH1, and TH2

236   Balboa Reservoir Design Standards and Guidelines

D

TH1

S.7.27.3 Multifamily Housing at Block H
Multifamily housing located at Block H shall
comply with all standards and guidelines for
Townhouses except as indicated otherwise in the
following sections..

SOUTH

LEGEND
West Street Frontage

B
BRIGH
TON P
A

San Ramon Paseo Frontage
SFPUC Frontage
Entry Courts

T

SEO

H

STREE

TH

For standards governing height, setbacks and
other general zoning envelope standards for
Blocks H, TH1, and TH2 refer to the sections
indicated below:
Height — Section 7.2
Setbacks — Section 7.3
Streetwalls — Section 7.4
Active Ground Floor Uses — Section 7.10
Entries to Ground Floor Units — Section 7.12
Allowable Parking — Section 7.20

Townhouses at West Street, illustrative photo
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S.7.27.2 Reference Standards
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Residential units at Blocks TH1 and TH2 shall be
townhouses. Residential units at Block H may be
either townhouses or multifamily housing. Refer
to Table 3.6.–1 (Balboa Reservoir Land Uses) for
permitted uses. Refer to Appendix A for definition
of townhouses and multifamily housing.
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Figure 7.27–1: Townhouse Blocks
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7.28 	TOWNHOUSE FRONTAGE AT WEST STREET AND SAN RAMON PASEO
STANDARDS
S.7.28.1 Townhouses Fronting on
West Street and San Ramon Paseo
Townhouses shall front on West Street to provide
a defined streetwall as required under Section 7.4
(Streetwalls).
■ Occupied residential space shall be located at all
levels of the townhouse frontage, with primary
windows overlooking the street or paseo.
■ Occupied residential space at the first level shall
have a minimum interior depth of 5 feet and may
include an entry foyer and/or stairway providing
access to the upper levels.
■ Refer to Section 7.30 for required pedestrian
connections at West Street and San Ramon Paseo.
■ Refer to Section 7.32 for facade modulation at
West Street.
■ All standards that apply to frontage at West
Street shall also apply to frontage on the shared
streets West Street North and West Street South

S.7.28.2 Unit Entries at West Street
Units fronting on West Street shall have a primary
pedestrian entry directly from West Street. Units
with frontages on both West Street and San
Ramon Paseo or on an entry court, shall provide
an entry either on West Street or on the adjacent
publicly accessible space.
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■ Unit entries at townhouses on West Street shall
have raised stoops as set forth in Section 7.12
(Entries to Ground Floor Units) except where an
accessible path of travel to unit entry is required
to meet accessibility standards, or in cases
where sloping site conditions make raised stoops
infeasible.
■ Where raised stoops are not feasible, entry doors
and landings are permitted to be less than 2 feet
above adjacent grade provided the front door is set
back not less than 8 feet from the property line.
■ In no case shall the landing at the unit entry be
below the adjacent grade at the sidewalk.

S.7.28.3 Unit Entries at San Ramon Paseo
■ Townhouses with a frontage on San Ramon
Paseo shall have an entry directly accessed from
the paseo and primary living spaces facing San
Ramon. At a minimum, four townhouse entries
shall be provided on each side of San Ramon
Paseo.
■ Townhouses with a frontage on both West Street
and San Ramon Paseo shall have a primary entry
accessed directly from either West Street or San
Ramon Paseo.
■ Townhouse entries at San Ramon Paseo may be
located at grade provided the front door is set

Stoops at unit entries at West Street, illustrative photo

back from the streetwall not less than 5 feet.
Allowing unit entries to be at-grade provides
flexibility to accommodate the significant lateral
slope that occurs in this location.

S.7.28.4 Multifamily Housing at Block H
Multifamily housing at Block H, if any, is not
required to comply with the frontage standards
for townhouses set forth in Section 7.28.
Multifamily housing at Block H shall comply with
standards for required ground floor entries set
forth in Section 7.12 (Entries to
Ground Floor Units).
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WEST ST NORTH

TH2
7.29 	ENTRY COURTS

The entry courts shall provide access for bicycles,
pedestrians and autos.

Setback Line
PL



Landscape




  





S.7.29.1 Width and Depth of Entry Court
NORTH STREET

The width of the entry court shall be not less
than 40 feet and not more than 50 feet measured
between the facades at the adjacent buildings.
The depth of the entry courts shall be not less
than 50 feet measured from the property line at
West Street to the primary building facade at the
termination of the entry court.

F

S.7.29.2 Building Frontage at Entry Courts





STANDARDS

WEST STREET

Primary access to the townhouse neighborhood shall be
provided at the termination of North Street and South
Street, creating defined entry courts that connect the
townhouses within the Balboa Reservoir neighborhood.

Entry courts shall be bounded by building
frontage on the north and south for a depth of
not less than 50% of the total depth of the entry
court, measured from the property line at West
Street. Building frontage shall be provided at
the west end of the entry court with a width of
not less than 75% of the total width of the entry
court (Figure 7.29–1). Garage doors are not
allowed to face the entry courts.
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Figure 7.29–1: Entry Courts
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7.30 	PEDESTRIAN CONNECTIONS
■ At required building frontage, living spaces shall
overlook entry courts. The combined area of
windows and doors facing entry courts shall be
equal to not less than 20% of the facade area.
Unit entries on entry courts are encouraged.

S.7.29.3 Landscape at Entry Courts
Entry courts shall be defined by a zone of special
paving and landscaping. Refer to Section 5.17
(Townhouse Entry Courts and Private Drives)
for additional standards regarding paving,
landscape and driveways.
■ A planted area at least 8 feet deep and 20 feet
wide shall be provided at western edge of the
court to provide a visual termination. Other
landscape configurations are allowed if they
provide an equal visual termination.
■ A pedestrian walkway not less than 5 feet wide
and a planting strip not less than 5 feet wide
shall be provided on each side of the entry court.
The entry court shall be designed without curbs.
Walkways shall be distinguished from drive aisles
by a difference in paving, either in color, material
or pattern.
■ Trees shall be provided at landscape areas with
an average spacing of not more than 25 feet
on-center.
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In addition to entry courts, publicly accessible pedestrian
connections shall be provided between West Street and
San Ramon Paseo and the townhouse neighborhood as
indicated on Figure 7.29–2. These pedestrian connections
shall be accessible to the public at all times.

STANDARDS
S.7.30.1 Pedestrian Connection at
West Street and San Ramon Paseo
■ A minimum of two pedestrian connections shall
be provided at West Street in addition to entry
courts at North and South Street.
■ The maximum distance between pedestrian
connections at West Street shall not exceed
150 feet.
■ A minimum of two pedestrian connections shall
be provided at San Ramon Paseo, one from the
north and one from the south.
■ Pedestrian connections shall be linked by a
publicly accessible route within the townhouse
neighborhood. A private drive meeting other
standards may serve as all or part of this internal
pedestrian route. Refer to Section 5.17 for
additional standards for private drives.

S.7.30.2 Design of Pedestrian Connections
■ Required pedestrian connections shall be not
less than 10 feet in width measured from building
to building and shall provide a shared pedestrian
path at least 6 feet in width.

Building openings and pedestrian access

■ Private drives may serve as pedestrian
connections provided they provide an
uninterrupted accessible route.

S.7.30.3 Pedestrian Connections at Block H
■ In the event multifamily housing is provided at
Block H, pedestrian connections indicated in this
section are not required.
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TH2
WEST ST NORTH

7.31 	NEIGHBORHOOD EDGE AT WESTERN PROJECT BOUNDARY
The western boundary of the project borders the rear yards of existing homes on Plymouth Avenue. Townhouses and any
multifamily houisng at Block H adjacent to the western project boundary will be designed to step down in scale and to
reduce the impacts on privacy at the neighboring homes. See Section 7.2 (Height) and Section 7.3 (Setbacks) for required
step down and required setbacks adjacent to the western boundary.

NORTH STREET

F

STANDARDS

■ Side Yard: a side yard fronts a building wall with
neither a front door nor garage entry and is no
less than 12 feet wide and open to the sky.
■ Rear Yard: a rear yard is a space no less than 15
feet wide and open to the sky.

S.7.31.3 Buildings Perpendicular to
Western Project Boundary
Buildings perpendicular to the western property
boundary shall provide an offset in the plane of

WEST STREET

West facing windows located above the first story
and located less than 25 feet from the western
project boundary shall be subject to the following
standards:

SAN RAMON PASEO

D

TH1

C

■ Total window area shall not exceed 15% of the
wall area at the second floor.
■ Windows shall be located to limit views to
adjacent rear yards. Corner windows are
encouraged as opposed to windows that look
directly towards the adjacent yards.

SOUTH

H

■ Translucent glazing, window sills at least 5 feet
above the floor or other means shall be used
as appropriate to provide privacy between
townhouses and adjacent rear yards.

STREE

T

B
SEO

Setbacks at the western project boundary shall
meet the minimum requirements for either a side
yard or rear as defined below:

S.7.31.4 Windows

BRIGH
TON P
A

S.7.31.2 Setbacks at Western Project Boundary

CENTRAL
PARK

TH

Buildings less than 25 feet from the western
project boundary shall provide openings between
buildings at intervals not to exceed 100 feet.
Buildings more than 25 feet from the western
project boundary shall provide openings between
buildings at intervals not to exceed 150 feet. These
openings between buildings shall be not less than
10 feet in width and shall be open to the sky.

the building frontage at intervals of not less than
100 feet. The required offsets shall be at least 2
feet in depth, at least 15 feet in width, and shall
extend the full height of the building.

WEST
ST SO
U

S.7.31.1 Openings Between Buildings
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Figure 7.31–1:
INGLENeighborhood Edge at Western Project Boundary
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S.7.31.5 Balconies and Outdoor Space
Balconies, roof terraces or other occupied
outdoor spaces above the ground floor are
not allowed less than 25 feet from the western
project boundary.


   
   
   





    
   
  
   
 

  
























Figure 7.31–2: Side Yard Condition at Western Project Boundary


   
   
   

    
   
  
   




Lighting at private drives adjacent to western
project boundary shall be mounted at no more
than 8 feet above grade with illumination
directed down to the surface. Lighting levels at
private drives shall not exceed the minimum
required by applicable building codes.

S.7.31.7 Fencing and Landscape
Continuous fencing shall be provided at the
western project boundary. Fencing shall be

 

solid up to a minimum height of 6 feet from the
adjacent ground or top of retaining wall and shall
consist of 1 inch nominal thickness wood boards
or other materials that provide similar visual and
acoustic separation.
Fencing may extend up to 8 feet in height
provided that fencing above 6 feet is at least
50% open.
Plantings shall be provided adjacent to fencing
to provide visual screening between townhouses
and existing rear yards. Plantings shall be at
least four feet in width and consist of trees at a
minimum of 15 foot on center or tall plantings or
hedges planted at a spacing that will create an 8
foot high visual screen within four to six years, or
a combination of these planted elements.

S.7.31.8 Retaining Walls at Project Boundary
Retaining walls are allowed adjacent to western
and north project boundary subject to the
following limitations:
■ The face of the retaining wall shall be set back
not less than 6 inches from the property line.
■ The top of the retaining wall shall not be more than
2 feet above grade at the property line.












Figure 7.31–3: Rear Yard Condition at Western Project Boundary
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Private drives located adjacent to the western
property boundary shall be no more than 20 feet
in width and shall be set back a minimum of 6
feet from the property line and shall be separated
from the property line by a 6 foot wide landscape
buffer, as set forth in S.7.31.7 (Fencing and
Landscape).



     
  
     
 


S.7.31.6 Private Drives Adjacent to
Western Project Boundary



 
    





■ The retaining wall shall be constructed of castin-place concrete, concrete masonry blocks or
other durable materials. Wood retaining walls are
not allowed.












Figure 7.31–4: Private Drive Adjacent to Western Project Boundary

■ Fencing located on top of the retaining wall or
adjacent to the retaining wall shall not exceed
height allowed in S.7.31.7, measured from the
lowest grade on either side of the retaining wall.
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7.32 	BUILDING FACADES AT WEST STREET AND SAN RAMON PASEO



 
 

The building facades at townhouses shall be designed to emphasize a rhythm reflecting the scale of the individual
townhouses. The facades shall also be designed as larger compositional elements that relate to the scale of the multifamily
buildings on the opposite side of West Street. Refer to G.7.14.2 for the relationship between townhouses and multifamily
buildings at West Street.



STANDARDS
S.7.32.1 Facade Modulation
Townhouse facades facing West Street and San
Ramon Paseo shall provide facade modulation
elements at an average spacing not to exceed
20 feet measured to the centerline of the
modulation element. Modulation elements may
include any of the elements indicated below.
Refer to Figure 7.32–1 for illustration.
■ Recessed portions of the facade with an average
depth of not less than 1 foot. The area of recess
shall be equal to at least of 15% of the facade
area of the townhouse unit.
■ Projecting bays with a average projection of
not less than 2 feet from required streetwall.
The area of the bay shall be equal to at least
15% of the facade area of the townhouse unit.
Projecting bays are allowed to extend into the
required setback zone as set forth in Section 7.3
(Setbacks).
■ Balconies with a width of not less than 6 feet
measured from outside of railing and a minimum
projection from the streetwall of not less than
2 feet. Balconies are allowed to project up to 3
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feet into the required setback. Doors shall be
provided from occupied space to balconies.
■ Other modulation measures or combinations of
modulation measures shall be allowed subject
to quantitative analysis that demonstrates the
proposed modulation provides visual relief
similar to the measures described above.

S.7.32.2 Buildings at Sloping Frontages
Where the slope at the public frontage on West
Street and San Ramon Paseo exceeds 3%, the
floor levels of a townhouse shall step to follow
the grade. The average distance between steps
shall not exceed 80 feet. Required stepping shall
occur at all floor levels and shall provide a clear
visual step at the building facade. Where feasible,
steps in building level shall occur at pedestrian
passages.

S.7.32.3 Exterior Materials










Figure 7.32–1: West Street Frontage

■ At townhouse facades fronting on West Street and
on San Ramon Paseo at least 25% of the facade
area, exclusive of fenestration, shall consist of
Category A materials. High quality materials shall
be concentrated at the first level to enhance the
street level character of the buildings.

S.7.32.4 Windows and Doors
The combined area of exterior windows and
doors fronting onto West Street or onto San
Ramon Paseo shall equal not less than 25% of
the facade area of each townhouse unit. The
combined area of windows and doors shall be not
be less than 20% at any single floor level.

■ Facades fronting on West Street and San Ramon
Paseo shall meet the standards and guidelines
in Section 7.17 and the additional requirements
included below:
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7.33 	BUILDING FACADES ON PRIVATE DRIVES



Private drives are important shared spaces, providing light and views at units and internal circulation for pedestrians and
cyclists, as well as autos. The building facades at private drives shall be designed to emphasize a rhythm of elements that
reflects the scale of the individual townhouses.






  





STANDARDS
S.7.33.1 Facade Modulation
Townhouse facades facing private drives shall
provide facade modulation elements at an
average spacing not to exceed 20 feet measured
to the centerline of the modulation element.
Modulation elements may include any of the
elements indicated below. Refer to Figure 7.33–1
for illustration. These modulations include:
■ Recessed portions of the facade with an average
depth of not less than 1 foot. The area of recess
shall be equal to at least 10% of the facade area
of the townhouse unit.
■ Projecting bays with an average projection of not
less than 1 foot from primary wall. The area of the
bay will be not less than 10% of the facade area
of the townhouse unit.
■ Balconies or occupied space with a width of not
less than 6 feet measured from outside of railing
and a minimum projection from the primary wall
of not less than 2 feet. Doors shall be provided
from occupied spaces to balconies.
■ Other modulation measures or combinations of
modulation measures shall be allowed subject
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to quantitative analysis that demonstrates that
the proposed modulation provides visual relief
similar to the measures described above.

S.7.33.2 Buildings at Sloping Frontages
Where the average slope at a private drive
exceeds 3%, the floor levels at townhouses shall
step to follow the grade. The average distance
between steps shall not exceed 80 feet. Required
stepping shall occur at all floor levels and shall
provide a clear visual step at the building facade.
Where feasible, steps in building level shall occur
at pedestrian passages.

S.7.33.3 Exterior Materials
Facades fronting on private drives shall be
composed of any materials indicated in Section
7.17 (Exterior Materials and Fenestration). For
facades on private drives there is no requirement
for a minimum percentage of Category A
materials.

S.7.33.4 Unit Entries

 








Figure 7.33–1: Private Driveway Frontage

feet. Secondary drives less than 80 feet in length
are not subject to this requirement.

S.7.33.5 Windows and Doors
The combined area of exterior windows and
openings fronting onto private drives shall
equal not less than 20% of the facade area of
each townhouse unit. Garage doors shall not be
considered openings for purpose of meeting this
standard.

S.7.33.6 Garages
Refer to Section 7.38 (Vehicle Access and
Parking) for standards related to garages and
garage doors.

Unit entries shall be provided at the private
drives at an average spacing not to exceed 80
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WEST ST NORTH
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NORTH STREET

F

Stepped townhouses at sloping street

S.7.34.1 Facade Standards
Facades fronting on the western and northern
property lines will meet the standards for facade
modulation at private drives.

WEST STREET

D

TH1

■ No portions of the facade shall exceed 20 feet
without a window or opening except where the
distance between townhouse buildings is 12 feet
or less.

SOUTH

H

■ Windows shall be placed to avoid direct views
into adjacent units.

STREE

T

B
BRIGH
TON P
ASEO

STANDARDS

SAN RAMON PASEO

■ All townhouse facades shall be treated as an
integral part of the building design and shall
provide windows, building articulations and
material treatment as appropriate to the
frontage.

TH

Facades fronting on the western and northern project
boundaries will be highly visible from the surrounding
community. These facades shall be designed as integral
elements of the building and shall not be treated as
secondary elements.

7.35 	GENERAL STANDARDS FOR
ALL TOWNHOUSE FACADES

WEST
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U

7.34 	BUILDING FACADES AT
WESTERN AND NORTHERN
PROJECT BOUNDARIES
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Figure 7.34–1:
Building Facades at Western and Northern
INGLESIDE
Project Boundaries
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7.36 	DWELLING UNIT EXPOSURE
AND REAR YARDS
STANDARDS
S.7.36.1 Dwelling Unit Exposure
All townhouses and any units in multifamily
buildings at Block H shall face onto a street
or open space that meets one of the following
definitions:
■ A public street, private street, private drives or
pedestrian way at least 20 feet in width.
■ An open area, an inner court or a space between
separate buildings, which is unobstructed
(except obstructions permitted in the Planning
Code Section 136) and is no less than 20 feet in
every horizontal direction.

S.7.36.2 Rear Yards
Townhouses are not subject to rear yard
requirements set forth in Planning Code
Section 134.

FINAL DRAFT |  May 14, 2020

7.37 	OPEN SPACE
STANDARDS
S.7.37.1 Usable Open Space at Townhouses
A minimum of 40 square feet of usable open
space per dwelling unit shall be provided at
the townhouse blocks. Usable open space at
townhouses may be provided by any combination
of private and common open space.
■ Balconies facing West Street are permitted to
project up to 3 feet into the required setback.
■ Private outdoor space, located at grade or at
the same level as the ground floor living space,
is allowed at all locations on the site, including
within required setbacks.

Usable open space at townhouses

■ Roof terraces are allowed at all locations except
at locations adjacent to the western project
boundary as provided under Section S.7.31.5
(Balconies and Outdoor Space).
■ Required common usable open space shall be
located on the same block as the townhouse
units it serves, and may be located anywhere on
the block, subject to compliance with the other
standards contained in Chapter 7.
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7.38 	VEHICLE ACCESS AND PARKING

WEST ST NORTH

TH2

G

STANDARDS

Garage doors on West Street, West Street North,
and West Street South and shall be subject to the
following limitations:
■ Garage doors shall be separated by not less than
60 feet measured from centerline of garage door.
■ The number of garage doors fronting on West
Street shall not exceed four total.

S.7.38.5 Access to Private Drives
Private drives may be accessed from West Street
and from the shared streets at the following
locations, as shown in Figure 7.38–1:

SAN RAMON PASEO

■ Curb cuts serving garage doors shall not exceed
10 feet in width.

D

TH1

■ Entry courts as defined in this chapter.
■ From private streets, including West Street North
and West Street South.
■ From West Street at a maximum of two locations,
in addition to entry courts.

■ The number of garage doors fronting on the
shared streets West Street North and West Street
South shall not exceed two on each street.
■ Garage doors may serve individual garages or
may serve shared garages with multiple parking
spaces.

CENTRAL
PARK

SOUTH

H

LEGEND
Preferred Locations for Access to Private Drives
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S.7.38.3 Garage Doors on West Street

F

BRIGH
TON P
A

No individual townhouse unit shall have more
than one garage door. Garage doors shall not
exceed 10 feet in width.

Enclosed garage space is allowed adjacent to
the West Street and San Ramon Paseo frontage
provided it does not occupy more than 25% of
the ground floor frontage. The remainder of the
ground floor frontage shall be residential space
meeting these standards and guidelines.
WEST STREET

S.7.38.2 Garage Doors at Townhouses

NORTH STREET

TH

Garages serving dwelling units on West Street
shall be accessed primarily from the private
drives at the interior of the townhouse blocks.

S.7.38.4 Garage Space at West Street and
San Ramon Paseo
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S.7.38.1 Garage Access and Location

Alternative Locations for Access to Private Drives
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Figure 7.38–1:
Access to Private Drives
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7.39 	ON-SITE BICYCLE PARKING
STANDARDS
S.7.38.6 Private Drives

S.7.38.8 Garage Doors at Private Drives

Private drives shall be designed for shared use by
autos, cyclists and pedestrians. Refer to Section
5.17 for standards related to streetscape and
landscape.
■ The travel lane for vehicles shall not exceed 20
feet unless required by the Fire Department.
■ No vehicle access or driveway is allowed at San
Ramon Paseo.
Setback from Project Boundary
■ Private drives shall be setback at least 6 feet
from western and northern project boundaries.
■ The area between private drive and property
line shall be planted as required in Section 7.30
(Pedestrian Connections).

S.7.38.7 Private Drives at Townhouses
Private drives shall be open at all times. Security
gates and other access control measures are not
allowed.









Figure 7.38–2: Single Garage Doors
  



FINAL DRAFT |  May 14, 2020

   
  


At private drives, garage doors shall not exceed
a clear width of 10 feet. Individual garage doors
shall be located not less than 6 feet apart as
indicated in Figure 7.38–2 and Figure 7.38–3. No
more than two garage doors may be located side
by side provided the minimum wall area between
the doors is not less than 2 feet and the distance
between pairs of garage doors is not less than 10
feet, refer to Figure 7.38–3.

GUIDELINES
G.7.38.1 Private Drives at Townhouses
Private drives should be designed as an
integrated part of the landscape with high quality
paving and planting.
Provide occupancy controls at exterior lighting
to ensure all exterior areas are safe and well-lit.
Lighting may be mounted on buildings or poles
but must be activated by sensor and centrally
controlled.





Bike parking shall be provided in accordance
with the definitions and standards set forth in
Planning Code Section 155.1 and 155.2, except as
modified below:
■ At townhouses with attached garages the garage
shall provide sufficient area to accommodate at
least one cargo or long tail bicycle in addition to
the parked vehicle. The required bicycle parking
space will be arranged to allow the bicycle to
enter and exit the garage without moving a
parked vehicle.
■ For townhouses without attached garages, the
required Class I parking shall be provided either
within the unit at the entry level or in another
secured location not more than 150 feet from the
townhouse entry.
■ Refer to S.7.23.1 (Design Standards for Class I
Spaces) for standards related to Class I parking
for oversized bicycles.

  
  








S.7.39.1 Class I On-Site Bicycle Parking
at Townhouses





Figure 7.38–3: Side by Side Garage Doors
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7.40 	RETAINING WALLS
STANDARDS
S.7.40.1 Site Retaining Walls and
Sloping Conditions at Townhouses
Retaining walls and sloped site areas shall be
integrated into the architecture and landscaping.
Retaining walls shall not exceed an average
height of five feet in height measured from grade
at base of wall to grade at top of wall.
Required railings at retaining walls, if any, shall
be not less than 50% transparent and shall be
integrated with the architecture of the buildings.
Refer to S.7.31.8 (Retaining Walls at Project
Boundary)for limitations on retaining walls at the
western project boundary.

7.41 	UTILITIES AND SERVICES
STANDARDS
S.7.41.1 Waste Location
Private garages shall be designed to
accommodate storage of individual waste bins,
including separate bins for waste and recycling.
Where townhomes are not provided with garages,
enclosures shall be provided for waste and
recycling bin. Enclosures shall be integrated into
the architecture and landscaping

S.7.41.2 Location and Screening of
Mechanical Equipment
Condensing units and similar mechanical
equipment serving individual townhouse units
shall be located in locations that are not visible
from public streets or paseos.
Mechanical equipment, including roof mounted
equipment, shall be screened from view from
the public streets, shared streets, paseos and
from neighboring homes on Plymouth Avenue.
Screening shall consist of permanent elements
that are integrated with the architecture and
landscape to ensure a cohesive appearance.

S.7.41.3 Electric Meters
Electrical meters and other utility panels shall
be integrated with the building design. Meters
and utility panels are not allowed to face West
Street, San Ramon Paseo or entry courts unless
enclosed and integrated with the building design.
Enclosed utilities
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Appendix A

BALBOA RESERVOIR DEFINITIONS

Capitalized terms used in this Appendix A that are not individually defined herein are defined in Planning Code Section 102 as of
the effective date of the Balboa Reservoir Special Use District

Active Uses
Consist of the any of the following uses:
● Retail, Sales and Service
● Entertainment, Arts, and Recreation
● Childcare or Community Use
● Residential: dwelling units with direct access to a street
or public open space or accessory uses to residential
uses that are social in nature, such as lobbies and waiting
areas, fitness rooms, workshops for hands-on projects
and to conduct repairs, leasing offices, shared kitchens,
resident libraries or reading rooms, community rooms,
children’s playrooms and classrooms, which may also
serve as general assembly rooms, and accessory mail
room.
Arts Activities
Per Section 102: a Retail, Entertainment, Arts and Recreation
Use that includes performance, exhibition (except exhibition
of films), rehearsal, production, post-production and some
schools of any of the following: dance, music, dramatic
art, film, video, graphic art, painting, drawing, sculpture,
small-scale glassworks, ceramics, textiles, woodworking,
photography, custom-made jewelry or apparel, and other
visual, performance and sound arts and craft.
It shall exclude accredited Schools and Post-Secondary
Educational Institutions.
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It shall include commercial arts and art-related business
service uses including, but not limited to, recording and
editing services, small-scale film and video developing and
printing; titling; video and film libraries; special effects
production; fashion and photo stylists; production, sale
and rental of theatrical wardrobes; and studio property
production and rental companies.
Arts spaces shall include studios, workshops, archives
and theaters, and other similar spaces customarily used
principally for arts activities, exclusive of a Movie Theater,
Amusement Enterprise, Adult Entertainment, and any other
establishment where liquor is customarily served during
performances.
Art related activity is required to be open to the public at
regularly scheduled times with a minimum of 20 hours of
public access a week.
Block
A Block means a Building Project block or a Publicly
Accessible Open Space block as depicted on Figure 3.1–1
(Land Use Plan).
Car Share
A car share service that allows members to rent cars for
short periods of time, often by the hour. A car share service
maintains its vehicle fleet and provides automobile insurance
for its members when they are using a car share vehicle.

Childcare Facility
Per Section 102: an Institutional Community Use defined
in California Health and Safety Code Section 1596.750 that
provides less than 24-hour care for children by licensed
personnel and meets the open-space and other requirements
of the State of California and other authorities.
Community Room
A facility within a privately-owned building but open for
public use, in which the chief activity is not carried on as a
gainful business and whose chief function is the gathering of
persons from the immediate neighborhood in a structure for
the purposes of recreation, culture, social interaction, health
care, or education other than Institutional Uses as defined in
Section 102 of the SF Planning Code. It shall exclude health
care uses.
Fenestration
The arrangement of windows and openings on the exterior of
the building.
Frontage
The vertical exterior face or wall of a building and its linear
extent that is adjacent to or fronts on a street, right-of way, or
open space.
Green Connections
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A city wide project that aims to make the City more
healthy, sustainable, and livable through features such as
pedestrian and bicycle infrastructure, street trees and other
landscaping, stormwater management, and opportunities
for beautification, public art, and community stewardship.
(https://sfplanning.org/project/green-connections)
Interim Uses
Interim uses are uses allowed prior to completion of
construction. Interim uses may include Public and Private
parking lots, tree nurseries: farmers’ markets; arts or
concert uses; and rental or sales offices incidental to new
development.
Living Roof
A living roof is defined as the media for growing plants, as
well as the set of related components installed exterior to a
facility’s roofing membrane. “Living Roof” shall include both
“roof gardens” and “landscaped roofs” as defined in Planning
Code Section 149.
Parcel
A development Block under one ownership that constitutes
a complete and separate functional unit of development, and
that does not extend beyond the property lines along streets
or alleys.
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Parking Garage
Per Section 102: a Non-Retail Automotive Use that provides
temporary parking accommodations for automobiles, trucks,
vans, bicycles, or motorcycles in a garage not open to the
general public, without parking of recreational vehicles,
mobile homes, boats, or other vehicles, or storage of vehicles,
goods, or equipment. Provisions regulating automobile
parking are set forth in Sections 155, 156, 303(t) or (u) and
other provisions of Article 1.5 of this Code.
Parking Garage
Per Section 102: a Retail Automotive Use that provides
temporary parking accommodations for automobiles, trucks,
vans, bicycles, or motorcycles in a garage open to the general
public, without parking of recreational vehicles, mobile
homes, boats, or other vehicles, or storage of vehicles, goods,
or equipment. Provisions regulating automobile parking
are set forth in Sections 155, 156, 303(t) or (u) and other
provisions of Article 1.5 of this Code.
Project Sponsor
Any other entity with rights to develop the property pursuant
to the development agreement approved in conjunction with
the SUD.
Projection
A part of a building surface that extends outwards from the
primary facade plane. Projections may include balconies,
bay windows and other architectural features. Projections

may extend into the building setback or the public right-ofway subject to limitations set forth in the Standards and
Guidelines.
Public Serving Uses
Public serving uses consist of privately owned uses that
provide public services to the community. These uses may
include Arts Activities, a Community Room, a Childcare
Facility, a Public Parking Garage, Retail and Publicly
Accessible Open Spaces.
Publicly Accessible Open Spaces
A usable open space that is accessible to the public, including
an unenclosed park or garden at street grade or following
the natural topography, improvements to hillsides or other
unimproved public areas, an unenclosed plaza at street
grade, or an unenclosed pedestrian pathway, or a shared
pedestrian/vehicular right-of-way.
Residential Use
Uses that provide housing for San Francisco residents,
rather than visitors, including Dwelling Units, Group Housing,
Residential Hotels, Senior Housing and Student Housing.
Multifamily Housing
A residential building where multiple separate housing units
for residential inhabitants are contained within one building.
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Townhouse
A single-family dwelling unit that shares a wall with another
dwelling and with direct access into the dwelling unit from
a street or Publicly Accessible Open Space that does not
require access through a lobby, corridor, or other common
indoor space shared with other housing units.

SFPUC Open Space
The fee parcel retained by SFPUC (San Francisco Public
Utilities Commission) at the southern property boundary
of the Balboa Reservoir to allow access to SFPUC water
infrastructure. All improvements to this parcel and public use
of this parcel are subject to approval by SFPUC.

Sales and Services
The use described in Section 102, except for Retail
Automobile Uses, Adult Business, Hotel, Motel, and SelfStorage.

Stoop
An outdoor entryway into residential units raised above the
sidewalk level. Stoops may include steps leading to a porch or
landing at the level of the first floor of the unit.

Roof Area
Roof area shall include areas of roof located above enclosed
space. Roof area shall not include roof area above balconies
or other non enclosed spaces, Roof area does not include
the area of eaves, sunshades or other elements that are not
located above enclosed space.
SF Plant Finder
SF Plant Finder is a resource for gardeners, designers,
ecologists and others interested in greening neighborhoods,
enhancing our urban ecology and surviving droughts. The
Plant Finder recommends appropriate plants for sidewalks,
private backyards and roofs that are adapted to San
Francisco's unique environment, climate and habitats.
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• Climate. Well-designed sustainability strategies/actions can help minimize climate change by eliminating carbon emissions. Per the City’s Climate Action framework, this includes co-benefits to renewable energy, sustainable mobility, zero waste, and carbon sequestration. Likewise, by followingAppendix
the dy- B
namic framework, inadvertent increases to greenhouse gas emissions can be avoided.
• Resilience. Resilient communities include people, buildings, and infrastructure that can withstand

SUSTAINABLE NEIGHBORHOOD FRAMEWORK
and recover from severe shocks and slower-to-accumulate stressors. As the effects of climate change

The City of San Francisco, led by SF Planning, in collaboration
with fellow agencies, has developed a Sustainable
Neighborhood Framework, which builds on years of work
around various “eco-districts” (e.g., Mission Rock, Central
SoMa Area Plan) and global best practices. The Framework
seeks to synthesize citywide sustainability, climate, and
resilience-related policies into a comprehensive yet
streamlined tool that helps any scale development amplify
environmental performance, quality of life, and community
co-benefits. It also seeks to ensure investments throughout
the built environment support San Francisco’s global
commitment to be a net-zero city by 2050 by embedding the
City’s bold and urgent climate and related goals: healthy air,
renewable energy, clean water, robust ecosystems, and zero
waste.

are already here, investing in resilience today protects against current challenges (often while reducing energy and operational expenses) while reducing costly future repairs.

As a platform, the Framework aims to:
● Provide a consistent vision and set of priorities for
sustainable development throughout the City;
● Advance equity and climate resilience through the
thoughtful, integrated, and innovative pursuit of
environmental sustainability regulations; and
● Help identify opportunities, constraints, best practices,
and potential partnerships for success.
The Sustainable Neighborhood Framework is centered on five
goals, which are supported by 15 targets that guide project
based sustainability efforts. Refer to Figure 8.1–1.
The Balboa Reservoir neighborhood has adopted the San
Francisco Sustainable Neighborhood Framework (SNF) to
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Figure 08.1–1: San Francisco Sustainable Neighborhood Framework

guide all aspects of sustainable design and operations. The
SNF matrix on the following pages provides a summary of
sustainability goals and standards for the project. Refer to

Page | 2

Chapter 4 for the full description of the sustainability goals,
standrds and guidelines for the Balboa Reservoir.
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EQUITY

RESILIENCE

OPPORTUNITIES: Keep from exacerbating the health
impacts of cumulative air pollution like respiratory and
cardiovascular; decrease hospital visits for those with limited
access to health insurance

GOAL 1
Ensure Non-Toxic &
Comfortable Air Indoors & Out

CITY TARGET

CONSIDERATIONS: projects in neighborhoods with
populations with greatest sensitivity to extreme heat should
take additional measures to provide habitable environments;
population-specific health challenges may warrant additional
study

APPROACHES

CITY REQUIREMENTS

OPPORTUNITIES: better respond to heat waves and bad
air quality days
CONSIDERATIONS: integrate future heating and cooling
needs into energy capacity scaling equipment; extreme
heat puts pressure on essential services such as energy,
transport, and health

GOALS FOR THE
BALBOA RESERVOIR NEIGHBORHOOD

CLIMATE
OPPORTUNITIES: lower toxic pollutants; renewable
electricity exports; reduced risks of ozone production due
to higher temperatures
CONSIDERATIONS: analyze long-term climate impacts of
strategies to respond to high temperatures

PROJECT STANDARDS & GUIDELINES FROM DSG

LAND USE

All-electric preferred [GBC ‘20]

● 100% of building systems will be designed for electricity. Buildings
will reduce all sources of local GHG.

CONSTRUCTION PRACTICES

/ Construction Air Filtration [GBC]

● Minimize particulate matter emissions associated with diesel fuel
engines during construction by implementing a Clean Construction
Plan.

MATERIAL SELECTION

/ GHG Emissions checklist [CEQA]

ALL-ELECTRIC

ZERO-EMISSION
environments

ACTIVE MOBILITY

ELECTRIC VEHICLES

100% NON-TOXIC
interiors

COMFORTABLE
micro-climate

MATERIAL SELECTION

AIR FILTRATION

PASSIVE EXTERIOR COOLING

INTERIOR RESPITES

254   Balboa Reservoir Design Standards and Guidelines

/ Transportation Demand Management
(TDM)
/ Sidewalk widening, bike racks [BSP, PC]

● 80% of the trips to and from the site will be by sustainable modes
and the project will achieve a vehicle trip reduction of at least 30%
compared with a comparable project without TDM measures.

/ 100% EV-ready off-street parking [EC]
/ EV charges @ 5% of spaces [EC]

● EV charging stations to be installed at 100% of the on-site parking
spaces while avoiding any upgrades to the electrical infrastructure.

/ Low-Emitting Materials [GBC/LEED]

/ High Quality Air Filtration [Art 38]

● 100% of interior materials will meet all low-emitting
materials and emissions testing requirements of the current
version of LEED.

G.4.2.1.1
G.4.2.1.2
G.4.2.3.1
S.4.2.2
S.4.2.4.1
S.4.2.4.2
S.6.6.8

Electric Building Systems
Domestic Water Heating
Construction Indoor Air Quality Management Plan
TDM Ordinance
EV Charging Stations
Future Capacity
Bike Repair Stand

G.4.3.1.1
S.4.3.2.1
G.4.3.2.1
G.4.3.2.2

Low Emitting Materials
Ventilation Requirements
Improved Ventilation and Windows
Non-Toxic Cleaning and Pest Control

● The project will provide thermal and clean air safety zones for heat
wave and compromised air quality relief.
● 50% of the units will be designed to have cross ventilation.
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Appendix B

EQUITY
OPPORTUNITIES: healthier air; lower utility costs &
minimized rate volatility; improved indoor comfort; energy
revenues for local economy; equal access to energy
efficiency upgrades for renters; increase job opportunities
for energy upgrade work.

GOAL 2
ACHIEVE AN EFFICIENT
& FOSSIL FUEL-FREE
ENVIRONMENT

CITY TARGET

CONSIDERATIONS: avoid passing upfront retrofit costs
to residents; limited triggers/funding for existing building
retrofits; explore opportunities for community-owned solar.

APPROACHES

CITY REQUIREMENTS

RESILIENCE

CLIMATE

OPPORTUNITIES: reduced outages; emergency power
supplies; reduced risk from natural gas explosions; secure
against global oil price shifts and instability; better respond
to heat waves and bad air quality days.

OPPORTUNITIES: emission free; increasing energy
efficiency reduces overall demand and accommodates fuel
switching; reduce toxic pollutants.

CONSIDERATIONS: plan for most vulnerable
communities; tenant education about energy measures
are great opportunities to foster stronger and connected
communities.

GOALS FOR THE
BALBOA RESERVOIR NEIGHBORHOOD

CONSIDERATIONS: when assessing carbon footprint
factor-in gas leak rates at well sites, forgo gas
infrastructures to receive credits.

PROJECT STANDARDS & GUIDELINES FROM DSG

SOLAR ORIENTATION

● Building envelope will be designed to be at least 5% better than the
current energy code standard.

BUILDING FORM

MAXIMUM ENERGY
EFFICIENT
environments

ENVELOPE & FAÇADE
TREATMENTS

/ Reduce energy use by 5% [Title 24/
GBC]

● All buildings will utilize heat recovery ventilation at locations where
the result is a significant increase in the efficiency and efficacy of
the mechanical system.
● All units will have smart thermostat controls to shift the load on the
electricity grid and reduce carbon emissions.

MECHANICAL SYSTEMS

S.4.4.1.1
G.4.4.1.1
G.4.4.1.2
G.4.4.1.3
S.4.4.2.1
G.4.4.2.1
G.6.7.1
S.6.7.2

Glazing
Natural Ventilation
Reduced Solar Gain
Window Sizing
Infiltration
High Efficiency HVAC Systems
Energy-Efficient Lighting
Energy-Efficient Lighting Fixtures

VEGETATION
ON-SITE RENEWABLE POWER
GENERATION
SOLAR THERMAL HOT WATER

100% CARBON-FREE
energy

BATTERY STORAGE

ALL-ELECTRIC

/ 15% roof area installed with solar PV or
solar thermal systems [GBC]
● The project will generate 25% of its building energy demand via
on-site renewable energy generation systems, in conjunction with
measures to reduce EUI.
● The project will evaluate providing battery storage for PV systems
on a building by building basis to provide power supply in the event
of a power outage or emergency.

S.4.5.1.1 On-Site Renewable Energy
S.4.5.2.1 Solar Thermal Arrays
S.4.5.4.1 SFPUC Power

GREEN POWER PURCHASE

AUTOMATION & CONTROL

SMART systems &
operations
REPORTING & ENGAGEMENT
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● Each building will participate in a whole building monitoring system
consistent with LEED standards, reporting energy and water use to
a third party utility tracking provider.
● The project will provide thermal and clean air safety zones for heat
wave and compromised air quality relief at community room or at
childcare. Safety zones will include centralized emergency power
and communication zones where people can charge phones or
refrigerate medications during extended power outages.

S.4.6.1.1
S.4.6.2.1
G.4.14.1
G.4.14.2

Individual Metering
Resident Education
Common Areas
Connect Residents with Local Resources
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EQUITY

GOAL 3
SUPPORT BIODIVERSITY
& CONNECT EVERYONE
TO NATURE DAILY

CITY TARGET

GREEN space
equivalent to
1/2 site area

RESILIENCE

OPPORTUNITIES: access to healthy and affordable food;
physical and mental health improvement; social cohesion
and connection to one’s environment; reduced exposure to
noise, air pollution, and extreme heat; robust biodiversity
minimizes rodent infestations.

OPPORTUNITIES: ecosystem services improve shoreline
and urban flood management, reducing housing and
work place instability and access due to flooding; planted
hillsides are less susceptible to erosion and landslides;
wildlife biodiversity.

CONSIDERATIONS: inequitable access, use, or quality
of green spaces by vulnerable populations; additional
maintenance costs (public & private); potential existing
contaminants for safe food production.

CONSIDERATIONS: increased landscaping that includes
too much impervious surface can increase flooding; poor
plant selection or irrigation equipment can exacerbate
water scarcity.

APPROACHES

CITY REQUIREMENTS

OPEN SPACES

/ X SF per unit, X SF if common space
(does not require greening) [PC]

LIVING ROOFS

/ 25% front yard set-back landscaped
(50% pervious) [PC]
/ 30% roof area as living roof [PC alt]

GREEN WALLS

GREEN INFRASTRUCTURE

RIGHT-OF-WAY

GOALS FOR THE
BALBOA RESERVOIR NEIGHBORHOOD

CLIMATE
OPPORTUNITIES: enhance climate regulation and carbon
sequestration; reduce carbon footprint associated with
to large-scale food production; distribution and waste;
improve water efficiency.
CONSIDERATIONS: gas-powered lawn equipment
exacerbates emissions and health impacts of landscaping;
poor landscaping maintenance practices can lead to
additional methane from decomposing green waste.

PROJECT STANDARDS & GUIDELINES FROM DSG

G.4.7.1 Planting at On-Site Open Space
● 50% of site area will be vegetated, including areas of tree canopy
and green roofs or landscaping at courtyards.

G.4.7.2 Green Roofs
S.4.11.1 Stormwater Management
G.4.11.1 Infiltration

/ Manage 25% of stormwater onsite [SMO
option]
/ 1 street tree every 20’ [PC]

TREE CANOPY

BIODIVERSE
landscapes of
100% climate
appropriate,
majority
local species

● 100% healthy landscaping practices - minimizing
or eliminating pesticide, herbicide or fertilizer use following the
City's Integrated Pest Management Ordinance.

UNDERSTORY PLANTING

● All non-turf green areas shall be climate-appropriate plants,
70% of which shall be native.

NATURAL AREAS

● Use all-electric / clean fuel landscape maintenance equipment.

S.4.8.1
G.4.8.1
G.4.8.2
G.4.8.3
G.4.8.4
S.5.9.1
S.6.3.1

Native Landscaping
Low Emissions Maintenance
Ecological Placemaking
Daily Maintenance
Quarterly Horticultural Services
Native Plant Ratio
Planting Requirement

G.4.9.1
G.4.9.2
G.4.9.3
G.4.9.4
G.6.9.1

Access to Community Gardens
Healthy Food Education
Food Corridor
Sustainable Pest Control
Public Education

BUILDING FAÇADES

BUILDINGS

HEALTHY food &
wildlife systems

/ Bird Safe Buildings [PC]
OPEN SPACES

OPERATIONS

256   Balboa Reservoir Design Standards and Guidelines

● Collaborate with City College culinary program to create on-site
programs to assist resident and neighbors in growing and
preparing healthy foods.
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EQUITY

GOAL 4
MAXIMIZE CONSERVATION,
FLOOD PROTECTION &
WATERSHED HEALTH

CITY TARGET

REGENERATIVE
systems that
minimize
consumption &
maximize
reuse

OPPORTUNITIES: decrease risk of flooding of power
generation, transmission, and distribution networks; reduce
vulnerability to droughts; better respond to heat waves and
bad air quality days.

CONSIDERATIONS: ground water pollution is more prevalent in disadvantaged communities; in case of emergency
plan for large-scale temporary relocation of low-income
residents; use high quality potable water filters.

CONSIDERATIONS: In urban centers, critical services like
healthcare, food supply, transportation, energy systems,
schools and retail share interdependencies with water.

APPROACHES

CITY REQUIREMENTS

EFFICIENT FIXTURES

/ Reduced water consumption [GBC]

SMART-METERING

/ Residential multifamily water submetering [GBC/CA Water Code]

NON-POTABLE REUSE

IRRIGATION

DESIGN ELEVATIONS

100%
FLOOD-SAFE
buildings &
sidewalks

GREY INFRASTRUCTURE

GREEN INFRASTRUCTURE

EROSION PREVENTION

HIGH QUALITY
waterways & sources
POLLUTANT MANAGEMENT
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RESILIENCE

OPPORTUNITIES: Keep from exacerbating the health
impacts of populations impacted by toxins in water; reduce
home-based health hazards; reduce the disproportionate
racial impact of flooding.

GOALS FOR THE
BALBOA RESERVOIR NEIGHBORHOOD

/ Onsite systems for non-potable flushing
and irrigation [Art 12C]

● Project will meet 100% of the site's non-potable demand through
gray water treatment and reuse. For subsidized residential units the
goal will be balanced with available funding and priorities related
to affordability.

/ Low water, climate appropriate plants
[GBC]

● Use 100% climate appropriate trees and plantings including turf
areas.

/ Sea level rise consideration [CEQA]
/ 100-yr flood disclosure

/ Ensure positive sewage flow, raise
entryway elevation and/or special
sidewalk construction and deep gutters if
risk of ground-level flooding

● 70% of surfaces within the SFPUC Retained Fee Open Space to be
pervious, subject to review and approval by the SFPUC.

/ Front setback 25% permeable [PC]

● Maximize localized stormwater managment through green
infrastructure throughout the site including at streets, open spaces
and buildings to protect against flooding and to provide co-benefits.

/ Slowed stormwater flow rates [SMO]

● All units will be provided with filtration at either the kitchen faucet
or a the refrigerator to ensure high quality drinking water at all
times.

CLIMATE
OPPORTUNITIES: decrease in energy and emissions
associated with extraction, conveyance, treatment and
consumption of water.
CONSIDERATIONS: climate change is expected to impact
water quality by increasing the nutrient content, pathogens,
and the sediment levels of surface water.

PROJECT STANDARDS & GUIDELINES FROM DSG

S.4.10.1.1
S.4.10.2.1
S.4.10.3.1
S.4.10.3.2
S.4.10.3.3
S.4.10.5
G.4.10.5

S.4.11.1
S.4.11.2
G.4.11.1
G.5.10.3
S.6.2.1
S.6.2.2
S.6.2.3
S.6.2.4
G.6.5.2
G.6.9.2
S.6.12.4

Smart Metering
Plumbing Fixtures
Drip Irrigation
Gray Water Irrigation
Edible Plating Irrigation
Non-Potable Reuse
Gray Water Treatment

Stormwater Management
SFPUC Open Space
Infiltration
Permeable Paving
Building Stormwater
Landscape Stormwater Features
Rain Garden Design
Permeable Paving
Permeable Paving
Stormwater Interpretataive Signage
Percentage of Pervious Surface

/ Reduced runoff and pollution from
construction [GBC]
/ (MS4) filter or treat 80% on site [SMO]
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EQUITY

RESILIENCE

OPPORTUNITIES: Keep from exacerbating the health
impacts of cumulative air pollution like respiratory and
cardiovascular; decrease hospital visits for those with limited
access to health insurance.

GOAL 5
PRIORITIZE RESOURCE
CONSERVATION,
RESPONSIBILITY & REUSE

CITY TARGET

CONSIDERATIONS: projects in neighborhoods with
populations with greatest sensitivity to extreme heat should
take additional measures to provide habitable environments;
population-specific health challenges may warrant
additional study.

APPROACHES

CITY REQUIREMENTS

REUSABLE PRODUCTS

/ Accessible and sufficient collection
systems
/ Recycling and composting (buildings)

GOALS FOR THE
BALBOA RESERVOIR NEIGHBORHOOD

● Prioritize Forest Stewardship Council (FSC)
Certifed Wood and use FSC certifed wood for
50% of total framing materials.

CONSUMPTION & PURCHASING

COST MONITORING

100% materials
RECOVERED
from
waste stream

CONSIDERATIONS: analyze long-term climate impacts of
strategies to respond to high temperatures.

PROJECT STANDARDS & GUIDELINES FROM DSG

● Evaluate carbon sequestration concrete and
utilize as demonstration project.

● Divert 100% of residential waste generated from landfll.

3-STREAM WASTE COLLECTION

Significantly REDUCED
per-capita waste
generation

CONSIDERATIONS: integrate future heating and cooling
needs into energy capacity scaling equipment; extreme
heat puts pressure on essential services such as energy,
transport, and health.

CLIMATE
OPPORTUNITIES: lower toxic pollutants; renewable
electricity exports; reduced risks of ozone production due
to higher temperatures.

● Establish a Sustainable Procurement Program
for each building targeting 100% of materials to
meet at least one sustainable materials criteria.

RESOURCE EXTRACTION

100% RESPONSIBLE
material use

OPPORTUNITIES: better respond to heat waves and bad
air quality days.

S.4.2.3.1
G.4.2.3.1
G.4.2.3.2
S.4.13.1
S.4.13.2
G.4.13.1
G.4.13.2
G.6.5.3
G.6.6.1
S.6.6.4

Sustainable Procurement Evaluation
Prioritize Local Materials and Manufacturers
Material Life Cycle
Recycling and Composting Ordinance
Recycling of Construction Waste
Recycling
Balanced Cut and Fill
Sustainable Materials
Waste Receptacles
Natural Site Elements

MATERIAL RE-USE

CONSTRUCTION DEBRIS

258   Balboa Reservoir Design Standards and Guidelines

/ Construction waste diversion (65%)

● Divert 75% of construction and demolition waste with a minimum
of 4 separate waste streams.
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COMPLIANCE CHECKLIST
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IBRPUWOGMWUBRBgGXXIWRRfOL_BPGJOWCXfWOGCU^WXOGqEBOGPMLOOGXBPGCgWR
ULDDLCWOGWXWXPGXUOBYGPBC9:;:<=:i:
9UOGGCBCHLMOGqEBOGPJOWCXfWOGCJLfGCBCHXBXWRRL[GPJLWDW]BDEDoMGGJ
WYL_GJIGXBPG[WR\[IGOGCGUGXXWO^MLOXGUEOBJ^WJURWXXOLLDXLOLJIGO
UIBRPUWOGXfWUGX:
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MESNTVPM@TfMQdTNY@S@EBMXXUVVPNJddUTIUYUIVf@PCMK@E@KJK@EPUT@NT
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SCHEDULE 1
PHASING PLAN AND COMMUNITY BENEFITS LINKAGES SCHEDULE
Pursuant to Article 4 of the Agreement, the Developer’s right to occupy Market Rate Units
and/or Townhouse Units is linked to (i) completion of Associated Community Benefits and
(ii) its construction and/or funding of a certain number of Affordable Units, as described in the
Affordable Housing Program set forth in Exhibit D to the Agreement and in this Phasing Plan
and Community Benefits Linkages (“Linkages Schedule”). The linkages between the specific
Associated Community Benefits/Affordable Housing Units and the associated Buildings,
Townhouse Units or Market Rate Units are set forth in this Schedule 1. The anticipated phasing
of Buildings and Associated Community Benefits are shown in the table attached to this
Schedule 1 as Schedule 1-A, and as further described below. All capitalized terms used in this
Linkages Schedule and not specifically defined herein will have the meanings ascribed to them
in the Development Agreement by and between the City and County of San Francisco, a
municipal corporation, and RCP Community Partners LLC, a Delaware limited liability
company (the “Agreement”) to which it is attached.
1.
Phasing Plan. An overriding principle of the Project is that as Developer constructs
Market Rate Units, it will contribute Developer’s Affordable Funding Share and cause a like number
of Affordable Units to be constructed, subject to City’s contribution of City’s Affordable Funding
Share, as described in the Affordable Housing Program attached as Exhibit D to the Agreement (the
“Affordability Principle”). Therefore, Developer’s ability to obtain a first certificate of occupancy,
including any temporary certificate of occupancy (an “FCO”), for any Market Rate Units is
conditioned upon Developer’s obtaining an FCO for a like number of total Affordable Units in the
Project, subject to the terms and provisions of this Schedule 1. The anticipated phasing of the
Project is as follows:
a.
Phase 1. Affordable Parcel E (approximately 124 units), Affordable Parcel F
(approximately 154 units); Market Rate Parcels C and D (approximately 260 units), and Townhome
Parcels H, TH1 and TH2 (approximately 100 units); Reservoir Park Parcel J, Community Room
Parcel E.
b.
Phase 2. Affordable Parcels A (approximately 182 units), Affordable Parcel B
(approximately 70 units), Affordable Parcel H (approximately 20 units); Market Rate Parcel G
(approximately 190 units); SFPUC Retained Fee Area Parcel I; childcare center on Parcel B.
c.
Changes to Phasing Plan. Developer may propose changes to the phasing
plan to be considered by the Planning Department. If those changes impact the linkages between the
Associated Community Benefits and specific Buildings, Townhouse Units or Market Rate Units, or
if the phasing plan changes such that certain Market Rate Parcels or Affordable Parcels are
developed in different phases than described in this Linkages Schedule and thus cannot satisfy the
Phase 1 or Phase 2 Linkage requirements, then the parties will meet and confer in good faith to
attempt to agree to a new linkage requirement that is substantially equivalent and satisfies the
Affordability Principle. The Planning Director may grant approval of an amended phasing and
linkage requirement in the Planning Director’s sole discretion. If the amended phasing includes
changes to the phasing of an Affordable Parcel, then the Planning Director will consult with and
obtain the consent of the MOHCD Director.
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2.

Affordable Housing Linkage.

a.
Phase 1 Linkage. Developer must obtain an FCO for the Affordable Units
located on Affordable Parcel E and Affordable Parcel F as a condition to the issuance of an FCO for
the Market Rate Units located on Market Rate Parcels C and D and any Townhouse Units (except as
detailed below for Townhouse Units).
b.
Phase 1 Townhouse Development. Developer may, in its sole discretion,
satisfy the Phase 1 Linkage for the Townhouse Units by paying a site-directed in-lieu fee equal to
33% of the Townhome Parcel’s Townhouse Units (the “Townhouse In-Lieu Fee”). The
methodology for calculating the Townhouse In-Lieu Fee will be as set forth in Planning Code
Section 415.5; except that the applicable percentage will be 33% regardless of changes to the
percentages otherwise required by Planning Code Section 415.5. The Townhouse In-Lieu Fee will
be deposited into an escrow account at a mutually agreed upon title company and will be controlled
jointly by City, acting by and through MOHCD, and Developer. City will release funds from the
escrow account to Developer for Developer’s use for any Affordable Units in Phase 1 or Phase 2.
Such release of funds will occur no later than the close of escrow of the construction loan for any
Affordable Building requested by Developer. The Townhouse In-Lieu Fee will, in City’s sole
discretion and upon City’s unilateral direction to the escrow holder, be released to MOHCD upon (i)
any termination of the Agreement resulting from Developer’s Default, as described in Section 9.4.2
of the Agreement, or (ii) upon expiration of the Term of the Agreement.
c.
Phase 2 Linkage. Developer must obtain an FCO for Affordable Parcel A and
Affordable Parcel B as a condition to the issuance of an FCO for Market Rate Parcel G, unless either
of the following scenarios occurs:
i. If Affordable Parcel B contains homeownership affordable housing units
that will be constructed using volunteer labor or a “self-help” model of construction, such as
those anticipated to be developed by Habitat for Humanity (the “Self-Help Units”), then the
linkage obligation for the Self-Help Units only will be satisfied upon the commencement of
construction of the Self-Help Units and confirmation from the MOHCD Director at the time of
commencement that, in the MOHCD Director’s reasonable good faith judgment, Developer has
demonstrated that these units have adequate financing or other security to complete construction.
Subject to subsection (ii) below, all other Affordable Units in Affordable Parcel B must obtain an
FCO as a condition to the issuance of an FCO for Market Rate Parcel G unless DBI determines
that an FCO for the Affordable Units is not permissible without an FCO of the Self-Help Units,
in which case the linkage obligation for the entire Affordable Parcel B will be satisfied upon the
commencement of construction if the MOHCD Director determines that all Affordable Units in
Affordable Parcel B have adequate financing or other security to complete construction.
ii. If the gap subsidy for either Affordable Parcel A or Affordable Parcel B
will be funded entirely by City’s Affordable Funding Share, without any contribution of
Developer’s Affordable Funding Share, Developer may obtain an FCO for Market Rate Parcel G
if it has obtained an FCO for the parcel (either Affordable Parcel A or Affordable Parcel B) that
requires Developer’s Affordable Funding Share.
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3.
Reservoir Park. Reservoir Park, as described in Exhibit C, must be completed as a
condition to the issuance of the first addendum to any Site Permit for any Building on a Market Rate
Parcel in Phase 2 described in Schedule 1-A (i.e., Parcel G). For purposes of this Section 3,
Reservoir Park will be considered “complete” when it is sufficiently complete to allow the public to
occupy or utilize the space for its intended use, as reasonably determined by the Planning Director.
4.
Community Room. The Community Room, as described in Exhibit C and Exhibit
C-2, must be complete as a condition to the issuance of the FCO for the Building in which the
Community Room is located. For purposes of this Section 4, the Community Room will be
considered “complete” when the Department of Building Inspection is ready and willing to issue an
FCO for the community room.
5.
Public Parking. The Permanent Public Parking, as described in Exhibit J, must be
complete prior to issuance of an FCO for any Building in Phase 2, as identified in Schedule 1-A,
unless the Permanent Public Parking is being provided within a Building in Phase 2 in which case
the Permanent Public Parking must be complete concurrent with issuance of the FCO for the
Building in which the Permanent Public Parking will be located. For purposes of this Section 6, the
Permanent Public Parking will be considered “complete” when it is sufficiently complete to allow
the public to utilize the space for vehicular parking, as reasonably determined by the Planning
Director.
6.
Childcare Center. The childcare center, as described in Exhibit L, must receive an
FCO prior to or concurrent with issuance of the FCO of the Building in which the childcare center is
located. For purposes of this Section 7, the childcare center will be considered “complete” when it
obtains a temporary certificate of occupancy for space in a “warm shell” condition, i.e. with the
space demised to meet occupancy separation requirements (minus finishes on wall, floor and
ceiling), stubs for standard utilities, path to a location for mechanical equipment, storefront and rear
access as required, and other items required to obtain a temporary certificate of occupancy to allow a
tenant to proceed with its improvements.
7.
SFPUC Open Space & Gateway Landscape. The open space improvements on the
SFPUC Retained Fee Area and Gateway Landscape, as described in Exhibit C must have
commenced construction of improvements as a condition of issuance of an FCO for the Market Rate
Units in Phase 2, as described in Schedule 1-A (i.e., Parcel G). The open space improvements on the
SFPUC Retained Fee Area and Gateway Landscape must be complete by the earlier to occur of (i)
three months after the date of the FCO for the building on Affordable Parcel B, or (ii) the expiration
of the Term of this Agreement. For purposes of this Section 8, the improvements on the SFPUC
Retained Fee Area and Gateway Landscape will be considered “complete” when it is sufficiently
complete to allow the public to occupy or utilize the space for its intended use, as reasonably
determined by the Planning Director.
8.
Brighton Paseo, San Ramon Paseo. Brighton Paseo must be complete prior to
issuance of the FCO for the later of the Buildings on Parcel A or Parcel B. San Ramon Paseo must
be complete prior to issuance of the FCO for the 50th Townhouse Unit. For purposes of this
Section 8, the Brighton Paseo and San Ramon Paseo will be considered “complete” when they are
sufficiently complete to allow the public to occupy or utilize the spaces for their intended use, as
reasonably determined by the Planning Director.
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SCHEDULE 1-A
Approximate Unit

Affordable or

Count

Market Rate Units

Parcel E

124 Units

Affordable

140,000

Parcel F

154 Units

Affordable

181,000

Parcels C & D

260 Units

Market Rate

350,000

Parcels TH1 & TH2

100 Units

Market Rate

200,000

Parcel

Approximate Size

Phase 1

Parcel J

2 Acres

Reservoir Park
Parcel L

.12 acres

San Ramon Paseo
Public Improvements

[describe]

Phase 2

Parcel A

182 Units

Affordable

230,000

Parcel B

70 Units

Affordable

90,000

Parcel H

20 Units

Parcel G

190 Units
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Affordable
(Self-Help Units)
Market Rate

Schedule 1-A

30,000

290,000

SFPUC Open Space

1.2 acres

& Parcel O
Gateway Landscape

.07 acres

Parcel K

.23 acres

Brighton Paseo
Child Care Facility

100 seats

Community Room

1,000 SF

Public Parking
Public Improvements
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[describe]

Schedule 1-A

SHEDULE 2-1
SHEDULE OF IMPACT FEES

Impact Fee Applicable to Project

Planning Code Section

Transportation Sustainability Fee

Sec. 411A.1-411A.9

Impact Fees Waived for Project

Planning Code Section

Balboa Park Impact Fee

Sec. 422.1-422.4

Residential Child Care Fee

Sec. 414A.1-414A-8

Residential Affordable Housing Fee

Sec. 415.1-415.11
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SHEDULE 2-2
SCHEDULE OF CODE WAIVERS AND AMENDMENTS
The following sections of the San Francisco Municipal Code are waived or modified by this
Agreement:
Administrative Code Chapter 56 (Development Agreements).
The provisions of the Workforce Agreement shall attached to the Development
Agreement as Exhibit I shall apply in lieu of the provisions of Administrative Code
Section 56.7(c), Chapter 82.4, Chapter 23, Chapter 14B and Chapter 6.22.
The provisions of the Agreement regarding any amendment or termination, including
those relating to “Material Change” shall apply in lieu of the provisions of
Administrative Code Section 56.15 and Section 56.18.
In connection with the Agreement, the Board of Supervisors found that the City
substantially complied with Administrative Code Section 56, and waived any procedural
or other requirements if an to the extent not strictly complied with in the approval and
adoption of the Agreement.
The competitive selection process for the disposition of the Project Site and the
subsequent negotiation of the Agreement, including the Affordable Housing Program
attached to the Agreement as Exhibit D satisfies the intent of Chapter 41B and, to the
extent of any non-compliance, Chapter 41B is waived.
In recognition of the Fiscal Feasibility Report adopted by the Board of Supervisor as
Resolution 85-18 and the depth of analysis and sophistication required to appraise the
Project Site in connection with the sale of the Project Site, the Appraisal Review required
by Section 23.3 is waived.
Planning Code
The Impact Fees described in Schedule 2-1 constitute the entirety of impact fees required
for the Project. As such, the impact fees described in Article 4 of the Planning Code are
waived on the condition that Developer pays the impacts fees and other exactions
required by the Agreement.
The Master Infrastructure Plan attached to the Agreement as Exhibit M is deemed to
satisfy the requirements of Section 138.1 and, to the extent of any non-compliance,
Section 138.1 is waived.
The Affordable Housing Program attached to the Agreement as Exhibit D is deemed to
satisfy the requirements of Section 415 et seq. and, to the extent of any non-compliance,
Section 415 et seq. is waived.
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The Project Open Space described in Exhibit C and Exhibit C-1 of the Agreement is
deemed to satisfy the requirements of Section 422 (Balboa Park Community
Improvements Fund) and, to the extent of any non-compliance, Section 422 is waived.
The Child Care Program attached to the Agreement as Exhibit L is deemed to satisfy the
requirements of 414A and, to the extent of any non-compliance, Section 414A is waived.
Subdivision Code
A Public Improvement Agreement, if applicable, shall include provisions consistent with
the Development Agreement and the applicable requirements of the Subdivision Code
and the Subdivision Regulations regarding extensions of time and remedies that apply
when improvements are not completed within the agreed time. Accordingly,
Section 1348 is waived.
Public Works Code
The Master Infrastructure Plan attached to the Agreement as Exhibit M is deemed to
satisfy the requirements of 806(d) and, to the extent of any non-compliance, Section
138.1 is waived.
Heath Code
The Board of Supervisors found that the recycled water requirements set forth in
Section 12B would inhibit the timely and efficient construction of the Affordable Units
and any townhouse condominium units and, as such, the requirements of Section 12B , to
the extent applicable to the Affordable Units or any townhouse condominium units
included in the Project are waived.
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Case No.:
Applicant/Agent:

Telephone:
E-Mail:
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c/o Joe Kirchofer
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415.284.9082
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PROJECT DESCRIPTION
The San Francisco Planning Department has prepared a draft subsequent environmental impact report (SEIR) on the Balboa
Reservoir project (proposed project), which is described below.
The City and County of San Francisco (the City), acting by and through its San Francisco Public Utilities Commission (SFPUC),
selected Reservoir Community Partners LLC (a joint venture between BRIDGE Housing Corporation and Avalon Bay
Communities), to act as master developer for the redevelopment of a 17.6-acre site in the West of Twin Peaks area of south
central San Francisco known as the Balboa Reservoir. The proposed project would develop the site with mixed-income housing,
open space, a childcare facility/community room available for public use, retail space, on- and off-street parking, and new streets,
utilities, and other infrastructure. Two different options for the site’s residential density to capture a range of possible development
on the project site are under consideration: The first is the Developer’s Proposed Option (1,100 dwelling units), proposed by
Reservoir Community Partners LLC. The second is the Additional Housing Option (1,550 dwelling units), developed by the City
to fulfill the objectives of the San Francisco General Plan to maximize affordable housing and housing in transit-rich
neighborhoods. Development under each of the two options would entail the same land uses and street configurations, and
similar site plans.
The proposed project would amend the general plan and the planning code, and would create a new Balboa Reservoir Special
Use District. The special use district would establish land use zoning controls and incorporate design standards and guidelines
for the site. The San Francisco Zoning Map would be amended to show changes to zoning and would modify the existing height
limits of 40 to 65 feet to height limits of up to 78 feet in the Developer’s Proposed Option and up to 88 feet in the Additional
Housing Option.
Overall, the proposed project would construct up to approximately 1.8 million gross square feet of uses, including between
approximately 1.3 and 1.5 million gross square feet of residential space (1,100 to 1,550 dwelling units plus residential amenities),
approximately 10,000 gross square feet of community space (childcare facility and a community room for public use),
approximately 7,500 gross square feet of retail, up to 550 residential parking spaces and 750 public parking spaces in the
Developer’s Proposed Option, and up to 650 residential parking spaces in the Additional Housing Option. The buildings would
range in height from 25 to 78 feet in the Developer’s Proposed Option and from 25 to 88 feet in the Additional Housing Option.
Approximately 4 acres would be devoted to publicly accessible open space. The SFPUC would retain ownership of an 80-footwide strip of land located along the southern edge of the site where an underground water transmission pipeline is located.
The proposed project would include transportation and circulation changes, including the extension of existing north-south Lee
Avenue across the site, and a new internal street network. The proposed project would also include Ocean Avenue streetscape
modifications consisting of the conversion of five 21-foot-long metered parking spaces along the frontage of 1150 Ocean Avenue
to metered loading spaces between the hours of 6 a.m. and 2 p.m. (subject to SFMTA approval). The project would include a
roadway network that would be accessible for people walking, including people with disabilities, bicycling, and driving. The project
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would also add new utility infrastructure to supply the site with potable water, wastewater collection, stormwater collection and
treatment, electricity, natural gas, and communications.
The proposed project also includes four variants that consider modifications to a limited feature or aspect of the project: Variant 1,
Aboveground Public Parking, would locate the 750-space public parking garage above grade on Blocks A and B, with residential
units wrapped around the garage; Variant 2, South Street Alignment and Aboveground Public Parking at North End of Site, would
shift South Street to the southernmost portion of the site and locate the 750-space public parking garage above grade on Block G,
with residential units wrapped around the garage; Variant 3, Assumes Pedestrians and Bicycles Would Not Access the Site via
San Ramon Way; and Variant 4, North Street Extension, would shift the offsite north access road from Frida Kahlo Way to align
with the project site’s North Street.
The project site is not included on any lists compiled pursuant to California Government Code section 65962.5.
DRAFT SEIR: The draft SEIR finds that implementation of the proposed project would result in significant adverse, unavoidable
project-level and/or cumulative impacts related to transportation and circulation, noise, and air quality. The draft SEIR provides
a detailed project description, an analysis of physical environmental effects of the project, and identification of feasible mitigation
measures and alternatives that would avoid or lessen the severity of project impacts. It is available for public review and comment
on the San Francisco Planning Department’s website at https://sfplanning.org/environmental-review-documents.
The purpose of the public hearing is for the San Francisco Planning Commission and Planning Department staff to receive
comments on the adequacy of the draft SEIR. The Planning Commission will not respond to any of the comments or take action
on the project at this hearing. Call 415.558.6422 the week of the public hearing for a recorded message giving a more specific
time for the hearing. Certification of the final SEIR will be considered at a later hearing. Contact the planner below if you wish to
be on the mailing list for future notices.
Public comments on the draft SEIR will be accepted from August 8, 2019 to 5 p.m. on September 23, 2019.
NOTE: The project sponsor has filed an application for the proposed project to be certified by the Governor of California as an
environmental leadership development project pursuant to Public Resources Code chapter 6.5 (commencing with section
21178), which provides, among other things, that any judicial action challenging the certification of the SEIR or the approval of
the project described in the SEIR is subject to the procedures set forth in Public Resources Code sections 21185 to 21186,
inclusive. In accordance with Public Resources Code section 21186(a) and (b), documents and other materials placed in the
record of proceedings can be found at www.ab900balboa.com. If the governor certifies this project as an environmental
leadership development project, additional notice will be separately provided regarding such certification, in accordance with the
requirements of the Public Resources Code.
FOR MORE INFORMATION OR TO SUBMIT COMMENTS ON THE EIR, PLEASE CONTACT:
Planner: Jeanie Poling

Telephone: 415.575.9072

E-Mail: CPC.BalboaReservoir@sfgov.org

GENERAL INFORMATION ABOUT PROCEDURES
Members of the public are not required to provide personal identifying information when they communicate with the Commission
or the Department. All written or oral communications, including submitted personal contact information, may be made available
to the public for inspection and copying upon request and may appear on the Department’s website or in other public documents.
Only commenters on the draft SEIR will be permitted to file an appeal of the certification of the final SEIR to the Board of
Supervisors.
CDs and paper copies of the draft SEIR are available at the Planning Information Center (PIC) counter on the first floor of
1660 Mission Street, San Francisco, and referenced materials are available for review by appointment (call the planner listed
below) or at the project’s website: www.ab900balboa.com. Written comments should be addressed to Jeanie Poling, Senior
Planner, San Francisco Planning Department, 1650 Mission Street, Suite 400, San Francisco, CA 94103, or emailed to
CPC.BalboaReservoir@sfgov.org. Comments received at the public hearing and in writing will be responded to in a Responses
to Comment (RTC) document, which will become part of the final SEIR.
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DATE:

August 7, 2019

TO:

Distribution List for the Balboa Reservoir Project Draft Subsequent EIR

FROM:

Lisa Gibson, Environmental Review Officer

SUBJECT:

Request for the Final Environmental Impact Report for the Balboa Reservoir Project
(Planning Department File No. 2018‐007883ENV)

This is the draft of the subsequent environmental impact report (SEIR), including the initial study,
for the Balboa Reservoir Project. A public hearing will be held on the adequacy and accuracy of this
document. After the public hearing, our office will prepare and publish a document titled
“Responses to Comments,” which will contain a summary of all relevant comments on this draft
SEIR, including the initial study, and our responses to those comments. It may also specify changes
to this draft SEIR, including the initial study. Those who testify at the hearing on the draft SEIR,
including the initial study, will automatically receive a copy of the responses to comments
document, along with notice of the date reserved for certification; others may receive a copy of the
responses to comments and notice by request or by visiting our office. This draft SEIR, including
the initial study, together with the responses to comments document will be considered by the San
Francisco Planning Commission in an advertised public meeting and will be certified as a final SEIR
if deemed adequate.
After certification, we will modify the draft SEIR, including the initial study, as specified by the
responses to comments document and print both documents in a single publication called the final
SEIR. The final SEIR will add no new information to the combination of the two documents except
to reproduce the certification resolution. It will simply provide the information in one document,
rather than two. Therefore, if you receive a copy of the responses to comments document in addition
to this copy of the draft SEIR, including the initial study, you will technically have a copy of the
final SEIR.
We are aware that many people who receive the draft SEIR, including the initial study and
responses to comments, have no interest in receiving virtually the same information after the SEIR
has been certified. To avoid expending money and paper needlessly, we would like to send copies
of the final SEIR [in Adobe Acrobat format on a CD] to private individuals only if they request them.
Therefore, if you would like a copy of the final SEIR, please fill out and mail the postcard, provided
inside the back cover, to the Environmental Planning division of the Planning Department within
two weeks after certification of the SEIR. Any private party not requesting a final SEIR by that time
will not be mailed a copy. Public agencies on the distribution list will automatically receive a copy
of the final SEIR.
Thank you for your interest in this project.

www.sfplanning.org
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ACRONYMS AND ABBREVIATIONS

Acronym/Abbreviation
µg/m

3

Definition
micrograms per cubic meter

AB

Assembly Bill

ABAG

Association of Bay Area Governments

AC Transit

Alameda-Contra Costa Transit

ADA

Americans with Disabilities Act

APEZ

Air Pollutant Exposure Zone

AWSS

Auxiliary Water Supply System

BAAQMD

Bay Area Air Quality Management District

BART

Bay Area Rapid Transit

BMP

best management practice

CAAQS

California Ambient Air Quality Standards

CAC

Community Advisory Committee

CalEEMod

California Emissions Estimator Model

CalMod

Caltrain Modernization Program

Caltrans

California Department of Transportation

CAPCOA

California Air Pollution Officers Association

CARB

California Air Resources Board

CEQA

California Environmental Quality Act

CMP

congestion management plan

CNEL

Community Noise Equivalent Level

CO

carbon monoxide

D4D

Design for Development

dBA

A-weighted decibel

DEHP

di(2-ethylhexyl) phthalate

DPM

diesel particulate matter

EIR

environmental impact report

EMFAC2017

CARB’s OFFROAD and EMission FACtors 2017 model

ERO

Environmental Review Officer

FHWA

Federal Highway Administration

FTA

Federal Transit Administration
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Acronyms and Abbreviations

Acronym/Abbreviation

Definition

GGT

Golden Gate Transit

GHG

greenhouse gas

gsf

gross square feet

HIN

High Injury Network

hp

horsepower

HVAC

heating/ventilation/air conditioning

in/sec

inches per second

kW

kilowatt

LDA

light-duty auto

Ldn

day-night noise level

LDT1

light-duty tucks 1

LDT2

light-duty tucks 2

LEED

Leadership in Energy and Environmental Design

Leq

Steady-state energy level

Lmax

root mean squared maximum level of a noise source or environment

LOS

level of service

LTS

less-than-significant or negligible impact; no mitigation required

MERV

Minimum Efficiency Reporting Value

MTC

Metropolitan Transportation Commission

MTS

Metropolitan Transportation System

Muni

San Francisco Municipal Railway

NA

not applicable

NAAQS

National Ambient Air Quality Standards

NB

northbound

NI

no impact

NO2

nitrogen dioxide

NOP

notice of preparation

NOx

reactive organic gases

NPDES

National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System

OEHHA

California Office of Environmental Health Hazard Assessment

OPR

California Governor’s Office of Planning and Research

PCB

polychlorinated biphenyl

PDA

priority development area

PDR

production, distribution, and repair

PEIR

Balboa Park Station Area Plan [Program] EIR

PEIR

program environmental impact report

PG&E

Pacific Gas and Electric Company

PM10

particulate matter of 10 microns in diameter or less
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Acronym/Abbreviation

Definition

PM2.5

particulate matter of 2.5 microns in diameter or less

ppm

parts per million

PPV

peak particle velocity

PRC

California Public Resources Code

ROG

reactive organic gas

ROSE

Recreation and Open Space Element

S

significant impact

SamTrans

San Mateo County Transit

SB

Senate Bill

SB

southbound

SEIR

subsequent environmental impact report

SF-CHAMP

San Francisco Chained Activity Modeling Process

SFCTA

San Francisco County Transportation Authority

SFFD

San Francisco Fire Department

SFMTA

City and County of San Francisco Municipal Transportation Agency

SFPUC

San Francisco Public Utilities Commission

SO2

sulfur dioxide

SU

significant and unavoidable adverse impact; no feasible mitigation available

SUD

Special Use District

SUM

significant and unavoidable adverse impact, after mitigation

TAZ

transportation analysis zones

TCMP

Train Control Modernization Program

TDM

transportation demand management

TNC

transportation network company

TOG

total organic gas

U.S. DOT

U.S. Department of Transportation

U.S. EPA

U.S. Environmental Protection Agency

USGBC

U.S. Green Building Council

VMT

vehicle miles traveled

WETA

Water Emergency Transportation Authority
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S

Summary

SUMMARY

S.1 Project Synopsis
S.1.1 Project Description
The City, acting by and through the San Francisco Public Utilities Commission (SFPUC), selected
Reservoir Community Partners LLC (a joint venture between BRIDGE Housing Corporation [a
nonprofit affordable housing developer] and Avalon Bay Communities) to act as master developer
for the proposed Balboa Reservoir Project.1 The proposed project would develop a 17.6-acre site
with mixed-income housing, open space, a childcare facility/community room available for public
use, retail space, on- and off-street parking, and new streets, utilities, and other infrastructure. Two
different sets of options for the site’s residential density are proposed to capture a range of possible
development on the project site: The first is the Developer’s Proposed Option (1,100 dwelling
units), proposed by Reservoir Community Partners LLC. The second is the Additional Housing
Option (1,550 dwelling units), developed by the City to fulfill the objectives of the San Francisco
General Plan (the general plan) to maximize affordable housing and housing in transit-rich
neighborhoods. Development under each of the two options would entail the same land uses and
street configurations, and similar site plans.
The project site is located in the West of Twin Peaks area of south central San Francisco, bounded
by City College of San Francisco (City College) to the east, Archbishop Riordan High School to the
north, the Westwood Park neighborhood to the west, and multifamily residential development
along Ocean Avenue to the south. The project site is owned by the City and County of San Francisco
under the jurisdiction of the SFPUC. SEIR Figure 2-1, Project Location, p. 2-2 (in Chapter 2, Project
Description), shows the project location.
Under each option, the proposed project would amend the general plan and the San Francisco
Planning Code, and would create a new Balboa Reservoir Special Use District (SUD). The special
use district would establish land use zoning controls and incorporate design standards and
guidelines for the site. The San Francisco Zoning Map would be amended to show changes from
the current zoning (P [Public]) to the proposed zoning and would modify the existing height limits
of 40 to 65 feet to heights of up to 78 feet in the Developer’s Proposed Option and up to 88 feet in
the Additional Housing Option. The proposed project would also include improvements to
transportation and circulation and utilities infrastructure. The proposed project also includes four
1

The build-out of the development would involve additional partner firms, including nonprofits Mission
Housing Development Corporation and Habitat for Humanity of Greater San Francisco, along with Pacific
Union Development Company.
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variants that consider modifications to a limited feature or aspect of the project (e.g., street and
garage configurations). Each of the variants are described and analyzed in Chapter 5, Variants.
The proposed project is a subsequent activity under the Balboa Park Station Area Plan (area plan).
Environmental review of the area plan pursuant to the California Environmental Quality Act
(CEQA) was completed in the Balboa Park Station Area Plan [Program] Environmental Impact
Report (PEIR),2 certified in December 2008. The PEIR is a program EIR under CEQA Guidelines
section 15168. The San Francisco planning department has determined that a subsequent
environmental impact report (SEIR) is warranted for the proposed project pursuant to CEQA
Guidelines section 15162, due in part to the fact that the proposed project would result in new
significant impacts and substantially more severe significant impacts than previously identified in
the PEIR. This SEIR is required to inform the public and decision-makers about the potential
significant physical environmental effects of the proposed project, to identify possible ways to
minimize the project’s significant adverse effects, and to describe and analyze possible alternatives
to the proposed project.

Background
The project site is the western portion of a once-larger 28-acre Balboa Reservoir site. In 1957, the
San Francisco Water Department (now the SFPUC) began excavation with water storage in mind,
creating north and south basins separated by an east–west berm. The SFPUC never filled or used
the basins for water storage. In 2011–2012, a series of land transfers between various public
agencies resulted in the reconfiguration of the SFPUC’s original Balboa Reservoir land holdings.
The City removed the east–west berm and reconfigured the 28-acre property into western and
eastern portions. City College now owns the 10.4-acre east basin, and the City, through the SFPUC,
owns the 17.6-acre west basin (the project site). City College filled and developed the east basin in
2010 with a surface parking lot and its four-story Multi-Use Building.
The project site is bounded on three sides by sloping western, northern, and eastern edges that
surround a sunken paved surface at the center. An approximately 30-foot-tall earthen berm is
located at the western edge of the property. Along the southern boundary of the site is an 80-footwide section of the parcel where a high-pressure underground pipeline maintained by the SFPUC
is located. The pipeline runs east–west and delivers water across San Francisco. The site does not
contain any permanent structures and currently contains 1,007 surface vehicular parking spaces.
The lot provides overflow vehicular parking for City College students, faculty, and staff.3
The project site is within a P (Public) Use District and located in 40-X and 65-A Height and Bulk
Districts (Figure 2-3, Existing Zoning on Project Site, p. 2-10). The project site is within the central
portion of the Balboa Park Station Plan Area. The City adopted the area plan in 2009, but the City
did not rezone the site as part of plan adoption. The project site is currently designated P (Public
Use) in the Balboa Park Station Area Plan of the general plan.

2

3

City and County of San Francisco, Balboa Park Station Area Plan Final Environmental Impact Report, Planning
Department File No. 2004.1059E, certified December 4, 2008.
City College uses the site under a revocable license granted by the SFPUC.
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Project Characteristics
The proposed project would rezone the site and establish development controls for the development
of mixed-income housing, open space, community facilities, small retail, parking, streets, and other
infrastructure. Table S-1, Balboa Reservoir Project Characteristics, summarizes the proposed
project’s characteristics, including a description of the types and amounts of proposed land uses,
details regarding proposed dwelling units, building heights, vehicle and bicycle parking, and other
features. As shown in Table S-1, the proposed project would construct up to approximately
1.8 million gross square feet (gsf) of uses, including between approximately 1.3 and 1.5 million gsf of
residential space (1,100 to 1,550 dwelling units plus residential amenities), approximately 10,000 gsf
of community space (childcare and a community room for public use), approximately 7,500 gsf of
retail, up to 550 residential parking spaces and 750 public parking spaces in the Developer’s Proposed
Option, and up to 650 residential parking spaces (with no public parking spaces) in the Additional
Housing Option.4 The buildings would range in height from 25 to 78 feet in the Developer’s Proposed
Option and from 25 to 88 feet in the Additional Housing Option. Approximately 4 acres would be
devoted to publicly accessible open space under each option. Also under each option, the SFPUC
would retain ownership of an 80-foot-wide strip of land located along the southern edge of the site
where an underground water transmission pipeline is located.
Figure 2-4, Developer’s Proposed Option Site Plan and Height Ranges, p. 2-15, and Figure 2-6,
Additional Housing Option Site Plan and Height Ranges, p. 2-18, present the conceptual site plan
for each option, illustrating the proposed layout of the development blocks and street network.
Development under each of the project options would entail the same land uses and street
configurations, and similar site plans. Both project options could include approximately 7,500 gsf
of retail space such as a café provided on the ground level of Block A, C, D, E, or F to help activate
the approximately 2-acre central park open space area. Under both options, the ground floor of
Block B would contain approximately 10,000 gsf of childcare and community space.
The proposed project would also include transportation and circulation changes, and new utilities
and other infrastructure. Transportation and circulation changes would include the extension of the
existing north–south Lee Avenue across the site and a new internal street network. The project would
include a roadway network to be accessible for people walking, including people with disabilities,
bicycling, and driving. The proposed project would include a transportation demand management
(TDM) program that would implement measures to reduce vehicle trips and encourage sustainable
modes of transportation. As part of the proposed special use district, the planning department would
adopt design standards and guidelines for building design, streets and circulation, utilities and
infrastructure, open space and the public realm. The project would also pursue Leadership in Energy
and Environmental Design™ (LEED®) Gold® certification for the proposed buildings.5

4

5

Gross square feet (gsf) includes residential circulation and common area, and it is different from the planning
code definition.
LEED is a green building certification program developed by U.S. Green Building Council (USGBC). LEED v4
is the newest version of the program. LEED uses a green building rating system designed to reduce the
negative environmental impacts of buildings and improve occupant health and well-being. Building projects
satisfy prerequisites and earn points to achieve different levels of certification. Based on the number of points
achieved, a project then earns one of four LEED® rating levels: Certified®, Silver®, Gold®, or Platinum®.
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TABLE S-1
BALBOA RESERVOIR PROJECT CHARACTERISTICS
Developer’s Proposed Option
Project Characteristic

Proposed Land Use Program

Additional Housing Option
Metric

Area (gross square feet)

Area (gross square feet)

1,283,000

1,588,000

Commercial (retail)

7,500

7,500

Community facilities (childcare
and community room for public
use)

10,000

10,000

339,900 (residential and public)

231,000 (residential only)

1,640,400

1,836,500

Residential

Parking
Total Building Area

Number

Percentage
(approximate)

Number

Percentage
(approximate)

Studio and 1-bedroom

440

40%

620

40%

2- and 3-bedroom

660

60%

930

60%

1,100

100%

1,550

100%

Proposed Dwelling Units

Total Dwelling Units

Proposed Parking
Vehicle Parking Spaces
Car share spaces
Bicycle parkinga

Number

Number

1,300 [550 residential + 750 public garage]
7 minimum

650 [residential only]
12 minimum

936

1,100

75

80

1,011

1,180

Area (gross square feet)

Area (gross square feet)

174,240

174,240

Bicycle parking class 1
Bicycle parking class 2
Total Bicycle Parking

Open Space
Publicly accessible open space
Private open space

36 square feet per unit if located on balcony, or 48 square feet per unit if commonly
accessible to residents

Building Characteristics
Stories

2 to 7 stories

2 to 8 stories

Height

25 to 78 feet

25 to 88 feet

Ground floor

Blocks A through H could include residential
units, lobbies, retail, and common space.
Block B would include childcare and
community space.

Blocks A through J could include
residential units, lobbies, retail, and
common space. Block B would
include childcare and community
space.

Basements

Blocks A through H would allow but not
require one below-grade level of vehicle
parking spaces.

Blocks A through J would allow but
not require one below-grade level
of vehicle parking spaces.

SOURCES: Reservoir Community Partners LLC, 2018; San Francisco Planning Department, 2018.
NOTE:
a Planning Code section 155.1(a) defines class 1 bicycle spaces as “spaces in secure, weather-protected facilities intended for use as
long-term, overnight, and workday bicycle storage by dwelling unit residents, nonresidential occupants, and employees” and defines
class 2 bicycle spaces as “spaces located in a publicly accessible, highly visible location intended for transient or short-term use by
visitors, guests, and patrons to the building or use.”
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Project Construction
Construction is estimated to occur in three main phases over the course of six years, from 2021 to
2027. The construction phasing and durations would be similar for both project options. The initial
phase (Phase 0) would include demolition of the parking lot, west side berm, and north and east
embankments, followed by grading, excavation, and construction of site infrastructure over
12 months from 2021 to 2022. Two phases of vertical construction would follow, each lasting up to
30 months. The construction activities during Phases 1 and 2 would include, but not be limited to,
finish grading, excavation for subgrade parking, construction of building foundations, building
construction, architectural coatings, and paving. Construction of Phase 1 would occur from 2022
to 2024. Construction of Phase 2 would occur from 2024 to 2027, after Phase 1 is complete. Buildings
constructed in Phase 1 would be occupied during construction of Phase 2.
The phasing of project implementation would be subject to changes due to market conditions and
other unanticipated factors. Consequently, construction could be complete as early as 2024 or
extend beyond 2027. If construction occurs over a shorter period (e.g., Phases 1 and 2 occurring
simultaneously following Phase 0), a relatively larger amount of construction would take place
during a relatively shorter period of time, thereby increasing the typical daily construction activity.
Construction phasing is shown in Figure 2-18, Proposed Developer’s Option Construction Phasing,
p. 2-40 and Figure 2-19, Additional Housing Option Construction Phasing, p. 2-41. The project
characteristics presented above (including the total number of residential units, square footage of
commercial use, acres of open space, bicycle and automobile spaces) are totals based on full
buildout and completion of all phases of the proposed project. Construction would generally occur
between the hours of 7 a.m. and 8 p.m., up to seven days a week, consistent with San Francisco
Police Code section 2908. Certain construction activities such as large concrete pours, may require
earlier start or later finish times to accommodate such time-specific activities. Construction
activities that extend beyond normal hours would be subject to review, permitting, and approval
by the San Francisco Department of Building Inspection.

S.2 Summary of Impacts and Mitigation Measures
The initial study determined that the following topics would have either no significant impacts or
impacts that can be reduced to less than significant with mitigation: land use and land use
planning; population and housing; cultural resources; tribal cultural resources; greenhouse gas
emissions; wind; shadow; recreation; utilities and services systems; public services; biological
resources; geology and soils; hydrology and water quality; hazards and hazardous materials;
mineral resources; energy; agricultural and forestry resources; and wildfire. Discussion and
analysis of impacts in these resource areas are presented in Appendix B.
Impacts related to aesthetics are not analyzed in the initial study or this SEIR because under CEQA
(Public Resources Code section 21099), aesthetics impacts of a mixed-use or employment center
project on an infill site located within a transit priority area are not to be considered significant
impacts, and the proposed project meets the applicable criteria under this section.
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Chapter 3 of this SEIR presents detailed discussion and analysis of the following resources:
transportation and circulation; noise; and air quality.
Table S-2, Balboa Reservoir Project Characteristics, p. 4, summarizes all of the impacts of the
proposed project, identifies the significance of each impact, and presents the full text of the
recommended mitigation measures and improvement measures. Mitigation measures are feasible
measures that would avoid, lessen, or reduce significant impacts, and would be required to be
implemented if the project is approved. The summary table includes all impacts and mitigation
measures applicable to the proposed project options, with the EIR sections presented first, followed
by the initial study sections.
As indicated in Table S-2, the SEIR determined that the proposed project would result in significant
and unavoidable impacts in the following areas, even with implementation of feasible mitigation
measures:


Transportation and circulation: operation of the project could result in off-site project and
cumulative loading effects along Lee Avenue that could create potentially hazardous
conditions for people bicycling and could substantially delay public transit. The project could
also result in a cumulative transit impact related to public transit delay (Impact TR-6b,
Impact C-TR-4, and Impact C-TR-6b)



Noise: construction noise levels at noise-sensitive receptors, construction noise increases along
roadways, and cumulative construction noise levels at noise-sensitive receptors (Impact NO-1
and Impact C-NO-1)



Air quality: at the project-level and cumulative conditions, criteria air pollutant emissions and
health risks under the compressed three-year construction schedule (Impact AQ-2a,
Impact AQ-4, Impact C-AQ-1, and Impact C-AQ-2)

S.3 Summary of Project Alternatives
CEQA requires that an EIR must describe and evaluate a reasonable range of alternatives to the
proposed project that would avoid or lessen significant impacts of the proposed project, would
meet most of the project objectives, and would be feasible. The following four alternatives are
analyzed in this SEIR:


Alternative A: No Project Alternative



Alternative B: Reduced Density Alternative



Alternative C: San Ramon Way Passenger Vehicle Access Alternative



Alternative D: Six-Year Construction Schedule Alternative

The San Francisco Planning Department determined that these four alternatives are potentially
feasible and adequately represent the range of alternatives required under CEQA for this project,
although the financial feasibility of all alternatives is unknown. These alternatives would lessen
but not eliminate the significant and unavoidable adverse impacts related to transportation, air
quality, and noise that were identified for the proposed project, as well as meet most of the project
objectives. A “no project alternative” is included as Alternative A, as required by CEQA, even
though it would not meet the basic project objectives.
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S.3.1 Alternative A: No Project Alternative
Description of Alternative
Alternative A assumes that the Balboa Reservoir site would not be developed with the proposed project
development described in Chapter 2 of this SEIR. Instead, existing land use controls on the project site
would continue to govern site development and would not be changed. The existing site would
continue to function as a surface parking lot, which would not constitute a change from existing
conditions. The existing physical features of the project site and site circulation would not change.

Summary of Impacts
Under Alternative A, none of the impacts associated with the proposed project options and
variants would occur, and would have no significant impacts related to transportation and
circulation, noise, and air quality. Therefore, the No Project Alternative would avoid the significant
and unavoidable impacts for the proposed project.

S.3.2 Alternative B: Reduced Density Alternative
Description of Alternative
Alternative B would be identical to the proposed project options with respect to the land uses,
street configurations, and site plan block configurations. Under Alternative B, it is assumed that
the site would be developed with approximately 936,590 gsf of residential uses (800 dwelling units,
or 300 and 750 fewer than the Developer’s Proposed Option and Additional Housing Option,
respectively). This alternative would include 7,500 gsf of retail space and 10,000 gsf of childcare
and community space, as under both proposed project options. Similar to the Additional Housing
Option, Alternative B would not include a public parking garage. There would be approximately
143,930 gsf of parking (87,070 and 195,970 gsf less than the Additional Housing Option and
Developer’s Proposed Option, respectively), providing 400 residential parking spaces (150 and 250
fewer than the Additional Housing Option and Developer’s Proposed Option, respectively). In
general, building heights would be reduced compared to both proposed project options. Other
aspects of the proposed project including open space and transportation and circulation
improvements would remain same under the alternative.

Summary of Impacts
Alternative B would not avoid or substantially lessen any of the significant and unavoidable
impacts that were identified for the proposed project options or variants. Nor would Alternative B
result in changes to the significance determinations identified for the proposed project, and all
mitigation measures would apply to this alternative. However, Alternative B would have slightly
less severe significant impacts than the proposed project options and variants (i.e., the significance
determination would be the same but the severity would be reduced) with respect to the following:
project-level and cumulative secondary loading impacts associated with operations of the
alternative affecting existing loading activity on Lee Avenue and potentially creating hazardous
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conditions for people bicycling or significant delay that may affect transit; cumulative transit delay;
project-level and cumulative construction-related increases in ambient noise levels to sensitive
receptors; impacts from construction-related criteria pollutant increases; significant health risk
impacts to offsite receptors; the significant cumulative regional air quality impacts; and the
significant cumulative regional health risk impacts.

S.3.3 Alternative C: San Ramon Way Passenger Vehicle
Alternative
Description of Alternative
Alternative C would provide vehicular access to the project site from the west and could be combined
with the proposed project options or Alternative B. Alternative C would have the same mix of land
uses, site plans, building footprints, building heights, square footages, and construction
characteristics as the proposed project options. Vehicle, bicycle, and pedestrian circulation to and
from the site from the south and east would not change. However, instead of bicycle and pedestrianonly access at San Ramon Way, Alternative C would also include passenger car and van access,
providing access from the west (but not heavy trucks).

Summary of Impacts
Alternative C would not avoid or substantially lessen any of the significant and unavoidable
impacts that were identified for the proposed project options or variants. Nor would Alternative C
result in changes to the significance determinations identified for the proposed project, and all
mitigation measures would apply to this alternative. However, Alternative C would have slightly
less severe significant impacts than the proposed project options and variants (i.e., the significance
determination would be the same but the severity would be reduced) with respect to the following:
project-level and cumulative secondary loading impacts associated with operations of the
alternative affecting existing loading activity on Lee Avenue and potentially creating hazardous
conditions for people bicycling or significant delay that may affect transit; and cumulative transit
delay. Alternative C would not avoid or substantially lessen the severity of any of the significant
and unavoidable impacts identified for the proposed project options or variants. Significant and
unavoidable impacts identified for the project that would not be substantially reduced under
Alternative C and would still include the following: project-level and cumulative constructionrelated increases in ambient noise levels to sensitive receptors; impacts from construction-related
criteria pollutant increases; significant health risk impacts to offsite receptors; the significant
cumulative regional air quality impacts; and the significant cumulative regional health risk
impacts.
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S.3.4 Alternative D: Six-Year Construction Schedule
Alternative
Description of Alternative
Alternative D would have the same mix of land uses, site plans, circulation, building footprints,
building heights, square footages, and construction characteristics as the proposed project options.
This alternative would not allow a compressed construction schedule. Therefore, under
Alternative D, construction phasing for the proposed project options would be phased as described
in Chapter 2, Project Description, under the six-year construction schedule.

Summary of Impacts
Alternative D would substantially lessen the severity of the following impacts, reducing it from
significant and unavoidable with mitigation to less than significant with mitigation: constructionrelated criteria pollutant increases; health risk impacts to offsite receptors; cumulative regional air
quality impacts; and cumulative regional health risk impacts. Significant and unavoidable impacts
identified for the project that would not be substantially reduced under Alternative D would still
include the following: project-level and cumulative construction-related increases in ambient noise
levels to sensitive receptors; project-level and cumulative secondary loading impacts associated
with operations of the alternative affecting existing loading activity on Lee Avenue and potentially
creating hazardous conditions for people bicycling or significant delay that may affect transit; and
cumulative transit delay.

S.3.5 Environmentally Superior Alternative
Table S-3, Comparison of Environmental Impacts of the Proposed Project Options to Impacts of
the Alternatives, p. S-44, presents a summary comparison of the impacts of all the alternatives,
focusing only on impacts that would substantially or noticeably be different under the alternatives
compared to the project; other impacts not shown on the table would substantially have all the
same or similar impacts as identified for the proposed project. Overall, Alternative D, Six-Year
Construction Schedule Alternative, is considered the environmentally superior alternative.
Alternative D would meet all of the project objectives and would avoid and substantially reduce
the severity of project- and cumulative-level impacts related to construction-related air quality and
health risks to a less-than-significant level with mitigation.

S.4 Areas of Controversy and Issues to Be Resolved
On October 10, 2018, the San Francisco Planning Department issued a notice of preparation (NOP)
of an EIR on the proposed Balboa Reservoir project and made the NOP available on its website.
SEIR Chapter 1, Introduction, describes the public review process and summarizes the comments
received on the NOP. The NOP was sent to governmental agencies, organizations, and persons
interested in the proposed project to initiate the 30-day public scoping period for this SEIR, which
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started on October 10, 2018, and ended on November 12, 2018. A scoping meeting was held on
October 30, 2018, to solicit comments on the scope of this SEIR, including the initial study.
Based on the comments received, controversial issues for the proposed project include:


The maximum number of housing units that should be analyzed in the subsequent EIR, either
as a variant of the proposed project or an alternative to the proposed project;



Use of the site for other potential land uses such as expansion of City College or preserving the
site as open space;



Sufficiency of impact analysis in a subsequent EIR;



Impacts related to affordable housing and jobs-housing balance;



Effects of project operations on public transportation, pedestrian access, and vehicle traffic;



Secondary environmental effected related to displacement of City College parking currently at
the project site and changes in parking availability during operations;



Impacts from exposure to air pollutants during construction and operation;



Cumulative impacts resulting from construction of the proposed project and other adjacent
projects;



Effects of construction or operational noise on surrounding educational facilities;



Effects of the project on public services, including emergency response;



Sufficiency of existing or proposed utilities to support proposed project; and



Aesthetic effects of the proposed development, including height of buildings compared to
surrounding areas including Westwood Park.
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TABLE S-2
SUMMARY OF IMPACTS OF THE PROPOSED PROJECT—DISCLOSED IN THIS SEIR INCLUDING THE INITIAL STUDY

Environmental Impact

Level of
Significance prior
to Mitigation

Improvement/Mitigation Measures

Level of
Significance
after Mitigation

SEIR Section 3.B, Transportation and Circulation
Impact TR-1: Construction of the
project would not require a
substantially extended duration or
intense activity and the secondary
effects would not create potentially
hazardous conditions for people
walking, bicycling, or driving; or
interfere with accessibility for
people walking or bicycling; or
substantially delay public transit.

LTS

No mitigation required.

NA

Impact TR-2: Operation of the
proposed project would not create
potentially hazardous conditions for
people walking, bicycling, or driving
or public transit operations.

LTS

No mitigation required.

NA

Impact TR-3: Operation of the
proposed project would not
interfere with accessibility of people
walking or bicycling to and from the
project site, and adjoining areas, or
result in inadequate emergency
access.

LTS

No mitigation required.

NA

Impact TR-4: Operation of the
proposed project would not
substantially delay public transit.

LTS

No mitigation required.

NA

Impact TR-5: Operation of the
proposed project would not cause
substantial additional VMT or
substantially induce automobile
travel.

LTS

No mitigation required.

NA

IMPACT CODES:
NA Not Applicable
NI No impact
LTS Less than significant or negligible impact; no mitigation required
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TABLE S-2
SUMMARY OF IMPACTS OF THE PROPOSED PROJECT—DISCLOSED IN THIS SEIR INCLUDING THE INITIAL STUDY (CONTINUED)

Environmental Impact

Level of
Significance prior
to Mitigation

Impact TR-6a: The proposed
supply of freight and passenger
loading spaces within the project
site would not meet peak hour
demand by building, but would not
create potentially hazardous
conditions or significant delay
affecting transit, other vehicles,
bicycles, or people walking.

LTS

Impact TR-6b: Operation of the
proposed project, including
proposed street network changes,
would impact existing passenger
and freight loading zones along
Lee Avenue between Ocean
Avenue and the project site, and
may create potentially hazardous
conditions for people bicycling and
may substantially delay public
transit.

S

Improvement/Mitigation Measures

Level of
Significance
after Mitigation

No mitigation required.

NA

No feasible mitigation identified.

SU

Impact C-TR-1: The proposed
project, in combination with
reasonably foreseeable future
projects, would not result in
significant construction-related
transportation impacts.

LTS

No mitigation required.

NA

Impact C-TR-2: The proposed
project, in combination with
reasonably foreseeable future
projects, would not create
potentially hazardous conditions for
people walking, bicycling, driving,
or public transit operations.

LTS

No mitigation required.

NA

IMPACT CODES:
NA Not Applicable
NI No impact
LTS Less than significant or negligible impact; no mitigation required
August 2019
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TABLE S-2
SUMMARY OF IMPACTS OF THE PROPOSED PROJECT—DISCLOSED IN THIS SEIR INCLUDING THE INITIAL STUDY (CONTINUED)

Environmental Impact

Level of
Significance prior
to Mitigation

Impact C-TR-3: The proposed
project, in combination with
reasonably foreseeable future
projects, would not interfere with
accessibility of people walking or
bicycling to and from the project
site, and adjoining areas, or result
in inadequate emergency access.

LTS

Impact C-TR-4: The proposed
project, in combination with
reasonably foreseeable future
projects, may result in a potentially
significant cumulative impact
related to public transit delay and
the project could contribute
considerably.

S

Level of
Significance
after Mitigation

Improvement/Mitigation Measures
No mitigation required.

NA

Mitigation Measure M-C-TR-4: Monitor Cumulative Transit Travel Times and Implement
Measures to Reduce Transit Delay.

SUM

The project sponsor, under either project option, shall monitor cumulative transit travel times for the
identified route segments of the K/T Third/Ingleside, 29 Sunset, 43 Masonic, and 49 Van
Ness/Mission lines to determine if a route does not meet its performance standard. If applicable, the
project sponsor shall implement feasible measures (as developed in consultation with SFMTA) to
reduce transit delay and meet the transit travel time performance standard.
Transit Travel Time Performance Standard. Existing transit travel times and performance standards
for the routes subject to this measure, including study segment and time periods, are shown in Table
M-C-TR-4. The routes and study segments shown in Table M C TR 4 represent routes and study
segments most likely to have a cumulative impact to which the project would have a considerable
cumulative contribution.

TABLE M-C-TR-4
TRANSIT TRAVEL TIME PERFORMANCE STANDARD
Existing Transit Travel Timea
Transit
Line

Performance Standardb

A.M. Peak
Period

P.M. Peak
Period

A.M. Peak
Period

P.M. Peak
Period

Jules Ave/Ocean Ave to Balboa Park
BART

3:30

8:42

7:30

12:42

San Jose Ave/Geneva Ave to Dorado
Terr/Ocean Ave

3:28

10:03

7:28

11:28

Plymouth Ave/Ocean Ave to Mission St/
Persia Ave

8:01

12:09

12:01

16:01

Study Segment

K/T

29
IMPACT CODES:
NA Not Applicable
NI No impact
LTS Less than significant or negligible impact; no mitigation required
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TABLE S-2
SUMMARY OF IMPACTS OF THE PROPOSED PROJECT—DISCLOSED IN THIS SEIR INCLUDING THE INITIAL STUDY (CONTINUED)

Environmental Impact

Level of
Significance prior
to Mitigation

Level of
Significance
after Mitigation

Improvement/Mitigation Measures
Mission St/Persia Ave to Plymouth Ave/
Ocean Ave

7:10

9:55

11:10

15:10

Frida Kahlo Way/CCSF South Entrance
to Foerster St/Monterey Blvd

4:20

4:37

8:20

8:37

Gennessee St/Monterey Blvd to Frida
Kahlo Way/CCSF South Entrance

4:16

4:23

8:16

8:23

Frida Kahlo Way/CCSF South Entrance
to Mission St/Persia Ave

5:22

10:04

9:22

14:04

Mission St/Ocean Ave to Frida Kahlo
Way/CCSF South Entrance

7:18

11:25

11:18

15:25

43

49

SOURCE:

Kittelson & Associates, Inc. 2019; SFMTA Automatic Vehicle Location Data, 2019.

NOTES:
a

Kittelson staff collected transit travel time data along route segments via onboard surveys. Transit travel times were collected on
Tuesday, April 2, 2019, during the weekday a.m. peak period (7 to 9 a.m.) and the weekday p.m. peak period (4 to 6 p.m.). Staff
boarded a transit vehicle at the route start point and recorded the travel time between each stop and the dwell time at each stop.
Onboard survey data was used to supplement and verify automatic vehicle location data provided by SFMTA. Agencies may
determine to update the existing baseline transit travel times closer to commencement of construction.

b

The performance standard is calculated as the existing transit travel time plus four minutes, or half the headway of a route with
headways of less than eight minutes.

Monitoring and Reporting. The project sponsor shall retain a transportation consultant to monitor
and report cumulative transit travel times to determine if a route exceeds its performance standard
and the project’s fair share contribution to such exceedance, if applicable. The transportation
consultant shall be on a list of qualified consultants at the SFMTA or San Francisco Planning
Department (agencies). The monitoring plan is subject to agencies’ review and approval. All reporting
documents are also subject to review and approval by the agencies. The agencies may modify the
monitoring and reporting program to account for transit route or transportation network changes, or
major changes to the project’s development program.

IMPACT CODES:
NA Not Applicable
NI No impact
LTS Less than significant or negligible impact; no mitigation required
August 2019
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TABLE S-2
SUMMARY OF IMPACTS OF THE PROPOSED PROJECT—DISCLOSED IN THIS SEIR INCLUDING THE INITIAL STUDY (CONTINUED)

Environmental Impact

Level of
Significance prior
to Mitigation

Improvement/Mitigation Measures

Level of
Significance
after Mitigation

Timing. The project sponsor shall retain a transportation consultant within one year of occupancy of
one new major building6 at the City College of San Francisco Ocean Avenue campus (City College)
and at least 750 units are occupied at the project site.
The transportation consultant shall submit its first transit travel time reporting document to the
agencies within 18 months of occupancy of one new major building at the City College San Francisco
Ocean Avenue campus (City College) and at least 750 units are occupied at the project site.
Thereafter, the transportation consultant shall submit annual reporting documents until the project
sponsor meets it terms for this measure.
Collection and Reporting Details. For each reporting document, the transportation consultant shall collect
transit travel time data during the a.m. peak (7 to 9 a.m.) and p.m. peak (4 to 6 p.m.) periods during three
consecutive, non-holiday weekdays (Tuesday, Wednesday or Thursday) when City College is in typical
(i.e., non-finals or spring break week) session. The transportation consultant may use automatic vehicle
location on the routes to average the transit travel time data for the peak hour within the peak period of
each route in both the inbound and outbound directions along the study segment. Transit travel time
surveys shall be conducted within the same month for each reporting period.
For the first reporting document, the transportation consultant shall collect and report additional data
during the peak periods to determine the project sponsor’s fair-share impacts of the cumulative transit
delay. The transportation consultant may use methodologies such as cordons, intersection counts, or
video cameras to determine traffic congestion and reentry delay attributable to the project and intercept
surveys to determine passenger boarding/alighting delay attributable to the project. Agencies will
determine if the collecting and reporting of this subsequent data is required for subsequent reporting
documents (e.g., if a route exceeds or is close to exceeding the performance standard in a prior reporting
document).
Implement Fair-Share of Measures. If the agencies determine a route does not meet its
performance standard and the project contributes greater than or equal to two minutes’ delay to that
route, the project sponsor shall implement measures that reduce transit travel times. These measures
are subject to agency approval and could include:
1. Expansion of measures already included in the project’s transportation demand management
(TDM) Plan (e.g., increases in tailored transportation marketing services, additional bicycle
parking, etc.). The project sponsor shall pay the full cost of implementation.

6

A new major building is City College of San Francisco Ocean Avenue campus construction post-2019 that results in a cumulative net addition of more than 50,000
square feet to an existing building(s) or a new building(s), or a new or expanded parking facility of more than a 50,000 square feet.
IMPACT CODES:
NA Not Applicable
NI No impact
LTS Less than significant or negligible impact; no mitigation required
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TABLE S-2
SUMMARY OF IMPACTS OF THE PROPOSED PROJECT—DISCLOSED IN THIS SEIR INCLUDING THE INITIAL STUDY (CONTINUED)

Environmental Impact

Level of
Significance prior
to Mitigation

Level of
Significance
after Mitigation

Improvement/Mitigation Measures
2. Measures identified in the City’s TDM Program Standards Appendix A (as such appendix may be
amended by the Planning Department from time to time) that have not yet been included in the
project’s TDM Plan. The project sponsor shall pay the full cost of implementation.
3. Other measures not included in the City’s TDM Program Standards Appendix A that the agencies
agree are likely to reduce transit travel times. These other measures may include off-site capital
improvements such as, turn pockets, bus bulbs, queue jumps, turn restrictions, boarding islands,
and/or transit signal priority projects. The project sponsor shall pay their fair share, calculated as
the project’s percent contribution to the increase in transit travel time between baseline and
cumulative conditions, of the selected measures.
Term Condition A: The project sponsor shall monitor, submit reporting documents, and implement
their fair share portion of measures for each route until the agencies determine that three consecutive
reporting documents demonstrate: (1) the route does not exceed its performance standard or (2) the
project does not contribute greater than or equal to two minutes’ delay to a route that exceeds its
performance standard.
Term Condition B: The project sponsor shall be subject to the term condition A for every new major
building at City College or for every additional 250 occupied dwelling units at the project site. The
agencies may waive term Condition B if past reporting documents demonstrate the project has no
potential to contribute to greater than or equal to two minutes’ delay to a route that exceeds or may
exceed its performance standard.

Impact C-TR-5: The proposed
project, in combination with
reasonably foreseeable future
projects, would not cause
substantial additional VMT or
substantially induce automobile
travel.

LTS

No mitigation required.

NA

Impact C-TR-6a: The proposed
project, in combination with
reasonably foreseeable future
projects, would not create
hazardous conditions or significant
delay affecting transit, other
vehicles, bicycles, or people
walking.

LTS

No mitigation required.

NA

IMPACT CODES:
NA Not Applicable
NI No impact
LTS Less than significant or negligible impact; no mitigation required
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TABLE S-2
SUMMARY OF IMPACTS OF THE PROPOSED PROJECT—DISCLOSED IN THIS SEIR INCLUDING THE INITIAL STUDY (CONTINUED)

Environmental Impact
Impact C-TR-6b: Operation of the
proposed project, including
proposed street network changes,
in combination with reasonably
foreseeable future projects, would
impact existing passenger and
freight loading zones along Lee
Avenue between Ocean Avenue
and the project site, and may
create potentially hazardous
conditions for people bicycling and
may substantially delay public
transit.

Level of
Significance prior
to Mitigation

Improvement/Mitigation Measures

S

No feasible mitigation identified.

S

Mitigation Measure M-NO-1: Construction Noise Control Measures.

Level of
Significance
after Mitigation
SU

SEIR Section 3.C, Noise
Impact NO-1: Project construction
would cause a substantial
temporary or periodic increase in
ambient noise levels at noisesensitive receptors above levels
existing without the project.



To the extent that it does not extend the overall schedule, conduct demolition of the parking lot at
the northern portion of the project site during periods when Archbishop Riordan High School is not
in session.



Require the general contractor to ensure that equipment and trucks used for project construction
utilize the best available noise control techniques (e.g., improved mufflers, equipment redesign,
use of intake silencers, ducts, engine enclosures, and acoustically attenuating shields or shrouds).



Require the general contractor to locate stationary noise sources (such as the rock/concrete
crusher, or compressors) as far from adjacent or nearby sensitive receptors as possible, to muffle
such noise sources, and/or to construct barriers around such sources and/or the construction site,
which could reduce construction noise by as much as 5 dBA. To further reduce noise, the
contractor shall locate stationary equipment in pit areas or excavated areas, to the maximum
extent practicable.



Require the general contractor to use impact tools (e.g., jackhammers and pavement breakers)
that are hydraulically or electrically powered wherever possible to avoid noise associated with
compressed air exhaust from pneumatically powered tools. Where use of pneumatic tools is

IMPACT CODES:
NA Not Applicable
NI No impact
LTS Less than significant or negligible impact; no mitigation required
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The project sponsor shall implement a project-specific noise control plan that has been prepared by a
qualified acoustical consultant and approved by the planning department. The noise control plan may
include, but not limited to, the following construction noise control measures:
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TABLE S-2
SUMMARY OF IMPACTS OF THE PROPOSED PROJECT—DISCLOSED IN THIS SEIR INCLUDING THE INITIAL STUDY (CONTINUED)

Environmental Impact

Level of
Significance prior
to Mitigation

Level of
Significance
after Mitigation

Improvement/Mitigation Measures
unavoidable, an exhaust muffler on the compressed air exhaust shall be used, along with external
noise jackets on the tools, which would reduce noise levels by as much as 10 dBA.


Include noise control requirements for construction equipment and tools, including specifically
concrete saws, in specifications provided to construction contractors. Such requirements could
include, but are not limited to, erecting temporary plywood noise barriers around a construction
site, particularly where a site adjoins noise-sensitive uses; utilizing noise control blankets on a
building structure as the building is erected to reduce noise levels emanating from the
construction site; performing all work in a manner that minimizes noise; and using equipment with
effective mufflers. Moveable sound barrier curtains can provide up to 15 dBA of sound
attenuation.



Undertake the noisiest activities during times of least disturbance to surrounding residents and
occupants (9 a.m. to 4 p.m.); and select haul routes that avoid the North Access Road and the
adjacent Archbishop Riordan High School and residential uses along Plymouth Avenue.



Postpone demolition of the west side berm to the end of Phase 0, to the extent that it does not
extend the overall schedule, so that it may serve as a noise attenuation barrier for the receptors to
the west for earlier Phase 0 demolition and construction activities.



Notify the planning department’s development performance coordinator at the time that night
noise permits are requested or as soon as possible after emergency/unanticipated activity causing
noise with the potential to exceed noise standards has occurred.

The general contractor or other designated person(s) shall prepare a weekly noise monitoring log
report that shall be made available to the planning department upon request. The log shall include any
noise complaints received, whether in connection with an exceedance or not, as well as any noise
complaints received through calls to 311 or DBI if the contractor is made aware of them (for example,
via a DBI notice, inspection, or investigation). Any weekly report that includes an exceedance or for a
period during which a complaint is received shall be submitted to the planning department within three
business days following the week in which the exceedance or complaint occurred. A report also shall
be submitted to the planning department at the completion of each construction phase. The report
shall document noise levels, exceedances of threshold levels, if reported, and corrective action(s)
taken.
Impact NO-2: Project construction
would not generate excessive
groundborne vibration that could
result in building damage.

LTS

No mitigation required.

IMPACT CODES:
NA Not Applicable
NI No impact
LTS Less than significant or negligible impact; no mitigation required
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TABLE S-2
SUMMARY OF IMPACTS OF THE PROPOSED PROJECT—DISCLOSED IN THIS SEIR INCLUDING THE INITIAL STUDY (CONTINUED)

Environmental Impact

Level of
Significance prior
to Mitigation

Impact NO-3: Operation of the
fixed mechanical equipment on the
project site could result in a
substantial permanent increase in
ambient noise levels in the
immediate project vicinity, and
permanently expose noisesensitive receptors to noise levels
in excess of standards in the San
Francisco Noise Ordinance.

S

Impact NO-4: Project traffic would
not result in a substantial
permanent increase in ambient
noise levels.

LTS

Impact C-NO-1: Cumulative
construction of the proposed
project, in combination with
construction of reasonably
foreseeable future projects, could
cause a substantial temporary or
periodic increase in ambient noise
levels.

S

Improvement/Mitigation Measures
Mitigation Measure M-NO-3: Fixed Mechanical Equipment Noise Controls. Noise attenuation
measures shall be incorporated into all fixed mechanical equipment (including HVAC equipment)
installed on all buildings that include such equipment as necessary to meet noise limits specified in
Police Code section 2909. Interior noise limits shall be met under both existing and future noise
conditions.

LSM

Noise attenuation measures could include provision of sound enclosures/barriers, addition of roof
parapets to block noise, increasing setback distances from sensitive receptors, provision of louvered
vent openings, location of vent openings away from adjacent residential uses, and restriction of
generator testing to the daytime hours.
After completing installation of the HVAC equipment but before receipt of the Certificate of Occupancy
for each building, the project sponsor shall conduct noise measurements to ensure that the noise
generated by fixed mechanical equipment complies with section 2909(a) and (d) of the San Francisco
Noise Ordinance. No Final Certificate of Occupancy shall be issued for any building until the
standards in the Noise Ordinance are shown to be met for that building.
No mitigation required.

NA

Mitigation Measure M-NO-1: Construction Noise Control Measures (see Impact NO-1)

IMPACT CODES:
NA Not Applicable
NI No impact
LTS Less than significant or negligible impact; no mitigation required
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TABLE S-2
SUMMARY OF IMPACTS OF THE PROPOSED PROJECT—DISCLOSED IN THIS SEIR INCLUDING THE INITIAL STUDY (CONTINUED)

Environmental Impact

Level of
Significance prior
to Mitigation

Impact C-NO-2: Cumulative traffic
increases of the proposed project,
in combination with reasonably
foreseeable future projects, could
cause a substantial permanent
increase in ambient noise levels in
the project vicinity, but the
proposed project would not
contribute considerably.

LTS

Impact C-NO-3: Cumulative
mechanical equipment noise of the
proposed project, in combination
with reasonably foreseeable future
projects, could cause a substantial
permanent increase in ambient
noise levels in the project vicinity,
but the proposed project would not
contribute considerably.

S

Level of
Significance
after Mitigation

Improvement/Mitigation Measures
No mitigation required.

NA

Mitigation Measure M-NO-3: Fixed Mechanical Equipment Noise Controls (see Impact NO-3)

LSM

SEIR Section 3.D, Air Quality
Impact AQ-1: During construction,
the proposed project would not
generate fugitive dust that could
violate an air quality particulate
standard, contribute substantially to
an existing or projected particulate
violation, or result in a cumulatively
considerable net increase in
particulate concentrations.

LTS

No mitigation required.

IMPACT CODES:
NA Not Applicable
NI No impact
LTS Less than significant or negligible impact; no mitigation required
August 2019
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Environmental Impact
Impact AQ-2a: During
construction, the proposed project
would generate criteria air
pollutants which would violate an
air quality standard, contribute
substantially to an existing or
projected air quality violation, or
result in a cumulatively
considerable net increase in criteria
air pollutants.

Level of
Significance prior
to Mitigation
S

Improvement/Mitigation Measures
Mitigation Measure M-AQ-2a: Construction Emissions Minimization. In the case of the
Developer’s Proposed Option under the compressed three-year construction schedule or in the case
of the Additional Housing Option under either the six-year construction schedule or the compressed
three-year construction schedule, the project sponsor or the project sponsor’s contractor shall comply
with the following:

Level of
Significance
after Mitigation
SUM

A. Engine Requirements.
1. All off-road equipment greater than 25 horsepower shall have engines that meet Tier 4 Final
off-road emission standards.
2. Since grid power will be available, portable diesel engines shall be prohibited.
3. Renewable diesel shall be used to fuel all diesel engines unless it can be demonstrated to the
Environmental Review Officer (ERO) that such fuel is not compatible with on-road or off-road
engines and that emissions of ROG and NOx from the transport of fuel to the project site will
offset its NOx reduction potential.
4. Diesel engines, whether for off-road or on-road equipment, shall not be left idling for more
than two minutes, at any location, except as provided in exceptions to the applicable state
regulations regarding idling for off-road and on-road equipment (e.g., traffic conditions, safe
operating conditions). The contractor shall post legible and visible signs in English, Spanish,
and Chinese, in designated queuing areas and at the construction site to remind operators of
the two-minute idling limit.
4. The contractor shall instruct construction workers and equipment operators on the
maintenance and tuning of construction equipment, and require that such workers and
operators properly maintain and tune equipment in accordance with manufacturer
specifications.
B. Waivers.
The ERO may waive the equipment requirements of Subsection (A)(1) if: a particular piece of offroad equipment is technically not feasible; the equipment would not produce desired emissions
reduction due to expected operating modes; installation of the equipment would create a safety
hazard or impaired visibility for the operator; or, there is a compelling emergency need to use
other off-road equipment. If the ERO grants the waiver, the contractor must use the next cleanest
piece of off-road equipment, according to the table below.
The ERO may waive the equipment requirements of Item A.1 if: a particular piece of off-road
equipment with an engine meeting Tier 4 Final emission standards is not regionally available to
the satisfaction of the ERO. If seeking a waiver from this requirement, the project sponsor must
demonstrate to the satisfaction of the ERO that the health risks from existing sources, project

IMPACT CODES:
NA Not Applicable
NI No impact
LTS Less than significant or negligible impact; no mitigation required
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Environmental Impact

Level of
Significance prior
to Mitigation

Level of
Significance
after Mitigation

Improvement/Mitigation Measures
construction and operation, and cumulative sources do not exceed a total of 10 µg/m3 or 100
excess cancer risks for any onsite or offsite receptor.
The ERO may waive the equipment requirements of Item A.2 if: an application has been
submitted to initiate onsite electrical power, portable diesel engines may be temporarily operated
for a period of up to three weeks until onsite electrical power can be initiated or, there is a
compelling emergency.
C. Construction Emissions Minimization Plan. Before starting onsite ground disturbing, demolition, or
construction activities, the contractor shall submit a Construction Emissions Minimization Plan to
the ERO for review and approval. The plan shall state, in reasonable detail, how the contractor will
meet the requirements of Section A, Engine Requirements.
1. The Construction Emissions Minimization Plan shall include estimates of the construction
timeline by phase, with a description of each piece of off-road equipment required for every
construction phase. The description may include, but is not limited to: equipment type,
equipment manufacturer, equipment identification number, engine model year, engine
certification (tier rating), horsepower, engine serial number, and expected fuel usage and
hours of operation. For off-road equipment using alternative fuels, the description shall also
specify the type of alternative fuel being used.
2. The project sponsor shall ensure that all applicable requirements of the Construction
Emissions Minimization Plan have been incorporated into the contract specifications. The plan
shall include a certification statement that the contractor agrees to comply fully with the plan.
3. The contractor shall make the Construction Emissions Minimization Plan available to the
public for review onsite during working hours. The contractor shall post at the construction site
a legible and visible sign summarizing the plan. The sign shall also state that the public may
ask to inspect the plan for the project at any time during working hours and shall explain how
to request to inspect the plan. The contractor shall post at least one copy of the sign in a
visible location on each side of the construction site facing a public right-of-way.
D. Monitoring. After start of construction activities, the contractor shall submit quarterly reports to the
ERO documenting compliance with the Construction Emissions Minimization Plan. After
completion of construction activities and prior to receiving a final certificate of occupancy, the
project sponsor shall submit to the ERO a final report summarizing construction activities,
including the start and end dates and duration of each construction phase, and the specific
information required in the plan.
Mitigation Measure M-AQ-2b: Low-VOC Architectural Coatings. The project sponsor shall use low- and
super-compliant VOC architectural coatings during construction. “Low-VOC” refers to paints that meet the
more stringent regulatory limits in South Coast Air Quality Management District rule 1113; however, many

IMPACT CODES:
NA Not Applicable
NI No impact
LTS Less than significant or negligible impact; no mitigation required
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Significance prior
to Mitigation
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Level of
Significance
after Mitigation

manufacturers have reformulated to levels well below these limits. These are referred to as “SuperCompliant” architectural coatings.
Mitigation Measure M-AQ-2c: On-Road Truck Emissions Minimization for the Compressed
Construction Schedule. Under the compressed three-year construction schedule for either the
Developer’s Proposed Option or the Additional Housing Option, the project sponsor or the project sponsor’s
contractor shall comply with the following:
A. Engine Requirements. The project sponsor shall ensure that all on-road heavy-duty diesel trucks
with a gross vehicle weight rating of 19,500 pounds or greater used at the project site (such as
haul trucks, water trucks, dump trucks, concrete trucks, and vendor trucks) be model year 2014 or
newer.
B. Waivers. The ERO may waive the engine year requirements of Subsection (A)(1) for on-road
heavy duty diesel vendor trucks delivering materials to the project site, which could include
window, door, cabinet, or elevator equipment if each vendor truck entering the project site is used
only once for a single delivery of equipment or material. If the ERO grants the waiver, the
contractor must demonstrate that that vendor truck would only be used once for a single delivery
to the project site.
Waivers to the engine year requirements of Subsection (A)(1) shall not be included for vendor
trucks that import or off-haul soil, transport heavy earthmoving equipment, or ready-mix concrete,
or deliver lumber.
C. Construction Emissions Minimization Plan. The construction minimization requirements of
Mitigation Measure M-AQ-2a item (C).
D. Monitoring. The monitoring requirements of Mitigation Measure M-AQ-2a item (D).
Mitigation Measure M-AQ-2d: Offset Construction Emissions for the Compressed Schedule.
Under the compressed three-year construction schedule for either the Developer’s Proposed Option
or the Additional Housing Option, the project sponsor shall implement this measure. Prior to issuance
of the final certificate of occupancy for the final building associated with Phase 1, the project sponsor,
with the oversight of the ERO, shall either:
1. Directly fund or implement a specific offset project within San Francisco if available to achieve the
equivalent to a one-time reduction of 2.0 tons per year of ozone precursors for the Developer’s
Proposed Option or 3.2 tons per year of ozone precursors for the Additional Housing Option. To
qualify under this mitigation measure, the specific emissions offset project must result in emission
reductions within the San Francisco Bay Area Air Basin that would not otherwise be achieved
through compliance with existing regulatory requirements. A preferred offset project would be one
implemented locally within the City and County of San Francisco. Prior to implementing the offset
IMPACT CODES:
NA Not Applicable
NI No impact
LTS Less than significant or negligible impact; no mitigation required
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Environmental Impact
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Significance prior
to Mitigation

Level of
Significance
after Mitigation

Improvement/Mitigation Measures
project, it must be approved by the ERO. The project sponsor shall notify the ERO within six months
of completion of the offset project for verification; or
2. Pay mitigation offset fees to the Bay Area Air Quality Management District Bay Area Clean Air
Foundation. The mitigation offset fee, currently estimated at approximately $30,000 per weighted
ton, plus an administrative fee of no more than 5 percent of the total offset, shall fund one or more
emissions reduction projects within the San Francisco Bay Area Air Basin. The fee will be
determined by the planning department, the project sponsor, and the air district, and be based on
the type of projects available at the time of the payment. This fee is intended to fund emissions
reduction projects to achieve reductions of 2.0 tons per year of ozone precursors for the
Developer’s Proposed Option or 3.2 tons per year of ozone precursors for the Additional Housing
Option, which is the amount required to reduce emissions below significance levels after
implementation of other identified mitigation measures as currently calculated.
The agreement that specifies fees and timing of payment shall be signed by the project sponsor,
the air district, and the ERO prior to issuance of the first site permit. This offset payment shall total
the predicted 2.0 tons per year of ozone precursors for the Developer’s Proposed Option or 3.2
tons per year of ozone precursors for the Additional Housing Option above the 10-ton-per-year
threshold after implementation of Mitigation Measures M-AQ-2a, M-AQ-2b, and M-AQ-2c.
The total emission offset amount is calculated by summing the maximum daily construction of
ROG and NOx (pounds/day), multiplying by 260 work days per year, and converting to tons. The
amount represents the total estimated operational and construction-related ROG and NOx
emissions offsets required. No reductions are needed for operations or overlapping construction
and operations.

Impact AQ-2b: During construction
phases that overlap with project
operations, the proposed project
would generate criteria air
pollutants which would violate an
air quality standard, contribute
substantially to an existing or
projected air quality violation, or
result in a cumulatively
considerable net increase in criteria
air pollutants.

S

Mitigation Measure M-AQ-2a: Construction Emissions Minimization (see Impact AQ-2a)

IMPACT CODES:
NA Not Applicable
NI No impact
LTS Less than significant or negligible impact; no mitigation required
August 2019
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Mitigation Measure M-AQ-2b: Low-VOC Architectural Coatings (see Impact AQ-2a)

S Significant
SU Significant and unavoidable adverse impact, no feasible mitigation
SUM Significant and unavoidable adverse impact, after mitigation

S-24

Balboa Reservoir Project Draft SEIR
Case No. 2018-007883ENV

S. Summary
S.4. Areas of Controversy and Issues to Be Resolved

TABLE S-2
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Environmental Impact
Impact AQ-3: During project
operations, the proposed project
would result in emissions of criteria
air pollutants, but not at levels that
would violate an air quality
standard, contribute to an existing
or projected air quality violation, or
result in a cumulatively
considerable net increase in criteria
air pollutants.
Impact AQ-4: Construction and
operation of the proposed project
would generate toxic air
contaminants, including DPM,
which could expose sensitive
receptors to substantial pollutant
concentrations.

Level of
Significance prior
to Mitigation
LTS

S

Improvement/Mitigation Measures
No mitigation required.

Level of
Significance
after Mitigation
NA

Mitigation Measure M-AQ-2a: Construction Emissions Minimization (see Impact AQ-2a)

SUM

Mitigation Measure M-AQ-4a: Diesel Backup Generator Specifications. To reduce ROG and NOx
associated with operation of the proposed project, the project sponsor shall implement the following
measures:
A. All new diesel backup generators shall:
1. Have engines that meet or exceed California Air Resources Board Tier 4 off-road emission
standards which have the lowest NOx emissions of commercially available generators; and
2. Be fueled with renewable diesel, if commercially available, which has been demonstrated to
reduce NOx emissions by approximately 10 percent.
B. All new diesel backup generators shall have an annual maintenance testing limit of 50 hours,
subject to any further restrictions as may be imposed by the Bay Area Air Quality Management
District in its permitting process.
C. For each new diesel backup generator permit submitted to Bay Area Air Quality Management
District for the project, the project sponsor shall submit the anticipated location and engine
specifications to the San Francisco Planning Department ERO for review and approval prior to
issuance of a permit for the generator from the San Francisco Department of Building Inspection.
Once operational, all diesel backup generators shall be maintained in good working order for the
life of the equipment and any future replacement of the diesel backup generators shall be required
to be consistent with these emissions specifications. The operator of the facility at which the
generator is located shall be required to maintain records of the testing schedule for each diesel
backup generator for the life of that diesel backup generator and to provide this information for
review to the planning department within three months of requesting such information.
Mitigation Measure M-AQ-4b: Install MERV 13 Filters at the Daycare Facility. If the daycare
facility is constructed as part of Phase 1 and is operational while Phase 2 is under construction, the

IMPACT CODES:
NA Not Applicable
NI No impact
LTS Less than significant or negligible impact; no mitigation required
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Environmental Impact

Level of
Significance prior
to Mitigation

Level of
Significance
after Mitigation

Improvement/Mitigation Measures
project sponsor shall install a mechanical ventilation system at the onsite daycare facility located in
Block B capable of achieving the protection from particulate matter (PM2.5) equivalent to that
associated with a Minimum Efficiency Reporting Value (MERV) 13 filtration (as defined by American
Society of Heating, Refrigerating and Air-Conditioning Engineers [ASHRAE] standard 52.2). The
system must meet the requirements of San Francisco Health Code article 38 and San Francisco
Building Code section 1203.5.

Impact AQ-5: The proposed
project could conflict with
implementation of the Bay Area
2017 Clean Air Plan.

S

Mitigation Measure M-AQ-2a: Construction Emissions Minimization (see Impact AQ-2a)

LSM

Mitigation Measure M-AQ-2b: Low-VOC Architectural Coatings (see Impact AQ-2a)
Mitigation Measure M-AQ-4a: Diesel Backup Generator Specifications (see Impact AQ-4)
Mitigation Measure M-AQ-4b: Install MERV 13 Filters at the Daycare Facility (see Impact AQ-4)

Impact AQ-6: The proposed
project would not create
objectionable odors that would
affect a substantial number of
people.

LTS

Impact C-AQ-1: The proposed
project, in combination with
reasonably foreseeable future
projects, would contribute to
cumulative regional air quality
impacts.

S

No mitigation required.

NA

Mitigation Measure M-AQ-2a: Construction Emissions Minimization (see Impact AQ-2a)

SUM

Mitigation Measure M-AQ-2b: Low-VOC Architectural Coatings (see Impact AQ-2a)
Mitigation Measure M-AQ-2c: On-Road Truck Emissions Minimization for the Compressed
Construction Schedule (see Impact AQ-2a)
Mitigation Measure M-AQ-2d: Offset Construction and Operational Emissions (see
Impact AQ-2b)
Mitigation Measure M-AQ-4a: Diesel Backup Generator Specifications (see Impact AQ-4)

Impact C-AQ-2: The proposed
project, in combination with
reasonably foreseeable future
projects, could contribute to
cumulative health risk impacts on
sensitive receptors.

S

Mitigation Measure M-AQ-2a: Construction Emissions Minimization (see Impact AQ-2a)
Mitigation Measure M-AQ-4a: Diesel Backup Generator Specifications (Impact AQ-4)
Mitigation Measure M-AQ-4b: Install MERV 13 Filters at the Daycare Facility (see Impact AQ-4)

IMPACT CODES:
NA Not Applicable
NI No impact
LTS Less than significant or negligible impact; no mitigation required
August 2019

SUM

S Significant
SU Significant and unavoidable adverse impact, no feasible mitigation
SUM Significant and unavoidable adverse impact, after mitigation
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Significance prior
to Mitigation

Improvement/Mitigation Measures

Level of
Significance
after Mitigation

Initial Study Section E.1, Land Use and Land Use Planning
Impact LU-1: The proposed project
would not physically divide an
established community.

LTS

No mitigation required.

NA

Impact LU-2: The proposed project
would not The proposed project
would not conflict with any
applicable land use plans, policies
or regulations of an agency with
jurisdiction over the project adopted
for the purpose of avoiding or
mitigating an environmental effect.

LTS

No mitigation required.

NA

Impact C-LU-1: The proposed
project, in combination with
reasonably foreseeable future
projects, would not result in
significant cumulative impacts to
land use.

LTS

No mitigation required.

NA

Initial Study Section E.3, Population and Housing
Impact PH-1: Construction of the
proposed project would not induce
substantial unplanned growth in the
area.

LTS

No mitigation required.

NA

Impact PH-2: Operation of the
proposed project would not induce
substantial unplanned growth in the
area, either directly (for example,
by constructing new homes or
businesses) or indirectly (for
example, through extension of
roads or other infrastructure).

LTS

No mitigation required.

NA

IMPACT CODES:
NA Not Applicable
NI No impact
LTS Less than significant or negligible impact; no mitigation required
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Environmental Impact

Level of
Significance prior
to Mitigation

Impact C-PH-1: The proposed
project, in combination with
reasonably foreseeable future
projects, would not result in
significant cumulative population
and housing impacts.

Level of
Significance
after Mitigation

Improvement/Mitigation Measures

LTS

No mitigation required.

NA

Impact CR-1: The proposed
project would not cause a
substantial adverse change in the
significance of a historical resource
as defined in section 15064.5.

NI

No mitigation required.

NA

Impact CR-2: The proposed
project could cause a substantial
adverse change in the significance
of an archeological resource
pursuant to section 15064.5.

S

Mitigation Measure M-CR-2: Accidental Discovery of Archeological Resources (PEIR Mitigation
Measure AM-1). The project sponsor shall distribute the planning department archeological resource
“ALERT” sheet to the project prime contractor; to any project subcontractor (including demolition,
excavation, grading, foundation, pile driving, etc. firms); or utilities firm involved in soils-disturbing
activities within the project site. Prior to any soils-disturbing activities being undertaken each
contractor is responsible for ensuring that the “ALERT” sheet is circulated to all field personnel
including, machine operators, field crew, pile drivers, supervisory personnel, etc. The project sponsor
shall provide the Environmental Review Officer (ERO) with a signed affidavit from the responsible
parties (prime contractor, subcontractor(s), and utilities firm) to the ERO confirming that all field
personnel have received copies of the Alert Sheet.

LTS

Initial Study Section E.4, Cultural Resources

Should any indication of an archeological resource be encountered during any soils-disturbing activity
of the project, the project Head Foreman and/or project sponsor shall immediately notify the ERO and
shall immediately suspend any soils-disturbing activities in the vicinity of the discovery until the ERO
has determined what additional measures should be undertaken.
If the ERO determines that an archeological resource may be present within the project area, the
project sponsor shall retain the services of an archeological consultant from the pool of qualified
archeological consultants maintained by the planning department archeologist. The archeological
consultant shall advise the ERO as to whether the discovery is an archeological resource, retains
sufficient integrity, and is of potential scientific/historical/cultural significance. If an archeological
resource is present, the archeological consultant shall identify and evaluate the archeological
resource. The archeological consultant shall make a recommendation as to what action, if any, is
IMPACT CODES:
NA Not Applicable
NI No impact
LTS Less than significant or negligible impact; no mitigation required
August 2019
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to Mitigation
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Level of
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after Mitigation

warranted. Based on this information, the ERO may require, if warranted, specific additional measures
to be implemented by the project sponsor.
Measures might include: preservation in situ of the archeological resource; an archeological
monitoring program; or an archeological testing program. If an archeological monitoring program or
archeological testing program is required, it shall be consistent with the Environmental Planning (EP)
division guidelines for such programs. The ERO may also require that the project sponsor immediately
implement a site security program if the archeological resource is at risk from vandalism, looting, or
other damaging actions.
The project archeological consultant shall submit a Final Archeological Resources Report (FARR) to
the ERO that evaluates the historical significance of any discovered archeological resource and
describing the archeological and historical research methods employed in the archeological
monitoring/data recovery program(s) undertaken. Information that may put at risk any archeological
resource shall be provided in a separate removable insert within the final report.
Copies of the Draft FARR shall be sent to the ERO for review and approval. Once approved by the
ERO, copies of the FARR shall be distributed as follows: California Archeological Site Survey
Northwest Information Center (NWIC) shall receive one copy and the ERO shall receive a copy of the
transmittal of the FARR to the NWIC. The Environmental Planning division of the Planning
Department shall receive one bound copy, one unbound copy and one unlocked, searchable PDF
copy on CD of the FARR along with copies of any formal site recordation forms (CA DPR 523 series)
and/or documentation for nomination to the National Register of Historic Places/California Register of
Historical Resources. In instances of high public interest or interpretive value, the ERO may require a
different final report content, format, and distribution than that presented above.
Impact CR-3: The proposed
project may disturb human
remains, including those interred
outside of formal cemeteries.

S

Mitigation Measure M-CR-3: Accidental Discovery of Human Remains and of Associated or
Unassociated Funerary Objects. The treatment of human remains and of associated or
unassociated funerary objects discovered during any soil-disturbing activity shall comply with all
applicable state and federal laws. This shall include immediate notification of the Medical Examiner of
the City and County of San Francisco and, in the event of the Medical Examiner’s determination that
the human remains are Native American remains, notification of the Native American Heritage
Commission, which shall appoint a Most Likely Descendant (MLD).The MLD shall complete his or her
inspection and make recommendations or preferences for treatment and disposition within 48 hours of
being granted access to the site (Public Resources Code section 5097.98). The Environmental
Review Officer (ERO) shall also be notified immediately upon discovery of human remains.

LTS

The project sponsor and the ERO shall make all reasonable efforts to develop a Burial Agreement
(“Agreement) with the MLD, as expeditiously as possible for the treatment and disposition, with
appropriate dignity, of the human remains and associated or unassociated funerary objects (as
IMPACT CODES:
NA Not Applicable
NI No impact
LTS Less than significant or negligible impact; no mitigation required
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detailed in CEQA Guidelines section 15064.5(d)). The Agreement shall take into consideration the
appropriate excavation, removal, recordation, scientific analysis, custodianship, curation, and final
disposition of the human remains and associated or unassociated funerary objects. If the MLD agrees
to scientific analyses of the remains and/or associated or unassociated funerary objects, the
archeological consultant shall retain possession of the remains and associated or unassociated
funerary objects until completion of any such analyses, after which the remains and associated or
unassociated funerary objects shall be reinterred or curated as specified in the Agreement.
Nothing in existing state regulations or in this mitigation measure compels the project sponsor and the
ERO to accept recommendations of an MLD. However, if the ERO, project sponsor, and MLD are
unable to reach an agreement on scientific treatment of the remains and associated or unassociated
funerary objects, the ERO, in cooperation with the project sponsor, shall ensure that the remains and
associated or unassociated funerary objects are stored securely and respectfully until they can be
reinterred on the property, with appropriate dignity, in a location not subject to further or future
subsurface disturbance (Public Resources Code section 5097.98).
Treatment of historic-period human remains and of associated or unassociated funerary objects
discovered during soil-disturbing activity additionally shall follow protocols laid out in the project’s
archeological treatment documents, and any agreement established between the project sponsor, the
Medical Examiner and the ERO.

Impact C-CR-1: The proposed
project, in combination with
reasonably foreseeable future
projects, would not result in
significant cumulative impacts to
cultural resources.

LTS

No mitigation required.

IMPACT CODES:
NA Not Applicable
NI No impact
LTS Less than significant or negligible impact; no mitigation required
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Initial Study Section E.5, Tribal Cultural Resources
Impact TC-1: The proposed project
may result in a substantial adverse
change in the significance of a
tribal cultural resource as defined in
Public Resources Code
section 21074.

S

Mitigation Measure M-TC-1: Tribal Cultural Resources Interpretive Program. If the Environmental
Review Officer (ERO) determines that a significant archeological resource is present, and if in
consultation with the affiliated Native American tribal representatives, the ERO determines that the
resource constitutes a tribal cultural resource and that the resource could be adversely affected by the
proposed project, the proposed project shall be redesigned so as to avoid any adverse effect on the
significant tribal cultural resource, if feasible.

LTS

If the ERO determines that preservation-in-place of the tribal cultural resource is both feasible and
effective, then the archeological consultant shall prepare an archeological resource preservation plan
(ARPP). Implementation of the approved ARPP by the archeological consultant shall be required
when feasible.
If the ERO, in consultation with the affiliated Native American tribal representatives and the project
sponsor, determines that preservation‐in‐place of the tribal cultural resources is not a sufficient or
feasible option, the project sponsor shall implement an interpretive program of the tribal cultural
resource in consultation with affiliated tribal representatives. An interpretive plan produced in
consultation with the ERO and affiliated tribal representatives, at a minimum, and approved by the
ERO would be required to guide the interpretive program. The plan shall identify, as appropriate,
proposed locations for installations or displays, the proposed content and materials of those displays
or installation, the producers or artists of the displays or installation, and a long‐term maintenance
program. The interpretive program may include artist installations, preferably by local Native American
artists, oral histories with local Native Americans, artifacts displays and interpretation, and educational
panels or other informational displays.
Impact C-TC-1: The proposed
project, in combination with
reasonably foreseeable future
projects, would not result in
significant cumulative impacts to
tribal cultural resources.

LTS

No mitigation required

IMPACT CODES:
NA Not Applicable
NI No impact
LTS Less than significant or negligible impact; no mitigation required
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TABLE S-2
SUMMARY OF IMPACTS OF THE PROPOSED PROJECT—DISCLOSED IN THIS SEIR INCLUDING THE INITIAL STUDY (CONTINUED)

Environmental Impact

Level of
Significance prior
to Mitigation

Improvement/Mitigation Measures

Level of
Significance
after Mitigation

Initial Study Section E.9, Greenhouse Gas Emissions
Impact C-GG-1: The proposed
project would generate greenhouse
gas emissions, but not at levels
that would result in a significant
impact on the environment or
conflict with any policy, plan, or
regulation adopted for the purpose
of reducing greenhouse gas
emissions.

LTS

No mitigation required.

NA

Impact WI-1: The proposed project
would not create wind hazards in
publicly accessible areas of
substantial pedestrian use.

LTS

No mitigation required.

NA

Impact C-WI-1: The proposed
project, in combination with
reasonably foreseeable future
projects, would not result in
cumulatively considerable impacts
related to wind.

LTS

No mitigation required.

NA

LTS

No mitigation required.

NA

Initial Study Section E.10, Wind

Initial Study Section E.11, Shadow
Impact SH-1: The proposed
project would not create shadow
that substantially and adversely
affects the use and enjoyment of
publicly accessible open spaces.

IMPACT CODES:
NA Not Applicable
NI No impact
LTS Less than significant or negligible impact; no mitigation required
August 2019

S Significant
SU Significant and unavoidable adverse impact, no feasible mitigation
SUM Significant and unavoidable adverse impact, after mitigation

S-32

Balboa Reservoir Project Draft SEIR
Case No. 2018-007883ENV

S. Summary
S.4. Areas of Controversy and Issues to Be Resolved

TABLE S-2
SUMMARY OF IMPACTS OF THE PROPOSED PROJECT—DISCLOSED IN THIS SEIR INCLUDING THE INITIAL STUDY (CONTINUED)

Environmental Impact
Impact C-SH-1: The proposed
project, in combination with
reasonably foreseeable future
projects, would not result in
cumulatively considerable impacts
related to shadow.

Level of
Significance prior
to Mitigation

Improvement/Mitigation Measures

Level of
Significance
after Mitigation

LTS

No mitigation required.

NA

Impact RE-1: The project would
increase the use of existing
neighborhood parks and other
recreational facilities, but not to
such an extent such that
substantial physical deterioration of
the facilities would occur or be
accelerated or such that the
construction of new or expanded
facilities would be required.

LTS

No mitigation required.

NA

Impact C-RE-1: The proposed
project, in combination with other
reasonably foreseeable
development within approximately
0.5 mile of the project site, would
not increase the use of existing
neighborhood parks or other
recreational facilities such that
substantial physical deterioration of
the facilities would occur or be
accelerated or such that the
construction of new or expanded
facilities would be required.

LTS

No mitigation required.

NA

Initial Study Section E.12, Recreation

IMPACT CODES:
NA Not Applicable
NI No impact
LTS Less than significant or negligible impact; no mitigation required
Balboa Reservoir Project Draft SEIR
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TABLE S-2
SUMMARY OF IMPACTS OF THE PROPOSED PROJECT—DISCLOSED IN THIS SEIR INCLUDING THE INITIAL STUDY (CONTINUED)

Environmental Impact

Level of
Significance prior
to Mitigation

Improvement/Mitigation Measures

Level of
Significance
after Mitigation

Initial Study Section E.13, Utilities and Service Systems
Impact UT-1: Sufficient water
supplies are available to serve the
proposed project and reasonably
foreseeable future development in
normal, dry, and multiple dry years
unless the Bay Delta Plan
Amendment is implemented; in that
event the SFPUC may develop
new or expanded water supply
facilities to address shortfalls in
single and multiple dry years but
this would occur with or without the
proposed project. Impacts related
to new or expanded water supply
facilities cannot be identified at this
time or implemented in the near
term; instead, the SFPUC would
address supply shortfalls through
increased rationing, which could
result in significant cumulative
effects, but the project would not
make a considerable contribution to
impacts from increased rationing.

LTS

No mitigation required.

NA

Impact UT-2: The proposed project
would not exceed wastewater
treatment requirements of the
Oceanside Treatment Plant.

LTS

No mitigation required.

NA

IMPACT CODES:
NA Not Applicable
NI No impact
LTS Less than significant or negligible impact; no mitigation required
August 2019
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TABLE S-2
SUMMARY OF IMPACTS OF THE PROPOSED PROJECT—DISCLOSED IN THIS SEIR INCLUDING THE INITIAL STUDY (CONTINUED)

Environmental Impact

Level of
Significance prior
to Mitigation

Improvement/Mitigation Measures

Level of
Significance
after Mitigation

Impact UT-3: The proposed project
would not require or result in the
construction of new wastewater
treatment facilities, new storm
water drainage facilities, or
expansion of existing facilities, the
construction of which could cause
significant environmental effects,
nor would the project result in a
determination by the SFPUC that it
has inadequate capacity to serve
the project’s projected demand in
addition to its existing
commitments.

LTS

No mitigation required.

NA

Impact UT-4: Project construction
and operation would result in
increased generation of solid waste
but would be served by a landfill
with sufficient capacity to
accommodate the proposed
project’s solid waste disposal
needs.

LTS

No mitigation required.

NA

Impact UT-5: The construction and
operation of the proposed project
would comply with all applicable
statutes and regulations related to
solid waste.

LTS

No mitigation required.

NA

Impact C-UT-1: The proposed
project, in combination with other
reasonably foreseeable future
projects, would not result in
significant adverse cumulative
impacts on utilities and service
systems.

LTS

No mitigation required.

NA

IMPACT CODES:
NA Not Applicable
NI No impact
LTS Less than significant or negligible impact; no mitigation required
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TABLE S-2
SUMMARY OF IMPACTS OF THE PROPOSED PROJECT—DISCLOSED IN THIS SEIR INCLUDING THE INITIAL STUDY (CONTINUED)

Environmental Impact

Level of
Significance prior
to Mitigation

Improvement/Mitigation Measures

Level of
Significance
after Mitigation

Initial Study Section E.14, Public Services
Impact PS-1: The proposed project
would not be expected to increase
demand for public services (in
order to maintain acceptable
service ratios, response times, or
other performance objectives for
public services) to the extent that it
would require new or physically
altered governmental facilities, the
construction of which could result in
significant environmental impacts.

LTS

No mitigation required.

NA

Impact C-PS-1: The proposed
project, in combination with
reasonably foreseeable future
projects, would not result in
cumulative impacts on public
services.

LTS

No mitigation required.

NA

Initial Study Section E.15, Biological Resources
Impact BI-1: The proposed project
would not have a substantial
adverse effect, either directly or
through habitat modification, on
any special-status species.

LTS

No mitigation required.

NA

Impact BI-2: The proposed project
would not have a substantial
adverse effect on any riparian
habitat or other sensitive natural
community identified in local or
regional plans, policies, or
regulations.

NI

No mitigation required.

NA

IMPACT CODES:
NA Not Applicable
NI No impact
LTS Less than significant or negligible impact; no mitigation required
August 2019
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TABLE S-2
SUMMARY OF IMPACTS OF THE PROPOSED PROJECT—DISCLOSED IN THIS SEIR INCLUDING THE INITIAL STUDY (CONTINUED)

Environmental Impact

Level of
Significance prior
to Mitigation

Improvement/Mitigation Measures

Level of
Significance
after Mitigation

Impact BI-3: The proposed project
would not have a substantial
adverse effect on federally
protected wetlands as defined by
section 404 of the Clean Water Act
or navigable waters as defined in
section 10 of the Rivers and
Harbors Act through direct removal,
filling, hydrological interruption, or
other means.

NI

No mitigation required.

NA

Impact BI-4: The proposed project
would not interfere with the
movement of native resident or
migratory wildlife species resident
or with established native resident
or migratory wildlife corridors, or
impede the use of native wildlife
nursery sites.

LTS

No mitigation required.

NA

Impact BI-5: The proposed project
would not conflict with any
applicable local policies or
ordinances protecting biological
resources, such as a tree
preservation policy or ordinance.

NI

No mitigation required.

NA

Impact C-BI-1: The project, in
combination with other reasonably
foreseeable future projects, would
not result in cumulative impacts on
biological resources.

LTS

No mitigation required.

NA

IMPACT CODES:
NA Not Applicable
NI No impact
LTS Less than significant or negligible impact; no mitigation required
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TABLE S-2
SUMMARY OF IMPACTS OF THE PROPOSED PROJECT—DISCLOSED IN THIS SEIR INCLUDING THE INITIAL STUDY (CONTINUED)

Environmental Impact

Level of
Significance prior
to Mitigation

Improvement/Mitigation Measures

Level of
Significance
after Mitigation

Initial Study Section E.16, Geology and Soils
Impact GE-1: The proposed
project would not exacerbate the
potential to expose people or
structures to potential substantial
adverse effects, including the risk
of loss, injury, or death involving
rupture of a known earthquake
fault, seismic ground shaking,
seismically induced ground failure,
or landslides.

LTS

No mitigation required.

NA

Impact GE-2: The proposed
project would not result in
substantial loss of topsoil or
erosion.

LTS

No mitigation required.

NA

Impact GE-3: The project site
would not be located on a geologic
unit or soil that is unstable, or that
could become unstable, as a result
of the proposed project.

LTS

No mitigation required.

NA

Impact GE-4: The proposed
project would not create substantial
risks to life or property as a result
of being located on expansive or
corrosive soils.

LTS

No mitigation required.

NA

Impact GE-5: The proposed
project would not substantially
change the topography or any
unique geologic or physical
features of the site.

LTS

No mitigation required.

NA

IMPACT CODES:
NA Not Applicable
NI No impact
LTS Less than significant or negligible impact; no mitigation required
August 2019
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TABLE S-2
SUMMARY OF IMPACTS OF THE PROPOSED PROJECT—DISCLOSED IN THIS SEIR INCLUDING THE INITIAL STUDY (CONTINUED)

Environmental Impact
Impact GE-6: The proposed
project could directly or indirectly
destroy a unique paleontological
resource or site.

Level of
Significance prior
to Mitigation
S

Improvement/Mitigation Measures
Mitigation Measure M-GE-6: Inadvertent Discovery of Paleontological Resources. Before the start
of excavation activities, the project sponsor shall retain a qualified paleontologist, as defined by the
Society of Vertebrate Paleontology, who is experienced in on-site construction worker training. The
qualified paleontologist shall complete an institutional record and literature search and train all
construction personnel who are involved with earthmoving activities, including the site superintendent,
regarding the possibility of encountering fossils, the appearance and types of fossils that are likely to be
seen during construction, the proper notification procedures should fossils be encountered, and the laws
and regulations protecting paleontological resources. If potential vertebrate fossils are discovered by
construction crews, all earthwork or other types of ground disturbance within 25 feet of the find shall stop
immediately and the monitor shall notify the Environmental Review Officer. The fossil should be
protected by an “exclusion zone” (an area approximately 5 feet around the discovery that is marked with
caution tape to prevent damage to the fossil). Work shall not resume until a qualified professional
paleontologist can assess the nature and importance of the find. Based on the scientific value or
uniqueness of the find, the qualified paleontologist may record the find and allow work to continue, or
recommend salvage and recovery of the fossil. The qualified paleontologist may also propose
modifications to the stop-work radius and the monitoring level of effort based on the nature of the find,
site geology, and the activities occurring on the site, and in consultation with the Environmental Review
Officer. If treatment and salvage is required, recommendations shall be consistent with Society of
Vertebrate Paleontology’s 2010 Standard Procedures for the Assessment and Mitigation of Adverse
Impacts to Paleontological Resources, and currently accepted scientific practice, and shall be subject to
review and approval by the Environmental Review Officer. If required, treatment for fossil remains may
include preparation and recovery of fossil materials so that they can be housed in an appropriate
museum or university collection (e.g., the University of California Museum of Paleontology), and may
also include preparation of a report for publication describing the finds. Upon receipt of the fossil
collection, a signed repository receipt form shall be obtained and provided to the planning department.
The qualified paleontologist shall prepare a paleontological resources report documenting the treatment,
salvage, and, if applicable, curation of the paleontological resources. The project sponsor shall be
responsible for the costs necessary to prepare and identify collected fossils, and for any curation fees
charged by the paleontological repository. The planning department shall ensure that information on the
nature, location, and depth of all finds is readily available to the scientific community through university
curation or other appropriate means.

IMPACT CODES:
NA Not Applicable
NI No impact
LTS Less than significant or negligible impact; no mitigation required
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Level of
Significance
after Mitigation
LTS

S Significant
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TABLE S-2
SUMMARY OF IMPACTS OF THE PROPOSED PROJECT—DISCLOSED IN THIS SEIR INCLUDING THE INITIAL STUDY (CONTINUED)

Environmental Impact
Impact C-GE-1: The proposed
project, in combination with
reasonably foreseeable future
projects, would not result in
significant cumulative impacts on
geology and soils or
paleontological resources.

Level of
Significance prior
to Mitigation
LTS

Improvement/Mitigation Measures

Level of
Significance
after Mitigation

No mitigation required.

NA

Initial Study Section E.17, Hydrology and Water Quality
Impact HY-1: Construction of the
proposed project would not violate
any water quality standards or
waste discharge requirements, or
otherwise substantially degrade
surface or groundwater quality.

LTS

No mitigation required.

NA

Impact HY-2: Operation of the
proposed project would not violate
a water quality standard or waste
discharge requirement or otherwise
substantially degrade surface or
groundwater quality, and runoff
from the proposed project would
not provide a substantial source of
stormwater pollutants.

LTS

No mitigation required.

NA

Impact HY-3: The proposed
project would not decrease
groundwater supplies or interfere
substantially with groundwater
recharge such that the project may
impede sustainable groundwater
management of the basin.

LTS

No mitigation required.

NA

IMPACT CODES:
NA Not Applicable
NI No impact
LTS Less than significant or negligible impact; no mitigation required
August 2019
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TABLE S-2
SUMMARY OF IMPACTS OF THE PROPOSED PROJECT—DISCLOSED IN THIS SEIR INCLUDING THE INITIAL STUDY (CONTINUED)

Environmental Impact

Level of
Significance prior
to Mitigation

Improvement/Mitigation Measures

Level of
Significance
after Mitigation

Impact HY-4: The proposed
project would not substantially alter
the existing drainage pattern of the
site or area, including through the
alteration of the course of a stream
or river, in a manner that would
result in substantial erosion,
siltation, or flooding on or off site,
and would not create or contribute
runoff water which would exceed
the capacity of existing or planned
stormwater drainage systems or
impede or redirect flood flows.

LTS

No mitigation required.

NA

Impact HY-5: The proposed
project would not conflict with or
obstruct implementation of a water
quality control plan or sustainable
groundwater management plan.

LTS

No mitigation required.

NA

Impact C-HY-1: The proposed
project, in combination with
reasonably foreseeable future
projects in the site vicinity, would
not result in a considerable
contribution to cumulative impacts
on hydrology and water quality.

LTS

No mitigation required.

NA

No mitigation required.

NA

Initial Study Section E.18, Hazards and Hazardous Materials
Impact HZ-1: Construction and
operation of the proposed project
would not create a significant
hazard through the routine
transport, use, or disposal of
hazardous materials.

LTS

IMPACT CODES:
NA Not Applicable
NI No impact
LTS Less than significant or negligible impact; no mitigation required
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TABLE S-2
SUMMARY OF IMPACTS OF THE PROPOSED PROJECT—DISCLOSED IN THIS SEIR INCLUDING THE INITIAL STUDY (CONTINUED)

Environmental Impact

Level of
Significance prior
to Mitigation

Improvement/Mitigation Measures

Level of
Significance
after Mitigation

Impact HZ-2: The proposed project
would not create a significant
hazard to the public or the
environment through reasonably
foreseeable upset and accident
conditions involving the release of
hazardous materials into the
environment.

LTS

No mitigation required.

NA

Impact HZ-3: The proposed project
would not handle hazardous or
acutely hazardous materials,
substances, or waste within onequarter mile of an existing or
proposed school.

LTS

No mitigation required.

NA

Impact HZ-4: The proposed project
would not impair implementation of
or physically interfere with an
adopted emergency response plan
or emergency evacuation plan and
would not expose people or
structures to a significant risk of
loss, injury, or death involving fires.

LTS

No mitigation required.

NA

Impact C-HZ-1: The proposed
project, in combination with
reasonably foreseeable future
projects in the project vicinity,
would not result in a cumulative
impact related to hazards and
hazardous materials.

LTS

No mitigation required.

NA

IMPACT CODES:
NA Not Applicable
NI No impact
LTS Less than significant or negligible impact; no mitigation required
August 2019
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TABLE S-2
SUMMARY OF IMPACTS OF THE PROPOSED PROJECT—DISCLOSED IN THIS SEIR INCLUDING THE INITIAL STUDY (CONTINUED)

Environmental Impact

Level of
Significance prior
to Mitigation

Improvement/Mitigation Measures

Level of
Significance
after Mitigation

Initial Study Section E.20, Energy
Impact EN-1: The project would
not result in the use of large
amounts of fuel, water, or energy,
or use these in a wasteful manner.

LTS

No mitigation required.

NA

Impact C-EN-1: The project, in
combination with other reasonably
foreseeable future projects, would
not result in significant adverse
cumulative impacts on energy
resources.

LTS

No mitigation required.

NA

IMPACT CODES:
NA Not Applicable
NI No impact
LTS Less than significant or negligible impact; no mitigation required
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TABLE S-3
COMPARISON OF ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACTS OF THE PROPOSED PROJECT OPTIONS TO IMPACTS OF THE ALTERNATIVES

Alternative A:
No Project

Alternative B:
Reduced
Density

Alternative C:
San Ramon Way
Passenger Vehicle
Access

Alternative D:
Six-Year
Construction
Schedule

Impact TR-6b: Operation of the proposed project, including proposed street network changes,
would impact existing passenger and freight loading zones along Lee Avenue between Ocean
Avenue and the project site, and may create potentially hazardous conditions for people
bicycling and may substantially delay public transit. (SU)

NI
<

SU
<

SU
<

SU
=

Impact C-TR-4: The proposed project, in combination with reasonably foreseeable future
projects, may result in a potentially significant cumulative impact related to public transit delay
and the project could contribute considerably. (SUM)

NI
<

SUM
<

SUM
<

SUM
=

Impact C-TR-6b: Operation of the proposed project, including proposed street network changes,
in combination with reasonably foreseeable future projects, would impact existing passenger
and freight loading zones along Lee Avenue between Ocean Avenue and the project site, and
may create potentially hazardous conditions for people bicycling and may substantially delay
public transit. (SU)

NI
<

SU
<

SU
<

SU
=

All other transportation impacts LTS

NI
<

LTS
≤

LTS
≤

LTS
=

Impact NO-1: Project construction would cause a substantial temporary or periodic increase in
ambient noise levels at noise-sensitive receptors above levels existing without the project. (SUM)

NI
<

SUM
<

SUM
=

SUM
=

Impact NO-3: Operation of the fixed mechanical equipment on the project site could result in a
substantial permanent increase in ambient noise levels in the immediate project vicinity, and
permanently expose noise-sensitive receptors to noise levels in excess of standards in the San
Francisco Noise Ordinance. (LSM)

NI
<

LSM
=

LSM
=

LSM
=

Impact C-NO-1: Cumulative construction of the proposed project, in combination with
construction of reasonably foreseeable future projects, could cause a substantial temporary or
periodic increase in ambient noise levels. (SUM)

NI
<

SUM
<

SUM
=

SUM
=

Impact of Proposed Project Optionsa

Summary of Impacts for Topics in this SEIR
SEIR Section 3.B, Transportation and Circulation

SEIR Section 3.C, Noise

CEQA SIGNIFICANCE DETERMINATION:
NI = No Impact; LTS = Less than significant; LSM = Less than significant with mitigation; SUM = Significant and unavoidable with mitigation; SU = Significant and unavoidable. All SUM and SU impacts
are shown in bold.
= (equal to); < (less than); > (greater than); ≤ (less than or equal to)
NOTE:
a See SEIR Chapter 3 and Appendix B for complete impact statements.
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TABLE S-3
COMPARISON OF ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACTS OF THE PROPOSED PROJECT OPTIONS TO IMPACTS OF THE ALTERNATIVES (CONTINUED)

Alternative A:
No Project

Alternative B:
Reduced
Density

Alternative C:
San Ramon Way
Passenger Vehicle
Access

Alternative D:
Six-Year
Construction
Schedule

Impact C-NO-3: Cumulative mechanical equipment noise of the proposed project, in combination with
reasonably foreseeable future projects, could cause a substantial permanent increase in ambient noise
levels in the project vicinity, but the proposed project would not contribute considerably. (LSM)

NI
<

LSM
=

LSM
=

LSM
=

All other noise impacts LTS

NI
<

LTS
<

LTS
=

LTS
=

Impact AQ-2a: During construction, the proposed project would generate criteria air pollutants
that would violate an air quality standard, contribute substantially to an existing or projected air
quality violation, or result in a cumulatively considerable net increase in criteria air pollutants.
(SUM)

NI
<

SUM
<

SUM
=

LSM
<

Impact AQ-2b: During construction phases that overlap with project operations, the proposed project
would generate criteria air pollutants that would violate an air quality standard, contribute substantially to
an existing or projected air quality violation, or result in a cumulatively considerable net increase in
criteria air pollutants. (LSM)

NI
<

LSM
<

LSM
=

LSM
<

Impact AQ-4: Construction and operation of the proposed project would generate toxic air
contaminants, including DPM, which could expose sensitive receptors to substantial pollutant
concentrations. (SUM)

NI
<

SUM
<

SUM
=

LSM
<

Impact AQ-5: The proposed project could conflict with implementation of the Bay Area 2017 Clean Air
Plan. (LSM)

NI
<

LSM
=

LSM
=

LSM
=

Impact C-AQ-1: The proposed project, in combination with reasonably foreseeable future
projects, would contribute to cumulative regional air quality impacts. (SUM)

NI
<

SUM
<

SUM
=

LSM
<

Impact C-AQ-2: The proposed project, in combination with reasonably foreseeable future
projects, could contribute to cumulative health risk impacts on sensitive receptors.(SUM)

NI
<

SUM
=

SUM
=

LSM
<

All other air quality impacts LTS

NI
<

LTS
<

LTS
=

LTS
=

Impact of Proposed Project Optionsa

SEIR Section 3.D, Air Quality

CEQA SIGNIFICANCE DETERMINATION:
NI = No Impact; LTS = Less than significant; LSM = Less than significant with mitigation; SUM = Significant and unavoidable with mitigation; SU = Significant and unavoidable. All SUM and SU impacts
are shown in bold.
= (equal to); < (less than); > (greater than); ≤ (less than or equal to)
NOTE:
a See SEIR Chapter 3 and Appendix B for complete impact statements.
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TABLE S-3
COMPARISON OF ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACTS OF THE PROPOSED PROJECT OPTIONS TO IMPACTS OF THE ALTERNATIVES (CONTINUED)

Alternative A:
No Project

Alternative B:
Reduced
Density

Alternative C:
San Ramon Way
Passenger Vehicle
Access

Alternative D:
Six-Year
Construction
Schedule

NI
<

LTS
=

LTS
=

LTS
=

N/A

N/A

N/A

N/A

NI
<

LTS
<

LTS
=

LTS
=

Impact CR-2: The proposed project could cause a substantial adverse change in the significance of an
archeological resource pursuant to section 15064.5. (LSM)

NI
<

LSM
=

LSM
=

LSM
=

Impact CR-3: The proposed project may disturb human remains, including those interred outside of
formal cemeteries. (LSM)

NI
<

LSM
=

LSM
=

LSM
=

All other cultural resources impacts LTS

NI
<

LTS
=

LTS
=

LTS
=

NI
<

LSM
=

LSM
=

LSM
=

NI
<

LTS
<

LTS
=

LTS
=

Impact of Proposed Project Optionsa

Summary of Impacts for Topics in the Initial Study
Initial Study Section E.1, Land Use and Land Use Planning
All impacts LTS

E.2, Aesthetics
N/A

E.3, Population and Housing
All impacts LTS

E.4, Cultural Resources

E.5, Tribal Cultural Resources
Impact TC-1: The proposed project may result in a substantial adverse change in the significance of a
tribal cultural resource as defined in Public Resources Code section 21074. (LSM)

E.9, Greenhouse Gas Emissions
All impacts LTS

CEQA SIGNIFICANCE DETERMINATION:
NI = No Impact; LTS = Less than significant; LSM = Less than significant with mitigation; SUM = Significant and unavoidable with mitigation; SU = Significant and unavoidable. All SUM and SU impacts
are shown in bold.
= (equal to); < (less than); > (greater than); ≤ (less than or equal to)
NOTE:
a See SEIR Chapter 3 and Appendix B for complete impact statements.
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TABLE S-3
COMPARISON OF ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACTS OF THE PROPOSED PROJECT OPTIONS TO IMPACTS OF THE ALTERNATIVES (CONTINUED)

Alternative A:
No Project

Alternative B:
Reduced
Density

Alternative C:
San Ramon Way
Passenger Vehicle
Access

Alternative D:
Six-Year
Construction
Schedule

NI
<

LTS
<

LTS
=

LTS
=

NI
<

LTS
<

LTS
=

LTS
=

NI
<

LTS
<

LTS
=

LTS
=

NI
<

LTS
<

LTS
=

LTS
=

NI
<

LTS
<

LTS
=

LTS
=

NI
<

LTS
=

LTS
=

LTS
=

Impact GE-6: The proposed project could directly or indirectly destroy a unique paleontological resource
or site. (LSM)

NI
<

LSM
=

LSM
=

LSM
=

All other geology, soils, and paleontological resource impacts LTS

NI
<

LTS
=

LTS
=

LTS
=

Impact of Proposed Project Optionsa

E.10, Wind
All impacts LTS

E.11, Shadow
All impacts LTS

E.12, Recreation
All impacts LTS

E.13, Utilities and Service Systems
All impacts LTS

E.14, Public Services
All impacts LTS

E.15, Biological Resources
All impacts LTS

E.16, Geology, Soils, and Paleontological Resources

CEQA SIGNIFICANCE DETERMINATION:
NI = No Impact; LTS = Less than significant; LSM = Less than significant with mitigation; SUM = Significant and unavoidable with mitigation; SU = Significant and unavoidable. All SUM and SU impacts
are shown in bold.
= (equal to); < (less than); > (greater than); ≤ (less than or equal to)
NOTE:
a See SEIR Chapter 3 and Appendix B for complete impact statements.
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TABLE S-3
COMPARISON OF ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACTS OF THE PROPOSED PROJECT OPTIONS TO IMPACTS OF THE ALTERNATIVES (CONTINUED)

Impact of Proposed Project Optionsa

Alternative A:
No Project

Alternative B:
Reduced
Density

Alternative C:
San Ramon Way
Passenger Vehicle
Access

Alternative D:
Six-Year
Construction
Schedule

NI
<

LTS
=

LTS
=

LTS
=

NI
<

LTS
=

LTS
=

LTS
=

NI
=

NI
=

NI
=

NI
=

NI
<

LTS
<

LTS
=

LTS
=

E.17, Hydrology and Water Quality
All impacts LTS

E.18, Hazards and Hazardous Materials
All impacts LTS

E.19, Mineral Resources, E.21, Agriculture and Forestry Resources, and E.22, Wildfire
All impacts NI

E.20, Energy
All impacts LTS

CEQA SIGNIFICANCE DETERMINATION:
NI = No Impact; LTS = Less than significant; LSM = Less than significant with mitigation; SUM = Significant and unavoidable with mitigation; SU = Significant and unavoidable. All SUM and SU impacts
are shown in bold.
= (equal to); < (less than); > (greater than); ≤ (less than or equal to)
NOTE:
a See SEIR Chapter 3 and Appendix B for complete impact statements.
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CHAPTER 1

Introduction
1.A Purpose of This SEIR
This subsequent environmental impact report (SEIR), including the initial study, analyzes the physical
environmental effects associated with implementation of the proposed project. The San Francisco
Planning Department (planning department), as lead agency, has prepared this SEIR in compliance
with the provisions of the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) and the CEQA Guidelines
(California Public Resources Code sections 21000 et seq., and California Code of Regulations
title 14, sections 15000 et seq.), and San Francisco Administrative Code chapter 31. The lead agency
is the public agency that has the principal responsibility for carrying out or approving a project.
As described by CEQA and in the CEQA Guidelines, public agencies are charged with the duty to
avoid or substantially lessen significant environmental effects where feasible. In undertaking this
duty, a public agency has an obligation to balance a project’s significant effects on the environment
with its benefits, including economic, social, technological, legal, and other non-environmental
characteristics.
As defined in CEQA Guidelines section 15382, a “significant effect on the environment” is:
… a substantial, or potentially substantial, adverse change in any of the physical
conditions within the area affected by the project including land, air, water, minerals, flora,
fauna, ambient noise, and objects of historic or aesthetic significance. An economic or social
change by itself shall not be considered a significant effect on the environment. A social or
economic change related to a physical change may be considered in determining whether
the physical change is significant.
CEQA requires that before a discretionary decision can be made to approve a project that may
cause a significant effect on the environment that cannot be mitigated, an EIR must be prepared.
The EIR is a public information document for use by governmental agencies and the public to
identify and evaluate potential environmental impacts of a project, to identify mitigation measures
to lessen or eliminate significant adverse impacts, and to examine feasible alternatives to the
project. Thus, prior to taking an approval action on the proposed project, the City and County of
San Francisco (the City) must consider the information in this SEIR, including the initial study, and
make certain findings with respect to each significant effect that is identified. The information
contained in this SEIR, including the initial study, along with other information available through
the public review processes, will be reviewed and considered by the decision-makers prior to a
decision to approve, disapprove, or modify the proposed project, or to adopt an alternative to the
proposed project.
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This SEIR, including the initial study, evaluates the whole of the proposed action, including projectlevel impacts (offsite, onsite, construction-related, operational, direct, and indirect) and cumulative
impacts. This is an informational document that does not determine whether a project will be
approved, but instead aids in the planning and decision-making process by disclosing the potential
environmental impacts associated with construction and operation of the proposed project.
The planning department has prepared this SEIR, including the initial study, with a degree of
analysis that provides decision makers with sufficient information to enable them to make a
decision that accounts for the environmental consequences of the proposed project. The evaluation
of the environmental impacts of a proposed project need not be exhaustive, but the sufficiency of
an EIR is to be reviewed in light of what is reasonably feasible. Disagreement among experts does
not make an EIR inadequate, but the EIR should summarize the main points of disagreement
among the experts. The courts have looked not for perfection, but for adequacy, completeness, and
a good faith effort at full disclosure (CEQA Guidelines section 15151).

1.B Type of EIR
The CEQA Guidelines section 15160 provides for variations in EIRs so that environmental
documentation can be tailored to different situations and intended uses, and these variations are
not exclusive. As described below, this SEIR relies on a program EIR.
This document is a project-level EIR pursuant to CEQA Guidelines section 15161. This project EIR
is tiered from a previously certified program EIR in accordance with the CEQA Guidelines
section 15168(c), which provides for environmental review of subsequent activities under the same
program. The proposed project is a subsequent activity under the Balboa Park Station Area Plan
(area plan). Environmental review of the area plan was completed in the Balboa Park Station Area
Plan [Program] Environmental Impact Report (PEIR),7 certified in December 2008. The PEIR is a
program EIR under CEQA Guidelines section 15168. The PEIR analyzed the environmental
impacts associated with the development program proposed for the entire plan area, including the
project site. Thus, under CEQA, the proposed project at the Balboa Reservoir site is considered a
later activity under the area plan program, and this SEIR evaluates the environmental effects of the
proposed project relative to the program-level impact analysis in the certified PEIR.
This SEIR is a subsequent EIR to the PEIR pursuant to CEQA Guidelines section 15162, which states
that an SEIR is required if the lead agency determines that the proposed project could result in any
of the following conditions:


Substantial changes are proposed in the project that will require major revisions of the previous
EIR;



Substantial changes have occurred with respect to the circumstances under which the project
is undertaken; or



New information of substantial importance, which was not known and could not have been
known at the time of certification of the previous EIR, shows that the project could have one

7

City and County of San Francisco, Balboa Park Station Area Plan Final Environmental Impact Report, Planning
Department File No. 2004.1059E, certified December 4, 2008.
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or more significant effects not discussed in the previous EIR, significant effects previously
examined will be substantially more severe than shown in the previous EIR, mitigation
measures or alternatives previously found not to be feasible would in fact be feasible and
would substantially reduce one or more significant effects, or mitigation measures or
alternatives that are considerably different from those analyzed in the previous EIR would
substantially reduce one or more significant effects.
The planning department has determined that one or more of these conditions have been met for
the proposed project, and that an SEIR is therefore warranted, including the fact that the proposed
project would result in new significant impacts and substantially more-severe significant impacts
than previously identified in the PEIR.
Furthermore, this SEIR is a focused EIR, in accordance with CEQA Guidelines section 15063(c). In
accordance with section 15128, an initial study on the proposed project was prepared as part of this
SEIR (see SEIR Appendix B, Initial Study) to identify which of the proposed project’s effects were
adequately examined in the PEIR and which topics warrant more detailed environmental analysis.
The initial study is being published concurrently with this SEIR, and comments will be accepted on
the initial study during the public review period for the SEIR.8 Thus, this SEIR concentrates the
environmental analysis on those topics (i.e., transportation and circulation, noise, and air quality)
identified in the initial study with the potential to have either new significant effects or substantially
more severe significant impacts than were previously identified in the PEIR under the currently
proposed project at the Balboa Reservoir site. The remaining environmental topics, as documented
in the initial study, were determined to have no new or more severe significant environmental effects
than what was previously identified in the PEIR, and these topics are not analyzed in this SEIR.

1.C Balboa Park Station Area Plan PEIR
1.C.1 Balboa Park Station Area Plan Environmental Review
On December 4, 2008, the San Francisco Planning Commission certified the PEIR.9 The PEIR
assessed the development program that was ultimately adopted as the Balboa Park Station, an Area
Plan of the General Plan of the City and County of San Francisco. The PEIR analyzed
transportation/infrastructure and public space improvements and potential future development
expected in the near future (2009–2010) or within the long-term (2010–2025) timeline. The nearfuture development program analyzed also included two individual near-term projects named
“Phelan Loop Site” and “Kragen Auto Parts Site,” which are now built.10

8

9
10

Under CEQA Guidelines section 15128, the EIR must contain a brief statement indicating the reasons why certain
effects were determined not to be significant and, thus, are not studied in detail in this SEIR.
Planning Department Case No. 2004.1059E.
The “Phelan Loop Site” (1100 Ocean Avenue) is bounded by Lee Avenue to the west, Ocean Avenue to the
south, San Francisco Fire Department Station 15 to the east, and Balboa Reservoir to the north. (It is noted that
Phelan Loop is now referred to as the City College Terminal. The terminology here is from the PEIR.) This site
is a mixed-use development with residential above ground-floor retail and public open space (Unity Plaza).
The “Kragen Auto Parts Site” (1150 Ocean Avenue) is bounded by Ingleside Branch Library to the west, Ocean
Avenue to the south, Lee Avenue to the east, and the Balboa Reservoir to the north. This site is a mixed-use
development with residential above ground-floor retail.

Balboa Reservoir Project Draft SEIR
Case No. 2018-007883ENV

1-3

August 2019

1. Introduction
1.C. Balboa Park Station Area Plan PEIR

On April 7, 2009, the San Francisco Board of Supervisors adopted the area plan. The Mayor
subsequently signed the legislation for the area plan, which was enacted on May 18, 2009.11 The
planning department has prepared one addendum to the PEIR, dated July 10, 2015, analyzing the
amendment of San Francisco Planning Code section 737.1 and Zoning Map Sheet ZN12 to rezone 19
parcels from RH-2 (12 parcels) or RM-1 (7 parcels) to Ocean Avenue Neighborhood Commercial Transit
(NCT).12 The planning department determined that the addendum was sufficient to satisfy CEQA
environmental review requirements for no further additional analysis (CEQA Guidelines
section 15164).
The proposed project at the Balboa Reservoir site is the first development project under the adopted
area plan in which conditions triggering a subsequent EIR are met. This SEIR is the first projectlevel EIR tiering from the PEIR.

1.C.2 Summary of the Balboa Park Station Area Plan PEIR
As described above, this EIR is a subsequent EIR to the PEIR certified in 2008, as supplemented by
one addendum issued in 2015. The PEIR evaluated the potential environmental effects of the
development of the plan area, approximately 210 acres in size and located in south central San
Francisco, generally bounded by parcels along the northern edge of Ocean Avenue, the southern
boundary of Archbishop Riordan High School, Judson Avenue and Havelock Street to the north;
the northeastern edge of City College, and San Jose and Delano avenues to the east; Niagara and
Mount Vernon avenues, and parcels along the southern edges of Geneva and Ocean avenues to the
south; and Manor Drive to the east.
In general, the area plan defined as the project description and analyzed in the PEIR consisted of
the following:


Street network changes for Geneva, San Jose, Ocean, and Phelan avenues;



Transit facility changes for San Francisco Municipal Transportation Agency (SFMTA) and Bay
Area Rapid Transit facilities;



Changes to existing open space and proposed new open spaces;



Urban design and architectural guidelines;



Changes to land use policies;



Changes to the planning code; and



Three tiers of development programs.

The three-tier development program was based on the amount of development that could occur in
the plan area over short term (Tier 1 – 2010), long-term (Tier 2 – up to 2025), and beyond year 2025
(Tier 3). The overall land use program for the plan area evaluated in the PEIR assumed an
11

12

Ordinance No. 0058-09 Balboa Park Station Area Plan – monitoring program, Ordinance No. 0059-09 Zoning
Map Amendments in connection with the Balboa Park Station Area Plan, Ordinance No. 0060-09 Approving
General Plan Amendments in connection with the Balboa Park Station Area Plan, and Ordinance No. 0061-09
Planning Code Amendments in connection with the Balboa Park Station Area Plan.
San Francisco Planning Department, Addendum to Environmental Impact Report, Case No. 2015-008342ENV,
Board of Supervisors File No. 150271, July 10, 2015.
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additional 1,780 residential units, 104,620 square feet of commercial use, 22,853 square feet of
cultural/institutional use, and 129,300 square feet of open space. The land use program for the
Balboa Reservoir project site evaluated in the PEIR assumed 500 residential units and 100,000
square feet of open space under the long-term (Tier 2) timeframe.
The PEIR analyzed the environmental impacts associated with implementation of the area plan
and identified a suite of mitigation measures for avoiding or reducing significant environmental
impacts. A topic-by-topic summary of impacts and mitigation measures presented in the PEIR is
included under each respective environmental topic in this SEIR, including the initial study. SEIR
Appendix H, Balboa Park Station Area Plan PEIR Mitigation Measures, lists all of the mitigation
measures from the PEIR and indicates those applicable to the proposed project.
As required under CEQA, the PEIR identified and analyzed alternatives that would reduce or
avoid identified significant impacts of the area plan and meet most of the plan’s objectives. The
two alternatives analyzed included: No Project alternative; and No Transportation Improvements
alternative. The PEIR determined that the No Project alternative would avoid impacts on
roadways, intersections, and transit operations identified for the plan area, and no significant and
unavoidable impacts on historical resources would occur. The PEIR also determined that the No
Transportation Improvements alternative would result in fewer impacts on roadways,
intersections, and transit operations, and the same significant unavoidable impacts on historical
resources. The No Transportation Improvements alternative was identified as the environmentally
superior alternative in the PEIR.
Following certification of the PEIR and as part of the approval process for the area plan, CEQA
Findings were adopted by the City and County of San Francisco.13

1.D CEQA Environmental Review Process
CEQA Guidelines sections 15080 to 15097 set forth the EIR process, which includes multiple phases
involving notification and input from responsible agencies and the public. The main steps in this
process are described below.

1.D.1 Notice of Preparation of an Environmental Impact
Report and Public Scoping
The City and Reservoir Community Partners LLC entered into an exclusive negotiating agreement,
as authorized by SFPUC Commission resolution no. 17-0225 in November 2017. In April 2018, the
San Francisco Board of Supervisors adopted resolution no. 85-18, finding the proposed
development of the Balboa Reservoir site to be fiscally feasible under San Francisco Administrative
Code chapter 29. This resolution authorized the filing of the environmental application and the San
Francisco Planning Department to undertake environmental review as required by San Francisco
Administrative Code chapter 31 and the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA).

13

City and County of San Francisco, Planning Commission Motion No. 17775, December 4, 2008.
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Reservoir Community Partners LLC filed an environmental evaluation application with the
planning department on May 31, 2018. This filing initiated the environmental review process. The
EIR process includes an opportunity for the public to review and comment on the proposed
project’s potential environmental effects and to further inform the environmental analysis.
On October 10, 2018, the planning department issued the notice of preparation (NOP) of an EIR on
the proposed Balboa Reservoir project and made the NOP available on its website. The NOP was
sent to governmental agencies, organizations, and persons interested in the proposed project, and
publication of the NOP initiated the 30-day public scoping period for this SEIR, which started on
October 10, 2018, and ended on November 12, 2018. The NOP included a description of the
proposed project and a request for agencies and the public to submit comments on the scope of
environmental issues that should be addressed in this SEIR. The NOP is included as SEIR
Appendix A, Notice of Preparation.
The planning department held a public scoping meeting on Tuesday, October 30, 2018, at the Lick
Wilmerding High School Cafeteria, 755 Ocean Avenue, San Francisco to receive oral comments on
the scope of the SEIR. During the scoping period, a total of 84 comment letters and emails were
submitted to the planning department and 16 speakers provided oral comments at the public
scoping session. These comments received in response to the NOP during the public scoping
period, both written and oral, are available for review at the planning department as part of Case
File No. 2018-007883ENV. The planning department has considered all of these comments in
preparing this SEIR for the proposed project.

1.D.2 Scoping Comments
The planning department has considered the comments made by the public and agencies in
preparation of this SEIR, as summarized in Table 1-1, Summary of Scoping Comments.
Comments on the NOP that relate to environmental issues are addressed and analyzed throughout
this SEIR and initial study (see SEIR Appendix B). The scoping comments, as summarized in this
table, also indicate areas of controversy known to the lead agency and issues to be resolved, per
CEQA Guidelines section 15123.
TABLE 1-1
SUMMARY OF SCOPING COMMENTS
SEIR or Initial
Study Section

Comment

SEIR
Chapter 1
Introduction

August 2019

The Introduction should include explanations and/or descriptions of:


Anticipated date of initial study publication;



Sufficiency of impact analysis in a subsequent EIR;



Accuracy of Balboa Park Station Area Plan’s program-level significance determinations on
components related to or included in the proposed project;



Changes related to the loss of potential water storage in the reservoir; and



Additional Housing Option: Should be deferred until Balboa Reservoir Community
Advisory Committee (CAC) and the public has a chance to fully review.
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SEIR or Initial
Study Section
Chapter 2
Project Description

Comment
The SEIR should include an explanation and/or descriptions of:


Proposed zoning changes;



Whether the planning department received community input from the Balboa Reservoir
CAC;



The proposed project’s consideration for open space, including for the public, per the
Open Space Element of the Balboa Park Station Area Plan; and



Affordable housing locations and quantities, and reserved housing for teachers.

Section 3.A
Cumulative



Address cumulative impacts for each relevant section; and



Study cumulative impacts of Performing Arts Education Center and overlapping
construction and parking impacts, and cumulative impacts from the City College Facilities
Master Plan.

Section 3.B
Transportation and
Circulation



Address effects of the project on traffic, public transit, bicycle, and pedestrian facilities:
–

Increased traffic volumes and congestion along Frida Kahlo Way, Ocean Avenue, and
Lee Avenue;

–

intermodal access to the site and the potential to overwhelm Muni and BART
systems;

–

increased pedestrian safety and access points;

–

vehicular access from Frida Kahlo Way and I-280;

–

additional modifications to freeway access;

–

emergency vehicle access;

–

additional parking structures;

–

congestion due to transportation network companies and delivery vehicle; and

–

modifications to existing public transportation to alleviate traffic concerns.



Study vehicular access from San Ramon Way;



The Balboa Park Station Area Plan’s recommendations and impacts to public transit; and



Transportation analysis should take into account parking considerations, especially for
students and teachers.



Exposure of students at Archbishop Riordan High School and City College to construction
noise;



Address ways to minimize construction noise impacts;



Increase noise levels from the project; and



Cumulative noise impacts with City College projects.

Section 3.D
Air Quality



Evaluate air quality impacts on surrounding areas from the increased vehicle traffic and
from construction.

Chapter 6
Alternatives



Evaluate alternatives that incorporate potential design changes that may be necessary to
address significant traffic and circulation impacts such as:

Section 3.C
Noise

–

a reconfigured site plan that provides additional vehicular access from Frida Kahlo
Way and I-280;

–

additional modifications to freeway access, emergency vehicle access; and

–

additional parking structures and modifications to existing public transportation to
alleviate traffic concerns;



Evaluate alternatives that include a higher and lower number of housing units;



Evaluate affordable housing alternatives;



Evaluate alternatives that incorporate potential design changes that may be necessary to
address impacts related to construction staging areas; and



Evaluate alternative that would leave the site open (e.g., for open space, or expansion of
City College at a later date).

Balboa Reservoir Project Draft SEIR
Case No. 2018-007883ENV

1-7

August 2019

1. Introduction
1.D. CEQA Environmental Review Process

SEIR or Initial
Study Section

Comment

Initial Study
Section E.1
Land Use and Land
Use Planning

The initial study should include an analysis of:


The planning code in relation to the parcel’s zoning designation and nonpublic use of the
parcel; and



The accuracy of Balboa Park Station Area Plan’s program-level significance
determinations on components related to or included in the proposed project.

Section E.2
Aesthetics



Scenic vistas and impacts to the visual character of the existing site and surrounding
areas.

Section E.3
Population and
Housing



Evaluate potential design changes that may be necessary to address significant
population and housing impacts (e.g., increased density of units, and analysis of existing
supporting infrastructure).

Section E.4
Cultural Resources



AB 52 and SB 18 tribal consultation procedures. Comment provided mitigation measures
to avoid or minimize significant adverse impacts to tribal cultural resources, if feasible.

Section E.9
Greenhouse Gas
Emissions



Address maximizing opportunities for electric car charging in parking structures.

Section E.10
Wind



Impacts to open spaces and Riordan High School Track resulting from wind effects; and



Impacts to Sunnyside resulting from wind effects.

Section E.10
Shadow



Impacts to open spaces and Riordan High School Track resulting from shadows

Section E.13
Utilities and Service
Systems



Water supplies to serve the project;



The proposed project’s construction of new housing and demand in relation to sufficiency
of existing or proposed utilities to support the proposed project; and



Address Utilities and Service Systems separate from Public Services.



Address potential impacts to facilities adjacent to, and in surrounding neighborhoods of
the project site (e.g., schools and public education services, emergency service response
times, and other public facilities); and



Parking loss and potential secondary impacts to City College, increased demand for
parking on nearby streets and off-street facilities.



Address the potential for the proposed project to cause habitat modifications (e.g.,
installation of lawn and removal of plants) and pet-wildlife conflicts, and include relevant
mitigation measures if significant impacts are found;



Address impacts on existing plants and animals on the project site (e.g., coyote brush,
white-crowned sparrow, migratory birds, native plants, and insects); and



Proposed project should build to Standards for Bird-Safe Buildings, as provided by San
Francisco Planning Department.

Section E.17
Hydrology and Water
Quality



Impacts to water quality from water supply, emergency water supply, groundwater, and
stormwater runoff.

Section E.18
Hazards and
Hazardous Materials



Evaluate the potential impact of herbicide use on groundwater.

Section E.14
Public Services

Section E.15
Biological Resources
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1.D.3 Draft SEIR and Initial Study Public Review and
Opportunities for Public Participation
The CEQA Guidelines and San Francisco Administrative Code chapter 31 encourage public
participation in the planning and environmental review processes. The planning department
provides opportunities for the public to present comments and concerns regarding this SEIR and
its appendices, including the initial study (SEIR Appendix B), throughout the environmental
review process. These opportunities include a public review and comment period and a public
hearing on this Draft SEIR and initial study before the San Francisco Planning Commission.
The public review period for the Draft SEIR and initial study is from August 8, 2019, through
September 23, 2019. The planning commission will hold a public hearing on the Draft SEIR and
initial study during the 45-day public review and comment period to solicit public comment on
the information presented in the Draft SEIR and initial study. The public hearing will be held on
September 12, 2019, at City Hall, Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place, Room 400, San Francisco,
California, beginning at 1 p.m. or later (call 415.588.6422 the week of the hearing for a recorded
message giving a more specific time).
The SEIR and all attachments (including the initial study, SEIR Appendix B) are available on the
planning department’s “Environmental Impact Reports & Negative Declarations” webpage
(https://sfplanning.org/environmental-review-documents). Compact discs and paper copies are also
available at the Planning Information Center counter on the first floor of 1660 Mission Street,
San Francisco. Documents referenced in this SEIR are available for review at the Planning
Department's office on the fourth floor of 1650 Mission Street in Case File No. 2018-007883ENV
(call 415.575.9072), as well as online at www.ab900balboa.com.
Governmental agencies, interested organizations, and other members of the public are invited to
submit written comments on the Draft SEIR and initial study during the public review period.
Written public comments may be submitted by mail to:
San Francisco Planning Department
Attention: Jeanie Poling, Senior Environmental Planner
1650 Mission Street, Suite 400
San Francisco, CA 94103
or by email to:
CPC.BalboaReservoir@sfgov.org
Members of the public are not required to provide personal identifying information when they
communicate with the San Francisco Planning Commission. All written or oral communications,
including submitted personal contact information, may be made available to the public for
inspection and copying upon request and may appear on the department’s website or in other
public documents.
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1.D.4 Final SEIR and SEIR Certification
Following the close of the public review and comment period, the planning department will
prepare and publish a document titled “Responses to Comments on the Draft SEIR.” This
document will contain copies of all written, email, and recorded oral comments received on the
Draft SEIR as well as the planning department’s written responses to substantive comments and
any necessary revisions to the Draft SEIR. Together, the Draft SEIR and the Responses to
Comments document will constitute the Final SEIR. Not less than ten days prior to the San
Francisco Planning Commission hearing to consider certification of the Final SEIR, the planning
department will issue the Final SEIR to persons commenting on the Draft SEIR and to any board(s),
commission(s) or department(s) that will carry out or approve the proposed project. During an
advertised public meeting, the planning commission will consider the documents and, if found
adequate, will certify the Final SEIR. Certification of the Final SEIR by the commission represents
that the document: (1) has been completed in compliance with CEQA; (2) was presented to the San
Francisco Planning Commission and the commission reviewed and considered the information
contained in the Final SEIR prior to taking an approval action on the proposed project; and
(3) reflects the lead agency’s independent judgment and analysis.
CEQA requires that agencies shall neither approve nor implement a project unless the project
implements all feasible mitigation measures that would reduce significant environmental impacts
to a less-than-significant level, essentially avoiding or substantially lessening the potentially
significant impacts of the project, except when certain findings are made. If an agency approves a
project that would result in the occurrence of significant adverse impact(s) that cannot feasibly be
mitigated to less-than-significant levels (that is, significant and unavoidable impacts), the agency
must state the reasons for its action in writing, demonstrate that even with implementation of all
feasible mitigation, the impact would still exceed significance thresholds based on the SEIR or other
information in the record, and adopt a statement of overriding considerations.
At the time of project approval, CEQA and the CEQA Guidelines require lead agencies to adopt a
mitigation monitoring or reporting program that it has made a condition of project approval in
order to mitigate or avoid significant impacts on the environment (CEQA Guidelines
section 21081.6; CEQA Guidelines section 15097). This SEIR identifies and presents the projectspecific mitigation and improvement measures that, if the proposed project is approved, would be
included in the mitigation monitoring and reporting program for the Balboa Reservoir project as a
condition of project approval.

1.D.5 Assembly Bill 900
The project sponsor has filed an application with the Governor's Office of Planning and Research
for certification of the proposed project as an environmental leadership development project under
the Jobs and Economic Improvement through Environmental Leadership Act of 2011 (Assembly
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Bill [AB] 900, as updated to comply with Senate Bill [SB] 734 and AB 246). The application is
available online, and was subject to public review from June 25, 2019, through July 28, 2019.14
AB 90015 provides streamlining benefits under CEQA, as described further below, for
environmental leadership development projects and defines an environmental leadership
development project as the following:


the project is residential, retail, commercial, sports, cultural, entertainment, or recreational in
nature;



the project, upon completion, will qualify for Leadership in Energy and Environmental Design
gold certification or better;



the project will achieve at least 15 percent greater transportation efficiency than comparable
projects;



the project is located on an infill site and in an urbanized area; and



for projects within a metropolitan planning organization’s jurisdiction for which a sustainable
communities strategy or alternative planning strategy is in effect, the infill project is consistent
with the general use designation, density, building intensity and applicable policies specified
for the project area in either a sustainable communities strategy or an alternative planning
strategy, for which the California Air Resources Board has accepted that the strategy would
achieve the greenhouse gas (GHG) emission reduction targets.16

In order for the Governor to certify a leadership project, the project (or project applicant) must:
(1) result in a minimum investment of $100 million dollars in California upon completion of
construction; (2) create high-wage, highly skilled jobs that pay prevailing wages and living wages
and provide construction jobs and permanent jobs for Californians, and help reduce
unemployment; (3) not result in any net additional GHG emissions; (4) comply with requirements
for commercial and organic waste recycling; (5) have a binding agreement with the lead agency
establishing the mitigation measure and record of proceeding requirements set forth in Public
Resources Code sections 21183(e) and (g); and (6) agree to pay the costs of the Court of Appeal in
hearing and deciding any case.17,18 Multifamily residential projects certified as environmental
development leadership projects are also required to provide unbundled parking, such that private
vehicle parking spaces are priced and rented or purchased separately from dwelling units.

14

15

16
17
18

Governor’s Office of Planning and Research, California Jobs (AB 900), Submitted Applications, 201802028-Balboa
Reservoir, http://opr.ca.gov/ceqa/california-jobs.html, accessed July 15, 2019. This document (and all other
documents cited in this report, unless otherwise noted) is available for review at 1650 Mission Street, Suite 400,
San Francisco, CA, as part of Case No. 2018-007883ENV.
California Public Resources Code section 21178 et seq. and Governor’s Office of Planning and Research, California
Jobs (AB 900), Governor’s Guidelines for Streamlining Judicial Review Under the California Environmental Quality Act
Pursuant to AB 900, Updated to Comply with Senate Bill 734 and Assembly Bill 246. Available online at
http://opr.ca.gov/ceqa/california-jobs.html, accessed July 22, 2019.
California Public Resources Code section 21180(b).
California Public Resources Code section 21183.
Reservoir Community Partners, LLC, Balboa Reservoir Mixed-Use Project Acknowledgment of Obligations
under Public Resources Code Sections 21183(e), (f), and (g), May 1, 2019.
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As of the publication of this Draft SEIR the California Air Resources Board has yet to determine if
the proposed project would result in any net additional GHG emissions for purposes of
certification under AB 900.
In accordance with the requirements of AB 900, the planning department has provided a record of
proceedings for the proposed project that can be accessed and downloaded from the following
website: www.ab900balboa.com. The record of proceedings includes the SEIR and all other
documents and materials submitted to, or relied upon by, the lead agency in the preparation of the
SEIR or the approval of the project. In addition, a document prepared by the lead agency or
submitted by the applicant after the date of the release of the Draft SEIR that is a part of the record
of proceedings, and comments received on the Draft SEIR, will be made available to the public on
this same website in a readily accessible electronic format within the timeframes specified by this
act. Comments on this Draft SEIR should be emailed to CPC.BalboaReservoir@sfgov.org.
Within 10 days of the governor certifying the proposed project as an environmental leadership
development project, the planning department is required to issue a public notice stating that the
applicant has elected to proceed under Public Resources Code chapter 6.5 (commencing with
section 21178), which provides, among other things, that any judicial action challenging the
certification of the SEIR or the approval of the project described in the SEIR is subject to the
procedures set forth in Public Resources Code sections 21185 to 21186, inclusive.
As required by Public Resources Code section 21185, the Judicial Council adopted rules of court
that establish procedures applicable to actions or proceedings brought to attack, review, set aside,
void, or annul the certification of the environmental impact report for an environmental leadership
development project (certified by the governor pursuant to this act) or the granting of any project
approvals that require the actions or proceedings, including any potential appeals therefrom, be
resolved, to the extent feasible within 270 days of the filing of the certified record of proceedings
with the court. This creates an accelerated timeframe for CEQA litigation. The procedures can be
found in California Rules of Court rules 3.2220 to 3.2231.
The provisions of AB 900 apply to projects that have been certified by the governor as
environmental leadership development projects by January 1, 2020. This act remains in effect until
January 1, 2021.

1.E Contents and Organization of This SEIR
Consistent with CEQA Guidelines sections 15120 to 15132, this SEIR describes the proposed
project, required approvals, and existing land use plans and policies applicable to the proposed
project; identifies potential environmental impacts of the proposed project, mitigation measures
where those impacts are significant, and cumulative adverse impacts to which the proposed project
could make a substantial contribution; discusses growth-inducing and significant unavoidable
effects of the project; and evaluates alternatives to the project that could avoid or reduce significant
impacts while still meeting most of the project’s objectives.
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This SEIR is organized as follows:


Chapter S, Summary. This chapter summarizes the contents of the SEIR, including an
overview of the project description and, in a tabular format, a summary of the environmental
impacts that would result from project implementation and the mitigation measures identified
to reduce or avoid significant impacts. It also briefly describes the project variant and its
impacts, and the alternatives to the proposed project.



Chapter 1, Introduction. This chapter describes the environmental review process, the
previous environmental review of the area plan, the public and agency comments received on
the scope of the SEIR, and the organization of the SEIR.



Chapter 2, Project Description. This chapter discusses the project’s background, objectives,
and location; describes the physical characteristics of the project, including both the
construction and operational phases; and identifies required project approvals.



Chapter 3, Environmental Setting, Impacts and Mitigation Measures. This chapter describes
the project’s existing setting and environmental impacts with respect to transportation and
circulation, noise and vibration, and air quality. Each environmental topic is discussed in a
separate section within this chapter, and each section identifies the thresholds of significance
used to assess the severity of the impacts. Within each section, there is a summary of the
relevant sections of the PEIR, descriptions of the setting and regulatory framework, and impact
analyses of both project-specific and cumulative impacts of the proposed project and a
determination of the significance of each impact. For impacts determined to be significant,
mitigation measures that would reduce or avoid those impacts are presented.



Chapter 4, Other CEQA Issues. Pursuant to CEQA Guidelines section 15126.2, this chapter
summarizes any growth-inducing impacts that could result from the proposed project,
irreversible changes to the environment, and significant and unavoidable environmental
impacts. This chapter presents areas of controversy to be resolved.



Chapter 5, Variants. This chapter describes and analyzes variants to the proposed project.



Chapter 6, Alternatives. This chapter presents and evaluates alternatives to the proposed
project that could feasibly attain most of the project’s objectives as well as reduce identified
significant adverse impacts of the project. It also identifies the environmentally superior
alternative and describes other alternatives that were considered but rejected. Alternatives
evaluated in this chapter include the following:
–

Alternative A: No Project

–

Alternative B: Reduced Density

–

Alternative C: San Ramon Way Passenger Vehicle Access

–

Alternative D: Six-Year Construction Schedule



Chapter 7, Report Preparers. This chapter identifies the SEIR authors and consultants; project
sponsor and consultants; and agencies and persons consulted.



Appendices. The appendices include the NOP, the initial study, and supporting technical
information for the SEIR. The following appendices are included in this SEIR:
–

Appendix A: Notice of Preparation

–

Appendix B: Initial Study (includes analysis of: land use and land use planning; population
and housing; cultural resources; tribal cultural resources; greenhouse gas emissions; wind;
shadow; recreation; utilities and service systems; public services; biological resources;
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geology and soils; hydrology and water quality; hazards and hazardous materials; mineral
resources; energy; agriculture and forestry resources; and wildfire)
–

–

Appendix C: Transportation Supporting Information


Appendix C1: Travel Demand Memorandum



Appendix C2: Transit Assessment Memorandum

Appendix D: Noise Supporting Information


Appendix D1: Construction Noise Model Output



Appendix D2: Traffic Noise Model Output



Appendix D3: Calculations of Long-Term Noise Metrics



Appendix D4: Sound Level Meter Reports

–

Appendix E: Air Quality Technical Memorandum

–

Appendix F: Water Supply Assessment

–

Appendix G: Biological Resources Supporting Information

–

Appendix H: Balboa Park Station Area Plan PEIR Mitigation Measures
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CHAPTER 2

Project Description
2.A Project Overview
The proposed Balboa Reservoir Project is located on a 17.6-acre site in the West of Twin Peaks area
of south central San Francisco (see Figure 2-1, Location Map). The site is north of the Ocean Avenue
commercial district, west of the City College of San Francisco Ocean Campus, east of the Westwood
Park neighborhood, and south of Archbishop Riordan High School. The project site is owned by
the City and County of San Francisco (City) under the jurisdiction of the San Francisco Public
Utilities Commission (SFPUC). The City, acting by and through the SFPUC, selected Reservoir
Community Partners LLC (a joint venture between BRIDGE Housing Corporation [a nonprofit
affordable housing developer] and Avalon Bay Communities) to act as master developer for the
project site.19 The proposed project would develop the site with mixed-income housing, open
space, a childcare facility/community room available for public use, retail space, on- and off-street
parking, and new streets, utilities, and other infrastructure. This subsequent environmental impact
report (SEIR) will analyze two different sets of options for the site’s residential density to capture
a range of possible development on the project site: The first is the Developer’s Proposed Option
(1,100 dwelling units), proposed by Reservoir Community Partners LLC. The second is the
Additional Housing Option (1,550 dwelling units), developed by the City to fulfill the objectives of
the San Francisco General Plan (the general plan) to maximize affordable housing and housing in
transit-rich neighborhoods. Development under each of the two options would entail the same
land uses and street configurations, and similar site plans.
Under each option, the proposed project would amend the general plan and the San Francisco
Planning Code, and would create a new Balboa Reservoir Special Use District (SUD). The special
use district would establish land use zoning controls and incorporate design standards and
guidelines for the site. The San Francisco Zoning Map would be amended to show changes from
the current zoning (P [Public]) to the proposed zoning and would modify the existing height limits
of 40 to 65 feet to heights of up to 78 feet in the Developer’s Proposed Option and up to 88 feet in
the Additional Housing Option.

19

The build-out of the development would involve additional partner firms, including nonprofits Mission
Housing Development Corporation and Habitat for Humanity of Greater San Francisco, along with Pacific
Union Development Company.
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2. Project Description
2.A. Project Overview

Overall, the proposed project would construct up to approximately 1.8 million gross square feet
(gsf) of uses, including between approximately 1.3 and 1.5 million gsf of residential space (1,100 to
1,550 dwelling units plus residential amenities), approximately 10,000 gsf of community space
(childcare and a community room for public use), approximately 7,500 gsf of retail, up to 550
residential parking spaces and 750 public parking spaces in the Developer’s Proposed Option, and
up to 650 residential parking spaces (with no public parking spaces) in the Additional Housing
Option.20 The buildings would range in height from 25 to 78 feet in the Developer’s Proposed
Option and from 25 to 88 feet in the Additional Housing Option. Approximately 4 acres would be
devoted to publicly accessible open space under each option. Also under each option, the SFPUC
would retain ownership of an 80-foot-wide strip of land located along the southern edge of the site
where an underground water transmission pipeline is located.
The proposed project (both options) would include transportation and circulation changes,
including the extension of existing north–south Lee Avenue across the site, and a new internal
street network. The project would include a roadway network that would be accessible for people
walking, including people with disabilities, bicycling, and driving. The project would also include
new utility infrastructure to supply the site with potable water, wastewater collection, stormwater
collection and treatment, electricity, natural gas, and communications.
The proposed project also includes four variants that consider modifications to a limited feature or
aspect of the project (e.g., street and garage configurations). Each of the variants are described and
analyzed in SEIR Chapter 5, Variants. A brief description is provided under SEIR Section 2.F,
Project Variants, p. 2-38.
Construction of the proposed project is anticipated to occur in three main phases over the course
of six years, from 2021 to approximately 2027. The initial phase (Phase 0) would include grading,
excavation, and construction of site infrastructure over 12 months. During the initial portion of
Phase 0, the site may not be available for public parking due to mass grading activities. Two phases
of vertical construction would follow, each lasting approximately 24 to 30 months. During
construction of Phase 1, unused portions of the site would be paved to allow surface vehicular
parking until Phase 2 construction begins. During construction of Phase 2 and operation of Phase 1,
some surface vehicular parking areas would be available along streets constructed during Phase 1;
however, the public parking garage would not be yet available, as it would be under construction
during Phase 2. Public parking would be accommodated in the public parking garage (under the
Developer’s Proposed Option), when it is completed.

20

Gross square feet includes residential circulation and common area, and it is different from the planning code
definition.
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2.B Project Objectives
2.B.1 Project Objectives
The City and County of San Francisco and the SFPUC, as the current owner of the project site, and
Reservoir Community Partners LLC, the project sponsor, seek to fulfill the following shared
objectives associated with the Balboa Reservoir project:


Implement the goals of the City’s 2014 Public Land for Housing program and the Surplus
Public Lands Initiative (Proposition K), passed by the voters in November 2015, by replacing
an underused surface parking lot located on surplus public land with a substantial amount of
new housing, including a high percentage of affordable housing.



Implement the objectives and goals of the General Plan Housing Element and of the 2009
Balboa Park Station Area Plan that calls for the development of a mixed-use residential
neighborhood on the west reservoir to address the citywide demand for housing.



Contribute to the City’s goal of creating 5,000 housing units each year on a site specifically
identified in the general plan for additional housing in close proximity to local and regional
public transportation by maximizing the number of housing units in the project.



Build a high-quality residential community with a wide range of building types and heights,
and a range of dwelling unit type and tenure, which will provide new residents with the
greatest variety of housing options.



Build a mixed-income community with a high percentage of affordable units to provide
housing options for households at a range of income levels, and by doing so facilitate a
neighborhood that fosters personal connections across income ranges.



Replace the reservoir’s abandoned infrastructure with new infrastructure improvements, including
new streets and sidewalks, bicycle and pedestrian amenities, pedestrian paseos and multiuse paths,
water, sewer and gas/electric utilities, new fire hydrant infrastructure and an extension of the City’s
Auxiliary Water Supply System (AWSS), and community facilities including one new public park,
another major open space, a community center, and a childcare facility.



Establish pedestrian and bicycle connections from the project site to adjacent neighborhoods
including City College of San Francisco, Ocean Avenue, Sunnyside and Westwood Park, and
increase and improve pedestrian access to transit connections in the area including Bay Area
Rapid Transit (BART), Municipal Railway (Muni) light-rail and bus lines, and Muni’s City
College Terminal.21



As stated in the City’s Balboa Reservoir Request for Proposals, work with City College to
address parking needs by identifying substitute parking and transportation solutions.



Develop a project that is financially feasible and able to support the financial investment that
will be required to realize it, including equity and debt return levels that will be required by
investors and lenders to finance residential developments, as well as eligibility for required
federal, state, regional, and local sources of subsidy for infrastructure and utility construction
and affordable housing.

21

The City College Terminal was formerly known as the Phelan Loop.
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The City and SFPUC have the following additional objective:


Provide SFPUC’s water utility ratepayers with fair market value for this utility land asset as
required by the city’s charter and applicable law.

2.C Background
SEIR Chapter 1, Introduction, presents a detailed discussion of the area plan approval process,
prior environmental review of the area plan, and the relationship of this SEIR to the Balboa Park
Station Area Plan [Program] Environmental Impact Report (area plan PEIR, or PEIR). The
following provides a description of the project site development background.

2.C.1 Public Lands for Housing and Proposition K
The City established a Public Land for Housing program in 2014 (formerly the Public Sites
Program), wherein City agencies examined underutilized City-owned sites for housing potential.
The interagency committee site selection process was informed by the general plan, Planning Code
section 101.1(b), the Surplus City Property Ordinance (San Francisco Administrative Code
chapter 23A), San Francisco Charter section 8A.115 (the Transit First Policy), the San Francisco
Health Care Services Master Plan, San Francisco Municipal Transportation Agency’s (SFMTA’s)
Real Estate & Facilities Vision for the 21st Century, the SFPUC Land Use Framework, and the City
& County of San Francisco Consolidated Plan. In 2014, the City, in coordination with a robust
public outreach process, selected the Balboa Reservoir as the first site identified for housing
through this process.
In April 2015, the San Francisco Board of Supervisors established the Balboa Reservoir Community
Advisory Committee to solicit public input for the site. Between August 2015 and September 2016,
the Balboa Reservoir Community Advisory Committee and the City developed the Balboa Reservoir
Development Principles & Parameters. The principles and parameters guided the selection process
of a developer partner to finance and construct a residential development at the site.
In November 2015, the San Francisco electorate approved Proposition K. The ballot measure
expanded allowable uses of surplus public land to include affordable housing. Under
Proposition K, surplus property developments with 200 or more units would allow mixed-income
projects and would also require at least 33 percent of the housing in each such development to be
made permanently affordable to low- and moderate-income households.

2.C.2 Competitive Solicitation and Exclusive Negotiation
Agreement
In November 2016, the City, through the SFPUC, issued a request for qualifications to initiate a
developer solicitation and selection process. Out of nine request for qualifications respondents, the
City identified three development teams most qualified to develop the project site. In March 2017
the City invited these development teams to submit comprehensive proposals in response to a
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request for proposals. The request for proposals panel selected Reservoir Community Partners
LLC, and in August 2017 recommended its selection to the SFPUC general manager.
The City and Reservoir Community Partners LLC entered into an exclusive negotiating agreement,
as authorized by SFPUC Commission resolution no. 17-0225 in November 2017. In April 2018, the
San Francisco Board of Supervisors adopted resolution no. 85-18, finding the proposed
development of the Balboa Reservoir site to be fiscally feasible under San Francisco Administrative
Code chapter 29. This resolution authorized the filing of the environmental application and the San
Francisco Planning Department to undertake environmental review as required by San Francisco
Administrative Code chapter 31 and the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA).

2.D Project Setting
2.D.1 Balboa Park Station Area Plan
The City adopted the area plan into the general plan in May 2009. The Balboa Reservoir project site
comprises the central portion of the plan area, as shown in Figure 2-1, p. 2-2. The 210-acre plan area
is generally bounded by parcels along the northern edge of Ocean Avenue, the southern boundary
of Archbishop Riordan High School, Judson Avenue and Havelock Street to the north; the
northeastern edge of City College, and San Jose and Delano avenues to the east; Niagara and Mount
Vernon avenues, and parcels along the southern edges of Geneva and Ocean avenues to the south;
and Manor Drive to the west.
The area plan’s objectives and policies were developed to implement a set of land use and zoning
controls; urban design and architectural guidelines; and transportation/infrastructure, streetscape,
and open space improvements that would enhance the overall urban environment and encourage
new development, particularly housing and neighborhood-serving commercial uses.22 The area
plan PEIR estimated that implementation of the area plan would result in a net increase of 1,780
residential units and 104,620 net new gsf of commercial development in the plan area by 2025.23 As
of September 2018, 273 dwelling units and 40,904 gsf of commercial uses have been built in the
plan area. Excluding the proposed Balboa Reservoir project, an additional 209 dwelling units and
10,995 gsf of commercial uses are under construction or review in the plan area.24
The project site is the western portion of the larger Balboa Reservoir basin. The area plan includes
policies to develop the east basin with classroom, administrative, a performing arts center, and
other uses in accordance with City College’s master plan; and policies to develop the west basin
(the project site) with residential and open space uses, and to prioritize affordable housing.25

22
23
24

25

City and County of San Francisco, Balboa Park Station Area Plan Final Environmental Impact Report, December 4, 2008.
City and County of San Francisco, Balboa Park Station Area Plan Final Environmental Impact Report, December 4, 2008.
San Francisco Planning Department, Development Status of Balboa Park Area Plan Land Use Program – Updated
May 2019, May, 2019.
In 2010, the east basin, also known as the “upper basin,” was filled and its grade raised to match surrounding
terrain to the east.

August 2019

2-6

Balboa Reservoir Project Draft SEIR
Case No. 2018-007883ENV

2. Project Description
2.D. Project Setting

2.D.2 Project Site
The project site is a 17.6-acre rectangular parcel and encompasses Assessor’s Block 3180/Lot 190.
As shown in Figure 2-2, Project Site and Adjacent Uses, the site is bounded by City College to the
east, Archbishop Riordan High School to the north, the Westwood Park neighborhood to the west,
and mixed-use multifamily residential development along Ocean Avenue to the south. The site is
less than 0.25 mile north of Ocean Avenue, the primary retail corridor in the Ingleside-Westwood
Park neighborhood.

Balboa Reservoir Background
The project site is the western portion of a once-larger 28-acre Balboa Reservoir site. In 1957, the
San Francisco Water Department (now the SFPUC) began excavation with water storage in mind,
creating north and south basins separated by an east–west berm. The SFPUC never filled or used
the basins for water storage. In 2011–2012, a series of land transfers between various public
agencies resulted in the reconfiguration of the SFPUC’s original Balboa Reservoir land holdings.
The City removed the east–west berm and reconfigured the 28-acre property into western and
eastern portions. City College now owns the 10.4-acre east basin, and the City, through the SFPUC,
owns the 17.6-acre west basin (the project site). City College filled and developed the east basin in
2010 with a surface parking lot and its four-story Multi-Use Building.

Existing Uses
The project site is bounded on three sides by sloping western, northern, and eastern edges that
surround a sunken paved surface at the center. It is bounded on the southern side by mixed-use
development along Ocean Avenue. An approximately 30-foot-tall earthen berm is located at the
western edge of the property. The asphalt-paved surface is relatively level with a slope of 0 to
5 percent, sloping gently up from west to east. There is an approximately 18- and 30-foot increase in
elevation between the project site bottom and the top of the eastern and northern slopes, respectively.
Along the southern boundary of the site is an 80-foot-wide section of the parcel where a high-pressure
underground pipeline maintained by the SFPUC is located (SFPUC right-of-way). The pipeline runs
east–west and delivers water across San Francisco. Uses within the right-of-way are subject to SFPUC
standards and regulations, which prohibit the placement of permanent structures above water and
wastewater assets (such as pipelines). These regulations are considered in the proposed project
configuration and further described in Section 2.E.8, Transportation and Circulation Plan.
The site does not contain any permanent structures and currently contains 1,007 surface vehicular
parking spaces. The lot provides overflow vehicular parking for City College students, faculty, and
staff.26 A cargo storage container is located on the west side of the site, at the foot of the berm slope. The
parking lot is entirely paved with no vegetation. The western and northern slopes contain scattered
trees and shrubs, with paved pathways along the tops of these slopes. Paved walkways, stairs,
vegetation, and lighting are located on the eastern slope, providing pedestrian connections between the
project site and adjacent City College property containing parking and the Multi-Use Building.

26

City College uses the site under a revocable license granted by the SFPUC.
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2. Project Description
2.D. Project Setting

Direct vehicular access into and out of the site is provided along the north side of the east basin by
an east–west access road immediately south of Archbishop Riordan High School, and accessed
from Frida Kahlo Way (formerly Phelan Avenue).

2.D.3 Zoning and Land Use Designations
Zoning
The project site is within a P (Public) Use District and located in 40-X and 65-A Height and Bulk
Districts (see Figure 2-3, Existing Zoning on Project Site). The project site is within the central
portion of the Balboa Park Station Plan Area (see Figure 2-1, p. 2-2). The City adopted the area plan
in 2009, but the City did not rezone the site as part of plan adoption.

General Plan Land Use Designation
The project site is currently designated P (Public Use) in the Balboa Park Station Area Plan of the
general plan.

2.D.4 Existing Streets and Public Transit
Major roadways in the project vicinity include Ocean Avenue, a major east–west roadway,
approximately 0.1 mile to the south, Frida Kahlo Way, a north–south roadway 0.1 mile to the east,
and the north-south-running I-280 freeway, located about 0.3 mile to the east. The site is less than
0.1 mile from a number of Muni stops at Ocean and Lee avenues, including the KT Ingleside/ Third
Street Muni line, and the 29 Sunset, along with overnight service on the 91 Third Street and K Owl.
The site is less than 0.2 mile away from the Muni stops at City College Terminal, including the 8
Bayshore, 8BX Bayshore Express, and 49 Van Ness/Mission. The site is also approximately 0.5 mile
from the Balboa Park BART Station with its East Bay and Peninsula lines and which also has stops
for the KT-Ingleside/Third Street, K Owl, J and M light rail lines, along with bus routes 43 Masonic,
54 Felton, 88 BART Shuttle, 8 Bayshore, 8BX Bayshore, 49 Van Ness/Mission, and 91 Third Street.

2.D.5 Adjacent Uses
Land uses immediately surrounding the project site consist primarily of mixed-use commercial
and residential buildings, high school buildings and athletic fields, surface parking lots, City
College’s four-story Multi-Use Building, and single- and two-story single-family housing (see
Figure 2-2, p. 2-8).
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Figure 2-3
Existing Zoning on Project Site

2. Project Description
2.D. Project Setting

City College of San Francisco Ocean Campus
The 67.4-acre City College Ocean Campus is to the east and includes academic and support
buildings, commons, open spaces, walkways and roads, and parking facilities. City College is a
public, two-year community college that serves approximately 70,000 students each year at its
Ocean Campus, eight centers, and various other instructional sites throughout San Francisco. The
Ocean Campus serves approximately 60 percent of City College’s total full time equivalent
students, with the remaining balance served at the other centers.27 City College’s Ocean Campus
contains approximately 732,600 square feet of existing building space that includes classrooms,
labs, offices, library, study space, and other support spaces (e.g., gym, food service, and health
service).28
The campus is roughly bounded by the project site to the west, Archbishop Riordan High School
and Judson Avenue to the north, Ocean Avenue to the south, and I-280 to the east. The westernmost area of the Ocean Campus, which comprises the eastern portion of the Balboa Reservoir,
contains approximately 1,167-space surface vehicle parking spaces for students, faculty, and staff,
and the Multi-Use Building. The Multi-Use Building is located on the southeast portion of the east
basin and includes academic counseling services, health education, and other outreach and
resource centers.

Archbishop Riordan High School
Directly north of the project site is the approximately 9.4-acre Archbishop Riordan High School
campus, a private Catholic all-male high school that opened in 1949. The campus is bounded by
Judson Avenue to the north, Frida Kahlo Way to the east, Westwood Park to the west, and the east–
west access road to the proposed project site to the south. The high school has a student population
of approximately 680 day and boarding students. The school’s campus contains two- and threestory buildings, athletic fields, and a parking lot.

Westwood Park
The Westwood Park residential neighborhood is to the west of the project site and includes
approximately 650 one- to two-story bungalow-style homes, generally dating from the 1920s. The
neighborhood’s systematic street layout generally contains curved roads that form larger ovals
within the neighborhood. Miramar Avenue bisects the Westwood Park neighborhood, connecting
Ocean Avenue from the south to Monterey Boulevard from the north.

Ocean Avenue Development
Directly south of the project site are three multifamily mixed-use commercial and residential
buildings, each with neighborhood-serving retail uses at the ground floor and four stories of
27

28

City College of San Francisco, Facilities Master Plan Final Draft, March 18, 2019, https://www.ccsf.edu/en/aboutcity-college/administration/vcfa/facilities_planning/facilities-master-plan.html, accessed June 7, 2019. The master plan
was adopted at the City College Board of Trustees meeting on March 21, 2019.
City College of San Francisco, CCSF Facilities Master Plan Board of Trustees Update, April 27, 2017,
https://www.ccsf.edu/dam/Organizational_Assets/About_CCSF/Admin/facilities_planning/2017FMP/20170427FMPUp
dateBoT/2017.0427_IV.%20A%20FMP%20Update.pdf, accessed October 15, 2018.
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2. Project Description
2.E. Project Characteristics

residential units above. The building at 1100 Ocean Avenue is bounded by Lee Avenue to the west,
Ocean Avenue to the south, San Francisco Fire Department Station 15 to the east, and Balboa
Reservoir to the north. This site is a mixed-use development with residential above ground floor
retail and public open space (Unity Plaza). The two buildings at 1150–2000 Ocean Avenue are
bounded by Ingleside Branch Library and courtyard (under the SFPUC’s jurisdiction) to the west,
Ocean Avenue to the south, Lee Avenue to the east, and the Balboa Reservoir to the north. This site
is a mixed-use development with residential above ground floor retail.

Other Uses
The Ingleside Branch of the San Francisco Public Library is located on Ocean Avenue less than
100 feet from the project’s southwestern border. The library has an outdoor courtyard and garden
(under the SFPUC’s jurisdiction) that is open to the public during library hours, and includes seating
areas, a play-to-learn area for children, fencing, gates, and landscaping. Unity Plaza, located at the
corner of Ocean Avenue and City College Terminal, approximately 200 feet from the project site’s
southeastern border, is a landscaped, publicly accessible open space with benches, pedestrian
lighting, artistic pavement, a domed play structure, and photography displays depicting the history
of the area. The space serves as a pedestrian link between Muni's KT-Ingleside/Third Street stop on
Ocean Avenue, the City College campus, and the City College Terminal Muni bus terminal.
San Francisco Fire Department Station 15 is located on the corner of Ocean Avenue and Frida Kahlo
Way approximately 500 feet from the project site’s southeastern border.

2.E Project Characteristics
The proposed project would rezone the site and establish development controls for the
development of mixed-income housing, open space, community facilities, small retail, parking,
streets, and other infrastructure. The project would include amendments to the general plan and
the planning code, and would create a new Balboa Reservoir SUD. The special use district would
establish land use zoning controls and incorporate design standards and guidelines for the site.
The Zoning Map would be amended to show changes from the current use district (P [Public]) to
the proposed special use district. The existing height limits of 40 to 65 feet would be modified to
varying heights up to 78 feet in the Developer’s Proposed Option and up to 88 feet in the
Additional Housing Option, as measured by the planning code. (The planning code permits minor
rooftop appurtenances, such as elevator and stair penthouses to exceed height limits.) The
proposed project would include new publicly accessible open space, transportation and circulation
changes, and new utilities and other infrastructure. Transportation and circulation changes would
include the extension of the existing north–south Lee Avenue across the site and a new internal
street network. The project would include a roadway network to be accessible for people walking,
including people with disabilities, bicycling, and driving.
This SEIR, including the initial study, analyzes two different options for the site’s residential
density to capture a range of possible development on the project site. The two options are the
Developer’s Proposed Option of 1,100 dwelling units, and the Additional Housing Option of
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1,550.29 Overall, the proposed project would construct up to approximately 1.6 million gsf of
development in the Developer’s Proposed Option, or 1.8 million gsf of development in the
Additional Housing Option. The Developer’s Proposed Option includes a 750-space public parking
garage, and the Additional Housing Option does not include a public parking garage.
Development under each of the project options would entail the same land uses and street
configurations, and similar site plans. Both project options could include approximately 7,500 gsf
of retail space such as a café provided on the ground level of Block30 A, C, D, E, or F to help activate
the approximately 2-acre central park open space area. Under both options, the ground floor of
Block B would contain approximately 10,000 gsf of childcare and community space. Additional
information on the project options is provided below.
Table 2-1, Balboa Reservoir Project Characteristics, summarizes the project characteristics of the
two proposed project options, including the types and amounts of land uses, proposed dwelling
units, building heights, vehicle and bicycle parking, and other features. In this SEIR, the term
“proposed project” is used when project features of the Developer’s Proposed Option and the
Additional Housing Option would be the same.

2.E.1 Developer’s Proposed Option
The Developer’s Proposed Option would include up to 1.64 million gsf in new construction on 10
Blocks (Figure 2-4, Developer’s Proposed Option Site Plan and Height Ranges). Construction
under this option would provide 1,100 residential units totaling about 1.3 million gsf. Housing
would be provided on each block. A total of up to 50 percent of the new units would be designated
affordable to persons earning between 55 and 120 percent of the area median income, depending
on market surveys, funding source restrictions and other stakeholder input on the affordable
housing plan. Affordable housing would be distributed throughout the site. For purposes of this
SEIR, the unit mix is assumed to be 40 percent studio/one bedroom units and 60 percent two-ormore-bedroom units. Figure 2-5, Ground Floor Use Plan for Developer’s Proposed Option,
presents the proposed ground floor use plan at the project site. With the exception of the townhome
blocks (Blocks TH1 and TH2), the ground floor areas on all blocks could include common spaces,
building lobbies, residential units, as well as utility and parking access. As shown in Figure 2-5, the
ground floor of Block B would contain approximately 10,000 gsf of childcare and community
space. Approximately 7,500 gsf of retail space, including a café, could be provided on the ground
level of Block A, C, D, E, or F.

29

30

In an effort to fulfill general plan objectives to maximize affordable housing and housing in transit-rich
neighborhoods, the City developed a policy assumption consisting of 1,550 dwelling units (the Additional
Housing Option) that envisions more housing for all incomes than the Developer’s Proposed Option.
For purposes of this SEIR, “Blocks” represent areas proposed for individual buildings or a group of
townhomes (e.g., TH1).
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TABLE 2-1
BALBOA RESERVOIR PROJECT CHARACTERISTICS
Developer’s Proposed Option
Project Characteristic

Proposed Land Use Program

Additional Housing Option
Metric

Area (gross square feet)

Area (gross square feet)

1,283,000

1,588,000

Commercial (retail)

7,500

7,500

Community facilities (childcare
and community room for public
use)

10,000

10,000

339,900 (residential and public)

231,000 (residential only)

1,640,400

1,836,500

Residential

Parking
Total Building Area

Number

Percentage
(approximate)

Number

Percentage
(approximate)

Studio and 1-bedroom

440

40%

620

40%

2- and 3-bedroom

660

60%

930

60%

1,100

100%

1,550

100%

Proposed Dwelling Units

Total Dwelling Units

Proposed Parking
Vehicle Parking Spaces
Car share spaces
Bicycle parkinga

Number

Number

1,300 [550 residential + 750 public garage]
7 minimum

650 [residential only]
12 minimum

936

1,100

75

80

1,011

1,180

Area (gross square feet)

Area (gross square feet)

174,240

174,240

Bicycle parking class 1
Bicycle parking class 2
Total Bicycle Parking

Open Space
Publicly accessible open space
Private open space

36 square feet per unit if located on balcony, or 48 square feet per unit if commonly
accessible to residents

Building Characteristics
Stories

2 to 7 stories

2 to 8 stories

Height

25 to 78 feet

25 to 88 feet

Ground floor

Blocks A through H could include residential
units, lobbies, retail, and common space.
Block B would include childcare and
community space.

Blocks A through J could include
residential units, lobbies, retail, and
common space. Block B would
include childcare and community
space.

Basements

Blocks A through H would allow but not
require one below-grade level of vehicle
parking spaces.

Blocks A through J would allow but
not require one below-grade level
of vehicle parking spaces.

SOURCES: Reservoir Community Partners LLC, 2018; San Francisco Planning Department, 2018.
NOTE:
a Planning Code section 155.1(a) defines class 1 bicycle spaces as “spaces in secure, weather-protected facilities intended for use as
long-term, overnight, and workday bicycle storage by dwelling unit residents, nonresidential occupants, and employees” and defines
class 2 bicycle spaces as “spaces located in a publicly accessible, highly visible location intended for transient or short-term use by
visitors, guests, and patrons to the building or use.”
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Figure 2-4: Developer’s Proposed Option Site Plan and Height Ranges

Figure 2-4
Developer’s Proposed Option Site Plan and Height Ranges
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Figure 2-5
Ground Floor Use Plan for Developer’s Proposed Option
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2.E.2 Additional Housing Option
Development under the Additional Housing Option would include up to 1.8 million gsf in new
construction on 12 blocks (Figure 2-6, Additional Housing Option Site Plan and Height Ranges).
Construction under this assumption would provide 1,550 residential units totaling about
1.5 million gsf on all 12 blocks. Under this option and as shown in Figure 2-6, four-story stacked
townhomes are proposed on Blocks I and J, which would be one story taller than the Developer’s
Proposed Option for the same area. Under the Additional Housing Option, a four- to five-story
residential building is proposed on Block H. With the exception of the townhome blocks
(Blocks TH1, TH2, I, and J), the ground floor areas on all blocks could include residential units,
common spaces, and building lobbies, as well as utility and parking access. For purposes of this
SEIR, the unit mix is assumed to be 40 percent studio/one bedroom units and 60 percent two-ormore-bedroom units. Figure 2-7, Ground Floor Use Plan for Additional Housing Option,
presents the proposed ground floor use plan for this option.

2.E.3 Building Heights
Figure 2-4 and Figure 2-6 present the proposed height limits for the Developer’s Proposed and
Additional Housing Options, respectively. The proposed project would include amendments to the
Zoning Map to modify the existing height limits to up to 78 feet in the Developer’s Proposed Option
and to up to 88 feet in the Additional Housing Option. As shown in Figure 2-4 and Figure 2-6, the
proposed height limits for both options would generally step up from west to east across the project
site, with lower permitted heights being adjacent to the Westwood Park neighborhood and greater
permitted heights nearer to Lee Avenue, City College, and the existing multistory development along
Ocean Avenue. In general, most buildings under the Additional Housing Option would be one story
taller than the Developer’s Proposed Option. The maximum building heights for the Developer’s
Proposed Option would generally be 25 to 78 feet, and the maximum building heights for the
Additional Housing Option would generally be 25 to 88 feet. Figure 2-8, Site Sections, is a
representative north–south and east–west illustration of the site for both project options.

2.E.4 Design Standards and Guidelines
As part of the proposed special use district, the planning department would adopt design
standards and guidelines for building design, streets and circulation, utilities and infrastructure,
open space, and the public realm. Standards would be measurable and include quantitative design
specifications that developers would have to meet. Guidelines would be qualitative that the
developers would be required to follow to the maximum extent possible. The design standards and
guidelines would establish controls for bulk restriction, articulation and modulation, building
materials and treatment, building frontage utilization, setbacks, design parameters for open space,
streets, and parking and loading standards. Certain architecture requirements would apply to the
entire project site and others would be block-specific. The design standards and guidelines would
require street trees to be planted in appropriate locations to create new landscape compatible with
the proposed project. The proposed planning code amendments included in the special use district
and the design standards and guidelines would together guide and control all development at the
project site after the project obtains entitlements.
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Figure 2-6: Height District Plan - Proposed City Policy Option
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Figure 2-7
Ground Floor Use Plan for Additional Housing Option
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The project site includes property overlying water and wastewater assets that would retain its public
“P” zoning designation. Such property and its use would be governed by a license that SFPUC would
grant to the project sponsor and would be subject to SFPUC regulations governing uses in such areas
and additional provisions of the design standards and guidelines as determined by SFPUC.
In addition to AvalonBay Communities and Bridge Housing, build-out of the project site would
involve additional partner firms. Each of the developers would be bound by the design standards
and guidelines. The City would evaluate subsequent submittals of proposed building designs for
consistency with both the special use district and the design standards and guidelines.

2.E.5 Open Space Improvements
As shown in Figure 2-9, Proposed Open Space Plan, and further described below, the proposed
project would provide approximately 4 acres of publicly accessible open space. The open spaces
and parks would be connected by new internal networks such as pedestrian passages, sidewalks,
and roadways. The proposed pedestrian network is described under SEIR Section 2.E.8,
Transportation and Circulation Plan, p. 2-26. The proposed project would also include balconies,
rooftops, and courtyards accessible only to building occupants, as well as publicly accessible open
space. The City and sponsor would detail the shape and design of open spaces in the design
standards and guidelines.

Central Park
This proposed approximately 2-acre park would be located at the center of the project site,
generally surrounded by Blocks C, D, E, and F. Potential programming could include a multiuse
lawn and terraces, a playground, community garden, picnic area, stormwater gardens and a terrace
overlooking the park from the community room.

SFPUC Open Space
South of Blocks A and B abutting the south side of the project site is the 80-foot-wide section of the
parcel that contains a large underground water main. SFPUC regulations state that no structures,
trees, or woody shrubs are allowed above water and wastewater assets.31 The City, through the
SFPUC, would continue to own the space for utility use. The sponsor proposes this area to serve as
an active flexible urban recreation space subject to a license from the SFPUC. Thus, the space could
potentially accommodate both the SFPUC's utility use and temporary programming such as a
farmers market, sports court, childcare overflow play area, and multiuse lawn.

31

The SFPUC Asset Protection Standards are regulations that provide guidance to projects in the public right-ofway to protect, maintain the intended function, maintain system performance and level of service
requirements, and minimize the risk of damage of SFPUC assets while still being accessible for regular and
emergency operations and maintenance. The standards prohibit the placement of permanent structures above
water and wastewater assets (such as pipelines).
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Figure 2-9: Proposed Open Space Plan

Figure 2-9
Proposed Open Space Plan
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Gateway Landscape
The proposed 0.15-acre landscaped area would be located at the project site’s entrance east of the
Lee Avenue and South Street intersection.

2.E.6 Vehicle Parking and Loading
Under both project options, all blocks would be allowed, but not required, to provide parking below
grade or at ground level wrapped with active uses (e.g., residential, retail, or childcare). As shown in
Table 2-1, p. 2-14, the Developer’s Proposed Option and Additional Housing Option include a different
number of off-street vehicle parking spaces. With the exception of the townhomes, all residential
parking would be unbundled.32 The differences between the two project options are as follows:


Developer’s Proposed Option: The Developer’s Proposed Option would provide a total of up to
1,300 off-street vehicle parking spaces. Figure 2-10, Developer’s Proposed Option Parking
Facilities and Street Parking Plan, illustrates the proposed off-street parking locations. Up to
550 off-street parking spaces for project residents may be located in parking garages below grade
at Blocks C, D, F, and G and in the townhomes. In addition to resident parking, the Developer’s
Proposed Option would include a below-grade multilevel public garage of up to 750 spaces
located under Blocks A and B and accessed from South Street. The Developer’s Proposed Option
would include a minimum of seven car-share parking spaces located on streets and in buildings.
In addition, the Developer’s Proposed Option would include approximately six on-street freight
loading areas and approximately eight passenger loading areas along the internal streets.



Additional Housing Option: The Additional Housing Option would provide a total of up to
650 off-street parking spaces for the residents. Figure 2-11, Additional Housing Option
Parking Facilities and Street Parking Plan, illustrates the proposed off-street parking
locations. Up to 650 residential parking spaces for the project could be located in parking
garages at or below grade at Blocks A, B, C, D, F, and G. A public parking garage is not
proposed as part of this project option. The Additional Housing Option would include a
minimum of 12 car-share parking spaces located on streets and in buildings. Vehicle parking
would also be available along the internal streets. In addition, the Additional Housing Option
would include approximately six on-street freight loading areas and approximately eight
passenger loading areas along the internal streets.

2.E.7 Bicycle Parking
Both project options would provide: class 1 bicycle parking spaces located either on the ground
floor or in the first below-grade level of each building in the locations compliant with the planning
code; and class 2 bicycle parking spaces, all of which would be located in the right-of-way adjacent
to each building or in the publicly accessible open space.33 The Developer’s Proposed Option would
provide at least 936 class 1 and 75 class 2 bicycle parking spaces. The Additional Housing Option
would provide at least 1,100 class 1 and 80 class 2 bicycle parking spaces.

32

33

Private parking spaces are leased or sold separately from dwelling units, allowing residents or tenants the
option of renting or buying a parking space at an additional cost.
Planning Code section 155.1(a) defines class 1 bicycle spaces as “spaces in secure, weather-protected facilities
intended for use as long-term, overnight, and workday bicycle storage by dwelling unit residents, nonresidential
occupants, and employees” and defines class 2 bicycle spaces as “spaces located in a publicly accessible, highly
visible location intended for transient or short-term use by visitors, guests, and patrons to the building or use.”
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Figure 2-10: Developer’s Proposed Option Parking facilities and Street Parking Plan

Figure 2-10
Developer’s Proposed Option Parking Facilities and Street Parking Plan
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Figure 2-11: Additional Housing Option Parking Facilities and Street Parking Plan

Figure 2-11
Additional Housing Option Parking Facilities and Street Parking Plan
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2.E.8 Transportation and Circulation Plan
Vehicular access to the project site would be provided via the intersection of Ocean and Lee
avenues from the south, and the access road that would connect to the north end of the project site
via Frida Kahlo Way (formerly Phelan Avenue) from the north. Lee Avenue would be extended,
as described below, along the eastern project site border and connect to proposed interior streets
(see Figure 2-12, Proposed Street Type Plan).
The proposed interior streets, which would include the extension of Lee Avenue and new streets
designated North, South, and West streets, would be designed according to the principles of the
Better Streets Plan.34 The new internal streets would include street trees and other streetscape
elements to encourage walking, biking, and access to nearby public transit. The street network
would also provide access for delivery and emergency vehicles, and on-street freight and
passenger loading areas.


Lee Avenue between Ocean Avenue and the Project Site. Lee Avenue between Ocean Avenue
and the project site is an existing 56-foot-wide right-of-way with one travel lane in each
direction and currently terminates at the southeast corner of the project site. Sidewalks on the
east and west side of Lee Avenue between the project site and Ocean Avenue are 8 feet wide
and 6 feet wide, respectively, including a 3- to 4-foot-wide planting strip. As shown in
Figure 2-13a, Proposed Street Section (Lee Avenue between Ocean Avenue and the Project
Site), the proposed project would include one 10-foot-wide northbound lane and would
reconfigure the southbound Lee Avenue approach to Ocean Avenue from one all-movement
lane to one 10-foot-wide southbound through/right-turn lane and one 10-foot-wide
southbound left-turn lane with a class III shared roadway35 bicycle facility (sharrows). This
change from two travel lanes to three travel lanes (with shared bicycle access) would preclude
the use of curb space along Lee Avenue for freight loading, as currently occurs, because trucks
stopped for loading would obstruct one of the travel lanes. Also as part of the project,
sidewalks on either side of Lee Avenue between Ocean Avenue and the project site would be
widened.



Lee Avenue. The proposed project would extend Lee Avenue along the east side of the site.36
Lee Avenue would include one travel lane in each direction. As shown in Figure 2-13b,
Proposed Street Section (Lee Avenue), Lee Avenue would include an approximately 10-footwide vehicle travel lane in each direction, approximately 12-foot-wide sidewalks, and an 8foot-wide parking lane on both sides of the street. The Lee Avenue right-of-way would be
approximately 72 feet wide. In the sidewalks, a 6.5-foot-wide throughway zone would be
buffered from vehicular traffic by a 6-foot-wide planting/furnishing strip. An 8-foot-wide
parking lane would be provided on the west side of the street. Lee Avenue would have class IV
facilities (protected bike lanes) in both directions between South Street and the north access
road. The functionality of the existing “exit only” driveway for Archbishop Riordan High
School west of the Lee Avenue and north access road intersection would be maintained. The
street connecting the “exit only” driveway to Lee Avenue would be 20 feet wide and one-way
eastbound. It would not be a continuous street from West Street (see Figure 2-12).

34
35
36

San Francisco Planning Department, San Francisco Better Streets Plan, adopted December 2010.
Bicycles share the travel lane with vehicles.
The Lee Avenue right-of-way would travel along what is currently the western boundary of the surface parking
lot behind City College’s Multi-Use Building; this portion of the existing parking lot is within the project site.
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Figure 2-12: Proposed Street Type Plan

Figure 2-12
Proposed Street Type Plan
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Figure 2-13a
Proposed Street Section
(Lee Avenue Between Ocean Avenue and the Project Site)
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Figure 2-13b
Proposed Street Section (Lee Avenue)
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A raised crossing with a rectangular rapid flashing beacon would be installed at the Lee
Avenue and SFPUC Open Space intersection as a traffic calming measure and to emphasize
pedestrian priority. Advance pedestrian warning signs and advance yield lines would be
placed to notify drivers of the raised crossing. At the south of the project site, Lee Avenue
would cross SFPUC’s 80-foot-wide right-of-way. No structures, street lights, poles, trees, or
woody shrubs would be installed along Lee Avenue over this SFPUC right-of-way due to the
presence of underlying pipelines.


North and South Streets. North and South streets would be east–west interior neighborhood
residential streets and would provide pedestrian, vehicular, and bike access to the individual
buildings. As shown in Figure 2-14, Proposed Street Section (North and South Streets), North
and South streets would have rights-of-way approximately 64 feet wide and would include a
single 12-foot-wide lane of travel in each direction. North and South streets would also include
8-foot-wide parking lanes and 12-foot-wide sidewalks on both sides of the street. In the
sidewalks, a 6-foot-wide throughway zone would be buffered from vehicular traffic by a 6foot-wide planting/furnishing strip. As shown in Figure 2-14, North Street would be located
between Blocks G and E/F, and South Street would be located between Blocks C/D and A/B.
North and South streets would be shared roadways that would include bicycle facilities.



West Street. West Street would be a north–south interior neighborhood residential street, and
would provide pedestrian, vehicular, and bike access to individual buildings and to the
townhome blocks. As shown in Figure 2-15, Proposed Street Section (West Street)), West
Street would include a 12.5-foot-wide single lane of travel in each direction and would have
an approximately 54-foot right-of-way. A 10.5-foot-wide sidewalk would be provided on both
sides of the street and an 8-foot-wide parking lane would be provided on the east side of the
street. This street would be a shared roadway that would include bicycle facilities. A raised
crossing would be installed at the central park open space entry point.

The street network designs would be required to undergo detailed design and review to ensure that they
are designed to meet city design standards. The street designs would be subject to approval by SFMTA,
San Francisco Department of Public Works, and the San Francisco Fire Department, along with other
city agencies, to ensure that the streets are designed consistent with city policies and design standards.
The interior streets would also be regulated by SFMTA with regard to loading and parking spaces.

Ocean Avenue Streetscape Modifications
As described above, the proposed project would extend Lee Avenue, which is currently a deadend street, into a through street. Currently, the dead-end configuration allows for loading activities
associated with Whole Foods (1150 Ocean Avenue) and other nearby retail and residential uses to
occur with minimal conflict. Some of this loading activity occurs in the No Parking zones on Lee
Avenue.37 The project extension to Lee Avenue would effectively reduce the existing supply of onstreet loading available to Whole Foods and other nearby uses. Therefore, as part of the proposed
project, five 21-foot-long metered parking spaces (totaling 105 feet) along the Ocean Avenue
frontage of 1150 Ocean Avenue would be converted to metered loading spaces between the hours

37

The existing 1150 Ocean Avenue loading operations currently do not fully adhere to the measures outlined in
the building’s Planning Commission conditions of approval. 1150 Ocean Avenue, Case No. 2006.0884CEU
Motion No. 17885, Hearing date: May 21, 2009, http://commissions.sfplanning.org/cpcpackets/2016-003525CUA.pdf,
accessed April 26, 2019.
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Figure 2-14
Proposed Street Section (North and South Streets)
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Figure 2-15
Proposed Street Section (West Street)
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of 6 a.m. and 2 p.m. (subject to SFMTA approval) to replace the loading activity that exists on the
existing dead-end segment of Lee Avenue. This proposed modification is analyzed in SEIR
Section 3.B, Transportation and Circulation.

Pedestrian and Bicycle Network
The proposed project would include a new pedestrian and bicycle network. As shown in Figure 2-16,
Proposed Dedicated and Shared Bicycle Circulation, the proposed project would include class II,
class III, or class IV bicycle facilities.38 Class IV facilities (protected bike lane) are proposed on Lee
Avenue between South Street and the north access road and shown in Figure 2-13a, p. 2-28. South of
South Street, Lee Avenue would gradually narrow to meet the existing 56-foot-wide right-of-way at
the project boundary and would have class II facilities (bicycle lanes) along this portion. As shown in
Figure 2-13b, p. 2-29, class III facilities (shared lanes) are proposed on Lee Avenue between the
project boundary and Ocean Avenue. Class III facilities (shared lanes) are proposed on North, South,
and West streets. Bicycle access to the project site would be via class III bicycle facilities on Ocean
Avenue, and via class II bike lanes on Frida Kahlo Way.
Figure 2-12, p. 2-27, illustrates the proposed pedestrian access and connections on the project site.
As shown in Figure 2-12 and Figure 2-16, p. 2-34, shared pedestrian and bicycle access to the site
would be provided at Brighton Avenue on the south side, and San Ramon Way on the west side of
the site. The project site would also be accessible via a shared pedestrian and bicycle connection
along the access road along the north of the east basin (City College property). Pedestrian access
to the site would also be provided at Unity Plaza (see Figure 2-12) and east of the Ingleside Branch
Library. As shown in Figure 2-12, the central park and SFPUC open space areas would be linked
by the landscaped shared pedestrian and bicycle passages through the site.39 The proposed
buildings and residential lobbies would be accessible from the interior streets, connected directly
to public sidewalks. The pedestrian and bicycle crossings at Lee Avenue and North, South, and
West streets may be raised slightly to emphasize the pedestrian priority of the open space network.
A representation of the proposed pedestrian paseos is included in Figure 2-17, Representative
Proposed Pedestrian Paseo Section.

Transportation Demand Management
The proposed project would include a transportation demand management (TDM) program that
would implement measures to reduce vehicle trips and encourage sustainable modes of
transportation. The TDM program may include both physical (e.g., bicycle and car-share parking)
and programmatic (e.g., incentives) measures.

38

39

Class II bikeways are bike lanes striped within the paved areas of roadways and established for the preferential
use of bicycles. Class III bikeways are signed biked routes that allow bicycles to share the travel lane with vehicles.
Class IV bikeways, often referred to as cycle tracks, are for the exclusive use of bicycles, physically separated from
motor traffic with a vertical feature. The separation may include, but is not limited to, grade separation, flexible
posts, inflexible barriers, or on-street parking.
SFPUC high-pressure water transmission pipelines are situated under the SFPUC Open Space and Unity Plaza
and prohibit the installation of any structures. The maintenance, repair, and installation of new pipelines may
temporarily disrupt the pedestrian and bicycle access over the SFPUC right-of-way.
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Figure 2-16: Proposed Dedicated and Shared Bicycle Circulation
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Proposed Dedicated and Shared Bicycle Circulation
2-34

sign / Brighton Paseo
an Ramon Paseo

Open Space Design / San Ramon Paseo

ASEO

SAN RAMON PASEO
PL

PL

50’ R.O.W.

TOWNHOUSE

30’ R.O.W.

TOWNHOUSE

TOWNHOUSE

TOWNHOUSE

30’ R.O.W.

PL

APARTMENT BUILDING

PL

30’ R.O.W.

TOWNHOUSE

PL

APARTMENT BUILDING

PL

PL

1
A

A

voir Design Standards and Guidelines
Standards and Guidelines

130

Figure 6.6 – 5: San Ramon Paseo Section

12’

9'-12'

PLANTING
ZONE

PLANTING
ZONE

SETBACK

Section 1

SETBACK

PEDESTRIAN /
BIKE TRAIL

6'-9'

12' WIDE PEDESTRIAN AND BIKE SHARE PATH
OVER BIORETENTION PLANTING ZONE

Section 1
Section 1 Figure 6.6 – 3: Brighton Paseo Section

Section A: San Ramon Paseo

16’

SETBACK

12’
9'-12'

PLANTING
ZONE

PLANTING
ZONE

SETBACK

SETBACK

22’
12’

PEDESTRIAN /
BIKE TRAIL

6'-9'

SETBACK

Section 1
Key Map
Figure 6.6 – 5: San Ramon Paseo Section

9'-12'

PLANTING
ZONE

12’

PEDESTRIAN /
BIKE TRAIL

PLANTING
ZONE

SETBACK

6'-9'

Figure 6.6 – 5: San Ramon Paseo Section

Section B: Brighton Paseo

Balboa Reservoir Design Standards and Guidelines
D R A F T: February 12, 2019

D R A F T: January 28, 2019
D R A F T: February 12, 2019

A

B

Figure 2-17: Representative Proposed Pedestrian Paseo
0'
90'
SCALE: 1" = 180'

Case No. 2018-007883ENV: Balboa Reservoir Project

SOURCE: Van Meter Williams Pollack LLP, 2019

Figure 2-17
Representative Proposed Pedestrian Paseo
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Towards the goal of achieving a sustainable land use development, the TDM program would
prioritize pedestrian and bicycle access and implement measures to encourage alternative modes
of transportation. Onsite childcare and affordable housing would be among the features of the
TDM program. Sustainable modes of transportation would be encouraged through building a
walkable, mixed-use, transit-oriented development, encouraging bicycling and walking, and
reduced parking ratios for residential uses. Sidewalk and streetscapes would be designed to
prioritize safety for pedestrians and bicyclists.
Key strategies in the TDM plan include improved walking conditions and bike lanes, unbundled
parking, car-share parking, and other approaches to discourage use of single-occupant private vehicles.
See the additional discussion of the TDM plan in SEIR Section 3.B, Transportation and Circulation.

2.E.9 Infrastructure and Utilities
The proposed project would develop infrastructure and utility systems to support the proposed
uses at the site. This would include the following:


Potable Water. The project would include construction of potable water distribution piping
located under the planned streets and open spaces. These water distribution pipelines would
connect to the existing water lines in Ocean Avenue and Frida Kahlo Way adjacent to the
project site. To reduce potable water demand, high-efficiency fixtures and appliances would
be installed in new buildings.



Non-potable Water. To meet the goals of Health Code article 12C, some or all of the buildings
onsite would be piped with dedicated non-potable water piping supplied to each toilet and
urinal and for irrigation purposes. Graywater (the wastewater from lavatories, showers, baths,
and washing machines) would be diverted from the sewers by capturing, treating onsite, and
reusing it to satisfy these non-potable water demands. Since there would be different
developers for each building, a shared district graywater treatment system is not proposed;
rather, as each building is constructed, a dedicated graywater treatment system would be
installed for that building. Therefore, a dedicated graywater treatment system would be fully
developed and coordinated with SFPUC as the project evolves.



Auxiliary Water Supply System. The project would include construction of auxiliary water
supply system (AWSS)40 distribution lines and fire hydrants that would serve the project
primarily for firefighting and other emergency uses. The proposed project’s AWSS distribution
pipelines would connect to the existing AWSS line in Ocean Avenue.



Wastewater. The project would include construction of wastewater collection lines throughout
the site. These wastewater pipelines would connect to the existing combined sewer system in
Ocean Avenue and Frida Kahlo Way. The wastewater from the site would be collected and
conveyed to the Westside Pump Station for treatment at the Oceanside Treatment Plant.



Stormwater. The proposed project would include a stormwater management system that
would comply with the City’s stormwater management ordinance. The system would be
designed with low-impact design concepts and stormwater management systems, designed to
retain and reuse some of the stormwater captured onsite. As required, proposed streets would
also incorporate bio-filtration via bioswales or pervious surfaces where feasible.

40

The high pressure AWSS is a system independent from the city’s municipal potable water system and built
solely for the purpose of firefighting.
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Electricity. Pacific Gas and Electric Company (PG&E) has both overhead and underground
lines along Frida Kahlo Way and underground lines along Ocean Avenue. The proposed
project would extend electrical distribution lines to serve the project site.



Natural Gas. There are existing natural gas lines in Ocean Avenue and Frida Kahlo Way. The
proposed project would extend natural gas distribution lines throughout the site, connecting
to the existing lines.



Emergency Generators. The Developer’s Proposed and Additional Housing Options would
include two and six backup emergency generators, respectively.41 No emergency generators
would be installed near the SFPUC right-of-way due to the presence of subsurface highpressure water transmission pipelines.



Existing Infrastructure Under SFPUC Property. In 2010, as part of the construction of the
Multi-Use Building on the east basin, City College constructed a series of subgrade hydronic
wells that, in combination with a ground-source heat pump, provide both heating and cooling
for the Multi-Use Building.42 The system was also designed to serve four future but
unidentified buildings.43 The hydronic wells were installed beneath the Multi-Use Building
and extend into SFPUC property to the west, beneath the Balboa Reservoir project’s proposed
Lee Avenue extension and right-of-way along the east side of the project site.44 The hydronic
wells are also located under portions of proposed Blocks A and C and South Street. The utility
pipelines that extend beneath the project site would be removed during construction and the
remainder of the system would be maintained. The hydronic wells under the Lee Avenue
easement and project site would be removed or capped, in accordance with a Memorandum
of Understanding with City College.

2.E.10 Sustainability Plan
The proposed project would establish a sustainability plan that outlines performance and monitoring
criteria for its operation. The project would comply with the state’s Title 24 and San Francisco Green
Building Code requirements for energy efficiency and the San Francisco Water Efficient Irrigation
Ordinance (San Francisco Administrative Code chapter 63) for water efficiency. The project sponsor
would evaluate renewable energy approaches such as solar and living roofs as part of the
sustainability plan to be included in the proposed project. The project would pursue Leadership in
Energy and Environmental Design™ (LEED®) Gold® certification for the proposed buildings.45

41

42

43

44

45

Emergency diesel generators are only required if the top floor level is higher than 75 feet. It is unlikely that the
top floor level for each proposed project option would be higher than 75 feet. However, the analysis in this
SEIR conservatively assumes that the proposed project options would include emergency diesel generators.
Pfau Long Architecture, Sustainable CCSF Multi Use Building, November 15, 2012. Available at:
https://www.pfaulong.com/sustainable-ccsf-multi-use-building/; accessed June 20, 2019.
City College of San Francisco, Ocean Avenue (Main) Campus Infrastructure Upgrade Project Initial Study/Mitigated
Negative Declaration, March 2019; p. 6. Available at:
http://www.ccsf.edu/content/dam/Organizational_Assets/About_CCSF/Admin/facilities_planning/PlanningConstructio
n/CCSF_Ocean_Infrastructure_Web%20Version.pdf; accessed June 20, 2019.
Herrera, Dennis, City Attorney, City and County of San Francisco Office of the City Attorney, letter to Steve
Bruckman, General Counsel, City College of San Francisco, Re: City College Infrastructure Encroachments,
February 14, 2019.
LEED is a green building certification program developed by U.S. Green Building Council (USGBC). LEED v4
is the newest version of the program. LEED uses a green building rating system designed to reduce the
negative environmental impacts of buildings and improve occupant health and well-being. Building projects
satisfy prerequisites and earn points to achieve different levels of certification. Based on the number of points
achieved, a project then earns one of four LEED® rating levels: Certified®, Silver®, Gold®, or Platinum®.
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2.F Project Variants
In addition to the specific characteristics of the proposed project described above, there are four
proposed variants: (1) Aboveground Public Parking; (2) South Street Alignment and Aboveground
Public Parking at North End of Site; (3) Assumes Pedestrians and Bicycles Would Not Access the Site
via San Ramon Way; and (4) North Street Extension. The variants modify one limited feature or
aspect of the Developer’s Proposed Option, unlike the alternatives to the proposed project analyzed
in SEIR Chapter 6, Alternatives, which provide a different features or characteristics to the proposed
project. Therefore, each variant is the same as the Developer’s Proposed Option except for the specific
variation described. The variants are being considered by the project sponsor but have not been
confirmed to be part of the Developer’s Proposed Option. Only Variant 4 applies to both project
options. These variants are analyzed in SEIR Chapter 5, Variants, at a sufficient level of detail so that
any variant or combination of variants could be included in the Developer’s Proposed Option
(Variants 1–4) and the Additional Housing Option (Variant 4 only) as part of an approval action.

2.G Project Construction Overview and Schedule
Construction of the proposed project is anticipated to occur in three main phases over the course
of six years, from 2021 to 2027, as depicted in Table 2-2, Preliminary Construction Schedule by
Phase. The construction phasing and durations would be similar for both project options.
TABLE 2-2
PRELIMINARY CONSTRUCTION SCHEDULE BY PHASE

Construction Stage

Proposed Development
under Developer’s
Proposed Option

Proposed Development
under the Additional
Housing Option

Phase 0 (Grading and
Site Infrastructure)
Phase 1

Block TH 1

Block TH 1

Block TH 2

Block TH 2

Block C

Block C

Block D

Block D

Block E

Block E

Block F

Block F

Start

Finish

Duration

2021

2022

1 year

2022

2024

2.5 years

2024

2027

2.5 years

Block I
Block J
Phase 2

SOURCE:

Block A

Block A

Block B

Block B

Block G

Block G

Block H

Block H

Reservoir Community Partners LLC, 2018.

NOTES:
All dates and construction phasing estimates are subject to change by market conditions and other factors. Under an extended
construction schedule, construction activities would be less intensive and would have less overlap between the phases. If construction
occurs over a compressed three-year period, Phases 1 and 2 could occur simultaneously over two years following Phase 0.
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The initial phase (Phase 0) would include demolition of the parking lot, west side berm, and north
and east embankments, followed by grading, excavation, and construction of site infrastructure
over 12 months from 2021 to 2022. Two phases of vertical construction would follow, each lasting
up to 30 months. The construction activities during Phases 1 and 2 would include, but not be
limited to, finish grading, excavation for subgrade parking, construction of building foundations,
building construction, architectural coatings, and paving. Figure 2-18, Proposed Developer’s
Option Construction Phasing, and Figure 2-19, Additional Housing Option Construction
Phasing, shows the vertical construction phasing on the project site. As shown in Figure 2-18 and
Figure 2-19, the townhome and inner blocks would be constructed first during Phase 1, followed
by development of the south and north ends of the site during Phase 2. As shown in Table 2-2,
multiple blocks would be developed under each Phases 1 and 2 for both project options. In general,
the construction of each block and associated buildings would occur in parallel for each phase for
both project options. Construction of Phase 1 would occur from 2022 to 2024. Construction of
Phase 2 would occur from 2024 to 2027, after Phase 1 is complete. Buildings constructed in Phase 1
would be occupied during construction of Phase 2.
As stated in the footnote to Table 2-2, the phasing of project implementation would be subject to
changes due to market conditions and other unanticipated factors. Consequently, construction
could be complete as early as 2024 under a compressed schedule or extend beyond 2027. If
construction occurs over a shorter period than shown in Table 2-2 (e.g., Phases 1 and 2 occurring
simultaneously following Phase 0), a relatively larger amount of construction would take place
during a relatively shorter period of time of three years, thereby increasing the typical daily
construction activity. The construction analysis in SEIR Chapter 3, Environmental Setting, Impacts,
and Mitigation Measures, is generally based on conservative assumptions where appropriate and
described in the “Approach to Analysis” section of the resource topic area.
Construction would generally occur between the hours of 7 a.m. and 8 p.m., up to seven days a
week, consistent with San Francisco Police Code section 2908. Certain construction activities such
as large concrete pours, may require earlier start or later finish times to accommodate such timespecific activities. Construction activities that extend beyond normal hours would be subject to
review, permitting, and approval by the San Francisco Department of Building Inspection.

2.G.1 Grading, Soil Excavation, and Hauling
Currently, the grade of the site along the west side is approximately at the same elevation as the
adjacent residential area along Plymouth Avenue within Westwood Park; however, the two areas are
separated by the 30-foot-tall berm. As described under SEIR Section 2.D.2, Project Site, p. 2-7, the
project site slopes gently upward from west to east. There are also 18- and 30-foot increases in
elevation between the project site bottom and the top of the eastern and northern slopes, respectively.
The proposed project would require removal of the west side berm, and north and east
embankments, with the soil redistributed and used as fill to raise the grade of the project site such
that once constructed, the ground floor levels of the buildings, pathways, and roadways would
match the grades of adjacent areas along each side of the site (see Figure 2-8, p. 2-20).
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Figure 2-18: Developer’s Proposed Option Construction Phasing
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Developer's Proposed Option Construction Phasing
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Figure 2-19: Additional Housing Option Construction Phasing

Figure 2-19
Additional Housing Option Construction Phasing
2-41

2. Project Description
2.G. Project Construction Overview and Schedule

Soil excavation and grading of the site would occur during Phase 0 of construction. The proposed
grading plan intends to balance the site and use as much cut soil as fill soil in other areas of the
site, minimizing the need for either soil import or export. The Developer’s Proposed Option would
require approximately 171,000 cubic yards of cut and excavated material would include concrete,
asphalt, and soil from the berms and embankments and the parking lot, of which approximately
115,000 cubic yards would be recycled and reused onsite. The Additional Housing Option would
require approximately 108,000 cubic yards of cut and excavated material, which would be recycled
and reused onsite. Graders, excavators, and dozers would be used to remove and redeposit soil on
the project site. During Phase 0, excess soil would be stockpiled onsite on Blocks B and H. Under
the Developer’s Proposed Option only, the below-grade public parking garage on Blocks A and B
would require excavation to a depth of approximately 20 feet at the beginning of Phase 2.
Approximately 56,000 cubic yards of stockpiled and excavated soil would be exported at the
beginning of Phase 2 over 2 months. Under the Additional Housing Option only, no below-grade
public parking garage would be constructed and approximately 9,000 cubic yards of soil would be
imported at the beginning of Phase 2. The maximum depth of excavation under the Additional
Housing Option would be approximately 5 feet.

2.G.2 Construction Employment
The number of daily construction workers at the project site would vary over the course of
construction, depending on the specific construction activities being performed, and overlap
between block construction. The number of construction workers per day at the project site would
range from an average 33 workers per day (during Phase 0 for both project options) to a maximum
of 460 workers per day (during Phase 1 for the Additional Housing Option).

2.G.3 Construction Equipment and Staging
A variety of mobile and stationary construction equipment would be used at the project site during
construction. Track/tire-mounted cranes and/or tower cranes would also be used for building
construction, including but not limited to, precast or prefabricated erection, and building façades.
Other mobile equipment such as excavators, graders, backhoes, loaders, dump trucks, compactors,
pavers and forklifts would be used at the project site for a range of other construction tasks on the
project site, including excavation, site clearing and grading, building construction, and/or
hardscape and landscape materials installation. The construction equipment would be staged
within the project site.
In order to minimize the need for exporting materials, a recycling facility would be located onsite
during Phase 0 to crush and recycle asphalt, rock, and concrete from demolition of the berm and
parking lot.
Project construction would also generate offsite truck trips for deliveries of concrete and other
building materials, transportation of construction equipment to and from the site, hauling soils and
debris from the site, and street sweepers. Miscellaneous stationary equipment would include
generators, crushing and processing equipment, and cement and mortar mixers. A variety of
smaller, mechanical equipment would also be used at the project site during the construction
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period, such as jackhammers/pavement breakers, saw cutters, chopping saws, tile saws, stud
impact guns, impact drills, torque wrenches, welding machines, and concrete pumps.

2.G.4 Parking During Construction
On-site parking would be provided for construction worker vehicles throughout the construction
period. During Phase 0, construction worker parking would be provided in areas not under
construction. Public parking would not be available at the site during Phase 0 for safety reasons
and due to mass grading and construction activities. During construction of Phase 1, unused
portions of the site would be paved to allow surface vehicular parking until Phase 2 construction
begins. The central park area of the site would also be available for construction worker parking
during Phase 1 until it is constructed. During construction of Phase 2 and operation of Phase 1, onstreet parking would be available along streets constructed during Phase 1; however, the public
parking garage would not be yet available, as it would be under construction during Phase 2.
Public parking would be accommodated in the public parking garage (under the Developer’s
Proposed Option), when it is completed.

2.G.5 Building Foundations
The proposed buildings are planned as type III or type V wood-framed construction46 over a
ground floor of type I reinforced-concrete construction47 that would accommodate parking,
amenity spaces, and in some cases residential units. The foundations for the townhomes,
multifamily structures, and parking structures are anticipated to be of conventional spread
footings. The project would not require pile driving.

2.H Graphic Exhibits of Proposed Project
A number of graphic exhibits depicting the proposed project options are presented in Figure 2-20,
Aerial View of Project Looking Southeast, through Figure 2-25, View of Project Looking North
from Unity Plaza, for informational purposes. Figure 2-21, Viewpoint Map, shows the location
and direction of Figure 2-22 through Figure 2-25. These figures are conceptual drawings of one
potential massing scheme and do not represent the final design of the individual buildings.
Detailed drawings and visual renderings of the buildings showing the proposed special use district
massing controls, associated zoning map amendments, and design standards and guidelines for
the site would be prepared for subsequent project approvals.

46

47

Type III construction is defined as construction in which the exterior walls are of noncombustible materials and
the interior building elements are of any material permitted by the California Building Code. Type V
construction is defined as construction in which the structural elements, exterior walls, and interior walls are
of any materials permitted by the California Building Code.
Type I construction is defined as construction in which the building primary structural frame, bearing walls,
nonbearing walls and partitions, floor construction, and roof construction are of noncombustible materials,
except as permitted in the California Building Code.
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Developer’s Proposed Option

BALBOA RESERVOIR | AXONOMETRIC VIEW
SAN FRANCISCO, CA | JUNE 19, 2019

Additional Housing Option

BALBOA RESERVOIR | AXONOMETRIC VIEW - ADDITIONAL HOUSING OPTION
SAN FRANCISCO, CA | JUNE 19, 2019
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SOURCE: Van Meter Williams Pollack LLP, 2019

Figure 2-20
Aerial View of Project Looking Southeast
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Figure 2-21
Viewpoint Map
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Developer’s Proposed Option

BALBOA RESERVOIR | VIEW FROM CLOUD HALL - PROPOSED
SAN FRANCISCO, CA | JUNE 19, 2019

Additional Housing
Option

Additional Housing Option

BALBOA RESERVOIR | VIEW FROM CLOUD HALL - ADDITIONAL HOUSING OPTION
SOURCE: Van Meter Williams Pollack LLP, 2019
SAN FRANCISCO, CA | JUNE 19, 2019

Case No. 2018-007883ENV: Balboa Reservoir Project

Figure 2-22
View of Project Looking West from Cloud Hall
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Developer’s Proposed Option

BALBOA RESERVOIR | VIEW FROM MONTECITO AVE & COLON AVE - PROPOSED
SAN FRANCISCO, CA | JUNE 19, 2019

Additional Housing
Option

Additional Housing Option

BALBOA RESERVOIR | VIEW FROM MONTECITO AVE & COLON AVE - ADDITIONAL HOUSING OPTION
Case No. 2018-007883ENV: Balboa Reservoir Project

SOURCE:
SAN FRANCISCO,
CAVan
| JUNEMeter
19, 2019Williams Pollack LLP, 2019

Figure 2-23
View of Project Looking South from Montecito and Colon Avenues
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Developer’s Proposed Option

BALBOA RESERVOIR | VIEW FROM LEE AVE & LAKEVIEW AVE - PROPOSED
SAN FRANCISCO, CA | JUNE 19, 2019

Additional Housing
Option

Additional Housing Option

BALBOA RESERVOIR | VIEW FROM LEE AVE & LAKEVIEW AVE - ADDITIONAL HOUSING OPTION
Case No. 2018-007883ENV: Balboa Reservoir Project

Meter
Williams Pollack LLP, 2019
SANSOURCE:
FRANCISCO, CAVan
| JUNE
19, 2019

Figure 2-24
View of Project Looking North from Lee and Lakeview Avenues
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Developer’s Proposed Option

BALBOA RESERVOIR | VIEW FROM UNITY PLAZA - PROPOSED
SAN FRANCISCO, CA | JUNE 19, 2019

Additional Housing
Option

Additional Housing Option

BALBOA RESERVOIR | VIEW FROM UNITY PLAZA - ADDITIONAL HOUSING OPTION
SOURCE: Van Meter Williams Pollack LLP, 2019
SAN FRANCISCO, CA | JUNE 19, 2019
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Figure 2-25
View of Project Looking North from Unity Plaza
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2.I

Required Project Approvals

The proposed project is subject to review and approvals by several local, regional, state, and federal
agencies. Certification of the final SEIR by the San Francisco Planning Commission, which would
be appealable to the San Francisco Board of Supervisors, is required before any other discretionary
approval or permits would be issued for the proposed project. The proposed project may require
project approvals, recommendations, consents, and/or plan amendments from the following:

2.I.1

State and Regional Agencies

Regional Water Quality Control Board – San Francisco Bay Region


Approval of Section 401 water quality certification



Approval of General Construction Stormwater Permit

Bay Area Air Quality Management District


Approval of any necessary air quality permits (e.g., Authority to Construct and Permit to
Operate) for individual air pollution sources, such as emergency diesel generators

2.I.2

Local Agencies

San Francisco Board of Supervisors


Approval of general plan amendments



Approval of planning code amendments (SUD) and associated zoning map and height map
amendments



Approval of a development agreement



Approval of final subdivision map



Approval of dedications and easements for public improvements, and acceptance of public
improvements, as necessary



Agreement with City College of San Francisco for roadway access and any joint development
of streets, if applicable

San Francisco Planning Commission


Certification of the final SEIR



Adoption of CEQA findings



Approval of special use district design standards and guidelines



Initiation and recommendation to the San Francisco Board of Supervisors to approve
amendments to the general plan



Initiation and recommendation to the San Francisco Board of Supervisors to approve planning
code amendments adopting an SUD and associated zoning map amendments



Recommendation to the San Francisco Board of Supervisors to approve a development
agreement
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San Francisco Public Utilities Commission or General Manager


Actions and approvals related to a development agreement and a purchase and sale
agreement, and other actions and approvals related to its jurisdictional authority

San Francisco Department of Public Works


Actions and approvals related to its jurisdictional authority

San Francisco Municipal Transportation Agency


Approval of transit improvements, public improvements and infrastructure, including certain
roadway improvements, stop controls, bicycle infrastructure and loading zones, to the extent
included in the project

San Francisco Fire Department


Actions and approvals related to its jurisdictional authority

San Francisco Department of Building Inspection


Approval and issuance of demolition, grading, and site construction permits



Nighttime construction permit, if required

San Francisco Department of Public Health


Actions and approvals related to its jurisdictional authority

City College of San Francisco


Act as responsible agency under CEQA
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CHAPTER 3

Environmental Setting, Impacts, and
Mitigation Measures
3.A Impact Overview
This subsequent environmental impact report (SEIR) chapter provides a project-level impact
analysis of the potentially significant, physical environmental impacts of implementing the Balboa
Reservoir project (proposed project) as described in SEIR Chapter 2, Project Description. The
chapter focuses on those topics that were identified in the initial study (see SEIR Appendix B) with
the potential to have either new significant effects or substantially more severe significant impacts
than were previously identified in the Balboa Park Station Area Plan [Program] Environmental
Impact Report (PEIR) due to implementation of the currently proposed project. Topics for which
no new or more significant impacts were identified in the initial study are not analyzed in this
chapter. Following this SEIR Section 3.A are Sections 3.B through 3.D, each presenting the impact
analysis for the key resource topics identified in the initial study, as described below. Sections 3.B
through 3.D each includes descriptions of the environmental setting and regulatory framework;
assessments of project impacts (i.e., offsite, onsite, construction-related, operational, direct, and
indirect impacts) and cumulative impacts; and identification of mitigation measures that would
reduce or avoid identified significant environmental impacts.
This section describes the scope of analysis in the initial study and this SEIR and explains the format
and basis for the impact analysis for all resource topics, including the cumulative impact analysis.

3.A.1 Scope of Analysis
Initial Study
As described in SEIR Chapter 1, Introduction, the San Francisco Planning Department (the
planning department) determined that an EIR is required for the proposed project in compliance
with California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) and published a notice of preparation (NOP)
(see SEIR Appendix A). As part of the preparation of this SEIR, the planning department identified
several resource topics that could be adequately addressed in an initial study and determined that
many of the topics were adequately analyzed in the PEIR such that the proposed project would
have no new significant impacts or no substantially more severe significant impacts than those
previously found significant. In some cases, the initial study identified mitigation measures in
these topic areas that would reduce potentially significant impacts to a less-than-significant level
to support the determination that under these resource areas, the proposed project would have no
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new significant impacts or no substantially more severe significant impacts than those previously
identified in the PEIR. Therefore, the topics addressed in the initial study are listed below and are
not analyzed in this SEIR chapter.48 Also shown are abbreviations for each resource topic that are
used in the naming of impact statements and mitigation measures:


Section E.1: Land Use and Land Use Planning (LU)



Section E.2: Aesthetics (AE)



Section E.3: Population and Housing (PH)



Section E.4: Cultural Resources (CR)



Section E.5: Tribal Cultural Resources (TC)



Section E.9: Greenhouse Gas Emissions (GG)



Section E.10: Wind (WI)



Section E.11: Shadow (SH)



Section E.12: Recreation (RE)



Section E.13: Utilities and Services Systems (UT)



Section E.14: Public Services (PS)



Section E.15: Biological Resources (BI)



Section E.16: Geology and Soils (GE)



Section E.17: Hydrology and Water Quality (HY)



Section E.18: Hazards and Hazardous Materials (HZ)



Section E.19: Mineral Resources (MR)



Section E.20: Energy (EN)



Section E.21: Agriculture and Forest Resources (AG)



Section E.22: Wildfire (WF)

Refer to the initial study in SEIR Appendix B for a discussion and the impact analysis of the
proposed project with respect to these resource topics.

SEIR Topics
The resource topic areas addressed in this SEIR chapter are listed below, and the abbreviations for
each resource topic that are used in the naming of impact statements and mitigation measures are
shown in parentheses:


Section 3.B: Transportation and Circulation (TR)



Section 3.C: Noise (NO)



Section 3.D: Air Quality (AQ)

48

As described in SEIR Chapter 1, Introduction, and in the initial study, impacts related to aesthetics are not
analyzed in this initial study or this SEIR because, under CEQA (Public Resources Code section 21099), aesthetics
impacts of a mixed-use or employment center project on an infill site located within a transit priority area are not
to be considered significant impacts; therefore, no impact analysis is required.
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Aesthetics and Parking Analysis
CEQA section 21099(d) states that “Aesthetic and parking impacts of a residential, mixed-use
residential, or employment center project on an infill site located within a transit priority area shall
not be considered significant impacts on the environment.”49 Accordingly, aesthetics and parking
are not considered in determining if a project has the potential to result in significant
environmental effects for projects that meet all of the following three criteria:
1.

The project is in a transit priority area;50

2.

The project is on an infill site;51 and

3.

The project is residential, mixed-use residential,52 or an employment center.53

The two proposed project options and the project variants all meet each of the above three criteria
because the project site is (1) located within 0.5 mile of several Municipal Railway (Muni) transit
lines and the Balboa Park Bay Area Rapid Transit (BART) station; (2) located on an infill site that is
developed as surface parking, and adjacent to residential and mixed uses; and (3) would include
residential, retail, and community center and childcare uses meeting the definition of a mixed-use
residential project.54 Thus, this SEIR does not consider aesthetics and the adequacy of parking in
determining the significance of project impacts under CEQA.
CEQA section 21099(e) states that a lead agency may consider aesthetic impacts under local design
review ordinances or other discretionary powers and that aesthetics impacts do not include
impacts on historical or cultural resources. Therefore, there is no change in the planning
department’s methodology related to design review or impacts on historical resources.
The planning department recognizes that the public and decision makers nonetheless may be
interested in information pertaining to the aesthetic effects of a proposed project, and may desire
that such information be provided as part of the environmental review process. Therefore, some of
the information that would have otherwise been provided in an aesthetics section of an EIR (such
as visual depictions of the proposed project) is included in SEIR Chapter 2, Project Description.

49
50

51

52

53

54

Refer to CEQA section 21099(d)(1).
CEQA section 21099(a)(7) defines a transit priority area as an area within 0.5 mile of an existing or planned
major transit stop. A major transit stop is defined in CEQA section 21064.3 as a rail transit station, a ferry
terminal served by either a bus or rail transit service, or the intersection of two or more major bus routes with a
frequency of service interval of 15 minutes or less during the morning and afternoon peak commute periods.
CEQA section 21099(a)(4) defines an infill site as a lot located within an urban area that has been previously
developed, or a vacant site where at least 75 percent of the perimeter of the site adjoins, or is separated only by
an improved public right-of-way from, parcels that are developed with qualified urban uses.
CEQA section 21159.28(d) defines a mixed-use residential project as a project where at least 75 percent of the
total building square footage of the project consists of residential use or a project that is a transit priority
project as defined in CEQA section 21155. CEQA section 21155 defines transit priority project as a project that
(1) contains at least 50 percent residential use, based on total building square footage and, if the project
contains between 26 percent and 50 percent nonresidential uses, a floor-area ratio of not less than 0.75;
(2) provides a minimum net density of at least 20 dwelling units per acre; and (3) is within 0.5 mile of a major
transit stop or high-quality transit corridor included in a regional transportation plan.
CEQA section 21099(a)(1) defines an employment center as a project located on property zoned for commercial
uses with a floor-area ratio of no less than 0.75 and located within a transit priority area.
San Francisco Planning Department, Eligibility Checklist: CEQA Section 21099—Modernization of Transportation
Analysis, Balboa Reservoir Project, November 15, 2018.
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However, this information is provided solely for informational purposes and is not used to
determine the significance of the environmental impacts of the project, pursuant to CEQA.
Similarly, the planning department acknowledges that parking conditions may be of interest to the
public and the decision makers. Therefore, the initial study presents secondary environmental
impacts related to City College in Appendix B, Initial Study, Section E.14, Public Services.

Automobile Delay and Vehicle Miles Traveled
CEQA section 21099(b)(1) requires that the California Governor’s Office of Planning and Research
(OPR) develop revisions to the CEQA Guidelines establishing criteria for determining the
significance of transportation impacts of projects that promote the “reduction of greenhouse gas
emissions, the development of multimodal transportation networks, and a diversity of land uses.”
CEQA section 21099(b)(2) states that upon certification of the revised CEQA Guidelines for
determining transportation impacts under CEQA section 21099(b)(1), automobile delay, as
described solely by level of service or similar measures of vehicular capacity or traffic congestion,
shall not be considered a significant impact on the environment under CEQA.
In January 2016, OPR published for public review and comment a Revised Proposal on Updates to the
CEQA Guidelines on Evaluating Transportation Impacts in CEQA (Proposed Transportation Impact
Guidelines) recommending that transportation impacts for projects be measured using a vehicle
miles traveled (VMT) metric. VMT measures the amount and distance that a project might cause
people to drive, accounting for the number of passengers within a vehicle. These proposed
transportation impact guidelines provide substantial evidence that VMT is an appropriate
standard to use in analyzing transportation impacts to protect environmental quality and a better
indicator of GHG, air quality, and energy impacts than automobile delay. Acknowledging this, San
Francisco Planning Commission resolution 19579, was issued on March 3, 2016, which:


Found that automobile delay, as described solely by level of service or similar measures of
vehicular capacity or traffic congestion, shall no longer be considered a significant impact on
the environment pursuant to CEQA because it does not measure environmental impacts and,
therefore, does not protect environmental quality.



Directed the Environmental Review Officer to remove automobile delay as a factor in
determining significant impacts under CEQA for all guidelines, criteria, and list of exemptions,
and to update the Transportation Impact Analysis Guidelines for Environmental Review and
Categorical Exemptions from CEQA to reflect this change.



Directed the Environmental Planning Division and Environmental Review Officer to replace
automobile delay with VMT criteria, which promote the reduction of GHG emissions, the
development of multimodal transportation networks, and a diversity of land uses; and
consistent with proposed and forthcoming changes to the CEQA Guidelines by the OPR.

Planning commission resolution 19579 became effective immediately for all projects that had not
received a CEQA determination and all projects that had previously received CEQA
determinations but require additional environmental analysis. In December 2018, the California
Natural Resources Agency certified and adopted the CEQA Guidelines update package, including
the Guidelines section implementing Senate Bill 743 (CEQA Guidelines section 15064.3).
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Accordingly, this SEIR does not contain a discussion of automobile delay impacts based on level
of service criteria. Instead, a VMT and induced automobile travel impact analysis is provided in
SEIR Section 3.B, Transportation and Circulation. Nonetheless, automobile delay may be
considered by decision makers, independent of the environmental review process, as part of their
decision to approve, modify, or disapprove the proposed project.55

3.A.2 Overall Approach to Impact Analysis
The impact analysis for all resource topics is based on the detailed, project-specific information
presented in SEIR Chapter 2, Project Description. The analysis includes consideration of
environmental impacts associated with both construction and operation of the proposed project.
Construction-related activities would be confined within the duration of the construction period.
Operational impacts would cover the long-term effects associated with the full use of the project
structures and features following completion of construction.
As described in SEIR Chapter 1, Introduction, this SEIR is a project-level EIR that is tiered from a
previously certified program-level EIR, namely the PEIR. As a project-level EIR and consistent with
CEQA Guidelines section 15125(a), the impact analysis is generally based on potential physical
effects of the project compared to existing or baseline conditions of the physical environment at the
project site at the time of publication of the NOP, which was in October 2018.
As a subsequent EIR to the PEIR certified in 2008, this SEIR, including the initial study, identifies
and considers all mitigation measures that were identified in the PEIR and determines their
applicability to the currently proposed project. In some cases, mitigation measures have already
been implemented, either in their entirety or in part, in which case those measures are considered
part of the existing conditions. Otherwise, the impact analysis in this SEIR, including the initial
study, does not assume that all mitigation measures from the PEIR would be implemented as part
of the proposed project. Instead, this SEIR and initial study impact analysis determines if the
mitigation measures from the PEIR would apply to the proposed project and would still be
considered appropriate, in which case those PEIR mitigation measures are reiterated and modified
to reflect latest standards or the conditions of the project as project-level mitigation measures for
the proposed project. SEIR Appendix H lists all of the mitigation measures from the PEIR and
indicates which measures are applicable to the proposed project.
In addition, because this SEIR is also a subsequent EIR to the PEIR, the impact analysis also
considers the following:


Changes in the CEQA Guidelines since the PEIR was certified in 2008;



Whether the proposed project includes substantial changes from what was analyzed in the PEIR;



Whether substantial changes have occurred with respect to the circumstances under which the
project is undertaken compared to what was assumed in the PEIR; and

55

The project sponsor has prepared additional transportation studies independent of the CEQA process. These
include parking monitoring and utilization, traffic operations (corridor and intersection delay), and shuttle
operations (service/ridership feasibility assessment).
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Whether new information of substantial importance, which was not known and could not have
been known at the time of certification of the PEIR, would affect the impact analysis.

Thus, the project impacts are also analyzed with regard to the potential for the proposed project to
contribute to new significant impacts or substantially more severe significant impacts than those
identified as significant in the PEIR.

3.A.3 Organization of the Impact Analyses
Each of the resource areas in this chapter includes the following elements:


Introduction. This section summarizes the applicable topic analysis and its relevance to the
proposed project.



Summary of the PEIR Section. This section summarizes how the topic was addressed in the
PEIR as it related to the Balboa Reservoir site, including identifying any applicable mitigation
measures from the PEIR and conclusions reached regarding significance of effects.



Environmental Setting. This section describes the existing physical conditions of the project
site and surroundings relevant to that resource topic when the NOP was issued on October 10,
2018, in sufficient detail and breadth to allow a general understanding of and basis for the
environmental impacts of the proposed project.



Regulatory Framework. This section describes the relevant federal, state, and local regulatory
requirements that are directly applicable to the environmental topic being analyzed.



Impacts and Mitigation Measures. This section evaluates the potential for the proposed project
to result in adverse effects on the physical environment described in the setting. It identifies
the significance of each impact (see definitions below) based on topic-specific significance
criteria. For impacts determined to be significant, the impact analysis identifies feasible
mitigation measures that would avoid or reduce the severity of the identified impact. The
analysis describes all mitigation measures applicable to the proposed project, whether they are
the same as those specified in the PEIR, are updated measures, or new mitigation measures.
The project sponsor—Reservoir Community Partners LLC—has reviewed the identified
mitigation measures and has agreed to implement them if the project is approved.
The “Impacts and Mitigation Measures” section is further subdivided into the following:
–

Significance Criteria. This section lists the criteria specific to each resource topic used to
identify and determine significant environmental effects of the proposed project. Under
CEQA, a significant effect is defined as a substantial, or potentially substantial, adverse change
in the environment. The guidelines implementing CEQA direct that this determination be
based on scientific and factual data, including the entire record for the project, and not on
argument, speculation, or unsubstantiated evidence. The significance criteria used in this EIR
are based on planning department guidance used to assess the severity of environmental
impacts of the proposed project. It is based on CEQA Guidelines Appendix G, with procedures
as set forth in San Francisco Administrative Code chapter 31.10.

–

Approach to Analysis. This section describes the general approach and methodology used to
apply the significance thresholds in evaluating the impacts of the project. The methodology for
applying significance criteria provides the basis for the impact analysis, which could be either
qualitative or quantitative, depending on the specific impact. The methodology identifies use
of applicable regulatory guidelines, thresholds, standards, or accepted professional practices
or protocols used to assess construction, operational, and cumulative impacts.
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–

Impact Evaluation. This section presents the project-specific analyses of impacts of the
proposed project, with specific impact areas discussed under individually numbered impact
statements. Each of the numbered impact statements is followed by a discussion and analysis
of the various components of the proposed project with potential for physical environmental
effects. The conclusion of each impact analysis is expressed in terms of the impact
significance, which is discussed below. For significant or potentially significant impacts, the
impact discussion identifies feasible mitigation measures, numbered corresponding to the
impact number. The numbering of the mitigation measures corresponds with the number of
the impact statement to which the measure applies, with a prefix of “M.” Following the
impact evaluation, there is a qualitative comparison of the impact conclusions in this SEIR
with the comparable impact conclusion from the PEIR.

–

Cumulative Impacts considers the effects of the proposed project together with potential
effects of other reasonably foreseeable future projects within the same geographic scope as
the project's impacts. The analysis of cumulative impacts under each resource topic is
based on the same setting, regulatory framework, and significance thresholds as the direct
impacts. Additional mitigation measures are identified if the analysis determines that the
project’s contribution to a cumulative, adverse impact would be considerable (i.e.,
significant). The overall assumptions to the cumulative impact analysis for all topics are
described in SEIR Section 3.A.6, Approach to Cumulative Impact Analysis, p. 3.A-8.

3.A.4 Significance Determinations
For each impact statement and analysis, the impact evaluation provides a conclusion of the impact
significance, which is designated as one of the following:


No Impact. This determination is reached if there is no potential for impacts or the
environmental resource does not occur within the project area or the area of potential effects.



Less-than-Significant Impact. This determination applies if the impact does not exceed the
defined significance criterion or would be eliminated or reduced to a less-than-significant level
through compliance with existing local, state, and federal laws and regulations. No mitigation
is required for impacts determined to be less than significant.



Less-than-Significant Impact with Mitigation. This determination applies if the project would
or could result in a significant or potentially significant adverse effect when evaluated with
respect to one or more significance criteria, but feasible mitigation is available that would
effectively reduce the impact to a less-than-significant level.



Significant and Unavoidable Impact with Mitigation. This determination applies if the
project would result in a significant adverse effect that exceeds the defined significance
criterion, and although feasible mitigation might lessen the severity of the impact, the residual
impact would still exceed the defined significance criteria. Thus, even with implementation of
feasible mitigation, the impact would be significant, and therefore, unavoidable.



Significant and Unavoidable Impact. This determination applies if the project would result in
a significant adverse effect that exceeds the defined significance criterion, and there is no
feasible mitigation available to lessen the severity of the impact. Therefore, the impact would
be significant and unavoidable.
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3.A.5 Mitigation Measures
Mitigation measures are identified in each resource topic, where feasible, for impacts considered
significant consistent with CEQA Guidelines section 15126.4, which states that an EIR “shall
describe feasible measures which could minimize significant adverse impacts.” CEQA requires
that a mitigation measure has an essential nexus and be roughly proportional to the significant
effect identified in the EIR. Pursuant to CEQA Guidelines section 15126.4, mitigation measures are
not required for environmental impacts that are not found to be significant.

3.A.6 Approach to Cumulative Impact Analysis
CEQA Requirements for Cumulative Impact Analysis
Cumulative impacts, as defined in CEQA Guidelines section 15355, refer to two or more individual
effects that, when taken together, are “considerable” or that compound or increase other
environmental impacts. A cumulative impact from several projects is the change in the
environment that would result from the incremental impact of the project added to the impacts of
other reasonably foreseeable future projects. Pertinent guidance for cumulative impact analysis is
provided in CEQA Guidelines section 15130:


An EIR shall discuss cumulative impacts of a project when the project’s incremental effect is
“cumulatively considerable” (e.g., the incremental effects of an individual project are
considerable when viewed in connection with the effects of past, current, and probable future
projects, including those outside the control of the lead agency, if necessary).



An EIR should not discuss impacts that do not result in part from the project evaluated in the EIR.



A project’s contribution is less than cumulatively considerable, and thus not significant, if the
project is required to implement or fund its fair share of a mitigation measure or measures
designed to alleviate the cumulative impact.



The discussion of impact severity and likelihood of occurrence need not be as detailed as for
effects attributable to the project alone.



The focus of analysis should be on the cumulative impact to which the identified other projects
contribute, rather than on attributes of the other projects that do not contribute to the
cumulative impact.

Approach to Cumulative Impact Analysis
The cumulative impact analysis for each individual resource topic is described in each section of
this chapter, immediately following the description of the direct project impacts and identified
mitigation measures. Cumulative impacts are numbered sequentially, starting with the number
“1” and preceded by “C-” (such as “Impact C-TR-1” for the first cumulative transportation impact).
Similar to the project impacts, cumulative impacts are also analyzed with regard to the potential
for the proposed project to contribute to new significant cumulative impacts or substantially more
severe cumulative impacts than those identified as significant in the PEIR. The PEIR used the year
2025 for the analysis of the buildout of the plan area as well as for the cumulative impacts analysis,
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and cumulative impacts were assessed on the basis of regional population and employment
projections for the year 2025 as determined by the Association of Bay Area Governments.
Two approaches to a cumulative impact analysis are provided in CEQA Guidelines
section 15130(b)(1): (a) the analysis can be based on a list of past, present, and probable future
projects producing related or cumulative impacts; or (b) a summary of projections contained in a
general plan or related planning document can be used to determine cumulative impacts. The
projections model includes individual projects and applies a quantitative growth factor to account
for other growth that may occur in the area.
The analyses in this SEIR, including the initial study, employ both the list-based approach and a
projections-based approach, depending on which approach best suits the individual resource topic
being analyzed. For instance, the land use analysis in Appendix B, Initial Study, Section E.1, Land
Use and Land Use Planning, considers individual projects that are anticipated in the project site
vicinity that may alter land use conditions in the area. By comparison, the cumulative vehicle miles
traveled analysis and the cumulative traffic noise analysis rely on a citywide growth projection
model that extends to 2040 that also encompasses other reasonably foreseeable projects, which is
the typical methodology the planning department applies to analysis of these impacts. The
cumulative air quality (operational health risks) analysis also relies on growth projections; in this
case, the Planning Department undertook citywide air quality modeling for 2040 that accounts for
both anticipated traffic increases and implementation of vehicle emission regulations. Certain other
analyses, such as construction noise and construction health risks, which are more localized in
nature, rely on the project list included in this section.
For the list-based approach, projects or plans that are relevant to the cumulative analysis include
those that could contribute incremental effects on the same environmental resources and would
have similar environmental impacts as those discussed in this SEIR. The following factors were
used to determine an appropriate list of projects to be considered in the near-term cumulative
impact analysis:


Similar Environmental Impacts. A relevant project contributes to effects on resources that are
also affected by the proposed project. A relevant future project or plan is defined as one that is
“reasonably foreseeable,” such as a proposed project for which an application has been filed
with the approving agency or has approved funding, or an approved plan that amended the
land use controls applicable to an adjacent neighborhood.



Geographic Scope and Location. A relevant project is located within the defined geographic
scope for the cumulative effect.



Timing and Duration of Implementation. Effects associated with activities for a relevant
project (e.g., short-term construction or demolition, or long-term operations) would likely
coincide in timing with the effects of the proposed project.
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For the resource topics using the list-based approach, Table 3.A-1, Cumulative Projects within a
0.5-Mile Radius of the Project Site, presents a comprehensive list of cumulative development
projects generally located within 0.5 mile of the project site that are considered in the various
cumulative analyses. The table identifies cumulative projects and their status as of the date of the
NOP (October 10, 2018), and provides a figure key, Figure 3.A-1, Cumulative Projects within a
0.5-Mile Radius of the Project Site, which shows the location of these projects relative to the
proposed project site. In order to differentiate the status of these projects at the time of the NOP,
the table includes a column to list each project’s status. In general, these cumulative projects are
either under construction, which means they were “under construction” at the date of the NOP;
“building permit approved,” meaning the project has permits necessary to start construction but
has not yet started construction; and “under environmental review,” in which case, the project has
an application on file with the planning department.
The cumulative projects list includes the City College of San Francisco Facilities Master Plan, which
provides a plan for facilities development over the next 10 years at the Ocean Campus, eight City
College centers distributed throughout the city, and various other instructional sites throughout San
Francisco. The space needed in buildings for City College’s programmatic needs are based on state
standards for space, current and future enrollment, existing space, and current utilization of existing
facilities at City College’s sites. The master plan is based on forecasted enrollment of 62,518 students
in 2026 (34,200 full-time-equivalent students).56 This represents an increase of approximately
55 percent in enrollment from the 40,605 students (22,100 full-time equivalents) in 2018.
Table 3.A-2, City College Ocean Campus Projects, presents a potential list of projects by type
(renovation, new facilities, etc.) considered by City College for Ocean Campus. The City College
Board of Trustees adopted the facilities master plan in March 2019.57 The recommendations for the
Ocean Campus in the master plan are shown in Table 3.A-2 under the “Facilities Master Plan”
column. These recommended projects would occur within three phases: years 1–5, years 6–10, and
future phases.58 In April, 2019, the City College Board of Trustees authorized a contract to conduct
CEQA compliance services for the master plan.59 City College would act as the CEQA lead agency
to prepare for the environmental review of the master plan projects. The Ocean Campus master
plan projects would undergo individual environmental review.

56

57

58

59

City College of San Francisco, Facilities Master Plan Final Draft, March 18, 2019, p. 3-4,
https://www.ccsf.edu/dam/Organizational_Assets/About_CCSF/Admin/facilities_planning/2017FMP/20190318/FMP_0
3182019_3Enrollment.pdf, accessed June 7, 2019.
City College of San Francisco, Agenda Item 11F, Facilities Master Plan (FMP) Approval, March 21, 2019,
http://go.boarddocs.com/ca/ccsf/Board.nsf/goto?open&id=B7C2MM80CD17, accessed June 7, 2019.
City College of San Francisco, Facilities Master Plan Final Draft, March 18, 2019, p. 4-54,
https://www.ccsf.edu/dam/Organizational_Assets/About_CCSF/Admin/facilities_planning/2017FMP/20190318/FMP_0
3182019_4Recommendations.pdf, accessed June 7, 2019.
City College of San Francisco, Agenda Item 10H, Authorization to execute a contract with Impact Sciences to provide
California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) Compliance Services to the District from May 1, 2019 through December 31,
2020, April 25, 2019, http://go.boarddocs.com/ca/ccsf/Board.nsf/goto?open&id=BAX6YJ7208A5, accessed June 7, 2019.
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TABLE 3.A-1
CUMULATIVE PROJECTS WITHIN A 0.5-MILE RADIUS OF THE PROJECT SITE
Map
Key No.

Dwelling
Units

Commercial/
Retail (gsf)

Community/
Institutional
(gsf)

Child
Care
(gsf)

131

3,900

2,900

4,000

Project Name (Case File No.)

Status as of February 2019

1

2340 San Jose Avenue (Upper Yard) (2017-012151PRJ)

Building permit issued

2

2301 San Jose Avenue (Geneva Office Building – Geneva Car
Barn and Powerhouse) (2012.0262E)

Under construction

3

1601–1631 Ocean Avenue and 1271 Capitol Avenue
(2009.1050ENV)

Under environmental review

54

5,869

4

350 Ocean Avenue (2017-001961ENV)

Under environmental review

24

1,226

5

City College Facilities Master Plana

Plan adopted – environmental review not
yet conducted

19,900

Totalb,c

Unknown
209

10,995

22,800

4,000

SOURCES: San Francisco Planning Department, 2019; City College of San Francisco, 2019; Kitchell, 2019.
NOTES:
a City College approved a facilities master plan in March 2019. Refer to the facilities master plan and Table 3.A-2 below for more details on projects included.
b Transportation network improvements are not included in this table but are addressed in SEIR Section 3.B, Transportation and Circulation.
c Smaller projects such as conversions and accessory dwelling units are not included within the 0.5-mile buffer.
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TABLE 3.A-2
CITY COLLEGE OCEAN CAMPUS PROJECTS
Type of Project Listeda

Facilities Master Planb,c

Bond Measured

Swing Space (for
temporary occupancy
during construction or
renovation)



Swing Space Bungalows





Swing Space for Student Services in MultiUse Building

Renovation



Cloud Hall Modernization



Batmale Renovation



Science Hall Modernization



Student Union Renovation



Bookstore Annex



Campus Police Complex

New Facilities

Portable Village/Temporary
Campus



Cloud Hall Renovation



Science Hall Renovation



Turf Field Replacement



Performing Arts and Education Center



Central Utility Plante



Central Utility Plante



Science, Technology, Engineering, Art, and
Math (STEAM) Complex



STEAM Building



Student Development Center



Student Development



Childcare Center



Childcare Center



Parking Structure (east basin)



East Surface Parking



Diego Rivera Theater



Multi Media Building

Future or Alternative
Sites



Near STEAM Complex



Near MUC and PAEC

Demolition



Bungalows #22, 24, 25, 29, 35, 42, 45, 46,
47, 48, 49, 50, 51)



Bungalows



Conlan Hall #19



Conlan



Creative Arts Building #5



Creative Arts Extension Building #6



Creative Arts Extension



Existing Orfalea Child and Family Center #33



Existing Childcare Building



Smith-Statler Building #15



Smith and Statler



Visual Arts Building #7

None identified

NOTE:
a City College Ocean Campus projects were identified using different naming conventions. For example, the facilities master plan refers
to the STEAM Complex, while the bond measure projects list refers to the STEAM Building.
SOURCES:
b City College of San Francisco, Facilities Master Plan Final Draft, March 18, 2019, p. 4-34,
https://www.ccsf.edu/dam/Organizational_Assets/About_CCSF/Admin/facilities_planning/2017FMP/20190318/FMP_03182019_4Rec
ommendations.pdf, accessed June 7, 2019.
c City College of San Francisco, Request for Proposal for RFQ/P 2019-238 California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) Compliance
Services for Facilities Master Plan (FMP), p. 5, https://www.ccsf.edu/dam/Organizational_Assets/About_CCSF/Admin/
facilities_planning/PlanningConstruction/ProfessionalServices/RFQP2019-238/RFQ-P%202019-238_FMP%20CEQA_Consultant
_Final_%2003.21.2019.pdf, accessed June 7, 2019. The RFQ/P identified the following facilities master plan projects for CEQA
review: Cloud Hall Renovation, Batmale Renovation, Science Hall Renovation, Student Union Renovation, Bookstore Annex
Renovation, Police Station Renovation, new STEAM Complex, new Student Development Center, and new Childcare Center.
d Kitchell, Board Presentation: Project List Review, May 30, 2019,
https://go.boarddocs.com/ca/ccsf/Board.nsf/files/BCP4CJ73ABFC/$file/7.%20D.pdf, accessed June 7, 2019.
e Impact Sciences, Inc. City College of San Francisco Ocean Avenue (Main) Campus Infrastructure Final Initial Study/Mitigated
Negative Declaration was adopted and project approved at the May 30, 2019 Board of Trustees meeting.
https://go.boarddocs.com/ca/ccsf/Board.nsf/files/BCP4CJ73ABFC/$file/7.%20D.pdf, accessed June 14, 2019.
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At subsequent 2019 Board of Trustees meetings, City College staff presented a facilities planning
update on a potential bond measure that would be anticipated to fund construction of the facilities
master plan projects, shown under the “Bond Measure” column in Table 3.A-2. In that update, a
number of the facilities master plan projects were included in the list of potential bond-funded
improvements. However, the East Basin Parking Garage was no longer included, the Performing
Arts and Education Center was replaced by a new Diego Rivera Theater and a smaller STEAM
building (both on the east basin), and a Multi Media Building was proposed at the location of the
existing Creative Arts Extension Building. The bond presentation also suggested replacement of
the turf on the college’s football field. Also included were expenditures at other City College
facilities, including renovation of Evans Center in the Bayview District, improvements at other
neighborhood centers, and infrastructure upgrades to system wide City College facilities.60,61 If
approved, the bond measure will go before voters in March 2020.62
At the time of this SEIR preparation, the project description detail for the facilities master plan
projects for the Ocean Campus is limited, City College may change those projects or their details
depending on funding availability, and City College has not conducted CEQA analysis for those
projects. Therefore, the cumulative analysis for this SEIR will qualitatively assess the impacts of
these Ocean Campus projects identified in Table 3.A-2 collectively as the “City College Facilities
Master Plan” using best available information at the time of this SEIR preparation.
As an agency of the state, City College of San Francisco is not required to comply with the local
zoning ordinances, regulations, and ordinances of a county or city.63 Differences in applicable
regulations for the City College projects are described in the cumulative impact analysis where
appropriate.
Each cumulative impact analysis considers the projects listed in Table 3.A-1 as appropriate to the
resource topic. Each section identifies which of the cumulative projects could contribute to a
cumulative impact on that specific resource and why. Not all projects on the list apply to every
cumulative analysis.

60

61

62

63

City College of San Francisco, Agenda Item 7D, Update on Facilities Bond Project List 1. BMWL Presentation, May
30, 2019, http://go.boarddocs.com/ca/ccsf/Board.nsf/goto?open&id=B7C2U580DE7B, accessed June 7, 2019.
Kitchell, Board Presentation: Project List Review, May 30, 2019,
https://go.boarddocs.com/ca/ccsf/Board.nsf/files/BCP4CJ73ABFC/$file/7.%20D.pdf, accessed June 7, 2019.
City College of San Francisco, Agenda Item 9C, Authorization of a Facilities Bond Ballot Initiative for the Election on
March 3, 2020, in the amount of $845,000,000, June 27, 2019,
https://go.boarddocs.com/ca/ccsf/Board.nsf/goto?open&id=B7C2XF80E94D, accessed July 18, 2019.
California Government Code section 53094.
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3.B Transportation and Circulation
3.B.1 Introduction
This section presents the existing transportation and circulation conditions and analyzes the
potential project-level and cumulative impacts on transportation and circulation during
construction and operation of the project. Transportation and circulation topics consist of walking,
bicycling, driving hazards, transit, emergency access, vehicle miles traveled (VMT), and loading.
Supporting detailed technical information is included in Subsequent Environmental Impact Report
(SEIR) Appendix C, Transportation Supporting Information.

3.B.2 Summary of Comments Received in Response to the
Notice of Preparation
The following transportation-related topics were raised in response to the notice of preparation of
the SEIR:


Increased traffic volumes and congestion along Frida Kahlo Way, Ocean Avenue, and Lee Avenue;



Alternative vehicular access at San Ramon Avenue or at the San Francisco Public Utilities
Commission (SFPUC) open space;



Pedestrian and bicycle safety along Frida Kahlo Way and Ocean Avenue;



Effects of transportation network companies (TNCs) and delivery vehicles;



Parking loss and increased demand for parking in nearby on-street spaces and off-street
facilities;



Increased transit ridership and effect of the proposed project on transit reliability and
frequency; and



Emergency access.

Comments and topics related to the proposed project’s physical environmental impacts are
addressed in the following sections.

3.B.3 Summary of Balboa Park Station Area Plan PEIR
Transportation Section
Balboa Park Station Area Plan PEIR Setting
The transportation and circulation setting section of the Balboa Park Station Area Plan PEIR (area
plan PEIR, or PEIR) provided information on the transportation facilities and system serving the
plan area. The transportation network includes the system of local streets, ramps and freeways,
local and regional bus and rail lines, bicycle and pedestrian facilities, and parking and loading
areas. The Balboa Park Station Area Plan (area plan) includes a number of projects that would affect
areawide transportation-related conditions, including the street network, transit operations, and
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parking supply. The PEIR is a program-level EIR that analyzed the impacts of the proposed
transportation and land use changes, and a project-level EIR that analyzed development of two
individual projects within the plan area: the Phelan Loop Site (now 1100 Ocean Avenue) and the
Kragen Auto Parts Site (now 1150 Ocean Avenue, which includes the Whole Foods Grocery Store).
Additionally, the PEIR included analysis of a Lee Avenue Connection to City College of San
Francisco (City College) variant that evaluated provision of vehicular access to City College
parking facilities through Lee Avenue.
The plan area consists primarily of the parcels surrounding the Balboa Park Station along Geneva,
Ocean, and San Jose avenues. The plan area is subdivided into four subareas: (1) Transit Station
Neighborhood, which includes the major regional transit facilities of the plan area, as well as
Balboa Park; (2) Ocean Avenue Neighborhood Commercial District, which extends along Ocean
Avenue from Frida Kahlo Way (formerly Phelan Avenue) west to Manor Drive; (3) the main
campus of City College;64 and (4) Balboa Reservoir site.
The San Francisco County Transportation Authority (SFCTA) countywide travel demand was used
to develop the travel forecasts for future 2025 Baseline conditions without implementation of the
area plan. The SFCTA travel demand model used in the analysis incorporates Association of Bay
Area Governments (ABAG) land use and socio-economic database and growth forecasts for the
year 2025 (Projections 2002). The San Francisco Planning Department made adjustments to the
growth projections to reflect the City’s emphasis on housing production, including the Balboa Park
Station Area Plan and other Better Neighborhoods planning efforts. The adjusted housing and
employment projections were the basis for the travel demand forecasts for the PEIR. The
development scenario used in the SFCTA travel demand model for the PEIR concentrated housing
growth in the Better Neighborhoods areas, including the Balboa Park Station Area Plan, and
therefore provides a conservative estimate of the travel demand and impacts associated with
implementation of the area plan.
The 2025 with Area Plan scenario included both proposed land use and transportation changes
that would occur with implementation of the Balboa Park Station Area Plan. For the 2025 with Area
Plan scenario, new vehicle and transit trips generated by the development within the plan area
were estimated and manually added to the 2025 Baseline traffic volumes at each study intersection
and to the 2025 Baseline transit ridership projections.

Balboa Park Station Area Plan PEIR Impacts and Mitigation Measures
Transportation and circulation impacts assessed in the PEIR included the Balboa Reservoir site as
part of numerous other parcels analyzed. The PEIR identified program-level impacts related to
implementation of the area plan and project-level impacts related to development of the 1100 Ocean
Avenue (former Phelan Loop site) and 1150 Ocean Avenue (former Kragen Auto Parts site).

64

The City College of San Francisco Ocean campus is included in the boundaries of the plan area, although the
college is not under the City and County of San Francisco’s jurisdiction. The City College master plan and EIR
were approved in June 2004. The updated City College facilities master plan was approved by the Board of
Trustees in March 2019. https://www.ccsf.edu/en/about-city-college/administration/vcfa/facilities_planning/facilitiesmaster-plan.html
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Program-Level Impacts
Traffic
As noted in the Regulatory Framework, CEQA no longer considers automobile delay (traffic)
impacts. The following PEIR traffic impact summary is provided for informational purposes.
Intersection operating conditions in the plan area were analyzed for 13 study intersections for the
weekday p.m. peak hour for two future scenarios: 2025 without the area plan and 2025 with the
area plan. The transportation analysis identified significant traffic impacts at five of the 13 study
intersections: Ocean Avenue/Junipero Serra Boulevard; Ocean Avenue/Geneva Avenue/Frida
Kahlo Way; Ocean Avenue/I-280 Northbound (NB) On-Ramp; Ocean Avenue/San Jose Avenue;
Geneva Avenue/I-280 Southbound (SB) and NB Ramps. The PEIR identified mitigation measures
to reduce impacts to less-than-significant levels at three of the five impacted intersections: Ocean
Avenue/Junipero Serra Boulevard; Ocean Avenue/I-280 NB On-Ramp; and Ocean Avenue/San Jose
Avenue. No feasible mitigation measures were identified to address operating conditions at two
of the five impacted intersections: Ocean Avenue/Geneva Avenue/Frida Kahlo Way; and Geneva
Avenue/I-280 NB and SB Ramps. Therefore, the PEIR concluded that implementation of the area
plan would result in significant unavoidable cumulative traffic impacts at these intersections.
Significant cumulative traffic impacts were specifically identified at the intersections of Ocean
Avenue/Junipero Serra Boulevard and Ocean Avenue/San Jose Avenue intersections.
With the Lee Avenue Connection to City College variant, proposed by City College, a portion of
City College vehicle traffic would shift from Frida Kahlo Way to Lee Avenue. The transportation
analysis of this variant identified a significant traffic impact at the Ocean Avenue/Lee Avenue
intersection. Installation of a dedicated eastbound left turn lane at the Ocean Avenue/Lee Avenue
intersection was identified as a possible mitigation. However, this would require relocation of the
light-rail tracks and result in disruptions to San Francisco Municipal Railway (Muni) service during
construction. City College had not committed to paying a fair share and the mitigation was
determined to be infeasible. Limiting vehicular movements (specifically allowing westbound rightturns and prohibiting eastbound left-turns) at Ocean Avenue/Lee Avenue and extending Lee
Avenue to the parking facilities was identified as a possible alternative. However, more detailed
analysis would be required to evaluate potential conflicts between right-turning vehicles and
pedestrians and impacts on Muni operations. Therefore, it was determined that provision of full
access to City College parking facilities from Ocean Avenue would create significant traffic
impacts. Any future plan from City College to allow access to City College parking facilities from
Ocean Avenue would require separate environmental review.
The area plan proposed a single-point interchange that would consolidate the on- and off-ramps
at Geneva and Ocean avenues. The proposed reconfiguration would create a significant traffic
impact due to queueing onto the I-280 mainline. Therefore, at the program level of analysis
conducted for the PEIR, the impacts on the Geneva Avenue/I-280 SB and NB Ramps were identified
as significant and unavoidable under California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA).
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Transit
Significant transit impacts were also identified under the 2025 with Area Plan scenario on the K
Ingleside line and at Ocean Avenue/Geneva Avenue/Frida Kahlo Way and the new Geneva
Avenue/I-280 NB Off-Ramp and Geneva Avenue/I-280 SB On-Ramp intersections.


As noted in the Impact TR-4, CEQA no longer considers transit capacity utilization impacts.
The following PEIR capacity utilization impact summary is provided for informational
purposes.
PEIR concluded that implementation of the area plan would contribute about 6 percent to the
future ridership on the K Ingleside line at the maximum load point,65 increasing the already
exceeded capacity utilization from 100 percent to 106 percent during the p.m. peak period. As
such, the area plan was considered to have a significant contribution to adverse transit
conditions on the K Ingleside line. No feasible mitigation measures were identified that would
reduce this impact to a less-than-significant level. Therefore, this was identified as a significant,
unavoidable impact.



Transit impacts identified at the Ocean Avenue/Geneva Avenue/Frida Kahlo Way intersection
are a result of proposed changes to the intersection configuration, including elimination of the
channelized westbound and southbound right-turn pockets and restriping of the eastbound
and northbound approaches. The intersection reconfiguration was reported to significantly
impact intersection operations and result in congestion that could affect operations of the K
Ingleside on Ocean Avenue and Muni buses on southbound Frida Kahlo Way. The PEIR did
not identify a time-based threshold of significance (e.g., minutes of transit delay) to make this
significance finding. No feasible mitigation measures were identified that would reduce this
impact to a less-than-significant level. Therefore, this was identified as a significant and
unavoidable impact.



Transit impacts identified at the new Geneva Avenue/I-280 NB Off-Ramp and Geneva Avenue/I280 SB On-Ramp intersection would similarly largely be attributable to the proposed
reconfiguration of the intersections and freeway ramps and not to increased vehicle traffic
generated by area plan development.66 Operations would worsen to level of service (LOS) F due
to the consolidation of all movements into a single intersection. The PEIR did not identify a timebased threshold of significance (e.g., minutes of transit delay) to make this significance finding.
No feasible mitigation measures were identified that would reduce this impact to a less-thansignificant level. Therefore, this was identified as a significant and unavoidable impact.

Parking
The PEIR did not identify significant impacts related to parking. The PEIR identified Improvement
Measure (Parking) to further reduce less-than-significant impacts related to the anticipated parking
shortfall by reducing parking demand. Two scenarios were considered for the analysis of parking
conditions with implementation of the area plan: (1) no parking provided (as allowed under the
proposed planning code changes with the area plan); and (2) current code-required parking
provided. If no parking were to be provided as part of development proposals within the plan area,
there would be a shortfall of about 3,004 parking spaces during the weekday evening period. If the
maximum parking were to be provided under the current planning code requirement, there would
65

66

The maximum load point is the point (i.e., a bus stop or boarding location) at which the highest number of
passengers are aboard a transit vehicle on a designated bus line and route direction at a specified time or time period.
San Francisco Planning Department, December 4, 2008, Balboa Park Station Area Plan Environmental Impact
Report, Volume 1, p. 183-184, http://default.sfplanning.org/MEA/2004.1059E_Balboa_FEIR_Pt1.pdf, website accessed
June 5, 2019.
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be a shortfall of about 929 parking spaces during the weekday evening period. With the new
developments proposed in the area plan, and with either current or proposed parking
requirements, parking occupancy in the plan area would increase to over 100 percent capacity at
full buildout. Due to parking supply constraints and the accessibility to transit and other alternate
modes, future parking demand and shortfalls may be lower than estimated.

Pedestrian and Bicycle
The PEIR found the impacts related to pedestrians and bicycle circulation to be less than significant.
The PEIR identified Improvement Measure (Walking/Accessibility) to further reduce less-thansignificant impacts related to the anticipated increase in the number of people walking. The
improvement measure was intended to be undertaken by San Francisco Municipal Transportation
Agency (SFMTA) in coordination with sponsors of subsequent development projects to provide
pedestrian signals with countdown indicators at all major intersections and at crosswalks that
connect to the Muni light-rail stops and Balboa Park BART station. The PEIR identified
Improvement Measure (Bicycles) to further reduce less-than-significant impacts related to
provision of bicycle parking and amenities.
The proposed bicycle lanes along Ocean Avenue under the area plan would require the elimination
of one through-lane in the westbound direction between the I-280 Southbound Off-Ramp and
Geneva Avenue. As a result, delay at the westbound approach to the Ocean Avenue/Geneva
Avenue/Frida Kahlo Way intersection would increase and the proposed bicycle lanes would result
in significant impacts on traffic operations at this intersection. No feasible mitigation measures
were identified and this was considered a significant and unavoidable impact in the PEIR.

Loading and Construction
The PEIR found the impacts related to loading could not be assessed for future developments in
the plan area and that analysis of construction impacts is specific to individual development or
transportation projects. The PEIR did not assess specific loading and construction impacts of future
development but concluded that construction impacts associated with individual development
projects would not be considered significant since they are temporary and short-term in duration.
The PEIR identified Improvement Measure (Construction) to further reduce less-than-significant
construction-related transportation impacts of individual projects within the plan area intended to
be undertaken by sponsors of subsequent development projects.

3.B.4 Existing Conditions
The project site is a 17.6‐acre rectangular parcel and encompasses Assessor’s Block 3180/Lot 190 in
San Francisco’s West of Twin Peaks neighborhood. The project location and site characteristics are
described in SEIR Section 2.A, Project Overview, p. 2-1, and Section 2.D.2, Project Site, p. 2-7. The
existing land use setting is described in Appendix B, Initial Study, Section E.1, Land Use and Land
Use Planning, p. B-12.
The transportation study area includes all aspects of the transportation network within generally
two blocks of the project site, generally bounded by Frida Kahlo Way to the east, Miramar Avenue
to the west, Holloway Avenue to the south, and Monterey Boulevard to the north. The
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transportation study area consists of travel corridors and facilities such as transit routes and
stations, bicycle routes and amenities, pedestrian sidewalks and crossings, and the overall
vehicular roadway network that residents, employees, and visitors would use in traveling to and
from the project site. The transportation study area and study intersections are shown in
Figure 3.B-1, Transportation Study Area and Study Intersections. The 23 study intersections were
selected either because they:


Represent access points to the regional highway system (e.g., freeway on- and off-ramps);



Are located along major street corridors serving the project site (e.g., Ocean Avenue and Frida
Kahlo Way); or



Are located in the immediate vicinity of the project site (e.g., San Ramon Way/Southwood
Drive/Plymouth Avenue).

As a result, they are the intersections most likely to be potentially impacted by vehicle traffic
generated by the proposed project. The six study intersections providing access to the regional
highway system are located outside of the transportation study area, but are included because they
represent access points to the regional highway system (e.g., freeway on- and off-ramps) and are
located along major street corridors serving the project site. The following section describes the
existing transportation and circulation conditions.

Regional and Local Roadways
The following describes the closest regional roadways to the project site, including freeway onand off-ramps. In addition, the following describes the existing local roadways in the study area,
including their geographic extent; San Francisco General Plan, Better Streets Plan, Key Walking
Street, and High Injury Corridor designation, if applicable; speed limit; and number and type of
travel lanes and directions. For those existing streets adjacent to the project site, the following also
describes the width of the roadway, including travel lanes, and any potentially or observed vehicle
to vehicle hazardous conditions. Lastly, the following describes the amount of people driving at
study intersections.

Regional Roadways
Regional access to and from the project site is provided by I-280. I-280 extends from the southern
portion of downtown San Francisco to U.S. 101 in San Jose. I-280 carries approximately 173,000
vehicles per day south of Geneva Avenue and 181,000 vehicles per day north of Ocean Avenue.67
I-280 merges with U.S. 101 to the east of the project site and merges with Highway 1 to the
southwest of the project site. U.S. 101 connects to the East Bay via I-80 and the San FranciscoOakland Bay Bridge and, connecting to the South Bay and North Bay via surface streets and the
Golden Gate Bridge. Access to I-280 from the project site is provided by on- and off-ramps at Ocean
and Geneva avenues.

67

California Department of Transportation (Caltrans), Year 2017 Traffic Volumes on the State Highway System,
http://www.dot.ca.gov/trafficops/census/volumes2017/, accessed January 10, 2019.
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Local Roadways
The study area is served by multiple local streets that provide access to the project site. Table 3.B-1,
Roadway Facilities in the Study Area, lists local roadways in the study area by street name,
direction (east–west or north–south), number of travel lanes, the streets’ designation in the San
Francisco General Plan (general plan) and on the City’s Vision Zero Network, the streets’
classification in the San Francisco Better Streets Plan (better streets plan), transit routes that use the
street (if any), and bicycle facilities provided on the street (if any).
TABLE 3.B-1
ROADWAY FACILITIES IN THE STUDY AREA
General Plan &
Vision Zero High
Injury Network
(HIN) Designations

Better Streets
Plan
Classification

Direction

Number
of Lanes
(typical)a

Ocean
Avenue

E-W

2/3d

CMP and MTS Major
Arterial, Vision Zero
HIN

Commercial and
Residential
Throughway

29, 49, K,
91 Owl

Class II/class III

Geneva
Avenue

E-W

2

CMP and MTS Major
Arterial, Vision Zero
HIN

Residential
Throughway

8, 8BX,
29, 91
Owl

Class III

Monterey
Boulevard

E-W

2

Vision Zero HIN

Residential
Throughway

23, 36

Class III

Miramar
Avenue

N-S

1

—

Neighborhood
Residential

—

—

Brighton
Avenue

N-S

1

—

Neighborhood
Residential

—

—

Lee
Avenue

N-S

1

—

Neighborhood
Residential

—

Class II/class IIIe

Frida
Kahlo Way

N-S

2

—

Neighborhood
Residential

43

Class II

San Jose
Avenue

N-S

2d

CMP and MTS Major
Arterial, Vision Zero
HIN

Neighborhood
Residential

J/M

—

Street
Name

Transit
Routesb

Bicycle
Facilities
(typical)c

SOURCES: Kittelson & Associates, Inc. 2019; San Francisco General Plan; San Francisco Vision Zero High Injury Network; San
Francisco Better Streets Plan.
NOTES:
E-W = east–west; N-S = north–south; CMP = congestion management plan; MTS = Metropolitan Transportation System; HIN = High
Injury Network
The descriptions associated with each street (General Plan Designation, Vision Zero High Injury Network, Better Streets Plan
Classification, Transit Routes, etc.) are those that apply to some portion of the street near the project site and may not apply to the
entire length of the street.
a Number of lanes per direction.
b Transit routes listed include lines that operate on streets within the study area but do not have stops within the study area (i.e., 36, J).
c Class I bikeways are bike paths with exclusive right-of-way for use by bicyclists. Class II bikeways are on-street bike lanes striped
within the paved areas of roadways. Class III bikeways are signed bike routes. Class IV bikeways are on-street bike lanes that are
protected from adjacent vehicular travel lanes by vertical separation such as curbs or soft-hit posts.
d Two travel lanes in both directions with a center-running Muni light-rail line.
e Class II bikeway in the uphill (southbound) direction and class III bikeway in the downhill (northbound) direction.
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Vehicular Counts
As part of the transportation technical analysis, vehicular turning movement counts were collected
at 23 intersections on Wednesday January 31, 2018, and Tuesday August 28, 2018, when City
College was in session during the weekday a.m. (7 to 9 a.m.) and weekday p.m. (4 to 6 p.m.) peak
periods. The 23 study intersections were selected either because they represent access points to the
regional highway system (e.g., freeway on- and off-ramps), are located along major street corridors
serving the project site (e.g., Ocean Avenue and Frida Kahlo Way), or are located in the immediate
vicinity of the project site (e.g., San Ramon Way/Southwood Drive/Plymouth Avenue), and
because they are the intersections most likely to be potentially impacted by vehicle traffic generated
by the proposed project. Vehicular counts are summarized in Table 3.B-2, Vehicular Counts at
Study Intersections.

Walking Conditions
A qualitative evaluation of existing pedestrian conditions was conducted during field visits to the
transportation study area in August and September 2018. Counts of people walking68 were
collected on Wednesday January 31, 2018, and Tuesday August 28, 2018, when City College was
in session during the weekday a.m. (7 to 9 a.m.) and weekday p.m. (4 to 6 p.m.) peak periods.
Observations of facilities for people walking included sidewalks, crosswalks, and curb ramps and
pedestrian activity within the study area. Observations indicated facilities for people walking were
generally complete in the study area, with sidewalks provided continuously on both sides of the
streets and crosswalks provided at most intersections. However, access for people walking to and
from the project site is limited, particularly in the north, south, and west sides, which lack a direct
connection to the project site.
Sidewalks on the east and west side of Lee Avenue between the project site and Ocean Avenue are
8 feet wide and 6 feet wide, respectively, including a 3- to 4-foot-wide planting strip. Sidewalks on
the north side of Ocean Avenue between Lee Avenue and Harold Way are approximately 10 feet
wide including a 3- to 4-foot-wide planting strip.69 There are high visibility marked crossings and
pedestrian countdown signals provided at all signalized intersections adjacent to the project
block.70

68
69

70

People walking includes people with disabilities that may or may not require assistive mobility devices.
The effective clear widths of the sidewalks vary depending on the presence of landscaping, utility poles,
parking meters, and other street furniture (e.g., newspaper racks, bike racks, benches). For example, the
landscaping along the Ocean Avenue north sidewalk reduces the effective sidewalk width from ten feet to
about six feet in most locations.
Crosswalk markings are classified as basic or high visibility. Basic crosswalk markings consist of two
transverse lines. High visibility markings consist of diagonal or longitudinal lines parallel to traffic flow with
or without transverse lines. High visibility markings are detected at about twice the distance upstream as basic
transverse markings during daytime conditions. National Committee on Uniform Traffic Control Devices,
Crosswalk Markings, January 2011, https://ceprofs.civil.tamu.edu/ghawkins/MTC-Files/201106_Meeting/Marking_No.1.pdf, accessed February 6, 2019.
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TABLE 3.B-2
VEHICULAR COUNTS AT STUDY INTERSECTIONS
Number of Vehiclesa,b
Number

Intersection

A.M. Peak Hour

P.M. Peak Hour

1

Ocean Avenue/Miramar Avenue

1,833

1,876

2

Ocean Avenue/Lee Avenue

1,898

2,021

3

Ocean Avenue/Frida Kahlo Way/Geneva Avenue

2,090

2,293

4

Ocean Avenue/San Jose Avenue

1,376

1,413

5

Ocean Avenue/Plymouth Avenue

1,841

1,866

6

San Ramon Way/Southwood Drive/Plymouth Avenue

422

409

7

Greenwood Avenue/Plymouth Avenue

430

397

8

Geneva Avenue/San Jose Avenue

2,590

2,485

9

Judson Avenue/Frida Kahlo Way

1,030

1,040

10

Judson Avenue/Hazelwood Avenue

437

341

11

Judson Avenue/Gennessee Street

851

780

12

Monterey Boulevard/Gennessee Street

1,684

1,636

13

Cloud Circle (N)/Frida Kahlo Way

750

923

14

Cloud Circle (S)/Frida Kahlo Way

1,074

1,210

15

City College Upper Reservoir Lot (N)/Frida Kahlo Way

750

923

16

City College Upper Reservoir Lot (S)/Frida Kahlo Way

1,074

1,210

17

I-280 SB Off Ramp/Ocean Avenue

1,505

1,509

18

I-280 SB Ramps/Geneva Avenue

2,463

2,590

19

I-280 NB Ramps/Geneva Avenue

2,653

2,642

20

I-280 NB Ramps/Ocean Avenue

1,101

1,207

21

Ocean Avenue/Brighton Avenue

1,708

1,846

22

Ocean Avenue/Harold Avenue

1,905

1,981

23

Holloway Avenue/Lee Avenue

440

378

SOURCE:

Quality Counts, 2018.

NOTES:
a Vehicle volume (number of vehicles) reflects the sum of all turning movements at the intersection.
b The weekday a.m. peak hour is the peak one hour (four consecutive 15-minute intervals) of vehicle traffic occurring between 7 and
9 a.m. The weekday p.m. peak hour is the peak one hour (four consecutive 15-minute intervals) of vehicle traffic occurring between 4
and 6 p.m.

Based on observations, general impediments to people walking within the study area include the
following:


Heavy vehicle traffic volumes associated with nearby freeway ramps and right-turn
movements at the following locations:
–

Ocean Avenue/Frida Kahlo Way/Geneva Avenue, westbound right turn

–

Ocean Avenue/Frida Kahlo Way/Geneva Avenue, eastbound right turn

–

Ocean Avenue/I-280 SB Off-Ramp free, southbound right turn
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Nonstandard intersection geometry and curvilinear approach at Frida Kahlo Way/Judson
Avenue. Drivers heading northbound must use a short left-turn pocket and wait for a gap in
traffic before proceeding north on Frida Kahlo Way. Drivers focusing on gaps in opposing
traffic flow are not as likely to see people crossing in the marked crosswalk, increasing the risk
of conflicts for people walking.



Long crossing distances and lack of marked crosswalks across some intersection legs:





–

Ocean Avenue/Frida Kahlo Way/Geneva Avenue, east leg

–

Ocean Avenue/I-280 NB Ramps, west leg

–

Geneva Avenue/I-280 SB Ramps, east leg and west leg

Curb ramps are not Americans with Disabilities Act (ADA)-compliant and lack detectable
warnings (i.e., tactile domes) at the following locations:
–

Ocean Avenue/Lee Avenue, southeast and southwest corners

–

Ocean Avenue/Brighton Avenue, southeast and southwest corners

–

Ocean Avenue/Plymouth Avenue, southeast and southwest corners

–

Ocean Avenue/Granada Avenue, all crossings

–

Ocean Avenue/Miramar Avenue, all crossings

Elevation changes (about 100 feet) and steep grades (up to 15 percent) along Geneva Avenue
between the project site and the Balboa Park Bay Area Rapid Transit (BART)/Muni Station
make conditions for people walking more physically demanding and challenging

Counts of people walking are generally highest along the Ocean Avenue commercial district, near
the Balboa Park BART/Muni station, and adjacent to City College. In these locations, the number
of people walking peaks during the morning and evening commute periods as people walk to and
from nearby transit stops and are also high during the midday when City College is in session.
People walking to/from the K Ingleside transit stop on Ocean Avenue at Lee Avenue were
observed to cross the rightmost travel lane to access the boarding island or sidewalk instead of
crossing at the crosswalk. People waited for gaps in vehicle and bicycle traffic before crossing the
travel lane and vehicles and bicycles were generally traveling slowly with sufficient gaps in traffic
for people to cross. No conflicts were observed.
Observations and counts show the highest number of people walking at the intersection of Ocean
Avenue/Lee Avenue with a total of 698 crossings at this location during the weekday a.m. peak
hour and 866 people crossing during the weekday p.m. peak hour. At the Geneva Avenue/San Jose
Avenue intersection, near Balboa Park BART/Muni station, a total of 750 crossings during the
weekday a.m. peak hour and 549 crossings during the weekday p.m. peak hour. Other study
intersections that experienced a relatively high number of crossings (i.e., within the top 20 percent
of intersections based on the number of crossings) include Ocean Avenue/San Jose Avenue, Ocean
Avenue/Plymouth Avenue, Ocean Avenue/I-280 SB Off-Ramp, and Ocean Avenue/Brighton
Avenue. Walking counts are summarized in Table 3.B-3, Walking Counts at Study Intersections
– Weekday A.M. Peak Hour, and Table 3.B-4, Walking Counts at Study Intersections – Weekday
P.M. Peak Hour.
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TABLE 3.B-3
WALKING COUNTS AT STUDY INTERSECTIONS – WEEKDAY A.M. PEAK HOUR
Intersection Leg (Number of Crossings)
Number

Intersection

North

South

East

West

Total

1

Ocean Avenue/Miramar Avenue

81

60

48

36

225

2

Ocean Avenue/Lee Avenue

250

147

171

130

698

3

Ocean Avenue/Frida Kahlo Way/Geneva Avenue

49

138

7

62

256

4

Ocean Avenue/San Jose Avenue

100

168

56

133

457

5

Ocean Avenue/Plymouth Avenue

74

97

24

14

209

6

San Ramon Way/Southwood Drive/Plymouth Avenue

0

4

23

25

52

7

Greenwood Avenue/Plymouth Avenue

2

1

6

3

12

8

Geneva Avenue/San Jose Avenue

330

101

106

213

750

9

Judson Avenue/Frida Kahlo Way

16

2

0

63

81

10

Judson Avenue/Hazelwood Avenue

4

4

10

10

28

11

Judson Avenue/Gennessee Street

19

26

37

32

114

12

Monterey Boulevard/Gennessee Street

12

39

19

29

99

13

Cloud Circle (N)/Frida Kahlo Way

45

21

37

36

139

14

Cloud Circle (S)/Frida Kahlo Way

4

201

34

28

267

15

City College Upper Reservoir Lot (N)/Frida Kahlo Way

29

39

37

72

177

16

City College Upper Reservoir Lot (S)/Frida Kahlo Way

74

43

37

39

193

17

I-280 SB Off Ramp/Ocean Avenue

78

313

73

0

464

18

I-280 SB Ramps/Geneva Avenue

193

126

0

20

339

19

I-280 NB Ramps/Geneva Avenue

12

155

147

5

319

20

I-280 NB Ramps/Ocean Avenue

158

149

53

0

360

21

Ocean Avenue/Brighton Avenue

161

160

35

24

380

22

Ocean Avenue/Harold Avenue

148

149

5

2

304

23

Holloway Avenue/Lee Avenue

30

17

37

21

105

SOURCE:
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TABLE 3.B-4
WALKING COUNTS AT STUDY INTERSECTIONS – WEEKDAY P.M. PEAK HOUR
Intersection Leg (Number of Crossings)
Number

Intersection

North

South

East

West

Total

1

Ocean Avenue/Miramar Avenue

191

131

56

61

439

2

Ocean Avenue/Lee Avenue

323

245

175

123

866

3

Ocean Avenue/Frida Kahlo Way/Geneva Avenue

88

94

0

88

270

4

Ocean Avenue/San Jose Avenue

89

81

58

100

328

5

Ocean Avenue/Plymouth Avenue

349

152

78

25

604

6

San Ramon Way/Southwood Drive/Plymouth Avenue

10

6

33

36

85

7

Greenwood Avenue/Plymouth Avenue

3

2

4

9

18

8

Geneva Avenue/San Jose Avenue

268

64

42

175

549

9

Judson Avenue/Frida Kahlo Way

18

0

0

55

73

10

Judson Avenue/Hazelwood Avenue

3

5

1

8

17

11

Judson Avenue/Gennessee Street

19

7

28

15

69

12

Monterey Boulevard/Gennessee Street

26

45

26

22

119

13

Cloud Circle (N)/Frida Kahlo Way

39

19

28

61

147

14

Cloud Circle (S)/Frida Kahlo Way

2

312

52

80

446

15

City College Upper Reservoir Lot (N)/Frida Kahlo Way

18

52

21

48

139

16

City College Upper Reservoir Lot (S)/Frida Kahlo Way

59

53

61

60

233

17

I-280 SB Off Ramp/Ocean Avenue

58

287

14

0

359

18

I-280 SB Ramps/Geneva Avenue

115

18

0

20

153

19

I-280 NB Ramps/Geneva Avenue

5

135

104

36

280

20

I-280 NB Ramps/Ocean Avenue

87

47

73

1

208

21

Ocean Avenue/Brighton Avenue

442

278

107

63

890

22

Ocean Avenue/Harold Avenue

183

150

0

3

336

23

Holloway Avenue/Lee Avenue

23

17

23

27

90

SOURCE:

Quality Counts, 2018.

In 2014, San Francisco adopted the Vision Zero policy. The goal of the Vision Zero policy is to create a
culture that prioritizes traffic safety and ensures that mistakes by motorists on roadways do not result
in serious injuries or death. In 2015, the City released a pedestrian, cyclist, and vehicle high injury
corridor report (the Vision Zero “High Injury Network”) along with a two-year action strategy and new
protocols for tracking traffic fatalities and improving the City’s understanding of Vision Zero’s impact.
The project site is not located directly on the High Injury Network. However, the following street
segments near the project site are identified as part of the 2017 High Injury Network:71


Ocean Avenue between Frida Kahlo Way and Santa Ynez Avenue



Geneva Avenue between Frida Kahlo Way and Paris Street

71

San Francisco Department of Public Health, Vision Zero High Injury Network: 2017, http://sfgov.maps.arcgis.com/
apps/webappviewer/index.html?id=fa37f1274b4446f1bdddd7bdf9e708ff, accessed January 10, 2019.
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Monterey Boulevard between St. Elmo Way/Plymouth Avenue and Edna Street



San Jose Avenue between Santa Ynez Avenue to Seneca Avenue and between Geneva Avenue
and Wilson Street

Pedestrian collision data from the Statewide Integrated Traffic Reporting System (SWITRS) (2013–
2017)72 reported five pedestrian-involved collisions, including one severe injury, and no pedestrian
fatalities within the study area.73

Bicycle Facilities and Circulation
A qualitative evaluation of existing bicycle conditions was conducted during field visits to the
transportation study area in August and September 2018. Bicycle counts were collected on
Wednesday January 31, 2018, and Tuesday August 28, 2018, when City College was in session
during the weekday a.m. (7 to 9 a.m.) and weekday p.m. (4 to 6 p.m.) peak periods.
Bicycle facilities are typically classified into four classes, primarily based on the level of separation
from vehicular traffic:74


Class I bikeway (bike path)—This is a dedicated path for bicyclists and/or pedestrians that
does not permit motorized travel. No class I bikeways exist in the study area.



Class II bikeway (bike lane)—This is a portion of the roadway network that has been striped
and signed for bicycle use. Implementation of class II bicycle facilities requires sufficient rightof-way between the vehicle stream and the curb or curbside parking. Bicycle lanes are typically
used along collector or arterial streets with medium to high traffic volumes, providing
additional travel space for bicyclists along busy roadway segments.



Class III bikeway (bike route)—This is a bikeway that primarily serves to connect other
facilities and destinations in the bikeway network. These routes include signage but do not
have roadway markings or striping to indicate reserved space for the bicyclists. Bicyclists
traveling on class III facilities must share travel lanes with vehicle traffic.



Class IV bikeway (separated bikeway)—This is a dedicated, separated and protected onstreet lane for bicyclists. Separated bike lanes (or protected bike lanes) are typically used along
streets with high traffic volumes and high speeds, providing additional protection for bicyclists
through the use of vertical separation, such as concrete curb or safe-hit posts. No class IV
bikeways exist in the study area.

Existing on-street bicycle facilities, as designated by the SFMTA Bike Network Map, are shown in
Figure 3.B-2, Existing Bicycling Network, and described below:75


72

73
74

75

Ocean Avenue—A class III facility runs east–west between 19th Avenue and Frida Kahlo Way.
A class II facility runs east–west between Frida Kahlo Way and Alemany Boulevard.

As of December 2018, when the analysis was conducted, this was the most recent complete set of final SWITRS
data available from the California Highway Patrol.
UC Berkeley, Transportation Injury Mapping System, https://tims.berkeley.edu/tools/gismap/, accessed January 10, 2019.
Caltrans, Highway Design Manual, Chapter 1000, Bicycle Transportation Design, December 2015,
http://www.dot.ca.gov/design/manuals/hdm/chp1000.pdf, accessed February 7, 2018.
SFMTA, San Francisco Bike Network Map, July 2016, https://www.sfmta.com/maps/san-francisco-bike-network-map,
accessed May 25, 2018.
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Geneva Avenue—A class III facility runs east–west from Frida Kahlo Way to Paris Street where
it becomes a class II facility and continues as a class II and class III facility to the Cow Palace.



Monterey Boulevard—A class III facility runs east–west from Santa Clara Avenue to
Gennessee Street.



Plymouth Avenue—A class III facility runs north–south and extends one block from Holloway
Avenue to Ocean Avenue.



Lee Avenue—A class II facility runs in the uphill (southbound) direction and extends one
block from Ocean Avenue to Holloway Avenue. A class III facility runs in the downhill
(northbound) direction and extends one block from Holloway Avenue to Ocean Avenue.



Frida Kahlo Way—A class II facility runs north–south from Ocean Avenue to Judson Avenue
and continues on Judson Avenue to Gennessee Street.

As shown on Figure 3.B-2, there are dedicated bicycle facilities on the following segments that
overlap with the Vision Zero High Injury Network discussed in “Walking Conditions,” p. 3.B-9.


Ocean Avenue, east of Frida Kahlo Way;



Geneva Avenue, south of Frida Kahlo Way; and



Monterey Boulevard, between St Elmo Way/Plymouth Avenue and Gennessee Street.

Bicycle collision data from the Statewide Integrated Traffic Reporting System (2013–2017) reported
four bicycle-involved collisions, including one severe injury, and no bicyclist fatalities within the
study area.76
Frida Kahlo Way and segments of Ocean Avenue within the study area are relatively flat with
elevation changes north and south of Ocean Avenue. The project site is located close to two major
transit hubs (City College Terminal and Balboa Park BART/Muni Station) and bicycle friendly uses,
including the City College Ocean Avenue campus and neighborhood-oriented retail. However,
general impediments to people bicycling observed within the study area include the following:


Elevation changes and steep and sustained grades (e.g., on Geneva Avenue);



Heavy vehicle traffic volumes and high-speed uncontrolled movements at freeway ramp
terminals;



Nonstandard intersection geometry and high vehicle volumes at Ocean Avenue/Frida Kahlo
Way/Geneva Avenue;



Muni light-rail trackway along Ocean Avenue creates an uneven surface and bicycle tires can
become stuck in rail flanges when in-street tracks are crossed at low angles; and



Lack of protected or separated bicycle facilities.

Field observations and count data indicate that bicycle use is low, with up to 13 individuals
bicycling along Ocean Avenue in the westbound direction and six individuals bicycling in the
eastbound direction, and between five and eight people bicycling along Frida Kahlo Way in the
northbound and southbound directions during both peak hours. Counts of people biking are
generally highest along the Ocean Avenue commercial district and adjacent to City College, where
76

UC Berkeley, Transportation Injury Mapping System, https://tims.berkeley.edu/tools/gismap/, accessed January 10, 2019.
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there are designated bicycle facilities. Fewer people bicycling were observed on Geneva Avenue
near the freeway ramps and in the Westwood Park neighborhood. Bicycling counts are
summarized in Table 3.B-5, Bicycling Counts at Study Intersections – Weekday A.M. Peak Hour,
and Table 3.B-6, Bicycling Counts at Study Intersections – Weekday P.M. Peak Hour.
TABLE 3.B-5
BICYCLING COUNTS AT STUDY INTERSECTIONS – WEEKDAY A.M. PEAK HOUR
Intersection Approach
(Number of People Biking)
Number

Intersection

North

South

East

West

Total

1

Ocean Avenue/Miramar Avenue

0

2

4

1

7

2

Ocean Avenue/Lee Avenue

1

0

5

13

19

3

Ocean Avenue/Frida Kahlo Way/Geneva Avenue

0

0

2

10

12

4

Ocean Avenue/San Jose Avenue

5

1

3

3

12

5

Ocean Avenue/Plymouth Avenue

0

0

6

5

11

6

San Ramon Way/Southwood Drive/Plymouth Avenue

0

1

0

0

1

7

Greenwood Avenue/Plymouth Avenue

3

4

0

0

7

8

Geneva Avenue/San Jose Avenue

0

1

2

1

4

9

Judson Avenue/Frida Kahlo Way

4

3

6

0

13

10

Judson Avenue/Hazelwood Avenue

0

3

1

0

4

11

Judson Avenue/Gennessee Street

2

0

2

5

9

12

Monterey Boulevard/Gennessee Street

0

1

1

7

9

13

Cloud Circle (N)/Frida Kahlo Way

8

6

1

0

15

14

Cloud Circle (S)/Frida Kahlo Way

8

7

0

0

15

15

City College Upper Reservoir Lot (N)/Frida Kahlo Way

6

5

0

1

12

16

City College Upper Reservoir Lot (S)/Frida Kahlo Way

6

4

0

0

10

17

I-280 SB Off Ramp/Ocean Avenue

0

0

7

7

14

18

I-280 SB Ramps/Geneva Avenue

1

0

3

3

7

19

I-280 NB Ramps/Geneva Avenue

0

0

3

3

6

20

I-280 NB Ramps/Ocean Avenue

0

0

2

4

6

21

Ocean Avenue/Brighton Avenue

0

0

12

5

17

22

Ocean Avenue/Harold Avenue

0

0

13

5

18

23

Holloway Avenue/Lee Avenue

1

2

5

3

11

SOURCE:

Quality Counts, 2018.

Balboa Reservoir Project Draft SEIR
Case No. 2018-007883ENV

3.B-17

August 2019

3. Environmental Setting, Impacts, and Mitigation Measures
3.B. Transportation and Circulation

TABLE 3.B-6
BICYCLING COUNTS AT STUDY INTERSECTIONS – WEEKDAY P.M. PEAK HOUR
Intersection Approach
(Number of People Biking)
Number

Intersection

North

South

East

West

Total

1

Ocean Avenue/Miramar Avenue

0

1

6

10

17

2

Ocean Avenue/Lee Avenue

0

0

3

7

10

3

Ocean Avenue/Frida Kahlo Way/Geneva Avenue

2

1

5

5

13

4

Ocean Avenue/San Jose Avenue

4

1

3

2

10

5

Ocean Avenue/Plymouth Avenue

0

0

6

11

17

6

San Ramon Way/Southwood Drive/Plymouth Avenue

0

1

0

2

3

7

Greenwood Avenue/Plymouth Avenue

0

0

0

0

0

8

Geneva Avenue/San Jose Avenue

4

1

2

1

8

9

Judson Avenue/Frida Kahlo Way

1

1

2

0

4

10

Judson Avenue/Hazelwood Avenue

0

0

1

0

1

11

Judson Avenue/Gennessee Street

4

0

0

7

11

12

Monterey Boulevard/Gennessee Street

1

2

5

2

10

13

Cloud Circle (N)/Frida Kahlo Way

6

7

3

0

16

14

Cloud Circle (S)/Frida Kahlo Way

2

7

2

0

11

15

City College Upper Reservoir Lot (N)/Frida Kahlo Way

2

7

0

0

9

16

City College Upper Reservoir Lot (S)/Frida Kahlo Way

2

7

0

0

9

17

I-280 SB Off Ramp/Ocean Avenue

0

0

4

4

8

18

I-280 SB Ramps/Geneva Avenue

0

0

5

1

6

19

I-280 NB Ramps/Geneva Avenue

0

0

1

5

6

20

I-280 NB Ramps/Ocean Avenue

0

0

1

0

1

21

Ocean Avenue/Brighton Avenue

0

0

5

8

13

22

Ocean Avenue/Harold Avenue

3

0

9

8

20

Holloway Avenue/Lee Avenue

0

1

9

2

12

23
SOURCE:

Quality Counts, 2018.

Public Transit Conditions
The project site is served by local transit provided by Muni, operated by the SFMTA. Regional
transit service is provided to the East Bay and South Bay/Peninsula via the BART station.
Figure 3.B-3, Existing Transit Service Weekday P.M. Peak Headways, presents the local and
regional transit routes in the transportation study area.
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Local Transit
Muni
Muni provides transit service within the City and County of San Francisco, including bus (diesel,
bio-diesel/electric hybrid, and electric trolley), light-rail (Muni Metro), cable car, and electric
streetcar lines. Table 3.B-7, Local Muni Operations, summarizes Muni service characteristics for
the Muni routes operating within the study area with bus stops located within 0.5 mile of the
project site.
TABLE 3.B-7
LOCAL MUNI OPERATIONS
Headwaysa

Route

Weekday
A.M. Peak
Period
(7–9 a.m.)

Weekday
P.M. Peak
Period
(4–6 p.m.)

8

8

8

5–12:10 a.m.

City College
Terminal

8BX

7

7

6:30–9:30 a.m.
(inbound) and
3:30–6:40 p.m.
(outbound)

City College
Terminal

23

20

20

5:45 a.m.–
11:30 p.m.

Monterey
Boulevard/
Ridgewood
Avenue

Bayview, Bernal Heights, Diamond Heights,
Excelsior, Glen Park, Lakeshore, Outer
Mission, Parkside, West of Twin Peaks

28R

10

10

7 a.m.–7 p.m.

Geneva
Avenue/
San Jose
Avenue

Crocker Amazon, Golden Gate Park, Inner
Richmond, Inner Sunset, Lakeshore, Ocean
View, Outer Mission, Outer Richmond, Outer
Sunset, Presidio, Presidio Heights, West of
Twin Peaks

29

10

12

5:55–
12:10 a.m.

Ocean
Avenue/Lee
Avenue

Bayview, Excelsior, Golden Gate Park, Inner
Richmond, Lakeshore, Ingleside, Outer
Mission, Outer Richmond, Outer Sunset,
Parkside, Presidio, Seacliff, Visitacion Valley,
West of Twin Peaks, Inner Sunset

43

9

11

5:15–
12:30 a.m.

Frida Kahlo
Way/Judson
Avenue &
Frida Kahlo
Way/City
College
Terminal

Crocker Amazon, Excelsior, Golden Gate
Park, Inner Richmond, Marina, Ocean View,
Outer Mission, Pacific Heights, Presidio,
Presidio Heights, Twin Peaks, West of Twin
Peaks, Western Addition, Inner Sunset

49

8

9

5:40–
12:10 a.m.

City College
Terminal

Bernal Heights, Downtown/Civic Center,
Excelsior, Glen Park, Marina, Mission, Nob
Hill, Noe Valley, Ocean View, Outer Mission,
Pacific Heights, Russian Hill, South of Market,
West of Twin Peaks, Western Addition

54

20

20

5:40–
12:10 a.m.

City College
Terminal

Bayview, Crocker Amazon, Excelsior,
Lakeshore, Ocean View, Outer Mission,
Visitacion Valley, West of Twin Peaks

August 2019

Hours of
Operation

Nearest
Stop to the
Project Site

3.B-20

Neighborhoods Served
Chinatown, Crocker Amazon, Excelsior,
Financial District, Nob Hill, North Beach,
Ocean View, Outer Mission, Russian Hill,
South of Market, Visitacion Valley, West of
Twin Peaks
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Headwaysa

Route

Weekday
A.M. Peak
Period
(7–9 a.m.)

Weekday
P.M. Peak
Period
(4–6 p.m.)

Hours of
Operation

91

—

—

12–6 a.m.

Ocean
Avenue/Lee
Avenue

Bayview, Chinatown, Crocker Amazon,
Downtown/Civic Center, Excelsior, Financial
District, Golden Gate Park, Inner Richmond,
Lakeshore, Marina, Nob Hill, North Beach,
Ocean View, Outer Mission, Outer Sunset,
Parkside, Potrero Hill, Presidio, Russian Hill,
South of Market, Visitacion Valley, West of
Twin Peaks, Inner Sunset

K

8

9

4:40–
12:20 a.m.

Ocean
Avenue/Lee
Avenue

Bayview, Castro/Upper Market, Chinatown,
Downtown/Civic Center, Financial District,
Lakeshore, Mission, Noe Valley, Ocean View,
Outer Mission, Parkside, Potrero Hill, South of
Market, Twin Peaks, Visitacion Valley, West
of Twin Peaks

SOURCE:

Nearest
Stop to the
Project Site

Neighborhoods Served

Muni, 2019. https://www.sfmta.com/getting-around/muni/routes-stops.

NOTES: “—” indicates value not applicable.
Transit routes shown have a bus stop within 0.5 mile of the project site.
a Headway refers to scheduled time between buses, presented in minutes. Headways shown are an average headway for the
corresponding weekday a.m. (7 to 9 a.m.) and weekday p.m. (4 to 6 p.m.) peak-hour headway schedule.

Muni provides local transit for destinations within San Francisco, with nearby service along Ocean
Avenue, Geneva Avenue, and Frida Kahlo Way. Muni operates eight bus lines and one light-rail
line with stops located within about 0.5 mile of the project site.
Major bus routes operating within 0.5 mile of the project site include 8 Bayshore and 8BX Bayshore
‘B’ Express connecting to the Excelsior District, Visitacion Valley, Portola, Downtown, Chinatown,
North Beach, and Fisherman’s Wharf and the 49 Van Ness/Mission connecting to the Mission
District and Van Ness Avenue corridor. Additional crosstown routes serving the site include the
23 Monterey, 28R 19th Avenue Rapid, 29 Sunset, 43 Masonic, and 54 Felton. The K Ingleside line
rail line provides service along Ocean Avenue (center-running on the street), connecting to Balboa
Park BART/Muni Station at its eastern terminus and traveling west through the Twin Peaks Tunnel
and Market Street Subway to downtown San Francisco.
Muni increased capacity on the K/T Third/Ingleside rail line by running two-car trains. Two-car
trains operate for the length of Third Street and in the tunnel. However, for the Ocean Avenue
section of the line, many boarding islands do not extend the length of a two-car train. Therefore,
only the front car on trains along Ocean Avenue are in service. When a two-car outbound train
reaches City College (Geneva Avenue), Junipero Serra Boulevard/Ocean Avenue, all passengers
on the back car move to the first car and the operator locks the second car. It remains locked until
returning to Junipero Serra/Ocean Avenue in the inbound direction when the second car is
unlocked and proceeds through the tunnel and along Third Street. The transit boarding islands
closest to the project site at Geneva Avenue, Lee Avenue, and Jules Avenue/Dorado Terrace are of
sufficient length to safely board and unload one- and two-car trains; however, one-car service is
provided so that riders do not get in a position of being unable to exit the vehicle at a one-car stop
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location. During observations conducted between 7 and 9 a.m. and 4 and 6 p.m. on Tuesday
April 2, 2019, trains arrived generally within one or two minutes of the scheduled time and
crowding was not observed.
A local transit hub is provided at the City College Terminal located at the northwest corner of
Ocean Avenue/Frida Kahlo Way/Geneva Avenue. The terminal provides ingress from Ocean
Avenue and egress onto Frida Kahlo Way north of the San Francisco Fire Department (fire
department) Station 15. The City College Terminal provides three boarding bays (two island bays
and one curb bay) shared between the 8, 8BX, and 49 routes. Muni egress onto Frida Kahlo Way is
facilitated by actuated transit-only signals.77
Muni transit operations in the study area were evaluated using transit delay analysis. The transit
delay analysis presents the delay associated with traffic congestion, transit reentry,78 and passenger
boarding along the following corridors and Muni lines:


Frida Kahlo Way from Judson Avenue to Ocean Avenue (Line 43)



Ocean Avenue from Plymouth Avenue to San Jose Avenue (Lines K, 29, 49)



Geneva Avenue from City College Terminal to San Jose Avenue (Lines 8, 8BX, 43, 54)

The results of the transit delay analysis are summarized in Table 3.B-8, Existing Transit Delay, and
provided in Attachment C, Corridor Delay Analysis Synchro Worksheets, and Attachment D,
Transit Reentry and Passenger Boarding Delay Analysis Calculations, of SEIR Appendix C2,
Transit Assessment Memorandum. Transit ridership and capacity analysis are provided in
Attachment F (transit ridership and capacity analysis) of SEIR Appendix C2 for informational
purposes. Table 3.B-8 presents the estimated seconds of delay a transit vehicle encounters during
the a.m. and p.m. peak hours along each of the study corridors.
TABLE 3.B-8
EXISTING TRANSIT DELAY
Weekday a.m. Peak Hour (seconds of delay)

Weekday p.m. Peak Hour (seconds of delay)

Northbound/
Eastbound

Southbound/
Westbound

Northbound/
Eastbound

Southbound/
Westbound

3

12

3

25

Ocean Avenue

110

132

113

133

Geneva Avenue

70

48

66

41

Corridor
Frida Kahlo Way

SOURCE:

Kittelson & Associates Inc., 2018.

NOTES:
Transit delay includes corridor delay, transit reentry delay, and passenger boarding delay.

As shown in Table 3.B-8, the highest transit delays are experienced along Ocean Avenue between
Plymouth Avenue and Judson Avenue. This is primarily caused by the vehicular traffic at the
77

78

Actuated signals respond to the traffic present at the intersection so that the pattern of the signal (the length
and order of each phase) depends on the real-time traffic volumes and can be different at every cycle.
Transit reentry delay occurs when stopped transit vehicles wait for a gap in the traffic stream or wait for a
queue to clear before they are able to reenter the travel lane.
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Ocean Avenue/San Jose Avenue intersection, which operates with an average intersection delay
above 100 seconds. Additionally, as a result of the high vehicle traffic volumes in the curbside
travel lane on Ocean Avenue (between 900 and 930 vehicles per hour) transit vehicles in this
corridor typically experience transit reentry delays of around 11 seconds.

Regional Transit
Regional transit service to and from the East Bay is provided via BART commuter rail service,
Alameda-Contra Costa Transit (AC Transit) buses, and Water Emergency Transportation
Authority (WETA) ferries. Transit service to and from the North Bay is provided via Golden Gate
Transit (GGT) buses and ferries. Transit service to and from the Peninsula/South Bay is provided
via Caltrain, BART, and San Mateo County Transit (SamTrans) buses. BART is located within 0.6mile of the center of the project site and many Muni routes connect to the Balboa Park BART/Muni
Station. Other regional transit services can be reached by bicycle or from various Muni or BART
lines (some requiring a transfer). Regional transit providers and service are described below.

BART
BART provides regional commuter rail service between San Francisco and the East Bay (Antioch,
Richmond, Dublin/Pleasanton and Warm Springs/South Fremont), as well as between San
Francisco and San Mateo County (Daly City, SFO Airport, and Millbrae). Weekday hours of
operation are between 4 a.m. and midnight. During the weekday p.m. peak period, headways are
5 to 15 minutes along each line. Within San Francisco, BART operates underground along Market
Street to Civic Center Station where it turns south through the Mission District towards Daly City,
running partially aboveground between Glen Park and Daly City stations. The BART stations
nearest to the project study area is the Balboa Park BART/Muni Station at San Jose Avenue between
Ocean Avenue and Geneva Avenue, about 0.6 mile away from the center of the project site.

Caltrain
Caltrain provides passenger rail service on the Peninsula between San Francisco and Downtown
San Jose with several stops in San Mateo County and Santa Clara County. Some service is also
available south of San Jose. Caltrain operates either local or express trains between 4:30 a.m. and
midnight inbound (northbound) and 5 a.m. to midnight outbound (southbound). Caltrain service
headways for Limited-Stop and Express (“Baby Bullet”) trains during the weekday a.m. and p.m.
peak periods are 10 to 40 minutes, depending on the type of train. The peak direction of service is
southbound during the weekday a.m. peak period (7 to 9 a.m.) and northbound during the
weekday p.m. peak period (4 to 6 p.m.). Local service is not provided during peak periods.
Caltrain provides service to the Bayshore Station and the 22nd Street Station. The Bayshore Station,
located on Tunnel Avenue between Beatty Avenue and Recycle Road is about 3.5 miles east of the
project site, a 40-minute ride from Balboa Park BART/Muni Station on the Brisbane/Crocker BART
Shuttle. The 22nd Street Station, located between Indiana Street and Pennsylvania Avenue is
approximately 4.3 miles away, a 20-minute bus ride on the 8 Bayshore line.
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AC Transit
AC Transit provides local bus service in western Alameda and Contra Costa Counties and has
routes to San Francisco and San Mateo counties. The majority of AC Transit Transbay routes
terminate at the Transbay Transit Center located at First and Natoma streets, approximately
5.8 miles northeast of the project site. This station can be reached by three BART lines (Antioch,
Richmond, Dublin/Pleasanton and Warm Springs/South Fremont) that arrive/depart from the
Balboa Park BART/Muni Station and by the K Ingleside.
Most Transbay bus lines are for peak period and peak direction (to San Francisco during the
weekday a.m. peak period and from San Francisco during the weekday p.m. peak period), with
headways of 15 to 30 minutes per route. The peak direction of service is into San Francisco during
the weekday a.m. peak period and out of San Francisco during the weekday p.m. peak period.

San Francisco Bay Ferry, Operated by WETA
WETA is a regional public transit agency that operates ferry services on San Francisco Bay and
coordinates the water transit response to regional emergencies. The San Francisco Ferry Terminal
is located about 6.3 miles northeast of the project site and can be reached by K Ingleside and BART.
WETA services operate from terminals in Alameda (Main Street and Harbor Bay), Oakland, San
Francisco, South San Francisco, Richmond, and Vallejo/Mare Island. Ferry routes operate with 30to 60-minute headways, depending on time and day of the week.

SamTrans
SamTrans provides bus service between San Mateo County and San Francisco. SamTrans operates
three bus lines that serve downtown San Francisco. The closest SamTrans bus stops to the project
site are located at the Transbay Transit Center (at First Street and Natoma Street). This station can
be reached by three BART lines (Antioch, Richmond, Dublin/Pleasanton and Warm Springs/South
Fremont) that arrive/depart from the Balboa Park BART/Muni Station and by the K Ingleside.
SamTrans Route KX operates as a peak-only express route, Route 292 provides service throughout
the day, and Route 397 operates as a late-night route. Headways during the weekday p.m. peak
period are approximately 60 minutes for Route KX and 20 to 30 minutes for Route 292.

Golden Gate Transit
GGT, operated by the Golden Gate Bridge and Highway Transportation District, provides bus
service between the North Bay (Marin and Sonoma counties) and San Francisco. It operates 22
commuter bus routes, 9 basic bus routes, and 16 ferry feeder bus routes (ferry feeder bus routes do
not operate in San Francisco). Most bus routes serve either the Civic Center (via Van Ness Avenue
and Mission Street) or the Financial District (via Battery and Sansome streets). Basic bus routes
operate with 15- to 90-minute headways, depending on the time and day of the week. Commute
and ferry feeder bus routes operate at intervals that are more frequent in the mornings and
evenings. GGT stops are accessible with transfer from BART and K Ingleside.
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Emergency Access Conditions
The following describes the closest emergency access facilities to the project site. In addition, the
follow identifies any observed delays to emergency access operators adjacent to the project site.
There are five fire stations located within a less than 2-mile radius of the project site. The closest
fire station (fire department station 15) is located at 1000 Ocean Avenue, at the corner of Ocean
Avenue and Frida Kahlo Way, less than one block from the project site. Vehicles enter and exit the
fire station from Ocean Avenue, west of Frida Kahlo Way. Fire department station 39 is located
about 1.3 miles north of the project site at 1091 Portola Drive. Fire department station 33 is located
about 1.3 miles southwest of the project site at 8 Capital Avenue. Fire department station 43 is
located about 1.5 miles southeast of the project site at 720 Moscow Street. SFFD Station 19 is located
about 1.5 miles west of the project site at 390 Buckingham Way.
The closest police station (Ingleside Police Station) is located at 1 Sergeant John V Young Lane,
1.3 miles east of the project site. The project site is located about 2.5 miles southwest of Sutter Pacific
Medical Foundation at 3620 Cesar Chavez and 3.5 miles south of the UCSF Medical Center at 505
Parnassus Avenue.
Emergency vehicle access to the project site is currently provided from Lee Avenue and the City
College parking lot access road. All streets providing direct access to the site are wide enough to
provide adequate access for emergency vehicles. Vehicle traffic along Ocean Avenue currently
impedes emergency vehicles exiting fire department station 15. During peak periods, vehicle
queues extending back from the Ocean Avenue/Lee Avenue intersection were observed to
occasionally partially block the fire station driveway. Driveway blockages were observed
approximately five times during the weekday p.m. peak hour and each occurrence lasted between
10 and 20 seconds. No emergency vehicles were observed trying to exit the driveway during these
times. Three of these events occurred when a vehicle was stopped behind a bus that was waiting
for pedestrians to clear the crosswalk before turning into the City College Terminal. Two events
occurred as a result of westbound queues extending back from the Ocean Avenue/Lee Avenue
intersection and the queue cleared when the signal turned green. Generally, arterial roadways in
the study area, such as Ocean Avenue, Geneva Avenue, and Frida Kahlo Way, provide enough
clearance space to permit other vehicles to maneuver out of the path and yield right-of-way to the
emergency vehicle.

Vehicle Miles Traveled
The PEIR included an evaluation of automobile delay (vehicle level of service) and did not include
an evaluation of VMT. The San Francisco Planning Commission replaced automobile delay (vehicle
level of service) with the VMT significance criteria (resolution 19579) in March 2016 (refer to
Regulatory Framework for more discussion). Accordingly, this analysis does not contain a
discussion of automobile delay impacts. Instead, the analysis assesses VMT and induced
automobile travel impacts.
VMT per person (or per capita) is a measurement of the amount and distance that a resident,
employee, or visitor drives, accounting for the number of passengers within a vehicle. Many
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interdependent factors affect the amount and distance a person might drive. In particular, the built
environment affects how many places a person can access within a given distance, time, and cost,
using different ways of travels (e.g., private vehicle, public transit, bicycling, walking, etc.).
Typically, low-density development located at great distances from other land uses and in areas
with few options for ways of travel provides less access than a location with high density, mix of
land uses, and numerous ways of travel. Therefore, low-density development typically generates
more VMT compared to a similarly sized development located in urban areas.
Given these travel behavior factors, on average, persons living or working in San Francisco result
in lower amounts of VMT per person than persons living or working elsewhere in the nine-county
San Francisco Bay Area region. On a more granular level persons living or working in some areas
of San Francisco result in lower amounts of VMT per person on average, than persons living or
working elsewhere in San Francisco. The city displays different amounts of VMT per capita
geographically through transportation analysis zones (TAZs).79
SFCTA uses the San Francisco Chained Activity Modeling Process (SF-CHAMP) to estimate VMT
by private automobiles and taxis for different TAZs. The transportation authority calibrates travel
behavior in the model based on observed behavior from the California Household Travel Survey
2010–2012, census data regarding automobile ownership rates and county-to-county worker flows,
and observed vehicle counts and transit boardings. The model uses a synthetic population, which
is a set of individual actors that represents the Bay Area’s actual population, who make simulated
travel decisions for a complete day.
The model estimates daily VMT for residential, office, and retail land use types. For residential and
office uses, the transportation authority uses tour-based analysis. A tour-based analysis examines
the entire chain of trips over the course of a day, not just trips to and from a site. For retail uses, the
transportation authority uses trip-based analysis. A trip-based analysis counts VMT from
individual trips to and from a site (as opposed to entire chain of trips). A trip-based approach, as
opposed to a tour-based approach, is necessary for retail sites because a tour is likely to consist of
trips stopping in multiple locations, and the summarizing of tour VMT to each location would
over-estimate VMT.80,81,82

79

80

81

82

Planners use these zones as part of transportation planning models for transportation analyses and other
planning purposes. The zones vary in size from single city blocks in the downtown core, multiple blocks in outer
neighborhoods, to even larger zones in historically industrial areas such as the Hunters Point Shipyard area.
To state another way: a tour-based assessment of VMT at a retail site would consider the VMT for all trips in
the tour, for any tour with a stop at the retail site. If a single tour stops at two retail locations, for example, a
coffee shop on the way to work and a restaurant on the way back home, then both retail locations would be
allotted the total tour VMT. A trip-based approach allows us to apportion all retail-related VMT to retail sites
without double-counting.
Retail travel is not explicitly captured in San Francisco chained activity modeling process, rather, there is a
generic "Other" purpose which includes retail shopping, medical appointments, visiting friends or family, and
all other nonwork, non-school tours. The retail efficiency metric captures all of the "Other" purpose travel
generated by Bay Area households. The denominator of employment (including retail; cultural, institutional,
and educational; and medical employment; school enrollment, and number of households) represents the size,
or attraction, of the zone for this type of “Other” purpose travel.
San Francisco Planning Department, Executive Summary: Resolution Modifying Transportation Impact Analysis,
Appendix F, Attachment A, March 3, 2016.
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Table 3.B-9, Existing Daily Vehicle Miles Traveled per Capita, presents the existing average daily
VMT per capita for residents, employees, and visitors for the nine-county San Francisco Bay Area
and for TAZ 915, the TAZ in which the project site is located. The boundaries of TAZ 915 are
generally Miramar Avenue, Wildwood Way, Greenwood Avenue, Frida Kahlo Way, and Ocean
Avenue. As shown in Table 3.B-9, the current existing average daily VMT per capita for the various
land uses at the project site is less than the regional Bay Area averages.
TABLE 3.B-9
EXISTING DAILY VEHICLE MILES TRAVELED PER CAPITA
Land Use

Bay Area Regional Average

Project TAZ (TAZ 915)

Residential

17.2

11.7

Childcare

19.1

13.0

Retail

14.9

1.9

SOURCE:

San Francisco Planning Department, Transportation Information Map, http://sfplanninggis.org/TIM/.

NOTE:
Childcare is an “other land use”, meaning a land use other than residential, retail, and office. California Governor’s Office of Planning
and Research has not provided proposed screening criteria or thresholds of significance for other types of land uses, other than those
that meet the definition of a small project. Consistent with SF Guidelines, 2019 (p. L-16), childcare is treated as an “office use” for
purposes of screening and analysis. The rationale being that travel characteristics associated with childcare facilities are most similar to
the office land use.

Loading Conditions
The following describes the absence, discontinuity, or presence of features related to loading in the
study area. The description includes an assessment of commercial and passenger on- and off-street
spaces, hour restrictions, and usage. In addition, the following identifies any potentially or
observed hazardous conditions or delays to public transit operations due to loading activities.

Freight Loading
There are no existing designated freight loading spaces on the project site. Existing on-street freight
loading zones (yellow zones) are located on Ocean Avenue (three metered spaces east of Brighton
Avenue and four metered spaces west of Brighton Avenue) and Frida Kahlo Way (about 70 linear
feet located north of City College Terminal). On-street commercial loading zones are in effect
Monday through Saturday, 8 a.m. to 6 p.m.
A loading dock and off-street freight loading area serving Whole Foods is located off the Lee
Avenue extension north of Ocean Avenue. Information on delivery vehicle and loading activity for
this area was obtained from Whole Foods at 1150 Ocean Avenue and supplemental observations
were conducted along Lee Avenue north of Ocean Avenue, including at the delivery truck access
easement behind 1100 Ocean Avenue. This information is summarized in this section.
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1150 Ocean Avenue Whole Foods Loading Survey
The Whole Foods store receives about 25 to 30 deliveries on Monday through Saturday with about
8 to 12 deliveries on Sundays.83 Loading occurs within the delivery truck access easement, off-street
loading facility, and along both sides of Lee Avenue. Both sides of Lee Avenue have No Parking
restrictions.84 Deliveries occur between 6:30 a.m. and 3 p.m. and from 5 to 10:30 p.m. Evening
delivery is limited to three larger delivery trucks measuring about 53 feet in length. The off-street
loading dock is occupied continuously from 7 a.m. to 1 p.m. Vehicles accessing the loading dock
pull head first into the delivery truck access easement and reverse across Lee Avenue into the
loading dock. Trash and waste/recycling bins are stored at the end of Lee Avenue and loading
occurs from Lee Avenue. Garbage trucks come on a daily basis. Delivery vehicle types range from
single-unit box trucks and delivery vans to semi-trucks. To utilize the loading dock, semi-trucks
pull head first into the delivery truck access easement and reverse across Lee Avenue into the
loading dock. During the month of November there are two 53-foot-long storage units along Lee
Avenue that contain holiday meals.

Lee Avenue Loading Data
Loading data was collected on Tuesday March 26, 2019, when City College was in session, and is
provided in Appendix C3, Freight Loading Data. Loading data was collected continuously
between 5 a.m. and 10 p.m. and included loading activity within the Whole Foods delivery truck
access easement, and both sides of Lee Avenue north of Ocean Avenue. Data was collected by
video camera and was manually reviewed to record the location, vehicle type,85 time in, time out,
duration of stay, and whether the delivery was for Whole Foods or another location.
There were 76 total loading events observed over the 17-hour time period, including 52 (or
68 percent) related to Whole Foods. The following discussion pertains to Whole Foods-related
deliveries only.


Duration of Stay: Vehicles were stopped for an average duration of 23 minutes and 35 seconds
and a median duration of 13 minutes. One vehicle was stopped for over 5 hours and
35 minutes86 and the minimum length of time a vehicle was stopped was observed to be
3 minutes and 55 seconds.



Time Period of Activity: A total of 43 of the 52 loading events (83 percent) activity occurred
within the five-hour time period between 7 a.m. and 12 p.m. Three events occurred prior to
7 a.m. and the remaining six events occurred between 1 and 9 p.m.



Peak Activity Levels: The peak hour of loading arrivals occurred at 11 a.m. (10 arrivals). There
were nine arrivals at 7 and 9 a.m. There was a maximum of six vehicles conducting loading at

83
84

85

86

Information provided by Whole Foods 1150 Ocean Avenue Store Manager on February 5, 2019, and April 3, 2019.
The delivery truck access easement north of 1100 Ocean Avenue allows for backing large trucks into the Whole
Foods loading dock. However, it is also used for loading, in which drivers leave their trucks and deliver goods.
The Federal Highway Administration (FHWA) 13-category classification rule set, which is currently used for
most federal reporting requirements and serves as the basis for most state vehicle classification counting
efforts, was used to classify the vehicles. FHWA Vehicle classification definitions are available online:
https://www.fhwa.dot.gov/publications/research/infrastructure/pavements/ltpp/13091/002.cfm, accessed April 4, 2019.
One vehicle was present at the beginning of the data collection period (5 a.m.) and departed at 10:34 a.m. This
vehicle was stopped on Lee Avenue for a duration of over 5.5 hours. However, this length of stay does not
represent typical turnover during hours of operation and is therefore excluded from the calculation of typical
average and maximum duration.
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one time, including one vehicle within the off-street loading dock, two vehicles within the
delivery truck access easement, and three vehicles on the west side of Lee Avenue. This peak
occurred at approximately 11 a.m.


Location: The majority of delivery vehicles conducted curbside loading from Lee Avenue.
There were 31 vehicles (58 percent) stopped on Lee Avenue while 12 vehicles (23 percent)
utilized the delivery truck access easement and the remaining nine vehicles (17 percent)
utilized the off-street loading dock.



Vehicle Type: A variety of vehicle types were observed conducting loading activity. The
majority of delivery vehicles were single unit trucks (FHWA class 3 and FHWA class 5) and
measured about 30 feet in length. The largest vehicles observed were five axle single trailer
trucks (FHWA class 9). These vehicles typically measure about 55 feet in length.

This level of existing loading peak hour Whole Foods curbside demand along Lee Avenue, equates
to approximately 180 linear feet for five delivery/service vehicles of approximately 36 feet in
length, including four feet between vehicles to load/unload goods.87

Freight Loading Observations
Freight loading observations were conducted on Tuesday August 7, 2018, Tuesday March 26, 2019,
and Thursday April 4, 2019. Observations were conducted between 10 a.m. and 1 p.m. to supplement
the detailed video data collection on Lee Avenue north of Ocean Avenue that was collected
continuously between 5 a.m. and 10 p.m. The 10 a.m. to 1 p.m. timeframe was selected as it represents
the typical peak period of freight loading activity and includes the observed peak hour of freight
loading activity near the site, which occurred around 11 a.m. Freight loading activity within existing
spaces along Ocean Avenue and Frida Kahlo Way, within the Whole Foods delivery truck access
easement, and along both sides of Lee Avenue north of Ocean Avenue were observed.
During the observation period, a maximum of four of the existing on-street freight loading zones
(yellow zones) on Ocean Avenue were observed to be occupied at any given time. The existing
freight loading zone on Frida Kahlo Way (about 70 linear feet located north of City College
Terminal) was not occupied during the observation period. No double parking was observed and
vehicles entering/exiting the on-street loading spaces were not observed to disrupt vehicle or
public transit operations in the adjacent travel lane.
During the observation period, freight and delivery/service vehicles were observed to stop on both
sides of Lee Avenue to load/unload goods. No double-parking or delays to public transit operations
were observed. People were observed to use hand carts to transport goods between vehicles and the
loading dock. If vehicles were parked on the east side of Lee Avenue, across from the loading dock
entrance, people were observed to take the shortest and most direct route across the street instead of
using the crosswalk at Ocean Avenue. Drivers exiting the Whole Foods garage were observed to yield
to people crossing the street. Although crossing a street outside of a designated crosswalk can create

87

This includes both the three on-street trucks observed on Lee Avenue and the two off-street trucks observed in
the delivery truck access easement north of the building at 1100 Ocean Avenue, east of Lee Avenue, because
this easement would no longer be available for loading operations, but rather would only be accessible to
trucks seeking to back into the Whole Foods loading dock.
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conflicts, conflicts between people loading/unloading goods and other modes were not observed
because Lee Avenue contains low vehicle, bicycle, and pedestrian volumes.

Passenger Loading
Passenger loading observations were conducted on Tuesday August 7, 2018, Tuesday March 26,
2019, and Thursday April 4, 2019. Observations were conducted between 10 a.m. and 1 p.m. to
supplement the detailed video data collection on Lee Avenue north of Ocean Avenue that was
collected continuously between 5 a.m. and 10 p.m. The 10 a.m. to 1 p.m. was selected as it includes
the observed peak period of passenger loading activity within the project’s TAZ based on citywide
data reported in the TNCs Today Data Explorer. Passenger loading activity along Ocean Avenue
and Frida Kahlo Way, within the Whole Foods delivery truck access easement, and along both
sides of Lee Avenue north of Ocean Avenue were observed. Passenger loading includes pick-up
and drop-off conducted in private vehicles and for-hire vehicles (e.g., TNCs and taxis).
There are no existing designated passenger loading spaces on the project site. One existing accessible
on-street passenger loading (white curb) zone is located on Ocean Avenue at Plymouth Avenue
outside of the Ingleside Branch Library. No passenger loading/unloading activity was observed to
occur within the designated on-street passenger loading zone. However, passenger loading activity
was observed to occur in available on-street parking spaces along Ocean Avenue and Frida Kahlo
Way, along both sides of Lee Avenue north of Ocean Avenue, and within the delivery truck access
easement behind 1100 Ocean Avenue that serves Whole Foods delivery vehicles.
During the three-hour observation period, two drivers in TNC vehicles stopped in the delivery
truck access easement to drop off passengers and one driver in a private vehicle waited to pick-up
a passenger. Based on the additional loading data collected on Tuesday March 26, 2019, during the
17-hour detailed data collection period between 5 a.m. and 10 p.m., a total of five passenger
vehicles were observed loading/unloading passengers along Lee Avenue north of Ocean Avenue
and one passenger vehicle was observed loading/unloading passengers within the delivery truck
access easement. Because Lee Avenue is a dead end street with low vehicle, bicycle, and pedestrian
volumes, conflicts between passenger loading and other modes were not observed. Additionally,
because most delivery vehicles utilized Lee Avenue to conduct loading/unloading and deliveries
from trucks that require use of the delivery truck access easement to maneuver into the off-street
loading dock are rare, passenger loading within the delivery truck access easement was not
observed to disrupt or create hazardous conditions for freight loading activity.
According to citywide data reported in the TNCs Today Data Explorer, the peak weekday of TNC
activity occurs on a Thursday.88,89 A total of 292 daily pick-ups and drop-offs occurred within the
project’s TAZ (TAZ 915) on a Thursday and the peak hours of TNC activity occurred between 9
and 10 a.m. (17 pick-ups and 16 drop-offs) and between 11 a.m. and 12 p.m. (16 pick-ups and 16
drop-offs) and steadily declined through the afternoon hours.

88
89

SFCTA, TNCs Today Data Explorer, http://tncstoday.sfcta.org/, accessed February 8, 2019.
The TNCs Today Data Explorer provides an estimate of the number of TNC (Uber and Lyft) pickups and dropoffs in San Francisco by location and by time of day. Uber and Lyft trips are combined and only rides that
occur within the city limits are counted. Data is averaged from several weeks in fall 2016.
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Parking Conditions
California Senate Bill (SB) 743 amended CEQA by adding California Public Resources Code (PRC)
section 21099 regarding the analysis of parking impacts for certain urban infill projects in transit
priority areas.90 PRC section 21099(d), effective January 1, 2014, provides that “… parking impacts of
a residential, mixed-use residential, or employment center project on an infill site located within a
transit priority area shall not be considered significant impacts on the environment.” Accordingly,
parking is no longer to be considered in determining if a project has the potential to result in
significant environmental effects for projects that meet all three criteria established in the statute.
The proposed project meets all of the criteria, and thus the transportation impact analysis does not
consider the adequacy of parking in determining the significance of project impacts under CEQA.
Parking is not discussed further in this SEIR.

3.B.5 Regulatory Framework
This section provides a summary of the plans and policies of the City and County of San Francisco,
and regional, state, and federal agencies that have policy and regulatory control over the project
site. No federal regulations, plans, or policies are relevant to the project.

State
CEQA Section 21099(b)(1) (SB 743)
CEQA section 21099(b)(1) requires that the State Office of Planning and Research develop revisions
to the CEQA Guidelines establishing criteria for determining the significance of transportation
impacts of projects that “promote the reduction of greenhouse gas emissions, the development of
multimodal transportation networks, and a diversity of land uses.” CEQA section 21099(b)(2)
states that upon certification of the revised guidelines for determining transportation impacts
pursuant to CEQA section 21099(b)(1), automobile delay, as described solely by level of service or
similar measures of vehicular capacity or traffic congestion, shall not be considered a significant
impact on the environment under CEQA.
In January 2016, the Office of Planning and Research published for public review and comment a
Revised Proposal on Updates to the CEQA Guidelines on Evaluating Transportation Impacts in CEQA
recommending that transportation impacts for projects be measured using a VMT metric.91 On
March 3, 2016, based on compelling evidence in that document and on the department’s
independent review of the literature on level of service and VMT, the San Francisco Planning
Commission adopted the Office of Planning and Research’s recommendation to use the VMT
90

91

A “transit priority area” is defined as an area within 0.5 mile of an existing or planned major transit stop. A
“major transit stop” is defined in California Public Resources Code section 21064.3 as a rail transit station, a
ferry terminal served by either a bus or rail transit service, or the intersection of two or more major bus routes
with a frequency of service interval of 15 minutes or less during the morning and afternoon peak commute
periods. A map of San Francisco’s Transit Priority Areas is available online at http://sfmea.sfplanning.org/
Map%20of%20San%20Francisco%20Transit%20Priority%20Areas.pdf, accessed May 28, 2015.
California Office of Planning and Research, Revised Proposal on Updates to the CEQA Guidelines on Evaluating
Transportation Impacts in CEQA, Implementing Senate Bill 743 (Steinberg, 2013), January 20, 2016.
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metric instead of automobile delay to evaluate the transportation impacts of projects (resolution
19579). In December 2018, the California Natural Resources Agency certified and adopted the
CEQA Guidelines update package, including the section implementing SB 743 (section 15064.3).
The Office of Planning and Research developed a Technical Advisory on Evaluating Transportation
Impacts in CEQA, which contains OPR’s technical recommendations regarding assessment of VMT,
thresholds of significance, and mitigation measures.92

Regional
Plan Bay Area
Plan Bay Area 2040 is a state-mandated, integrated long-range transportation and land use plan.
As required by SB 375, all metropolitan regions in California must complete a Sustainable
Communities Strategy as part of a Regional Transportation Plan. This strategy integrates
transportation, land use and housing to meet greenhouse gas reduction targets set by the California
Air Resources Board. The plan meets those requirements. In addition, the plan sets a roadmap for
future transportation investments and identifies what it would take to accommodate expected
growth. The plan neither funds specific transportation projects nor changes local land use policies.
In the Bay Area, the Metropolitan Transportation Commission and the Association of Bay Area
Governments adopted the latest plan in 2017. To meet the greenhouse gas reduction targets, the
plan identifies priority development areas. The agencies estimate approximately 77 percent of
housing and 55 percent of job growth will occur in the Priority Development Area between 2010
and 2040. The project is located in the Balboa Park Priority Development Area.

Local
Transit First Policy
In 1973, the San Francisco Board of Supervisors declared that public transit be given priority over
other vehicles on San Francisco streets. In 1998, the San Francisco voters amended the City Charter
(charter article 8A, section 8A.115) to include a transit first policy. The San Francisco General Plan
incorporates the policy and the policy requires all city boards, commissions, and departments to
implement principles that, among others, encourage the use of public rights-of-way by people
walking, bicycling, and riding public transit above the use of the personal automobile.

Vision Zero Policy
In 2014, the San Francisco Board of Supervisors adopted a resolution to implement an action plan
to reduce traffic facilities to zero by 2024 through engineering, education, and enforcement
(resolution 91-14). Numerous San Francisco agencies responsible for the aforementioned aspects
of the action plans adopted similar resolutions. In 2017, the Board of Supervisors amended the

92

California Office of Planning and Research, Technical Advisory on Evaluating Transportation Impacts in CEQA,
December 18, 2018, http://opr.ca.gov/docs/20190122-743_Technical_Advisory.pdf, accessed February 7, 2019.
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Transportation and Urban Design elements of the General Plan to implement Vision Zero
(ordinance 175-17).

San Francisco General Plan
The Transportation Element of the San Francisco General Plan is composed of objectives and
policies that relate to the nine aspects of the citywide transportation system: General, Regional
Transportation, Congestion Management, Vehicle Circulation, Transit, Pedestrian, Bicycles,
Citywide Parking, and Goods Management. The Transportation Element references
San Francisco’s Transit First Policy in its introduction and contains objectives and policies that are
directly pertinent to consideration of the project, including objectives related to prioritizing
sustainable modes of travel, integrating and connecting land use development and transportation
investments, and designing streets for walking, biking, and public transit.

Balboa Park Station Area Plan
The area plan was adopted in 2009 and is informed by three key principles: improve the area’s
public realm, make the transit experience safer and more enjoyable, and improve the economic
vitality of the Ocean Avenue Neighborhood Commercial District. It supports developing the
Balboa Reservoir site for housing and includes policies designed to increase affordable housing for
a variety of incomes; create open space; knit together isolated areas of the neighborhood; integrate
diverse land uses with the area’s commercial and transit corridors; design streets for walking,
biking and public transit; and otherwise strengthen the Balboa Park area.

Better Streets Plan, Policy, and Requirements
In 2006, the San Francisco Board of Supervisors adopted the Better Streets Policy. Since then, the
board has amended the policy several times, including in 2010 to reference the Better Streets Plan.
The Better Streets Plan creates a unified set of standards, guidelines, and implementation strategies
to govern how San Francisco designs, builds, and maintains its pedestrian environment. The
planning code requires certain new development projects to make changes to the public right-of-way,
such that it is consistent with the Better Streets Plan (section 138.1). The planning code requires most
projects to plant and maintain street trees and some, larger projects to submit a streetscape plan that
may require elements such as sidewalk widening, transit boarding islands, and medians.

San Francisco Regulations for Working in San Francisco Streets (Blue Book)
The San Francisco Regulations for Working in San Francisco Streets (the blue book) contains
regulations that are prepared and regularly updated by the SFMTA, under the authority derived
from the San Francisco Transportation Code, to serve as a guide for contractors working in San
Francisco streets. The manual establishes rules and guidance so that work can be done safely and
with the least possible interference with pedestrians, bicycle, transit and vehicular traffic. The
manual also contains relevant general information, contact information, and procedures related to
working in the public right-of-way when it is controlled by agencies other than the SFMTA.
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In addition to the regulations presented in the manual, all traffic control, warning and guidance
devices must conform to the California Manual on Uniform Traffic Control Devices. Furthermore,
contractors are responsible for complying with all applicable city, state, and federal codes, rules
and regulations. The party responsible for setting up traffic controls during construction is
responsible if such controls do not meet the guidance and requirements established by this manual
and any applicable state requirements.

Transportation Sustainability Fee
The planning code requires certain new development projects to pay an updated fee, based on the
size of the development, to the city (section 411A). The fee offsets a portion of the development
projects impacts on the transportation system. The city may only use the fee towards specific
programs consisting of transit capital maintenance, local and regional transit service expansion and
reliability, complete streets, and program administration.

Transportation Demand Management Program
The planning code requires certain new development projects to incorporate “design features,
incentives, and tools” intended to reduce VMT (section 169). Development projects must choose
measures from a menu of options to develop an overall transportation demand management
(TDM) plan. Some options in the menu overlap with requirements elsewhere in the planning code
(e.g., bicycle parking, car-share parking). Each development project’s TDM plan require routine
monitoring and reporting to the planning department to demonstrate compliance.

Off-Street Loading
The planning code requires certain new development projects to include off-street freight loading
spaces (section 152.1). The planning code requirements for spaces, depends on the size of the
development projects. The planning requires certain dimensions of the spaces and allows for
substituted service vehicle spaces (section 154(b)).

3.B.6 Impacts and Mitigation Measures
Appendix G Questions and Significance Criteria
San Francisco Administrative Code chapter 31 directs the department to identify environmental
effects of a project using as its base the environmental checklist form set forth in CEQA Guidelines
Appendix G. As it relates to transportation and circulation, Appendix G asks whether the project
would:


Conflict with a program, plan, ordinance or policy addressing the circulation system, including
transit, roadway, bicycle, and pedestrian facilities;



Conflict or be inconsistent with CEQA Guidelines section 15064.3(b), which pertains to VMT;



Substantially increase hazards due to a geometric design feature (e.g., sharp curves or
dangerous intersections) or incompatible uses (e.g., farm equipment); and



Result in inadequate emergency access.
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The department uses significance criteria to facilitate the transportation analysis and address the
Appendix G checklist. The department separates the significance criteria into construction and
operation.

Construction
Construction of the project would have a significant effect on the environment if it would require
a substantially extended duration or intense activity; and the effects would create potentially
hazardous conditions for people walking, bicycling, or driving, or public transit operations; or
interfere with accessibility for people walking or bicycling or substantially delay public transit.

Operation
The operational impact analysis addresses the following five significance criteria. A project would
have a significant effect if it would:


Create potentially hazardous conditions for people walking, bicycling, or driving or public
transit operations;



Interfere with accessibility of people walking or bicycling to and from the project site, and
adjoining areas, or results in inadequate emergency access;



Substantially delay public transit;



Cause substantial additional VMT or substantially inducing additional automobile travel by
increasing physical roadway capacity in congested areas (i.e., by adding new mixed-flow travel
lanes) or by adding new roadways to the network; and



Result in a loading deficit and the secondary effects would create potentially hazardous
conditions for people walking, bicycling, or driving; or substantially delay public transit.

Approach to Analysis
Project Options
For purposes of the transportation analysis, two project options were analyzed to capture the range
of potential impacts related to possible development on the project site. Transportation-related
impacts associated with each project option are evaluated and presented. The project options are
described in detail in SEIR Chapter 2, Project Description, and summarized below.


Developer’s Proposed Option—The Developer’s Proposed Option would consist of
1,100 dwelling units, approximately 10,000 gross square feet (gsf) of community space
(childcare and a community room for public use), and approximately 7,500 gsf of retail. Up to
550 residential parking spaces and 750 public parking spaces would be constructed.



Additional Housing Option—The Additional Housing Option would consist of
1,550 dwelling units, approximately 10,000 gsf of community space (childcare and a
community room for public use), and approximately 7,500 gsf of retail. Up to 650 residential
parking spaces and no public parking spaces would be constructed.
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Project Features
The following describes transportation-related features of the project not described in SEIR
Chapter 2, Project Description. These features would apply to both project options, except as noted.

Construction Features
The proposed project is anticipated to be constructed in three phases over the course of six years.
The three development phases are Phase 0 (grading and site infrastructure, 1 year), Phase 1 (town
homes and inner blocks, 2.5 years), and Phase 2 (Blocks A, B, G, and H, 2.5 years). No parking lane
or sidewalk closures would be required during construction.
The proposed project would minimize the need for exporting materials by recycling on-site during
Phase 0. The number of construction-related truck trips would range from an average of 0 daily
round-trips (during Phase 0 for both project options) to a maximum of 320 daily round-trips
(during Phase 1 for the Additional Housing Option) for material delivery and removal. The
primary haul routes for construction truck traffic would be:


Entering the site: I-280 and Ocean Avenue westbound, continue northbound on Frida Kahlo
Way to access the site at North Access Road



Exiting the site: Turn right onto Frida Kahlo Way at Cloud Circle (S), continue southbound on
Frida Kahlo Way and turn left onto Ocean Avenue eastbound

The number of construction workers accessing the site would range from an average of 33 workers
per day (during Phase 0 for both project options) to a maximum of 460 workers per day (during
Phase 1 for the Additional Housing Option). On-site parking would be provided for construction
worker vehicles throughout the construction period.
The preliminary construction schedule and phasing is described in more detail in SEIR Section 2.G,
Project Construction Overview and Schedule, p. 2-38, and under Impact TR-1, pp. 3.B-60.

Roadway Network Features
Circulation changes implemented by the proposed project include the extension of Lee Avenue
along the eastern border of the project site to connect to proposed interior street network. Lee
Avenue between Ocean Avenue and the project site would include one 10-foot-wide northbound
lane and would reconfigure the southbound Lee Avenue approach to Ocean Avenue from one allmovement lane to one 10-foot-wide southbound through/right-turn lane and one 10-foot-wide
southbound left-turn lane. This change from two travel lanes to three travel lanes (with shared
with bicycles, as discussed below) would preclude the use of curb space along Lee Avenue for
freight loading, as currently occurs, because trucks stopped for loading would obstruct one of the
travel lanes.
The proposed interior streets include the Lee Avenue extension, and new internal streets: North,
South, and West streets. Proposed street sections are illustrated in SEIR Chapter 2, Project
Description, Figures 2-13 to 2-15, pp. 2-28 to 2-32. The proposed project would not eliminate or
relocate existing curb cuts.
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Walking Network Features
The proposed project would be integrated with the existing street grid. Pedestrian paseos (12 feet
wide) would be developed to align with Brighton Avenue to the south and San Ramon Way to the
west to provide access for people walking. The north–south Brighton Avenue extension and the east–
west San Ramon Way extension to the project site would be closed to vehicular traffic. Other access
for people walking to the site would be provided from a shared public way at Plymouth Avenue and
from Unity Plaza. The proposed street type plan and representative sections are illustrated in SEIR
Chapter 2, Project Description, Figure 2-12, p. 2-27, and Figure 2-17, p. 2-35, respectively.
On interior streets, the proposed project would provide sidewalks with a 6-foot-wide
planting/furnishing strip and parking lane (aka courtesy strip) on both sides. Sidewalks on Lee
Avenue would be approximately 6.5 feet wide and sidewalks on North, South, and West streets
would be approximately 6 feet wide. Raised crosswalks would be installed at the Lee
Avenue/SFPUC Open Space intersection and at the West Street/San Ramon Way extension/Central
Park open space entry point. Advance pedestrian warning signs and advance yield lines would be
placed in advance of the crosswalks. Raised crosswalks extend the sidewalk across the road and
bring motor vehicles to the same level as people walking. Raised crosswalks improve accessibility
by enabling people to cross at a nearly constant grade without the need for a curb ramp and make
the people crossing more visible to approaching motorists. Raised crosswalks have a trapezoidshaped cross-section that slows motorists at the crossing. Proposed street sections are illustrated in
SEIR Chapter 2, Project Description, Figures 2-13 to 2-15, pp. 2-28 to 2-32.

Bicycle Network Features
The proposed project would provide a class II (bike lanes) or class IV (separated bikeway) facility
on the Lee Avenue Extension and class III facilities (bike route, or shared lanes) would be provided
on interior streets, North, South, and West streets and the Access Road at the north end of the site.
Lee Avenue between Ocean Avenue and the project site would include a Class III shared roadway
bicycle facility. Shared access for people walking and biking would be provided at the shared
public way Plymouth Avenue/SFPUC Open Space. The proposed bicycle circulation is illustrated
in SEIR Chapter 2, Project Description, Figure 2-16, p. 2-34.
Both project options would provide class 1 bicycle parking on the ground floor or in the first belowgrade level of each buildings. Class 2 bicycle parking spaces would be located within public right-ofway adjacent to each building entrance or in the publicly accessible open space. The Developer’s
Proposed Option would provide at least 936 class 1 and 75 class 2 bicycle parking spaces.93 The
Additional Housing Option would provide at least 1,100 class 1 and 80 class 2 bicycle parking spaces.

Transit Network Features
The proposed project does not include any transit network features, such as modifications to transit
service, operations, or amenities.

93

Planning Code section 155.1(a) defines class 1 bicycle spaces as “spaces in secure, weather-protected facilities
intended for use as long-term, overnight, and workday bicycle storage by dwelling unit residents, nonresidential
occupants, and employees” and defines class 2 bicycle spaces as “spaces located in a publicly accessible, highly
visible location intended for transient or short-term use by visitors, guests, and patrons to the building or use.”
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Loading Features
The Developer’s Proposed Option would include six on-street freight loading areas and eight
passenger loading areas along the internal streets.
The Additional Housing Option would include six on-street freight loading areas and eight
passenger loading areas along the internal streets.
Potential locations of on-street parking and loading areas are shown in SEIR Chapter 2, Project
Description, Figure 2-11, p. 2-25. Passenger loading/unloading zones would be located in
proximity to building entrances.

Transportation Demand Management (TDM) Plan
San Francisco Planning Code section 169 identifies the applicability of the transportation demand
management (TDM) Program and establishes the TDM Program Standards for new development.
Based on these requirements, the project is subject to the TDM Program and must submit a TDM
Plan. The proposed project would include a TDM plan that would implement some or all of the
following measures to reduce vehicle trips and encourage sustainable modes of transportation.


Improve walking conditions by providing wide sidewalks and incorporating streetscape
elements that encourage active transportation;



Provide secure bike parking above code requirements;



Provide a bike repair station in each building;



Provide car share memberships and car share parking spaces;



Provide delivery supportive amenities including a temporary storage location for deliveries;



Include family TDM amenities including storage units, cargo bikes and cargo bike parking
spaces, and collapsible shopping carts;



Childcare facility provided onsite;



Install multimodal wayfinding signage located internally and externally directing people to
transit, bicycle parking and amenities, car share parking, and shuttle/carpool pick-up/drop-off
locations;



Install real-time transportation information displays in building lobbies at each major
entrance/exit showing transit lines, walk time to transit stops, availability of on-site car-share
vehicles;



Include on-site affordable housing;



Provide reduced parking supply in comparison with the neighborhood average parking rate;



Unbundle parking;



Provide for bikeshare availability on site; and



Provide tailored transportation marketing.

Consistent with requirements outlined in San Francisco Planning Code section 169, the project
sponsor commits to monitoring, reporting, and compliance throughout the life of the project to
ensure the TDM Plan is being implemented correctly, on an ongoing basis.
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Approach to Impact Analysis Methodology
The following summarizes the methodology for analyzing transportation impacts and information
considered in developing travel demand estimates for the Developer’s Proposed Option and the
Additional Housing Option. In addition, the following summarizes the methodology for analyzing
and any quantitative thresholds of significance for determining transportation impacts under
existing plus project conditions. The travel demand and impact analysis methodology uses the data
and guidance within the planning department’s Transportation Impact Analysis Guidelines (2019).94
If the methodology differs than that in the guidelines, the following summarizes such differences.

Analysis Periods and Geographic Scope
The geographic scope of potential transportation impacts encompasses the transportation study
area and study intersections. The transportation study area includes all aspects of the
transportation network within generally 0.25 mile of the center of the project site, bounded by Frida
Kahlo Way (about 710 feet to the east), Miramar Avenue (about 970 feet to the west), Holloway
Avenue (about 1,400 feet to the south), and Monterey Boulevard (about 2,000 feet to the north). The
transportation study area and study intersections are shown in Figure 3.B-1, p. 3.B-7.
The analysis of the proposed project was conducted for existing plus project and 2040 cumulative
conditions. The existing plus project conditions assess the near-term impacts of the proposed
project, while 2040 cumulative conditions assess the near-term and long-term impacts of the
proposed project in combination with cumulative development. Cumulative transportation
impacts are assessed based on a review of the foreseeable future projects (a list-based approach)
that are located within the project’s study area (see SEIR Section 3.A.6, Approach to Cumulative
Impact Analysis, p. 3.A-8, for a detailed description of these projects). At the time of this SEIR
preparation, there is not enough information to conduct a quantitative cumulative analyses of City
College’s Ocean Campus facilities master plan projects. Therefore, the cumulative analysis for this
SEIR will qualitatively assess the impacts of these Ocean Campus projects identified in Table 3.A-2,
City College Ocean Campus Projects, p. 3.A-13, collectively as the “Facilities Master Plan” using
best available information at the time of this SEIR preparation.
In San Francisco, the weekday extended p.m. peak period (3 to 7 p.m.) is typically the period when
the most overall travel happens. The analysis conducted in this SEIR focuses on a two-hour p.m.
period between 4 and 6 p.m. Given the size and the proposed uses of the project, as well as travel
characteristics of City College, the methodology and analysis also consider the a.m. peak period (7
to 9 a.m.). Although a substantial amount of travel occurs throughout the day and impacts from
projects would typically be less during other periods, for most topics, the methodology focuses on
the a.m. and p.m. peak periods. The travel demand presents daily and peak a.m. and p.m. person
trip and vehicle trip generation. In addition, for loading, the methodology uses the 11 a.m. to 1 p.m.
period to assess commercial vehicle loading demand and 4 to 6 p.m. period to assess passenger
vehicle loading demand.

94

San Francisco Planning Department, Transportation Impact Analysis Guidelines for Environmental Review –
Update, http://default.sfplanning.org/publications_reports/TIA_Guidelines.pdf, accessed February 18, 2019.
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Project Travel Demand Methodology and Results
Project travel demand refers to the number, type, and common destinations of new trips that
people would take to and from the project. The memorandum containing the detailed methodology
and results for the project travel demand is included in SEIR Appendix C1, Travel Demand
Memorandum. This section summarizes the travel demand memorandum.

Existing Site Trips
Current driveway counts are shown in Figure 3.B-4, Existing Vehicle Trips at Site Driveways,
and summarized in Table 3.B-10, Existing Site Driveway Counts, were collected at the entrances
to the east basin parking lot (also known as the “upper basin”) during the weekday a.m. and p.m.
peak periods on Thursday December 7, 2017, when City College was in session.
TABLE 3.B-10
EXISTING SITE DRIVEWAY COUNTS
Weekday A.M. Peak Houra
City College Parking Lot Entrance

Weekday P.M. Peak Hourb

Inbound

Outbound

Total

Inbound

Outbound

Total

North (intersection 15)

141

144

285

83

130

213

South (intersection 16)

194

20

214

121

153

274

335

164

499

204

283

487

Total
SOURCE:

Quality Counts, 2017.

NOTES:
a The weekday a.m. peak hour of vehicle activity occurred between 7:35 and 8:35 a.m.
b The weekday p.m. peak hour of vehicle activity occurred between 5 and 6 p.m.

As shown in Table 3.B-10, there were a total of 499 vehicles (335 inbound, 164 outbound) and 487
vehicles (204 inbound, 283 outbound) observed entering the east basin during the weekday a.m.
and p.m. peak hours, respectively. The existing east basin parking lot driveways also serve the
parking lot in the west basin (the project site, also known as the “lower basin”). As such, a portion
of the vehicle trips counted at the site driveways would be destined for the project site and the
remaining vehicle trips would be destined for the east basin. The number of vehicle trips traveling
to/from the project site was estimated using parking occupancy and accumulation data collected
at the east and west basins and the vehicle turning movement counts collected at the existing site
driveways. Overall, it was estimated that a total of 97 vehicle trips (48 inbound, 49 outbound) and
72 vehicle trips (28 inbound, 44 outbound) were traveling to/from the project site.

Project Trips
The travel demand forecast methodology consists of four steps: (1) trip generation, (2) ways people
travel, (3) common destinations, and (4) assignment. The following summarizes each of these steps.
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Step 1. Trip Generation
Trip generation refers to the number of estimated trips people would take to and from the project,
regardless of the way they travel (see step 2 below). The following refers to these trips as person
trips. The following applies person trip rates, accounting for the size and type of land use, to
estimate the number of project person trips. Table 3.B-11, Person-Trip Generation Estimates by
Land Use, presents the estimates of the number of daily, a.m. peak period, and p.m. peak period
project person trips by land use for both the Developer’s Proposed Option and the Additional
Housing Option.
TABLE 3.B-11
PERSON-TRIP GENERATION ESTIMATES BY LAND USE
Developer’s Proposed Option

Additional Housing Option

Land Use

Daily

A.M. Peak Hour

P.M. Peak Hour

Daily

A.M. Peak Hour

P.M. Peak Hour

Residential

9,386

635

834

13,226

895

1,176

Retail

1,123

77

101

1,123

77

101

476

116

117

476

116

117

10,985

828

1,052

14,825

1,088

1,394

Daycare
Total
SOURCE:

SF Guidelines, 2019. ITE, 10th Edition, 2017.

Step 2. Ways People Travel
Ways people travel, also known as mode split, refers to the estimated way or method people travel
(e.g., walking, bicycling, transit, etc.). Table 3.B-12, Mode Split by Land Use, provides the
estimated percentage of a.m. and p.m. peak period project trips by different ways of travel. The
percentages account for the geographic location of the project site and apply to both the
Developer’s Proposed Option and the Additional Housing Option.
TABLE 3.B-12
MODE SPLIT BY LAND USE
Mode

Residential

Retail

Daycare

Auto

40%

54%

42%

Taxi/TNC

4%

1%

3%

Transit

19%

16%

19%

Walk

33%

28%

32%

Bike

4%

1%

4%

100%

100%

100%

Total
SOURCE:

SF Guidelines, 2019; ITE, 10th Edition, 2017.

NOTES:
TNC = Transportation Network Company
The mode split applies to both the Developer’s Proposed Option and the Additional Housing Option.

August 2019

3.B-42

Balboa Reservoir Project Draft SEIR
Case No. 2018-007883ENV

3. Environmental Setting, Impacts, and Mitigation Measures
3.B. Transportation and Circulation

Table 3.B-13, Person-Trip Generation Estimates by Mode and Land Use, provides the estimated
number of a.m. and p.m. peak period project trips by different ways of travel. The “auto” person
trip row consists of persons traveling by private auto, carpool, and for-hire vehicle (e.g., taxi or
TNC). The vehicle trip row is less than the auto trip row because it accounts for carpooling or the
number of people in a vehicle, also known as average vehicle occupancy. The “transit” column
consists of public local and regional transit. Table 3.B-14, Vehicle Trip Estimates by Land Use,
provides the estimated number of daily, a.m. and p.m. peak hour project vehicle trips.
TABLE 3.B-13
PERSON-TRIP GENERATION ESTIMATES BY MODE AND LAND USE
Weekday A.M. Peak Hour
Mode

Weekday P.M. Peak Hour

Retail Daycare Residential Total Retail Daycare Residential Total

Developer’s Proposed Option
Auto

42

48

254

344

55

49

333

437

Taxi/TNC

1

4

22

27

1

4

29

34

Transit

12

21

120

153

16

22

157

195

Walk

21

39

215

275

28

38

283

349

Bike

1

4

24

29

1

4

32

37

Total Person Trips

77

116

635

828

101

117

834

935

Vehicle Trips

24

30

195

249

31

30

257

318

Additional Housing Option
Auto

42

48

358

448

55

49

470

574

Taxi/TNC

1

4

31

36

1

4

41

46

Transit

12

21

169

202

16

22

221

259

Walk

21

39

303

363

28

38

399

465

Bike

1

4

34

39

1

4

45

50

Total Person Trips

77

116

895

1,088

101

117

1,176

1,394

Vehicle Trips

24

30

275

329

31

30

362

423

SOURCE:

SF Guidelines, 2019. ITE, 10th Edition, 2017.

NOTES:
Numbers may not sum to total due to rounding.
TNC = Transportation Network Company

Step 3. Common Destinations
Common destinations, also known as trip distribution, refers to the estimated number of trips people
would take to (inbound) and from (outbound) the project and another place (e.g., another
neighborhood). Common destinations consist of eight San Francisco neighborhoods, east bay, north
bay, and the south bay. Table 3.B-15, Project Vehicle and Transit Trip Distribution, provides the
estimated percentage of a.m. and p.m. peak period project vehicle and transit trips to the common
destinations. The percentages account for the geographic location of the project site and apply to both
the Developer’s Proposed Option and the Additional Housing Option. Figure 3.B-5, Project Vehicle
and Transit Trip Distribution, displays the information from Table 3.B-15 on a map.
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TABLE 3.B-14
VEHICLE TRIP ESTIMATES BY LAND USE
Weekday A.M. Peak Houra
Land Use

Weekday P.M. Peak Hour

Daily

In

Out

Total

In

Out

Total

2,842

63

132

195

175

82

257

Retail

192

13

11

24

14

17

31

Daycare

134

16

14

30

14

16

30

3,168

92

157

249

203

115

318

4,116

88

187

275

246

116

362

Retail

192

13

11

24

14

17

31

Daycare

134

16

14

30

14

16

30

4,442

117

212

329

274

149

423

Developer’s Proposed Option
Residential

Total Vehicle Trips

Additional Housing Option
Residential

Total Vehicle Trips
SOURCE:

SF Guidelines, 2019; ITE, 10th Edition, 2017.

NOTES:
Totals may not sum due to rounding.
a Weekday a.m. peak hour values are calculated using the ITE Trip Generation Handbook 10th edition ratios for a.m. to p.m. for each
use. The distribution of weekday a.m. peak hour trips in and out of the project are the inverse of the weekday p.m. peak hour trips for
each land use.

TABLE 3.B-15
PROJECT VEHICLE AND TRANSIT TRIP DISTRIBUTION
Developer’s Proposed Option and Additional Housing Option
Origin/Destination

Vehicle Trip Distribution

Transit Trip Distribution

Downtown/North Beach

11%

41%

South of Market (SoMa)

2%

8%

Marina/Western Market

12%

7%

Mission/Potrero

10%

5%

Outer Mission/Hills

14%

10%

Bayshore

4%

3%

Richmond

1%

10%

Sunset

24%

3%

Islands

0%

0%

South Bay

16%

4%

East Bay

6%

9%

North Bay

0%

0%

100%

100%

Total
SOURCE:
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Step 4. Assignment
Assignment refers to the location or assignment of project vehicle trips to different streets, on-street
loading zones, and driveways, and project transit trips to specific transit routes. In other words,
assignment uses the results of step 2, number of project trips by different ways of travel, and step 3,
percentages of those projects trips to and from common destinations, to place assign projectgenerated vehicle and transit trips to the local streets and transit routes in the study area.
Figure 3.B-6a, Project Vehicle Trip Assignment – Developer’s Proposed Option, and
Figure 3.B-6b, Project Vehicle Trip Assignment – Developer’s Proposed Option, presents a.m.
and p.m. peak period project vehicle trips to the intersections and driveways in the study area for
the Developer’s Proposed Option. Under the Developer’s Proposed Option, the existing vehicle
trips destined for the parking lot on the project site were redistributed from the north entrance
along Frida Kahlo Way to Ocean Avenue/Lee Avenue to access the proposed public parking garage
located on the southern end of the project site. Figure 3.B-7a, Project Vehicle Trip Assignment –
Additional Housing Option, and Figure 3.B-7b, Project Vehicle Trip Assignment – Additional
Housing Option, presents a.m. and p.m. peak period project vehicle trips to the intersections and
driveways in the study area for the Additional Housing Option.
Loading Demand
Loading demand consists of the estimated number of project delivery/service vehicle and
passenger vehicle trips. Loading demand rates, accounting for the size and type of land uses were
applied to estimate the freight and passenger loading demand. Table 3.B-16, Freight and
Passenger Loading Demand by Land Use, presents daily, average, and peak hour demand for
delivery/service vehicles and peak hour for passenger vehicles.

Construction Impacts
The analysis for addressing project construction impacts uses preliminary project construction
information. The evaluation addresses the staging and duration of construction activities,
estimated daily worker and truck trips, truck routes, roadway and/or sidewalk closures, and
evaluates the effects of construction activities on people walking, bicycling, or driving, and riding
public transit and emergency vehicle access.

Operational Impacts
The following describes the methodology for analysis of operational impacts, by significance criterion.

Potentially Hazardous Conditions
A “hazard” refers to a project generated vehicle potentially colliding with a person walking,
bicycling, or driving or public transit vehicle that could cause serious or fatal physical injury,
accounting for the aspects described below. Human error or noncompliance with laws, weather
conditions, time-of-day, and other factors can affect whether a collision could occur. However, for
purposes of CEQA, hazards refer to engineering aspects of a project (e.g., speed, turning movements,
complex designs, substantial distance between street crossings, sight lines) that may cause a greater
risk of collisions that result in serious or fatal physical injury than a typical project. This analysis
focuses on hazards that could reasonably stem from the project itself, beyond collisions that may
result from aforementioned non-engineering aspects or the transportation system as a whole.
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Figure 3.B-6a
Project Vehicle Trip Assignment Developer’s Proposed Option
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Figure 3.B-7a
Project Vehicle Trip Assignment Additional Housing Option
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TABLE 3.B-16
FREIGHT AND PASSENGER LOADING DEMAND BY LAND USE AND OVERALL

Land Use

Demand by Land Use

Overall Demand (rounded up to building)c

Freight Loading
Demand (spaces)a

Freight Loading
Demand (spaces)

Daily

Average
Hour

Peak
Hour

Peak Hour Passenger
Loading Demand
(spaces, rounded)b

Peak
Hour

Peak Hour Passenger
Loading Demand
(spaces, rounded)

10

10

10

10

10

10

12

12

12

12

12

12

Average
Hour

Developer’s Proposed Option
Residential

38.5

1.8

2.2

2

Retail

1.7

0.1

0.1

1

Daycare

1.0

0.0

0.1

1

41.1

1.9

2.4

4

Total

Additional Housing Option
Residential

46.4

2.1

2.7

2

Retail

1.7

0.1

0.1

1

Daycare

1.0

0.0

0.1

1

Total

49.1

2.2

2.9

4

SOURCE:

SF Guidelines, 2002; SF Guidelines, 2019

NOTES:
a Freight loading demand is presented as the number of delivery/service vehicle trips per time period. The peak period of freight
loading demand typically occurs between 10 a.m. and 1 p.m. and does not coincide with the weekday a.m. and p.m. peak periods.
b Passenger loading demand is presented as the passenger loading trips estimated to occur during the peak period. The peak period
of demand occurs during the extended weekday p.m. peak period (3 to 7 p.m.).
c Freight and passenger loading demand at each individual building would be less than one space during the average and peak hours
of activity and would round up to one space. Therefore, the overall demand would be rounded up to one freight and one passenger
loading space per building.

Therefore, the methodology qualitatively addresses the potential for the project to exacerbate an
existing or create a new potentially hazardous condition to people walking, bicycling, or driving,
or public transit operations. The methodology accounts for the amount, movement type, sightlines,
and speed of project vehicle trips and project changes to the public right-of-way in relation to the
presence of people walking, bicycling, or driving. Additionally, an evaluation of vehicle volumes
and 95th percentile queues95 at the Ocean Avenue/Lee Avenue intersection was conducted to assess
the potential of the project to create hazardous conditions for people walking, bicycling, driving,
or public transit operations.

Accessibility
The methodology qualitatively addresses the potential for the project to interfere with the
accessibility of people walking or bicycling or results in inadequate emergency access. The
methodology accounts for the amount, movement type, sightlines, and speed of project vehicle
trips and project changes to the public right-of-way in relation to the presence of people walking
and bicycling or emergency service operator facilities.

95

The 95th percentile queue is the queue length (in vehicles) that has only a 5 percent probability of being exceeded
during the analysis time period (i.e., for this analysis, a total period of 60 minutes).
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Public Transit Delay
The department uses a quantitative threshold of significance and qualitative criteria to determine
whether the project would substantially delay public transit. For individual Muni routes, if the
project would result in transit delay greater than equal to four minutes, then it might result in a
significant impact.96 For individual Muni routes with headways less than eight minutes, the
department may use a threshold of significance less than four minutes. For individual surface lines
operated by regional agencies, if the project would result in transit delay greater than one-half
headway, then it might result in a significant impact. The department considers the following
qualitative criteria for determining whether that delay would result in significant impacts due to a
substantial number of people riding transit switching to riding in private or for-hire vehicles:
transit service headways and ridership, origins and destinations of trips, availability of other transit
and modes, and competitiveness with private vehicles.
The methodology assesses and reports a.m. and p.m. peak hour transit delay for Muni routes
operating along Frida Kahlo Way (43 Masonic), Ocean Avenue (K Ingleside, 29 Sunset, and 49 Van
Ness/Mission), and Geneva Avenue (8 Bayshore, 8BX 8 Bayshore ‘B’ Express, 43 Masonic, and
54 Felton) using the following three factors:


Traffic congestion delay—When public transit vehicles share travel lanes with private vehicles
or private vehicles block intersections or result in longer traffic signal phases to accommodate
their movements, transit vehicles slow down. The methodology uses Trafficware’s Synchro
modeling software to calculate traffic congestion delays along corridors served by transit.



Transit reentry delay—Public transit vehicles may experience delays after stopping to pick up
and drop off passengers. This delay occurs if the transit vehicles must pull over to another
travel lane and they need to wait for gaps in adjacent street traffic to pull out of stops. As traffic
volumes on streets increase, transit vehicles experience increased delays as it becomes more
challenging for them to reenter the flow of traffic. The methodology uses empirical data from
the 2000 Highway Capacity Manual to calculate transit reentry delay caused by the project by
summing the transit reentry delay at each stop within the study area, depending on the
adjacent lane traffic volumes.



Passenger boarding delay—The amount of time a transit vehicle spends picking up and
dropping off passengers (i.e., the transit vehicle dwell time) is correlated to the number of
passengers boarding the vehicle. As general transit ridership grows, vehicles spend more time
at stops, which increases transit travel times. The methodology uses empirical data to calculate
passenger boarding delay caused by the project by multiplying the total number of project
transit trips on each route by two seconds of delay.

VMT Analysis Methodology
Land Use Components
The planning department uses the following quantitative thresholds of significance to determine
whether the project would generate substantial additional VMT:


96

For residential projects, if it exceeds the regional household VMT per capita minus 15 percent;

The threshold uses the adopted the Transit First Policy, City Charter section 8A.103 85, percent on-time performance service
standard for Muni, with the charter considering vehicles arriving more than four minutes beyond a published schedule time late.
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For office projects, if it exceeds the regional VMT per employee minus 15 percent;



For retail projects, if it exceeds the regional VMT per retail employee minus 15 percent;97 and



For mixed-use projects, evaluate each land use independently, per the thresholds of
significance described above.

The department uses a map-based screening criterion to identify types and locations of land use
projects that would not exceed these quantitative thresholds of significance. SFCTA uses a travel
demand model to present VMT for residential, office, and retail in San Francisco and the region, as
described and shown under existing conditions. The department uses that data and associated
maps to determine whether a project site’s location is below the aforementioned VMT quantitative
threshold of significance. Childcare is treated as office for screening and analysis.98
Further, the department presumes residential, retail, and office projects, and projects that are a mix
of these uses, proposed within 0.5 mile of an existing major transit stop (as defined by CEQA
section 21064.3) or an existing stop along a high-quality transit corridor (as defined by CEQA
section 21155) would not exceed these quantitative thresholds of significance. However, this
presumption would not apply if the project would: (1) have a floor area ratio of less than 0.75;
(2) include more parking for use by residents, customers, or employees of the project than required
or allowed, without a conditional use; or (3) is inconsistent with the applicable Sustainable
Communities Strategy.99
Transportation Components
The proposed project is a mixed-use development project that includes the creation of an internal
street network, facilities for people walking and biking, traffic calming measures, and intersection
traffic control devices including stop controls.
The department uses the following quantitative threshold of significance and screening criteria to
determine whether transportation projects may substantially induce additional automobile travel:
2,075,220 VMT per year. This threshold is based on the fair share VMT allocated to transportation
projects required to achieve California’s long-term greenhouse gas emissions reduction goal of
40 percent below 1990 levels by 2030.
The department uses a list of transportation components that would not exceed this quantitative
threshold of significance. If a project fits within the general types of projects (including

97

98

99

Retail travel is not explicitly captured in San Francisco chained activity modeling process, rather, there is a
generic "Other" purpose which includes retail shopping, medical appointments, visiting friends or family, and
all other nonwork, non-school tours. The retail efficiency metric captures all of the "Other" purpose travel
generated by Bay Area households. The denominator of employment (including retail; cultural, institutional,
and educational; and medical employment; school enrollment, and number of households) represents the size,
or attraction, of the zone for this type of “Other” purpose travel.
San Francisco Planning Department, Transportation Impact Analysis Guidelines, Vehicle Miles Traveled (VMT)
Memo Appendix A, Attachment A, p. 5.
The department considers a project to be inconsistent with the Sustainable Communities Strategy if the project
is located outside of areas contemplated for development in the Sustainable Communities Strategy.
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combinations of types) listed below, then the department presumes that VMT impacts would be
less than significant:




Active Transportation, Rightsizing, and Transit Projects:
–

Infrastructure projects, including safety and accessibility improvements for people
walking or bicycling

–

Installation or reconfiguration of traffic calming devices

–

Creation of new or addition of roadway capacity on local or collector streets provided the
project also substantially improves conditions for people walking, bicycling, and, if
applicable, riding transit

Other Minor Transportation Projects:
–

Installation, removal, or reconfiguration of traffic lanes that are not for through traffic, such
as left, right, and U-turn pockets, or emergency breakdown lanes that are not used as
through lanes

–

Timing of signals to optimize vehicle, bicycle or pedestrian flow on local or collector streets

–

Addition of transportation wayfinding signage

–

Removal of off-street parking spaces

Loading
The loading analysis considers loading conditions within the project site and along Lee Avenue
between Ocean Avenue and the project site.
Within the Project Site
The methodology assesses the potential for convenient off- and on-street freight and passenger
loading facilities to meet the project’s loading demand during the average peak period. For the
purposes of this section, convenient refers to facilities located wholly within the project site.
If convenient loading facilities meet the estimated demand, the analysis is complete. If convenient
loading facilities do not meet the demand, then the methodology qualitatively addresses the
potential for the project to exacerbate an existing or create a new potentially hazardous condition
to people walking, bicycling, or driving or substantially delay public transit.
Lee Avenue between Ocean Avenue and the Project Site
The methodology assesses the potential for the project to result in changes to the existing supply
of off- and on-street freight and loading facilities such that it would impact existing loading activity
(primarily related to the Whole Foods grocery store) along Lee Avenue between Ocean Avenue
and the project site.
If convenient loading facilities meet the existing demand, the analysis is complete. If convenient
loading facilities do not meet the existing demand, then the methodology qualitatively addresses
the potential for the project to exacerbate an existing or create a new potentially hazardous
condition to people walking, bicycling, or driving or substantially delay public transit.
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2040 Cumulative Conditions
The 2040 cumulative conditions assess the long-term impacts of the project in combination with
cumulative projects. The following summarizes future year modeling and cumulative projects list
relevant to particular transportation topics. In addition, the following summarizes differences
between existing plus project and these future year conditions regarding the methodology for
analyzing and any quantitative thresholds of significance for determining transportation impacts.

2040 Modeling
The cumulative conditions analysis incorporates data and forecasts from the SF-CHAMP outputs
in the analysis of VMT impacts. The model is an activity-based travel demand model that the
transportation authority calibrates to represent future transportation conditions in San Francisco,
accounting for assumptions regarding cumulative infrastructure projects and population growth.
Inputs to the model include:


Infrastructure projects listed in Plan Bay Area (2017);



Infrastructure projects listed in San Francisco’s Countywide Transportation Plan, Capital Plan,
or a San Francisco agency’s (e.g., SFMTA) Capital Improvement Program and anticipated for
completion between 2020 and 2040;



Infrastructure, private development, or area plan projects actively undergoing environmental
review, recently completed environmental review, or the department anticipates to undertake
environmental review in the near future because they have received sufficient project
definition; or



Land use growth assumptions derived from the Jobs-Housing-Connections projections
developed by ABAG/MTC.100

2040 Cumulative Projects
The cumulative conditions analysis for transportation topics other than VMT uses a list-based
approach. The project site is located within the boundaries of the area plan and there are multiple
active development and transportation projects in the vicinity of the project site in various stages
of planning, design, or construction. The geographic context for the analysis of cumulative
transportation impacts generally includes the sidewalks and roadways adjacent to the project site,
and the local roadway and transit network within 0.5 mile of the project site. The discussion of
cumulative transportation impacts assesses the degree to which the proposed project would affect
the transportation network in conjunction with overall citywide growth and other cumulative
projects. The following describes cumulative land development and transportation projects that
the analysis uses to assess cumulative impacts.

Development
The PEIR estimated that implementation of the area plan would result in a net increase of
1,780 residential units (including 500 residential units on the Balboa Reservoir site) and 104,620 net

100

The analysis used the Better Market Street Model Run. Documentation, including input assumptions, is
included in the Transportation Impact Analysis Guidelines – Supplementary Guidance Memorandum on pp.
16-21. http://default.sfplanning.org/publications_reports/TIA_Guidelines_Supplementary_Guidance_Memo.pdf,
accessed April 16, 2019.
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new square feet of commercial development in the plan area by 2025. As of May 2019, 273 dwelling
units and 40,904 square feet of commercial uses had been built in the plan area. Excluding the
proposed project, an additional 209 dwelling units and 10,995 square feet of commercial uses are
under construction in the plan area (SEIR Section 3.A, Impact Overview, p. 3.A-1).
The list of reasonably foreseeable cumulative development projects generally located within the
plan area or 0.5 mile of the project site that are considered in the transportation analysis are
presented in Table 3.A-1, Cumulative Projects in the Project Vicinity, p. 3.A-11, and illustrated on
Figure 3.A-1, Cumulative Projects in the Project Vicinity, p. 3.A-12, in Section 3.A.6, Approach to
Cumulative Impact Analysis.
The Developer’s Proposed Option, in combination with completed projects and cumulative
development projects, would represent a net increase of 1,582 residential units and 59,339 square
feet of commercial development. This is 198 fewer residential units and 45,281 fewer square feet of
commercial space than what was assumed in the PEIR.
The Additional Housing Option, in combination with completed projects and cumulative projects,
would represent a net increase of 2,032 residential units and 59,339 square feet of commercial
development. This is 252 more residential units and 45,281 fewer square feet of commercial space
than what was assumed in the PEIR.
In addition to the development projects identified in this section, City College of San Francisco
Board of Trustees adopted its facilities master plan in March 2019.101 In April 2019, the City College
Board of Trustees authorized a contract to conduct CEQA compliance services for the master
plan.102 City College staff presented a facilities planning update at the May 30, 2019 Board of
Trustees meeting on a potential bond measure that would be anticipated to fund construction of
the facilities master plan projects. At the time of this Balboa Reservoir SEIR preparation, projectspecific information for the Ocean Campus projects envisioned as part of the facilities master plan
is not available.
As part of the planning process, City College may change the projects identified in the facilities
master plan, or their details, depending on funding availability; furthermore, City College has not
conducted CEQA analysis for those projects. Such projects may be further refined as part of the
environmental review process. As result, it is speculative to quantitatively evaluate the cumulative
impacts of the Ocean Campus based on the available information. Therefore, the cumulative
analysis for this SEIR will qualitatively assess the impacts of these Ocean Campus projects
identified in Table 3.A-2, City College Ocean Campus Projects, p. 3.A-13, collectively as the
“Facilities Master Plan” using best available information at the time of this SEIR preparation.

101

102

City College of San Francisco, Agenda Item 11F, Facilities Master Plan (FMP) Approval, March 21, 2019,
http://go.boarddocs.com/ca/ccsf/Board.nsf/goto?open&id=B7C2MM80CD17, accessed June 7, 2019.
City College of San Francisco, Agenda Item 10H, Authorization to execute a contract with Impact Sciences to provide
California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) Compliance Services to the District from May 1, 2019 through December 31,
2020, April 25, 2019, http://go.boarddocs.com/ca/ccsf/Board.nsf/goto?open&id=BAX6YJ7208A5, accessed June 7, 2019.
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Transportation
The cumulative conditions analysis also considers the effects of foreseeable changes to the
transportation network. Some of the changes identified in the area plan have been implemented,
including removal of two travel lanes and installation of class II bike lanes on Frida Kahlo Way.
Key projects affecting the transportation network that were assumed to be in place as part of the
2040 cumulative conditions include the following:


Ocean Avenue Safety Project.103 The Ocean Avenue Safety Project is aimed at improving
safety, accessibility, and comfort for people traveling on Ocean Avenue between Geneva
Avenue/Frida Kahlo Way and San Jose Avenue. The project will develop a set of near-term
improvements and a long-term vision for the corridor. Near-term projects are anticipated to be
under construction in 2020.



I-280 Interchange Modifications at Balboa Park Project.104 The recommended alternative
would create a partial split interchange in which northbound I-280 traffic would exit onto
Geneva Avenue but enter the freeway from Ocean Avenue; southbound traffic would still be
able to exit both Geneva and Ocean avenues while only entering from Geneva Avenue. The
project is anticipated to be completed by 2024. The recommended modifications included three
project elements:
–

Element 1: Close the northbound I-280/Geneva Avenue on-ramp

–

Element 2: Realign the southbound I-280/Ocean Avenue off-ramp into a “T” intersection
with a new signal on Ocean Avenue

–

Element 3: Construct a new northbound frontage road between Geneva Avenue and
Ocean Avenue, immediately east of I-280, to accommodate a new kiss-and-ride drop off
area with direct connection to the BART Westside Walkway



Van Ness Improvement Project.105 This project will build red center-running bus rapid transit
lanes, station platforms, and new medians along Van Ness Avenue. Bus Rapid Transit service
is expected to begin in 2021 and would cut overall travel times on the 49 Van Ness/Mission.



Muni Forward Project. The Muni Forward project provided a thorough review of San
Francisco’s public transit system by SFMTA. Based on this review, the SFMTA developed Muni
Forward proposals aimed at improving reliability, reducing travel times, providing service that
is more frequent, and updating Muni bus routes and rail lines to better match travel patterns.
Muni Forward projects are being implemented based on funding and resource availability. Muni
Forward recommendations included new routes and route realignments, more service on busy
routes, and elimination or consolidation of certain routes or route segments with low ridership.
The proposed changes to Muni routes serving the project site include:
–

103

104

105

8 Bayshore Transit Priority Treatments. This project is being implemented in phases as
part of the San Bruno Avenue Multimodal Improvement Project and the Geneva Avenue
& Visitacion Valley Multimodal Improvement Project. Changes under the former have
already been approved, but are yet to be implemented (currently under construction).
Preliminary transit priority treatments have been developed for the route segments along

SFMTA, Ocean Avenue Safety Project website, https://www.sfmta.com/projects/ocean-avenue-safety-project,
accessed January 10, 2019.
SFCTA, I-280 Interchange Modifications at Balboa Park Project website, https://www.sfcta.org/I-280-interchangemodifications-balboa-park-project, accessed January 10, 2019.
SFMTA, Van Ness Improvement Project website, https://www.sfmta.com/projects/van-ness-improvement-project,
accessed January 10, 2019.
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Geneva Avenue and through Visitacion Valley, but are currently being reevaluated by
SFMTA through additional outreach.106,107,108
–

28 19th Avenue Rapid Project.109 Expanded service operating on weekdays from 7 a.m. to
7 p.m. with 10-minute headways has been implemented. The project includes transit and
pedestrian bulbs at 20 intersections, stop relocations and removals at eight intersections,
and a bus zone extension.

–

54 Felton. Reroute through the Excelsior District onto Moscow Street in the inbound
direction expected to be implemented summer 2019.

–

Two-Car Trains on K and T Line. Starting with the completion of Twin Peaks tunnel work,
the entire K/T line will be upgraded to two-car trains. For the Ocean Avenue section of the
line, some boarding facilities currently do not extend the full length of a one-car or twocar train. Therefore, only the front trains along Ocean Avenue will be in service.

In addition to the above listed projects, the cumulative conditions analysis also incorporates the
effects of several other major projects that are citywide or regional in scope, even though they
would not directly affect the transportation network in the vicinity of the project site. Projects such
as Geary Corridor Bus Rapid Transit, the Caltrain Modernization Program, expanded ferry service
from WETA, and various capacity upgrades to BART—including the Train Control Modernization
Program and new Fleet of the Future rolling stock—will affect transit service (and capacity), and
have been accounted for in the latest SF-CHAMP model runs.

Construction Impacts
The analysis for addressing project construction impacts uses preliminary project construction
information from the following reasonably foreseeable projects: City College facilities master plan,
Ocean Avenue Safety Project and I-280 Interchange Modifications at Balboa Park Project.110 The
evaluation uses the same methodology as described above for existing plus project conditions.

Cumulative Operational Impacts
The following describes the methodology for cumulative analysis of operational impacts, by
significance criterion. If the combined projects would result in a significant cumulative impact, the
2040 cumulative conditions assess the project’s contribution to that impact.

106

107

108

109

110

110

San Francisco Planning Department, Balboa Park Station Area Project Status Map,
https://www.google.com/maps/d/u/0/viewer?mid=1SmS264e6XZmloZxbCFRwdH_5mX4&ll=37.72365776834927%2C122.4523862281078&z=18, accessed January 10, 2019.
SFMTA, Geneva Avenue Multimodal Improvement Project website, https://www.sfmta.com/projectsplanning/projects/geneva-ave-visitacion-valley-multimodal-improvement-project, accessed January 10, 2019.
SFMTA, San Bruno Avenue Multimodal Improvement Project website, https://www.sfmta.com/projects/san-brunoave-multimodal-improvement-project, accessed January 10, 2019.
SFMTA, 28 19th Avenue Rapid Project website, https://www.sfmta.com/projects/28-19th-avenue-rapid-project,
accessed January 10, 2019.
SFCTA, I-280 Interchange Modifications at Balboa Park Project website, https://archive.sfcta.org/I-280interchange-modifications-balboa-park-project, accessed January 10, 2019.
City College identified the Performing Arts Center and East Basin Parking Lot as reasonably foreseeable
projects that could overlap with the proposed project’s construction timeframe. Both City College projects are
anticipated to be under construction for 24 months from 2021 to 2023 and operational by 2023.
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Potentially Hazardous Conditions
The analysis for addressing potentially hazardous conditions uses information from the PEIR and
a subset of cumulative projects identified in SEIR Section 3.A, Impact Overview, p. 3.A-1, including
the City College Facilities Master Plan. The evaluation uses the same methodology as described
above for existing plus project conditions.

Accessibility
The analysis for addressing interference or inadequate access uses information from the PEIR and
a subset of cumulative projects identified in SEIR Section 3.A, Impact Overview, p. 3.A-1, including
the City College Facilities Master Plan. The evaluation uses the same methodology as described
above for existing plus project conditions.

Public Transit Delay
The analysis for addressing public transit delay uses information from the PEIR and a subset of
cumulative projects identified in SEIR Section 3.A, Impact Overview, p. 3.A-1, including:


2340 San Jose Avenue (Upper Yard)



2301 San Jose Avenue (Geneva Office Building – Geneva Car Barn and Powerhouse)



1601-1631 Ocean Avenue and 1271 Capitol Avenue



350 Ocean Avenue



City College Facilities Master Plan



Ocean Avenue Safety Project



I-280 Interchange Modifications at Balboa Park Project

The evaluation uses the same methodology and qualitative criteria as described above for existing
plus project conditions.

VMT Analysis
VMT by its nature is largely a cumulative impact. The number and distance of vehicular trips
associated with past, present, and future projects might contribute to the secondary physical
environmental impacts associated with VMT. It is likely that no single project by itself would be
sufficient in size to prevent the region or state in meeting its VMT reduction goals. Instead, a
project’s individual VMT contributes to cumulative VMT impacts. The department uses existing
plus project-level thresholds of significance based on levels at which the department does not
anticipate new projects to conflict with state and regional long-term greenhouse gas emission
reduction targets and statewide VMT per capita reduction targets.
Therefore, the department assesses whether the region is estimated to meet its long-term greenhouse
gas emission reduction targets to determine if a cumulative impact would occur. If a cumulative
impact would occur, the department uses a map-based screening criterion to identify types and
locations of land use projects that would not exceed the same quantitative thresholds of significance
described under existing plus project conditions. The analysis uses the 2040 modeling of VMT
estimates to present VMT for residential, office, and retail in San Francisco and the region. The
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department uses that data and associated maps to determine whether a project site’s location is below
the aforementioned VMT quantitative threshold of significance, including for the other land use
types described above. Childcare is treated as office use for purposes of screening and analysis.

Loading
The analysis for addressing loading uses information from the City College facilities master plan.
The evaluation uses the same methodology as described above for existing plus project conditions.

Impact Evaluation
Existing plus Project
Impact TR-1: Construction of the project would not require a substantially extended
duration or intense activity and the secondary effects would not create potentially
hazardous conditions for people walking, bicycling, or driving; or interfere with
accessibility for people walking or bicycling; or substantially delay public transit. (Less
than Significant)
The discussion of construction impacts is based on currently available information from the project
sponsor, as summarized in SEIR Section 2.G, Project Construction Overview and Schedule, p. 2-38.
The construction information has been developed by the sponsor and their contractor for the
purpose of environmental review, but is subject to change once construction-level plans are
available and the construction logistics are reviewed by City agencies, as required. Prior to
construction, as part of the building permit process, the project sponsor and construction
contractor(s) would be required to meet with San Francisco Public Works and SFMTA staff to
develop and review truck routing plans for demolition, disposal of excavated materials, materials
delivery and storage, as well as staging for construction vehicles. The construction contractor
would be required to meet the City of San Francisco’s Regulations for Working in San Francisco
Streets, (the blue book), including those regarding sidewalk and lane closures, and would meet
with SFMTA staff to determine if any special traffic permits would be required.111 In addition to
the regulations in the blue book, the contractor would be responsible for complying with all city,
state and federal codes, rules and regulations. The project sponsor would be responsible for
reimbursing the SFMTA for any temporary striping and signage during project construction.
The proposed project is anticipated to be constructed in three phases over the course of six years.
The three development phases are Phase 0 (grading and site infrastructure, one year), Phase 1
(townhomes and inner blocks, 2.5 years), and Phase 2 (Blocks A, B, G, and H, 2.5 years). No parking
lane or sidewalk closures would be required during construction and access to Muni bus stops
would be maintained during all phases of construction.

111

San Francisco Municipal Transportation Agency, Regulations for Working in San Francisco Streets, 8th Edition,
January 2012, https://www.sfmta.com/sites/default/files/reports-and-documents/2017/10/blue_book_8th_edition_pdf.pdf,
accessed January 10, 2019.
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Construction activities would generally be conducted between 7 a.m. and 8 p.m. daily, consistent
with San Francisco Police Code section 2908.112 Outside of those hours, nighttime construction
activities, particularly related to noise, would be subject to a special permit as described in Police
Code article 29.
Table 3.B-17, Construction Activity by Phase, presents the anticipated duration for each of the
three major phases of construction, and the average and maximum numbers of daily construction
truck trips and workers.
TABLE 3.B-17
CONSTRUCTION ACTIVITY BY PHASE
Daily Construction Workers
(Average/Maximum)

Daily Truck Trips
(Average/Maximum)

Duration

Developer’s
Proposed
Option

Additional
Housing
Option

Developer’s
Proposed
Option

Additional
Housing
Option

1 year

33/40

33/40

0/0b

0/0b

1 – Townhome, Inner Blocksc

2.5 years

330/350

415/460

170/180

220/240

2 – Blocks A, B, G, H

2.5 years

260/290

385/420

140/240

200/320

Construction Phasea
0 – Grading, Infrastructure

SOURCE:

Reservoir Community Partners, LLC, 2018, ESA, 2019.

NOTES:
a Phase 1 Townhome and Inner Blocks would be occupied following construction. Construction of Phase 2 Blocks A, B, G, and H would
overlap with occupancy of Phase 1.
b The grading plan intends to balance the site and use as much cut soil as fill soil in other areas of the site, minimizing or eliminating
the need for either soil import or export. Truck trips are not required during Phase 0 because graders, excavators, and dozers would
be used to remove and redeposit soil on the project site. Export of soil would occur during Phase 2.
c The Additional Housing Option includes Blocks I and J with the townhomes in Phase 1.

Under both project options, the proposed project would minimize the need for exporting materials
by recycling and reusing excavated materials (concrete, asphalt, and soils) on-site during Phase 0.
The number of construction-related truck trips would range from 0 to 320 daily round-trips for
material delivery and removal depending on the construction phase and project option. The
maximum number of daily truck trips (240 daily construction-truck trips under the Developer’s
Proposed Option and 320 construction-related truck trips under the Additional Housing Option)
would occur during Phase 2.
As described in Section 2.G, Project Construction Overview and Schedule, p. 2-38, depending on
market conditions and other unanticipated factors the project may be constructed over a shorter
timeframe and Phases 1 and 2 may occur concurrently instead of sequentially. Such phasing may
result in full project construction over three years instead of six years. If this were to occur, the
same amount of construction equipment and hours of operation would be required, but the activity
would be compressed into a shorter duration. Under the accelerated schedule, the average number
of construction-related truck trips would range from 310 to 420 daily round-trips for material
delivery and removal depending on the construction phase and project option. The maximum

112

San Francisco Department of Building Inspection, Frequently Asked Questions, November 2014,
http://sfdbi.org/frequently-asked-questions, accessed June 12, 2018.
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number of daily truck trips would be 420 daily construction-truck trips under the Developer’s
Proposed Option and 560 construction-related truck trips under the Additional Housing Option.
Throughout the construction period there would be a flow of construction-related traffic into and
out of the site that would be required to use designated freight traffic route. The primary haul
routes for construction truck traffic would be:113


Entering the site: I-280 and Ocean Avenue westbound, continue northbound on Frida Kahlo
Way to access the site at North Access Road



Exiting the site: Turn right onto Frida Kahlo Way at Cloud Circle (S), continue southbound on
Frida Kahlo Way and turn left onto Ocean Avenue eastbound

These truck routes are consistent with freight traffic routes identified in the general plan and
designated street restrictions.114,115 Truck routes would be reviewed with the SFMTA as part of the
permit process prior to construction. The impact of construction truck traffic would be a temporary
lessening of the capacities on surrounding roadways and truck routes (as well as connecting local
streets) due to the slower movement and larger turning radii of trucks. Construction truck traffic
could result in minor congestion and conflicts with traffic, transit, bicycle, and pedestrian
circulation. However, potential impacts would be considered less than significant due to their
phased duration. Some construction activity would overlap with the City College class schedule
and would coincide with the arrival/departure of students, faculty, and staff. Traffic volumes were
observed to be lower during the weekday mid-morning and afternoon periods, during typical
student, faculty, and staff arrivals/departure periods, than the peak a.m. and p.m. periods. The
project sponsor would be required to develop a construction management plan in accordance with
the blue book regulations addressing transportation-related circulation, access, staging and hours
of delivery. The construction management plan would be developed to minimize overall
disruption and ensure that overall circulation in the project area is maintained to the extent
possible, with particular focus on minimizing interference with transit, pedestrian, and bicycle
connectivity. While there may be some occasional disruption to circulation as a result of on-road
construction vehicles or construction-related truck traffic, these effects would not be frequent or
substantial enough to constitute a significant impact.
The number of construction workers accessing the site would range from 33 workers per day (the
anticipated average during Phase 0 under both project options) to 460 workers per day (the anticipated
maximum during Phase 1 under Additional Housing Option). The maximum number of construction
workers per day (350 under the Developer’s Proposed Option and 460 under the Additional Housing
Option) would occur during Phase 1. On-site parking would be provided for construction worker
vehicles throughout the construction period. During Phase 0 parking would be provided throughout
the site. During Phase 1, parking would be provided in the central park area and Phase 2 construction
areas. During Phase 2, limited parking would be provided in the SFPUC open space.

113
114

115

Construction truck haul route map provided by Reservoir Community Partners LLC, dated July 6, 2018.
San Francisco Planning Department, General Plan Freight Traffic Routes, https://www.sfplanning.org/ftp/General_Plan/images/I4.transportation/tra_map15.pdf, accessed February 11, 2019.
SFMTA, San Francisco Street Restrictions Effective December 2017,
https://www.sfmta.com/sites/default/files/pdf_map/2017/12/streetrestrictions.pdf, accessed February 11, 2019.
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The number of construction workers accessing the site under the compressed schedule would
range from 33 workers per day (the anticipated average during Phase 0 under both project options)
to 800 workers per day (the anticipated maximum during under Additional Housing Option). The
maximum number of construction workers per day would be 640 under the Developer’s Proposed
Option and 880 under the Additional Housing Option. During the concurrent Phase 1 and 2
construction, limited parking would be provided in the SFPUC open space.
Under either construction schedule, construction workers driving to or from the site would be
expected to park on site, or make their own parking arrangements in area parking facilities, as
needed. Given the project’s location relative to the Balboa Park BART station (approximately
0.6 mile) and K Ingleside Muni stop (0.1 mile), a portion of construction workers would be
expected to take public transit when traveling to and from the site. As part of the construction
management plan, construction workers would be encouraged by the project sponsor to access the
project site by use of transit or other sustainable means of transportation (including ridesharing,
bicycling, and walking).
The proposed project would be subject to San Francisco Public Works Code section 2.4.20, Action on
Applications for Permits to Excavate. The contractor would be required to submit a contractor
parking plan to public works in order to obtain permits for major work that has a duration of 30 days
or longer.116 The contractor parking plan would be required to identify the location of construction
worker parking, number of parking spaces, and area where vehicles would enter/exit the site (for onsite parking), or how workers would travel between an off-site facility and the project site (for offsite parking), as well as the person(s) responsible for monitoring the implementation of the proposed
parking plan. The use of on-street parking to accommodate construction worker parking would be
discouraged by providing on-site parking for construction workers.
Additionally, most of the on-street parking to the south and east of the project site is within a twohour time-limited residential parking permit zone, further limiting the convenience of on-street
parking for construction workers. These requirements are intended to minimize the inconvenience
to the neighborhood related to the availability of on-street parking within the project vicinity
during project construction.
The addition of the worker-related vehicle or transit trips would not substantially affect
transportation conditions because the majority of employee construction trips occur prior to the
morning and evening peak hours when traffic is heaviest and the construction contractor will be
required to develop and implement a contractor parking plan.
Both project options would be built out over a period of about six years in three phases, or three
years under the compressed schedule. Each construction phase would have a duration of less than
three years and most construction worker parking, construction vehicle staging, and construction
activity would be contained on the project site. Phase 2 construction would occur after completion

116

San Francisco Public Works Code section 2.4.20, Action on Applications for Permits to Excavate,
http://library.amlegal.com/nxt/gateway.dll/California/publicworks/publicworkscode?f=templates$fn=default.htm$3.0$vid
=amlegal:sanfrancisco_ca$sync=1, accessed June 12, 2018.
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of Phase 1 and would overlap with occupancy of Phase 1. Phase 2 construction activities would be
concentrated on the outer blocks at the north and south ends of the site: Blocks A, B, G, and H.
While the construction staging plan has not yet been finalized, based on the location of Phase 2
construction activities, construction staging during Phase 2 would likely occur adjacent to the
proposed buildings, within the SFPUC Open Space and along South Street for Blocks A, B, and H
and along North Street and adjacent the proposed Block G building. Temporary travel lane or
sidewalk closures may be required along South Street and North Street. The proposed shared-use
path extension of Plymouth Avenue and pedestrian paseo extension of Brighton Avenue would be
constructed as part of Phase 2. Vehicular, pedestrian, and bicycle access for residents of the
Townhomes and Inner Blocks (Blocks C, D, E, and F for the Developer’s Proposed Option and
Blocks C, D, E, F, I, and J for the Additional Housing Option) would be maintained through Phase 2
construction. Construction trucks and construction worker vehicles would be accommodated
onsite117 and within proposed on-street staging areas. Construction trucks would not block travel
lanes, bicycle facilities, or sidewalks or block access to nearby crosswalks. Construction activities
during Phase 2 and occupancy of Phase 1 would not result in hazardous conditions and would not
substantially interfere with emergency access or accessibility for people walking, bicycling, or
taking transit to and from the study area and around the site.
Construction activities are required to be conducted in accordance with the public works code,
public works department orders, and the blue book, as applicable, to minimize the potential for
hazardous conditions and to ensure safe travel in and around the site. Although construction
would occur over a period of approximately six years, construction would be conducted in
compliance with City requirements such that construction work can be done with the least possible
interference with pedestrian, bicycle, transit, or vehicle circulation or result in hazardous
conditions for pedestrians, bicycles, transit, or vehicles. Overall, because construction activities
would be phased in duration, and are required to be conducted in accordance with City
requirements, construction-related impacts of the proposed project would be less than significant.
Mitigation: None required.

Comparison of Impact TR-1 to PEIR Impact Analysis
The PEIR did not identify any significant impacts related to construction-related transportation
impacts and did not require any mitigation measures. PEIR Improvement Measure (Construction) is
superseded by the requirements of the blue book regulations, which include the development of a
construction management plan and review and approval by the SFMTA and public works to address
overall coordination of construction activities, transportation-related circulation, access, and staging.
The proposed project would result in less-than-significant impacts related to the effects of construction
on people walking, bicycling, or driving and public transit, and no mitigation measures are required.
Therefore, the proposed project would not have any new or substantially more severe effects than
those identified in the PEIR related to construction-related transportation impacts.

117

During Phase 2, limited parking would be provided in the SFPUC open space area.
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Impact TR-2: Operation of the proposed project would not create potentially hazardous
conditions for people walking, bicycling, or driving or public transit operations. (Less
than Significant)
The project proposes the following changes to the roadway network outside the project limits:


Color curb changes along Ocean Avenue;



Sidewalk widening along Lee Avenue between Ocean Avenue and the project site; the project
proposes to widen the east sidewalk from 8 feet wide to 12.5 feet wide and the west sidewalk
from 6 feet wide to 12.5 feet wide; and



Reconfiguration of southbound Lee Avenue approach to Ocean Avenue from one allmovement lane to one shared through/right-turn lane and one left-turn lane.

The project does not include any design features that could cause potentially hazardous conditions.
The project’s streetscape improvements would primarily consist of construction of the internal
street network, changes to the Lee Avenue configuration between Ocean Avenue and the project
site, and the conversion of five metered parking spaces along the frontage of 1150 Ocean Avenue
to metered loading spaces between the hours of 6 a.m. and 2 p.m.
Both project options would result in a general increase in vehicle traffic activity on the surrounding
roadway network. Project vehicle trip assignments at the study intersections are illustrated in
Figure 3.B-6a to Figure 3.B-7b, pp. 3.B-47 to 3.B-50. Access to the project site would be provided at
Ocean Avenue/Lee Avenue and Frida Kahlo Way/North Access Road.

Walking and Bicycling
As discussed in “Walking Network Features,” p. 3.B-37, and “Bicycle Network Features,” p. 3.B37, there are a number of existing challenges for pedestrians and bicyclists in the study area, such
as high volumes of vehicle traffic, unmarked crossings, and lack of protected bicycle facilities.
Additionally, the project site has limited entry points. The proposed project would include
construction of pedestrian paseos, sidewalk widening on Lee Avenue between Ocean Avenue and
the project site (the east sidewalk would be widened by 4.5 feet [from 8 feet to 12.5 feet] and the
west sidewalk would be widened by 6.5 feet [from 6 feet to 12.5 feet]), raised crosswalks, a shareduse path, and class II and class III bicycle facilities. These modifications would enhance the walking
and bicycling network in the study area and prioritize safe movement of people walking and
bicycling through the site.
The Developer’s Proposed Option and Additional Housing Option would contribute additional
traffic from people walking, bicycling, and driving to the site. As shown in Table 3.B-13, p. 3.B-43,
during the weekday a.m. peak hour, the Developer’s Proposed Option would generate 428 walk trips
(including 275 walk only and 153 walk-to-transit) and 29 bicycle trips. During the weekday p.m. peak
hour, the Developer’s Proposed Option would generate 544 walk trips (including 349 walk only and
195 walk-to-transit) and 37 bicycle trips. During the weekday a.m. peak hour, the Additional Housing
Option would generate 565 walk trips (including 363 walk only and 202 walk-to-transit) and 39
bicycle trips. During the weekday p.m. peak hour, the Additional Housing Option would generate
724 walk trips (including 465 walk only and 259 walk-to-transit) and 50 bicycle trips.
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The primary access points for people walking to the project site would be from the northern extension
of Lee Avenue, through Unity Plaza, the pedestrian paseos connecting to Brighton Avenue and San
Ramon Way, and the shared-use path connecting to Plymouth Avenue. These entrances are a short
walk (less than three blocks) from the K Ingleside stop and other nearby bus stops. The primary
access point for people bicycling would be from the new designated class III bicycle facilities along
the North Access Road and Lee Avenue. Potential conflict points associated with the project would
be most concentrated at these site access points, as discussed in the following sections.

Ocean Avenue/Lee Avenue
Under existing conditions, about 700 people walking and 19 people bicycling across the Ocean
Avenue/Lee Avenue intersection were observed during the weekday a.m. peak hour and 870 people
walking and 10 people bicycling through the intersection during the weekday p.m. peak hour. With
the Developer’s Proposed Option and Additional Housing Option, it is anticipated that there would
be a substantial increase in the number of people walking and bicycling at this location. The
Developer’s Proposed Option would add 150 vehicles (63 inbound and 87 outbound) to this
intersection during the weekday a.m. peak hour and 201 vehicles (142 inbound and 59 outbound)
during the weekday p.m. peak hour. The Additional Housing Option would add 190 (80 inbound and
110 outbound) to this intersection during the weekday a.m. peak hour and 267 (192 inbound and 75
outbound) during the weekday p.m. peak hour. All inbound vehicles turning right onto Lee Avenue
from Ocean Avenue to access the site would need to cross the north crosswalk and northbound
class III bikeway along Lee Avenue.118 These vehicle turning movements are not expected to create
potentially hazardous conditions for people walking or bicycling, however, as drivers would generally
have unobstructed sightlines and/or adequate sight distance to see approaching bicyclists and
pedestrians, and drivers would need to wait for a green light and/or wait until there is a sufficient gap
in the flow of people walking to clear their vehicle before entering or exiting Lee Avenue.

Frida Kahlo Way/Access Road
Under existing conditions, about 180 people walking and 12 people bicycling across the Frida Kahlo
Way/Access Road intersection were observed during the weekday a.m. peak hour and 140 people
walking and 9 people bicycling through the intersection during the weekday p.m. peak hour. With
the Developer’s Proposed Option and Additional Housing Option, it is anticipated that there would
be a substantial increase in the number of people walking and bicycling at this location. The
Developer’s Proposed Option would add 99 vehicles (29 inbound and 70 outbound) to this
intersection during the weekday a.m. peak hour and 117 vehicles (61 inbound and 56 outbound)
during the weekday p.m. peak hour. The Additional Housing Option would add 139 (37 inbound
and 102 outbound) to this intersection during the weekday a.m. peak hour and 156 (82 inbound and
74 outbound) during the weekday p.m. peak hour. All vehicles accessing the site from Frida Kahlo
Way would need to cross the southbound class II bikeway along Frida Kahlo Way. These vehicle
turning movements are not expected to create potentially hazardous conditions for bicyclists,
however, as drivers entering/exiting the Access Road would generally have unobstructed sightlines
and/or adequate sight distance to see approaching bicyclists, and drivers would need to wait for a

118

Eastbound left turns are prohibited at Ocean Avenue/Lee Avenue.
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green light and/or wait until there is a sufficient gap in the flow of bicyclists and people walking on
the sidewalk to clear their vehicle before entering or exiting the North Access Road.

Other Locations
Outside of the project’s proposed access points, other potential conflict points would include rightturn, right turn on red, and permitted left-turn movements in the immediate vicinity of the project
site, such as the eastbound and westbound right turns at Ocean Avenue/Frida Kahlo Way/Geneva
Avenue. These conflicts would be similar in nature to conflicts at the project’s access points,
however, and given the expected volume of project-generated traffic added to these turning
movements (less than 30 vehicles), would not create potentially hazardous conditions for people
walking or bicycling to and from the site.
The Developer’s Proposed Option and Additional Housing Option would contribute additional
vehicle traffic from people driving to/from the site. As shown in Figure 3.B-6a, p. 3.B-47, the
Developer’s Proposed Option would add 47 and 98 vehicles to the westbound right-turn
movement at the Ocean Avenue/Lee Avenue intersection during the weekday a.m. and p.m. peak
hours, respectively. As shown in Figure 3.B-7a, p. 3.B-49, the Additional Housing Option would
add 62 inbound and 132 vehicles to the westbound right-turn movement at the Ocean Avenue/Lee
Avenue intersection during the weekday a.m. and p.m. peak hours, respectively. All of these
westbound right-turning vehicles would utilize the rightmost travel lane on Ocean Avenue. The
Developer’s Proposed Option and Additional Housing Option would also contribute additional
traffic from people walking to/from transit and the site. As shown in Table 3.B-13, p. 3.B-43, the
Developer’s Proposed Option would generate 153 and 195 walk-to-transit trips during the
weekday a.m. and p.m. peak hours, respectively. The Additional Housing Option would generate
202 and 259 walk-to-transit trips during the weekday a.m. and p.m. peak hours, respectively. A
portion of these walk-to-transit trips (less than 10 percent) would be expected to be traveling
to/from the K Ingleside boarding island on Ocean Avenue at Lee Avenue.
Under existing conditions, people walking to/from the K/T Ingleside transit stop on Ocean Avenue
at Lee Avenue were observed to cross the rightmost travel lane to access the boarding island or
sidewalk instead of crossing at the crosswalk. People waited for gaps in vehicle and bicycle traffic
before crossing the travel lane and vehicles and bicycles were generally traveling slowly with
sufficient gaps in traffic for people to cross. While some of the project-generated transit riders
would be expected to use the crosswalk at Lee Avenue to access the boarding island, it is likely
that people would continue to cross the rightmost travel lane to access the boarding island.
A number of factors were considered in evaluating the project to result in potentially hazardous
conditions for people walking to/from the K/T Ingleside boarding island. Such factors included the
presence of an existing protected crossing at Lee Avenue, the fact that the project would add a
maximum of 132 vehicles during the weekday p.m. peak hour under the Additional Housing
Option, and the fact that the anticipated vehicle speeds of project traffic approaching the Lee
Avenue intersection to turn right would be less than 15 miles per hour. Based on these
considerations, the proposed project options would not create potentially hazardous conditions for
people walking to/from the K Ingleside boarding island.
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Overall, the Developer’s Proposed Option and Additional Housing Option would not generate
activities that would create potentially hazardous conditions for people walking or bicycling.

Driving or Public Transit Operations
An intersection operations analysis was conducted at Ocean Avenue/Lee Avenue to assess the
potential of the project to create or contribute to vehicle queues and result in potentially hazardous
conditions for people driving or public transit operations. The detailed calculation worksheets are
provided in Attachment E, Queue Analysis Synchro Worksheets, of SEIR Appendix C2, Transit
Assessment Memorandum.

Ocean Avenue/Lee Avenue Intersection Operations
Lee Avenue is located about 100 feet to the south of the Whole Foods driveway and 250 feet to the
west of Harold Avenue (City College Terminal) and 450 feet to the west of Frida Kahlo Way. The
analysis assumes that the proposed project would reconfigure the southbound Lee Avenue
approach to Ocean Avenue from one all-movement lane to one southbound through/right-turn
lane and one southbound left turn lane with class III bicycle facility (sharrows) in both directions.
Existing Conditions
Under existing conditions, 25 vehicles make a westbound right turn from Ocean Avenue onto Lee
Avenue during the weekday a.m. and p.m. peak hour. The 95th percentile queue length on the
westbound approach is about 12 vehicles (approximately 240 feet) during the weekday a.m. peak
hour and 14 vehicles (approximately 280 feet) during the weekday p.m. peak hour. The volume for
the 95th percentile queue is metered by the upstream signal Ocean Avenue/Frida Kahlo Way/Geneva
Avenue. Westbound queues along Ocean Avenue can extend to Harold Avenue and may
occasionally block the City College Terminal entrance and fire department station 15 driveway on
Ocean Avenue. City College Terminal entrance driveway blockages were observed twice during the
weekday p.m. peak hour and each occurrence lasted for between 10 and 20 seconds. Both events
occurred as a result of westbound queues extending back from the Ocean Avenue/Lee Avenue
intersection and the queue cleared when the signal turned green. Under existing conditions, there are
38 vehicles on the southbound approach along Lee Avenue during the weekday a.m. peak hour and
140 vehicles during the weekday p.m. peak hour. The 95th percentile queue length on the
southbound approach along Lee Avenue is about two vehicles (approximately 40 feet) during the
weekday a.m. peak hour and about three vehicles (approximately 60 feet) during the weekday p.m.
peak hour. The southbound queues along Lee Avenue would not be expected to extend back and
block the Whole Foods exit driveway on Lee Avenue.
Developer’s Proposed Option
Based on the trip distribution and assignment summarized in the “Project Travel Demand and
Results” section, the Developer’s Proposed Option would add 47 vehicle trips to the westbound
right turn from Ocean Avenue onto Lee Avenue during the weekday a.m. peak hour and 98 vehicle
trips to this movement during the weekday p.m. peak hour. The Developer’s Proposed Option
would add 87 vehicle trips to the southbound approach (66 left turns, 21 right turns) along Lee
Avenue during the weekday a.m. peak hour and 59 vehicle trips (47 left turns, 12 right turns)
during the weekday p.m. peak hour.
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With the addition of vehicle trips generated by the Developer’s Proposed Option and
reconfiguration of the southbound Lee Avenue approach to provide a southbound left-turn lane
and through/right-turn lane, queue lengths along the westbound approach of Ocean Avenue
would be shortened from an existing condition of about 12 vehicles in length (about 240 feet) to
about 11 vehicles in length (about 220 feet) during the weekday a.m. peak hour and from an
existing condition of about 14 vehicles (about 280 feet) to about 13 vehicles (about 260 feet) in the
weekday p.m. peak hour. Queues would continue to be metered by the upstream signal. The
Developer’s Proposed Option would not be expected to increase the frequency or duration of
vehicles blocking the City College Terminal entrance and would not create potentially hazardous
conditions for public transit operations.
The 95th percentile queue length on the southbound approach along Lee Avenue would increase
from two vehicles to about six vehicles (approximately 120 feet) in the southbound left-turn lane
during the weekday a.m. and p.m. peak hour. There are no transit operations on Lee Avenue, such
that this increase would not create hazardous conditions for public transit operations.
Additional Housing Option
Based on the trip distribution and assignment summarized in the “Project Travel Demand and
Results” section, the Additional Housing Option would add 62 vehicle trips to the westbound right
turn from Ocean Avenue onto Lee Avenue during the weekday a.m. peak hour and 132 vehicle trips
to this movement during the weekday p.m. peak hour. The Additional Housing Option would add
110 vehicle trips to the southbound approach (83 left turns, 27 right turns) during the weekday a.m.
peak hour and 75 vehicle trips (61 left turns, 14 right turns) during the weekday p.m. peak hour.
With the addition of vehicle trips generated by the Additional Housing Option and reconfiguration of
the southbound Lee Avenue approach to provide a southbound left-turn lane and through/right-turn
lane, queueing at the westbound approach along Ocean Avenue would be shortened from an existing
condition of about 12 vehicles in length (about 240 feet) to about seven vehicles in length (about
140 feet) during the weekday a.m. peak hour and from an existing condition of about 14 vehicles
(about 280 feet) to about 13 vehicles (about 260 feet) in the weekday p.m. peak hour.119 Queues would
continue to be metered by the upstream signal. The Additional Housing Option would not be expected
to increase the frequency or duration of vehicles blocking the City College Terminal entrance and
would not create potentially hazardous conditions for public transit operations.
The 95th percentile queue length on the southbound approach along Lee Avenue would increase
from two vehicles to about five vehicles (approximately 100 feet) in the southbound left-turn lane

119

Study intersections along Ocean Avenue operate as actuated-coordinated signals or operate with maximum
recall. Ocean Avenue/Lee Avenue and Ocean Avenue/Frida Kahlo Way/Geneva Avenue operate with maximum
recall meaning that a constant vehicle call is placed on the Ocean Avenue phase and forces the controller to time
the maximum green. Actuated-coordinated signals operate with Ocean Avenue being coordinated, while other
crossing minor streets are actuated. Actuated signals prioritize the through movement of the major street and use
sensors to respond to the traffic present at actuated approach, so that the pattern of the signal (the length and
order of each phase) depends on the traffic and can be different at every cycle. Sensors report to the signal
computer and green is provided for those actuated lanes only when traffic is present and only until the traffic has
vacated those lanes or the maximum time set for that phase has been reached. With the addition of project trips,
there are more vehicles present on the actuated minor streets, and the green time for those specific phases are
optimized. As a result, coordination is improved along Ocean Avenue, resulting in a shorter queue.
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during the weekday a.m. peak hour and from three vehicles to about eight vehicles (approximately
150 feet) during the weekday p.m. peak hour.
The Developer’s Proposed Option and Additional Housing Option do not include any design
features that could cause major traffic hazards. Both project options would increase overall traffic
levels at Ocean Avenue/Lee Avenue but would not increase the frequency or duration of vehicles
blocking the City College Terminal entrance, would not substantially delay public transit, and
would not create potentially hazardous conditions for public transit operations.

Other Locations
The project proposes to install a raised crosswalk across Lee Avenue about 200 feet north of
signalized Ocean Avenue/Lee Avenue intersection that would not be anticipated to create
potentially hazardous conditions for people driving or for public transit operations. Advance
pedestrian warning signs and advance yield lines would be placed in advance of the crosswalk to
notify drivers of the mid-block crossing and reduce vehicle encroachment into the crosswalk and
improve drivers’ view of people crossing. No transit vehicles use Lee Avenue.
Given the existing observed transit ridership and the length of the transit boarding islands nearest
to the project site, the transit boarding island would have sufficient capacity to accommodate the
addition of project-generated transit trips and the project would not create substantial
overcrowding that would result in hazardous conditions for public transit operations. No other
conflict points were identified for people driving or for public transit operations.
Overall, the Developer’s Proposed Option and Additional Housing Option would not generate
activities that would create hazards for people driving or public transit operations.

Other Impacts Related to Traffic Hazards
Impacts related to loading (including freight loading/service vehicles and passenger loading), are
discussed in Impact TR-6a (loading within the project site) and Impact TR-6b (loading on Lee
Avenue between the project site and Ocean Avenue).
As discussed above, because the project would not generate activities that would create potentially
hazardous conditions for people walking, bicycling, driving or public transit operations, impacts
of the proposed project would be less than significant.
Mitigation: None required.

Comparison of Impact TR-2 to PEIR Impact Analysis
Potentially hazardous conditions were not specifically addressed in the PEIR. Therefore, no
relevant mitigation measures were identified in the PEIR. The PEIR did not identify impacts on
people walking and bicycling. Project operation would result in less-than-significant impacts
related to potentially hazardous conditions for people walking, bicycling, or driving and public
transit, and no mitigation measures are required. Therefore, the proposed project would not have
any new or substantially more severe effects than those identified in the PEIR related to potentially
hazardous conditions.
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Impact TR-3: Operation of the proposed project would not interfere with accessibility
of people walking or bicycling to and from the project site, and adjoining areas, or
result in inadequate emergency access. (Less than Significant)
The project does not involve any changes to the roadway network, other than color curb changes
along Ocean Avenue, sidewalk widening along Lee Avenue between Ocean Avenue and the
project site, and the reconfiguration of southbound Lee Avenue approach to Ocean Avenue from
one all-movement lane to one shared through/right-turn lane and one left-turn lane, or include any
design features that would interfere with accessibility of people walking or bicycling to and from
the project site, and adjoining areas, or result in inadequate emergency access. The project’s
streetscape improvements would primarily consist of construction of the internal street network,
changes to the Lee Avenue configuration between Ocean Avenue and the project site, and the
conversion of five metered parking spaces along the frontage of 1150 Ocean Avenue to metered
loading spaces between the hours of 6 a.m. and 2 p.m.

Walking and Bicycling
As discussed in “Walking Network Features,” p. 3.B-37, and “Bicycle Network Features,” p. 3.B-37,
there are a number of existing challenges for pedestrians and bicyclists in the study area, such as
heavy vehicle volumes, unmarked crossings, and lack of protected bicycle facilities. Additionally,
the project site has limited entry points. The proposed project would include construction of
pedestrian paseos, raised crosswalks, a shared-use path, and class II and class III bicycle facilities.
These modifications would enhance the walking and bicycling network in the study area and
prioritize safe movement of people walking and bicycling through the site. The project would be
designed to be compliant with the Americans with Disabilities Act.
The primary access points for people walking to the project site would be from the northern
extension of Lee Avenue, through Unity Plaza, the pedestrian paseos connecting to Brighton
Avenue and San Ramon Way, and the shared-use path connecting to Plymouth Avenue. These
entrances are a short walk from the K Ingleside stop and other nearby bus stops. The primary
access point for people bicycling would be from the designated bicycle facilities along the northern
Access Road and Lee Avenue extension.
Given the expected volume of project-generated traffic on right-turn, right-turn-on-red, and
permitted-left-turn movements at the project entrances and nearby intersections, the proposed
project would not interfere with accessibility of people walking or bicycling to and from the site.
Overall, the Developer’s Proposed Option and Additional Housing Option would promote
accessibility for people walking to and through the site by connecting new pathways and bikeways
to the existing sidewalk and bicycling networks. The project would not generate activities that
would interfere with access or circulation for people walking or bicycling.

Emergency Access
Emergency access to the project site and nearby hospitals would be similar to existing conditions.
Under existing conditions, vehicle traffic along Ocean Avenue currently impedes emergency
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vehicles exiting fire department station 15. During peak periods, vehicle queues extending back
from the Ocean Avenue/Lee Avenue intersection were observed to occasionally partially block the
fire station driveway. Driveway blockages were observed approximately five times during the
weekday p.m. peak hour and each occurrence lasted between 10 and 20 seconds. No emergency
vehicles were observed trying to exit the driveway during these times. Three of these events
occurred when a vehicle was stopped behind a bus that was waiting for pedestrians to clear the
crosswalk before turning into the City College Terminal. Two events occurred as a result of
westbound queues extending back from the Ocean Avenue/Lee Avenue intersection and the queue
cleared when the signal turned green. Generally, arterial roadways in the study area, such as Ocean
Avenue, Geneva Avenue, and Frida Kahlo Way, provide enough clearance space to permit other
vehicles to maneuver out of the path and yield right-of-way to the emergency vehicle.
Fire department station 15 is located approximately 350 feet east from the Ocean Avenue/Lee
Avenue access to the project site along the north side of Ocean Avenue between Frida Kahlo Way
and Harold Avenue. Emergency vehicles would have access to the site from Ocean Avenue and
Lee Avenue and Frida Kahlo Way. Emergency vehicles accessing the site from fire department
station 15 would likely use the nearest access point at Ocean Avenue/Lee Avenue.
As discussed under Impact TR-2, with the addition of vehicle trips generated by the Developer’s
Proposed Option and reconfiguration of the southbound Lee Avenue approach, queue lengths
along the westbound approach of Ocean Avenue would be reduced from about 12 vehicles (or
240 feet) to about 11 vehicles (or 220 feet) during the weekday a.m. peak hour and from 14 vehicles
(or 280 feet) to about 13 vehicles (or 260 feet) in the weekday p.m. peak hour.120 Therefore, the
Developer’s Proposed Option would not be expected to increase the frequency or duration of
vehicles blocking the fire department station 15 entrance and would not result in inadequate
emergency access.
With the addition of vehicle trips generated by the Additional Housing Option, queueing at the
westbound approach along Ocean Avenue would be shortened from about 12 vehicles in length
(about 240 feet) to about seven vehicles in length (about 140 feet) during the weekday a.m. peak
hour and from about 14 vehicles (about 280 feet) to about 13 vehicles (about 260 feet) in the
weekday p.m. peak hour.121 Therefore, the Additional Housing Option would not be expected to
increase the frequency or duration of vehicles blocking the fire department station 15 entrance and
would not result in inadequate emergency access.
Although there would be a general increase in vehicle traffic from the proposed project, the
Developer’s Proposed Option or Additional Housing Option would not inhibit emergency access to
the project site or materially affect emergency vehicle response out of the station. Development of the
project site, and associated increases in vehicles, pedestrians, and bicycle travel would not
substantially affect emergency vehicle access to other buildings or land uses in the area or to hospitals.
Additionally, for informational purposes, the proposed internal streets (e.g., North Street, South Street)
would provide a 26-foot (minimum) clear width. Clear widths would be sufficient to accommodate
120
121

Ibid.
Ibid.
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emergency vehicles and meet fire department requirements.122 The fire department conducted a
preliminary review of the development plans and streetscape changes as currently proposed. Prior to
finalizing the design and dimensions of the internal street network and on-site pedestrian network, fire
department and the police department will review and approve the internal roadway configurations
and dimensions, as required, to ensure emergency vehicle access within the site is acceptable.
Overall, because the proposed project would promote accessibility for people walking and biking
to and through the site or interfere with emergency access or circulation, impacts of the proposed
project would be less than significant.
Mitigation: None required.

Comparison of Impact TR-3 to PEIR Impacts Analysis
The PEIR did not identify impacts on people walking and bicycling and the PEIR did not
specifically address emergency access. PEIR Improvement Measure (Walking/Accessibility) is not
applicable to the proposed project because there are already existing pedestrian countdown signals
at signalized intersections serving the project site (i.e., Ocean Avenue/Lee Avenue and Frida Kahlo
Way/Access Road). Project operation would result in a less-than-significant impact related to the
accessibility of people walking or bicycling to and from the project site, and adjoining areas, and
emergency access, and no mitigation measures are required. Therefore, the proposed project would
not have any new or substantially more severe effects than those identified in the PEIR related to
walking/biking, accessibility, and emergency access impacts.

Impact TR-4: Operation of the proposed project would not substantially delay public
transit. (Less than Significant)
The project would not result in the relocation or removal of any existing transit stops or other
changes that would alter transit service. However, the project would generate up to 267 vehicle
trips at the Ocean Avenue/Lee Avenue intersection which is adjacent to the 29 Sunset bus line and
K Ingleside center-running light-rail line, and up to 156 vehicle trips at the Frida Kahlo Way/Access
Road intersection which is adjacent to the 43 Masonic bus line.

Transit Delay
The impact of the Developer’s Proposed Option and Additional Housing Option on transit delay
(traffic congestion, transit reentry delay, and passenger boarding delay) was evaluated along the
following corridors and Muni lines for the weekday a.m. and p.m. peak hours:


Frida Kahlo Way from Judson Avenue to Ocean Avenue (Line 43)



Ocean Avenue from Plymouth Avenue to San Jose Avenue (Lines K, 29, 49)



Geneva Avenue from City College Terminal to San Jose Avenue (Lines 8, 8BX, 43, 54)

The results of the transit delay analysis are summarized in Table 3.B-18, Transit Delay Analysis,
and provided in Attachment C, Corridor Delay Analysis Synchro Worksheets, and Attachment D,
122

San Francisco Fire Code section 503.2.1, http://sf-fire.org/501-street-widths-emergency-access, accessed May 25, 2018.
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Transit Reentry and Passenger Boarding Delay Analysis Calculations, of SEIR Appendix C2,
Transit Assessment Memorandum.
TABLE 3.B-18
TRANSIT DELAY ANALYSIS
Weekday a.m. Peak Hour (seconds of delay)
Northbound/
Eastbound

Corridor

Southbound/
Westbound

Weekday p.m. Peak Hour (seconds of delay)
Northbound/
Eastbound

Southbound/
Westbound

Transit Delay
Existing Conditions
Frida Kahlo Way

5

15

5

28

Ocean Avenue

121

143

124

144

Geneva Avenue

79

53

75

46

Existing plus Developer’s Proposed Option
Frida Kahlo Way

18

74

29

101

Ocean Avenue

187

182

182

244

Geneva Avenue

99

127

117

127

Existing plus Additional Housing Option
Frida Kahlo Way

21

87

46

111

Ocean Avenue

183

207

208

272

Geneva Avenue

109

137

133

137

Project-Related Increase in Delay
Developer’s Proposed Option
Frida Kahlo Way

13

59

24

73

Ocean Avenue

66

39

58

100

Geneva Avenue

20

74

42

81

Frida Kahlo Way

16

72

41

83

Ocean Avenue

62

64

84

128

Geneva Avenue

30

84

58

91

Additional Housing Option

SOURCE:

Kittelson & Associates, Inc. 2018.

NOTES:
Transit delay includes corridor delay, transit reentry delay, and passenger boarding delay.

Developer’s Proposed Option
As shown in Table 3.B-18, vehicle and transit trips generated by the Developer’s Proposed Option
would increase transit delay by a maximum of 73 seconds along Frida Kahlo Way (southbound
direction, weekday p.m. peak hour), a maximum of 100 seconds along Ocean Avenue (westbound
direction, weekday p.m. peak hour), and a maximum of 81 seconds along Geneva Avenue
(westbound direction, weekday p.m. peak hour). The majority of the transit delay increase is
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attributable to the increase in passenger boarding delay resulting from the project-generated transit
riders. The Developer’s Proposed Option would not create additional transit reentry delay during
the a.m. or p.m. peak hours.
The Developer’s Proposed Option would not result in transit delay greater than or equal to four
minutes. Therefore, the Developer’s Proposed Option would result in a less-than-significant
impact related to transit delay.

Additional Housing Option
As shown in Table 3.B-18, vehicle and transit generated by the Additional Housing Option would
increase transit delay by a maximum of 83 seconds along Frida Kahlo Way, (southbound direction,
weekday p.m. peak hour), a maximum of 128 seconds along Ocean Avenue (westbound direction,
weekday p.m. peak hour), and a maximum of 91 seconds along Geneva Avenue (westbound
direction, weekday p.m. peak hour). The majority of the transit delay increase is attributable to the
increase in passenger boarding delay resulting from the project-generated transit riders. The
Additional Housing Option would not create additional transit reentry delay during the a.m. or
p.m. peak hours.
The Additional Housing Option would not result in transit delay greater than or equal to four
minutes.123 Therefore, the Additional Housing Option would result in a less-than-significant
impact related to transit delay.

City College Terminal
The impact of the Developer’s Proposed Option and Additional Housing Option on operations of the
City College Terminal was evaluated for the weekday a.m. and p.m. peak hours. The detailed analysis
is included in SEIR Appendix C2, Transit Assessment Memorandum, and summarized in this section.
The evaluation assesses the change in queue lengths at Ocean Avenue/Lee Avenue and Ocean
Avenue/Frida Kahlo Way/Geneva Avenue and potential for queues to spillback and block transit
vehicle access or egress to the City College Terminal.

Developer’s Proposed Option
Under existing conditions, vehicle queues on the westbound approach at the intersection of Ocean
Avenue/Lee Avenue were observed to extend past the City College Terminal entrance
approximately five times during the weekday p.m. peak hour and each occurrence lasted for
between 10 and 20 seconds. Three of these events occurred when a vehicle was stopped behind a
bus that was waiting for pedestrians to clear the crosswalk before turning into the City College
Terminal. Two events occurred as a result of westbound queues extending back from the Ocean
Avenue/Lee Avenue intersection, and the queue cleared when the signal turned green. With the
addition of vehicle trips generated by the Developer’s Proposed Option, the queue lengths for
westbound movements would be reduced from about 12 vehicles (or 240 feet) to about 11 vehicles

123

Ibid
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(or 220 feet) during the weekday a.m. peak hour and from 14 vehicles (or 280 feet) to about 13
vehicles (or 260 feet) in the weekday p.m. peak.124
Under existing conditions, vehicle queues on the southbound approach at the intersection of Ocean
Avenue/Frida Kahlo Way/Geneva Avenue are approximately seven vehicles (or about 140 feet)
and do not block the City College Terminal exit driveway. With the addition of vehicle trips
generated by the Developer’s Proposed Option, the queue length would remain the same during
the weekday a.m. and p.m. peak hours.125
The addition of project-generated vehicle trips would not result in increased frequency or duration
of vehicles blocking the City College Terminal entrance or exit.

Additional Housing Option
Under existing conditions, vehicle queues on the westbound approach at the intersection of Ocean
Avenue/Lee Avenue were observed to extend past the City College Terminal entrance
approximately five times during the weekday p.m. peak hour and each occurrence lasted for
between 10 and 20 seconds. Three of these events occurred when a vehicle was stopped behind a
bus that was waiting for pedestrians to clear the crosswalk before turning into the City College
Terminal. Two events occurred as a result of westbound queues extending back from the Ocean
Avenue/Lee Avenue intersection and the queue cleared when the signal turned green. With the
addition of vehicle trips generated by the Additional Housing Option, the queue lengths for
westbound movements would be shortened from about 12 vehicles in length (about 240 feet) to
about seven vehicles in length (about 140 feet) during the weekday a.m. peak hour and from about
14 vehicles (about 280 feet) to about 13 vehicles (about 260 feet) in the weekday p.m. peak hour.126
Under existing conditions, vehicle queues on the southbound approach at the intersection of Ocean
Avenue/Frida Kahlo Way/Geneva Avenue are approximately seven vehicles (or about 140 feet)
and do not block the City College Terminal exit driveway. With the addition of vehicle trips
generated by the Additional Housing Option, the queue length would remain the same during the
weekday a.m. and p.m. peak hours.127
The addition of project-generated vehicle trips would not result in increased frequency or duration
of vehicles blocking the City College Terminal entrance or exit.
Given the considerations described above, the Developer’s Proposed Option and Additional
Housing Option would have a less-than-significant impact on transit delay.
Mitigation: None required.

124

125
126
127

The project would modify the southbound approach to include a southbound through/right-turn lane and a
southbound left-turn lane. This change to intersection geometry along with the addition of project vehicle trips
causes the signal to operate more efficiently, resulting in a reduction in delay and 95th percentile queue
lengths. When more vehicles are present for a previously underutilized phase (the minor street approach), the
green time is optimized and queue lengths are reduced on coordinated approaches. The 95th percentile queue
length is the queue length that would not be exceeded 95 percent of the time.
Ibid.
Ibid.
Ibid.
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Comparison of Impact TR-4 to PEIR Impact Analysis
As discussed in SEIR Section 3.B.3, Summary of Balboa Park Station Area Plan PEIR Transportation
Section, p. 3.B-1, under the 2025 with Area Plan scenario, transit capacity utilization impacts were
identified on the K Ingleside line and transit delay impacts were identified at Ocean
Avenue/Geneva Avenue/Frida Kahlo Way and the new Geneva Avenue/I-280 NB Off-Ramp and
Geneva Avenue/I-280 SB On-Ramp intersections. Project operation would result in a less-thansignificant impact related to public transit. Therefore, the proposed project would not have any
new or substantially more severe effects than those identified in the PEIR.

Transit Capacity Utilization
The Balboa Park Station Area Plan PEIR identified a significant impact related to transit ridership
and capacity on the K Ingleside line. The PEIR concluded that implementation of the area plan
would contribute about 6 percent to the future ridership on the K Ingleside line at the maximum
load point,128 increasing the already exceeded capacity utilization from 100 percent to 106 percent
during the p.m. peak period. As such, the area plan was considered to have a significant
contribution to adverse transit conditions on the K Ingleside line. No feasible mitigation measure
was identified and the impact was determined to be significant and unavoidable.
Since the PEIR’s certification in December 2008, the planning department modified significance
criteria related to transit capacity. This topic is no longer considered under the CEQA framework,
as discussed in the Transportation Impact Analysis Guidelines Update: Summary of Changes
Memorandum129 and the Transportation Impact Analysis Guidelines for Environmental Review – Update,
Public Transit Memo and Appendices, February 2019.130
The department removed the transit capacity criterion to be consistent with state guidance131
regarding not treating addition of new users as an adverse impact and to reflect funding sources
for and policies that encourage additional ridership. Since 2008, San Francisco has adopted
additional funding sources to address transit capacity demand associated with new development
or population growth, although they were not adopted as CEQA mitigation. This includes area
plans, including the Balboa Park Community Improvements Fund (approved May 2010), the
Transportation Sustainability Fee (December 2015), and Proposition B (November 2014). The
former two establish impact fees from new development that is used to fund expansion and
reliability improvements for transit service, with some fees allocated to both local and regional
transit providers. Proposition B (Charter section 8A.105) establishes a base amount of set aside
funds provided to the SFMTA, with yearly adjustments based on population growth. It also
mandates that the SFMTA use 75 percent of the increase in the base amount funds “to make transit

128

129

130

131

The maximum load point is the point (i.e., a bus stop or boarding location) at which the highest number of
passengers are aboard a transit vehicle on a designated bus line and route direction at a specified time or time period.
San Francisco Planning Department, Transportation Impact Analysis Guidelines Update: Summary of Changes,
February 2019, http://default.sfplanning.org/publications_reports/TIA_Guidelines_Summary_of_Changes_Memo.pdf,
accessed April 16, 2019.
San Francisco Planning Department, Transportation Impact Analysis Guidelines for Environmental Review – Update,
Public Transit Memo and Appendices, February 2019,
http://default.sfplanning.org/publications_reports/TIA_Guidelines_Transit_Memo.pdf, accessed February 14, 2019.
Governor’s Office of Planning and Research, Technical Advisory on Evaluating Transportation Impacts in CEQA,
December 2018, page 19, http://opr.ca.gov/docs/20190122-743_Technical_Advisory.pdf, accessed June 5, 2019.
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system improvements to the Municipal Railway to improve the system’s reliability, frequency of
service, capacity, and state of good repair.”
San Francisco policies that encourage transit ridership include Transit First, area plans, including
Balboa Park station area plan (for example, Objective 2.4 encourages walking, biking, public transit
as the primary means of transportation, and Objective 3.1 establishes parking standards and
controls that promote quality of place, affordable housing, and transit-oriented development), and
the Transportation Demand Management Program (adopted 2017).
For informational purposes, refer to Appendix C2, Transit Assessment Memorandum, for a
discussion of project ridership and capacity.

Transit Delay
The PEIR identified significant impacts to transit delay under the 2025 with Area Plan scenario and
project-level analysis of 1150 Ocean Avenue (former Kragen Auto Parts site). Transit delay impacts
identified at Ocean Avenue/Geneva Avenue/Frida Kahlo Way and the reconfigured Geneva
Avenue/I-280 Ramp intersections, intersections are discussed in the following sections.
Ocean Avenue/Geneva Avenue/Frida Kahlo Way. The PEIR identified a significant impact to
transit delay at the Ocean Avenue/Geneva Avenue/Frida Kahlo Way intersection as a result of
proposed changes to the intersection configuration, and not due to increased vehicle traffic
generated by area plan development. Changes proposed by the area plan included elimination of
the channelized westbound and southbound right-turn pockets and restriping of the eastbound
and northbound approaches. The intersection reconfiguration was reported to significantly impact
intersection operations and result in congestion that could affect operations of the K Ingleside on
Ocean Avenue and Muni buses on southbound Frida Kahlo Way. No feasible mitigation measures
were identified that would reduce this impact to a less-than-significant level. Therefore, this was
identified as a significant and unavoidable impact.
The Ocean Avenue/Geneva Avenue/Frida Kahlo Way intersection was reconfigured as part of the
Ocean Avenue Corridor Design Project132 and the configuration proposed in the PEIR is included
as part of existing conditions in this SEIR. Analysis conducted for this SEIR showed that there
would be no significant effects related to transit delay at this location. Therefore, the proposed
project options would not have any new or substantially more severe effects related to transit delay
at this location than those identified in the PEIR.
Geneva Avenue/I-280 NB Off-Ramp and Geneva Avenue/I-280 SB On-Ramp. The PEIR identified
a significant impact to transit delay at the reconfigured Geneva Avenue/I-280 Ramps intersection
as a result of the proposed reconfiguration of the intersections and freeway ramps, and not due to
increased vehicle traffic generated by area plan development. As reported in the PEIR, operations
would worsen from LOS D to LOS F due to the consolidation of all movements into a single

132

San Francisco Department of Public Works, Ocean Avenue Corridor Design Project website,
https://www.sfpublicworks.org/project/ocean-avenue-corridor-design-project, accessed April 16, 2019.
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intersection. No feasible mitigation measures were identified that would reduce this impact to a
less-than-significant level. Therefore, this was identified as a significant and unavoidable impact.
The reconfiguration of the Geneva Avenue/I-280 Ramps is anticipated to be completed by 2024.133
The recommended alternative would create a partial split interchange in which northbound I-280
traffic would exit onto Geneva Avenue but enter the freeway from Ocean Avenue; southbound
traffic would still be able to exit both Geneva and Ocean avenues while only entering from Geneva
Avenue. The reconfiguration of the Geneva Avenue/I-280 Ramps is included as part of cumulative
conditions in this SEIR.
Operation of the Balboa Reservoir Project would result in a less-than-significant impact related to
transit delay. Therefore, the proposed project would not have any new or substantially more-severe
effects than those identified in the PEIR related to transit delay impacts.

Impact TR-5: Operation of the proposed project would not cause substantial additional
VMT or substantially induce automobile travel. (Less than Significant)

VMT Assessment
As presented in Table 3.B-9, p. 3.B-27, the existing average daily VMT per capita for the TAZ in
which the project site is located (i.e., TAZ 915), is below the existing regional average daily VMT:


For the residential uses, the existing average household daily VMT per capita is 11.7, which is
about 32 percent below the existing regional average household daily VMT per capita of 17.2.



For the childcare use, the existing average daily office VMT per employee is 13, which is about
33 percent below the existing regional average daily office VMT per employee of 19.1.



For the retail uses, the average daily VMT per retail employee is 1.9, which is about 87 percent
below the existing regional average daily retail VMT per employee of 14.9.134,135

Given the project site is located in an area where existing VMT is more than 15 percent below the
existing regional average, the project’s residential, retail, and childcare uses would not cause
substantial additional VMT and impacts would be less than significant. Furthermore, the project
site meets the Proximity to Transit Stations screening criterion (including located within a half mile
of an existing major transit stop), which also indicates the project’s uses would not cause
substantial additional VMT.
The Developer’s Proposed Option would construct a 650-space public parking garage to partially
replace the existing 1,007-space surface parking lot on the project site. The proposed public parking
133

134

135

SFCTA, I-280 Interchange Modifications at Balboa Park Project website, https://www.sfcta.org/I-280-interchangemodifications-balboa-park-project, accessed April 16, 2019.
Retail travel is not explicitly captured in San Francisco chained activity modeling process, rather, there is a
generic "Other" purpose which includes retail shopping, medical appointments, visiting friends or family, and
all other nonwork, non-school tours. The retail efficiency metric captures all of the "Other" purpose travel
generated by Bay Area households. The denominator of employment (including retail; cultural, institutional,
and educational; and medical employment; school enrollment, and number of households) represents the size,
or attraction, of the zone for this type of “Other” purpose travel.
San Francisco Planning Department, Eligibility Checklist: CEQA Section 21099 – Modernization of
Transportation Analysis for Balboa Reservoir Project, November 15, 2018.
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facility would not result in a substantial increase in VMT because it would replace an existing
facility and would not increase the amount of parking available.136
In addition, the project would be subject to a TDM program. Measures included in the project’s
TDM plan are presented in “Transportation Demand Management Program,” p. 3.B-34.

Induced Automobile Travel Assessment
The project is not a transportation project. However, the project would include features that would
alter the transportation network. These features include items such as new sidewalks, local streets,
on-street loading, and bicycle lanes. These features fit within the general types of projects that would
not substantially induce automobile travel. Therefore, impacts related would be less than significant.
Given the considerations described above, no significant VMT impacts would occur as a result of
the project.
Mitigation: None required.

Comparison of Impact TR-5 to PEIR Impact Analysis
The San Francisco Planning Commission replaced automobile delay (vehicle level of service) with
the VMT significance criteria (resolution 19579) in March 2016. As a result, the PEIR did not analyze
VMT or induced automobile travel. The PEIR did not identify any significant impacts related to
VMT or induced automobile travel impacts and did not require any mitigation measures. The
project would result in a less-than-significant impact related to additional VMT and induced
automobile travel, and no mitigation measures are required. Therefore, the proposed project would
not have any new or substantially more severe effects than those identified in the PEIR related to
VMT and induced automobile travel impacts.

The loading impact analysis is broken out into two different impact statements. The first impact
statement, Impact TR-6a, reflects the analysis of project’s on-site loading activities. The second
impact statement, Impact TR-6b, reflects the project’s impacts on off-site loading activities,
specifically on Lee Avenue between Ocean Avenue and the project site.

Impact TR-6a: The proposed supply of freight and passenger loading spaces within the
project site would not meet peak hour demand by building, but would not create
potentially hazardous conditions or significant delay affecting transit, other vehicles,
bicycles, or people walking (Less than Significant).
Proposed loading facilities are described in “Loading Features,” p. 3.B-38, and potential locations
of on-street parking and loading areas are shown in SEIR Chapter 2, Project Description,
Figure 2-11, p. 2-25. Freight and passenger loading demand is presented in Table 3.B-16, p. 3.B-51.

136

San Francisco Planning Department, Supplementary Guidance Memorandum on p. 3, http://default.sfplanning.org/
publications_reports/TIA_Guidelines_Supplementary_Guidance_Memo.pdf, accessed April 16, 2019.
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Developer’s Proposed Option
The Developer’s Proposed Option would include six on-street freight loading (yellow curb) spaces
and eight passenger loading (white curb) areas along the internal streets.
Freight Loading
The Developer’s Proposed Option would generate about 41 daily delivery/service vehicle trips,
and would have a demand for up to one freight loading space at each individual building during
the average and peak hours, or a total of 10 spaces. However, on a sitewide basis, the Developer’s
Proposed Option would generate a demand for two loading spaces during the average hour and
three loading spaces during the peak hour of freight loading activity. The proposed six on-street
loading/service vehicle spaces would not satisfy the average and peak hour freight loading
demand on a per-building basis but would satisfy the average and peak hour freight loading
demand for the site overall. It is likely that delivery vehicles would be more concentrated near the
uses they are attempting to serve. If delivery vehicles are destined for the same land use or units
within the same building, there would be an uneven distribution of demand, and while there are
enough loading spaces across the entire site, there may not be enough nearby loading spaces to
accommodate the localized demand. Where commercial loading zones are not available, delivery
vehicles could temporarily block the travel lane during loading/unloading of goods, resulting in a
temporary lessening of the capacities of internal roadways. This could result in minor congestion
and conflicts with vehicle traffic and bicycle circulation within the project site. Given the
anticipated location of freight loading zones and the ability of the internal roadways to
accommodate any queueing or double-parked vehicles, as well as the distance from the external
street network (Lee Avenue/South Street would be approximately 400 feet from the Lee
Avenue/SFPUC Open Space intersection and the northern end of Lee Avenue would be
approximately 420 feet from Frida Kahlo Road), the Developer’s Proposed Option would not cause
secondary effects outside of the project site and potential impacts would be less than significant.
Residential Move-In/Move-Out
It is anticipated that residents conducting move-in/move-out activities with passenger vehicles or
small vans/trucks would utilize parking spaces within proposed building garages for movein/move-out activities. Should on-street parking be necessary for move-in/move-out activities,
individuals or building management would be required to reserve spaces through SFMTA’s
temporary signage program. Typically, these activities occur during off-peak times, such as in the
evenings and on weekends when there are lower volumes of vehicle traffic, people walking, and
bicycling. Therefore, residential move-in/move-out operations would not substantially affect
conditions in the study area, and the Developer’s Proposed Option would result in a less-thansignificant impact related to residential move-in/move-out activities.
Garbage/Recycling Collection
Garbage, recycling and green waste storage would be conducted in designated areas within each
building. On collection days, garbage, recycling, and green waste would be brought curbside. Bins
would present a minor and temporary obstacle for people walking, but would not substantially
affect walking conditions or accessibility given the temporary nature of the obstruction and the fact
that garbage and recycling collection activities typically occur during off-peak times. Consistent
with current practice across San Francisco, Recology trucks would have direct access to the
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curbside locations from proposed commercial loading (yellow curb) zones. Where commercial
loading zones are not an option for Recology trucks, trucks may temporarily block the travel lane
during collection. There would be a temporary lessening of the capacities on internal roadways
due to the slower movement and larger turning radii of garbage and recycling trucks, which could
result in minor congestion and conflicts with traffic, bicycle, and walking circulation within the
project site. However, potential impacts would be considered less than significant given the
anticipated location of garbage/recycling collection and the ability of the internal roadways to
accommodate any resulting queueing, as well as the distance from the external street network (Lee
Avenue/South Street would be approximately 400 feet from the Lee Avenue/SFPUC Open Space
intersection and the northern end of Lee Avenue would be approximately 420 feet from Frida
Kahlo Road), garbage/recycling collection activity under the Developer’s Proposed Option would
not cause secondary effects outside of the project site.
Passenger Loading
The Developer’s Proposed Option would generate a peak hour demand of up to four passenger
loading spaces, or less than one passenger loading space per building, during the peak hour of
demand. The estimated demand for passenger loading spaces includes demand generated by dropoff/pick-up in private vehicles, taxis, and TNC vehicles (e.g., Uber and Lyft). The eight proposed
passenger loading areas along internal streets would satisfy the peak hour passenger loading
demand. The passenger loading spaces would be located in proximity to building entrances and
distributed around the site. Therefore, the proposed supply would meet demand in terms of
number, size, and location of spaces and the Developer’s Proposed Option would result in a lessthan-significant impact related to passenger loading.
Daycare Drop-Off and Pick-Up
The daycare and community space would be located on the ground floor of Block B (see SEIR
Chapter 2, Project Description, Figure 2-5, p. 2-16). A provider has not yet been identified but
typical hours of operation would likely occur between 7:30 a.m. and 6 p.m. Drop-off and pick-up
for the daycare facility would be from the proposed passenger loading (white curb) zones on South
Street. Passenger loading areas would be signed and designated for drop-off/pick-up between the
hours of 7:30 and 9:30 a.m. and 4 and 6 p.m., depending on hours of operation. There would be
approximately 11 on-street spaces on the south side of South Street, near the building lobby, and
11 on-street spaces on the north side of South Street. As shown in Table 3.B-14, p. 3.B-44, the
childcare facility would generate 30 vehicle trips (about 15 inbound and 15 outbound) during the
weekday a.m. and p.m. peak hours. This level of demand could be accommodated within the
available curbside loading area and the Developer’s Proposed Option would result in a less-thansignificant impact related to daycare drop-off and pick-up.

Additional Housing Option
The Additional Housing Option would include six on-street freight loading (yellow curb) spaces
and eight passenger loading (white curb) areas along the internal Balboa Reservoir streets.
Freight Loading
The Additional Housing Option would generate about 49 daily delivery/service vehicle trips, and
would have a demand for up to one freight loading space at each individual building during the
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average and peak hours, or a total of 12 spaces. However, on a sitewide basis, the Additional
Housing Option would generate a demand for three loading spaces during the average and peak
hours of freight loading activity. The proposed six on-street loading/service vehicle spaces would
satisfy the average and peak hour freight loading demand for the site overall. It is likely that
delivery vehicles would attempt to concentrate near the uses they are attempting to serve. If
delivery vehicles are destined for the same land use or units within the same building, there would
be an uneven distribution of demand. While there are enough loading spaces across the entire site,
there may not be enough nearby loading spaces to accommodate the localized demand. Where
commercial loading zones aren’t available, delivery vehicles could temporarily block the travel
lane during loading/unloading of goods, resulting in a temporary lessening of the capacities of
internal roadways. This could result in temporary congestion and conflicts with vehicle traffic,
bicycle, and walking circulation within the project site. Additionally, given the anticipated location
of freight loading zones and the ability of the internal roadways to accommodate any queueing or
double-parked vehicles, as well as the distance from the external street network (Lee Avenue/South
Street would be approximately 400 feet from the Lee Avenue/SFPUC Open Space intersection and
the northern end of Lee Avenue would be approximately 420 feet from Frida Kahlo Road), freight
loading demand generated by the Additional Housing Option would not cause secondary effects
outside of the project site and would be considered less than significant.
Residential Move-In/Move-Out
It is anticipated that residents conducting move-in/move-out activities with passenger vehicles or
small trucks would utilize parking spaces within proposed building garages for move-in/moveout activities. Should on-street parking be necessary for move-in/move-out activities, individuals
or building management would be required to reserve spaces through SFMTA’s temporary
signage program. Typically, these activities occur during off-peak times, such as in the evenings
and on weekends when there are lower volumes of vehicle traffic, people walking, and bicycling.
Therefore, residential move-in/move-out operations would not substantially affect conditions in
the study area, and the Additional Housing Option would result in a less-than-significant impact
related to residential move-in/move-out activities.
Garbage/Recycling Collection
Garbage, recycling and green waste storage would be conducted in designated areas within each
building. On collection days, garbage, recycling, and green waste would be brought curbside. Bins
would present a minor and temporary obstacle for people walking, but would not substantially
affect walking conditions or accessibility given the temporary nature of the obstruction and the fact
that garbage and recycling collection activities typically occur during off-peak times. Consistent
with current practice, Recology trucks would have direct access to the curbside locations from
proposed commercial loading (yellow curb) zones. Where commercial loading zones aren’t
available, trucks would temporarily block the travel lane during collection. There would be a
temporary lessening of the capacities on internal roadways due to the slower movement and larger
turning radii of garbage and recycling trucks, which could result in minor congestion and conflicts
with traffic, bicycle, and walking circulation within the site. However, potential impacts would be
considered less than significant due the temporary nature and the fact that garbage and recycling
collection activities typically occur during off-peak times. Additionally, given the anticipated
location of garbage/recycling collection and the ability of the internal roadways to accommodate
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any resulting queueing, as well as the distance from the external street network (Lee Avenue/South
Street would be approximately 400 feet from the Lee Avenue/SFPUC Open Space intersection and
the northern end of Lee Avenue would be approximately 420 feet from Frida Kahlo Road),
garbage/recycling collection activity under the Additional Housing Option would not cause
secondary effects outside of the project site.
Passenger Loading
The Additional Housing Option would generate a peak hour demand of up to four passenger
loading spaces, or less than one passenger loading space per building, during the peak hour of
demand. The estimated demand for passenger loading spaces includes demand generated by dropoff/pick-up in private vehicles, taxis, and TNC vehicles (e.g., Uber and Lyft). The eight proposed
passenger loading areas along internal streets would satisfy the peak hour passenger loading
demand. The passenger loading spaces would be located in proximity to building entrances and
distributed around the site. Therefore, the proposed supply would meet demand in terms of
number, size, and location of spaces and the Additional Housing Option would result in a lessthan-significant impact related to passenger loading.
Daycare Drop-Off and Pick-Up
As under the Developer’s Proposed Option, the childcare and community space would be located on
the ground floor of Block B (see SEIR Chapter 2, Project Description, Figure 2-5, p. 2-16. Drop-off and
pick-up for the daycare facility would be from a passenger loading (white curb) zones on South
Street. Passenger loading areas would be signed and designated for drop-off/pick-up between the
hours of 7:30 and 9:30 a.m. and 4 and 6 p.m., depending on hours of operation. There would be
approximately 11 on-street spaces on the south side of South Street, near the building lobby, and 11
on-street spaces on the north side of South Street. As shown in Table 3.B-14, p. 3.B-44, the childcare
facility would generate 30 vehicle trips (about 15 inbound and 15 outbound) during the weekday
a.m. and p.m. peak hours. This level of demand could be accommodated within the available
curbside loading area and the Additional Housing Option would result in a less-than-significant
impact related to daycare drop-off and pick-up.
Given the considerations described above, the Developer’s Proposed Option and Additional
Housing Option would not result in a freight or passenger loading deficit and would have a lessthan-significant impact on freight and passenger loading within the project site.
Mitigation: None required.

Comparison of Impact TR-6a to PEIR Impact Analysis
The PEIR did not assess loading impacts at the program level and did not require any mitigation
measures. The project would result in a less-than-significant impact related to freight and
passenger loading within the project site, and no mitigation measures are required. Therefore, the
proposed project would not have any new or substantially more severe effects than those identified
in the PEIR related to freight and passenger loading within the project site.
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Impact TR-6b: Operation of the proposed project, including proposed street network
changes, would impact existing passenger and freight loading zones along Lee Avenue
between Ocean Avenue and the project site, and may create potentially hazardous
conditions for people bicycling and may substantially delay public transit. (Significant
and Unavoidable)
Proposed loading facilities are described in “Loading Features,” p. 3.B-38, and potential locations
of on-street parking and loading areas are shown in SEIR Chapter 2, Project Description,
Figure 2-11, p. 2-25. Freight and passenger loading demand is presented in Table 3.B-16, p. 3.B-51.
As discussed in the Existing Conditions section on Freight Loading, SEIR p. 3.B-27, there were 76
total loading events observed either on Lee Avenue, within the Whole Foods loading dock, and
within the delivery truck access easement over a 17-hour time period between 5 a.m. and 10 p.m.
on Tuesday March 26, 2019, when City College was in session. Of these freight and passenger
loading events, 52 (or 68 percent) were related to Whole Foods and 31 (58 percent) of these Whole
Foods-related events were vehicles stopped on Lee Avenue. Of the 52 loading/unloading events
attributed to Whole Foods, six vehicles were classified as passenger cars and 15 vehicles were
classified as light-duty, two-axle, four–tire, single-unit trucks, and the remaining 31 vehicles were
classified as two-axle, six–tire, single-unit trucks or larger. A total of 43 (83 percent) of the loading
activity occurred within the five-hour time period between 7 a.m. and 12 p.m. Three events
occurred prior to 7 a.m. and the remaining six events occurred between 1 and 9 p.m.
The PEIR anticipated that the 1150 Ocean Avenue site (former Kragen Auto Parts site and now the
Avalon Ocean Avenue Apartments and Whole Foods Grocery Store) would generate a total of 24
daily truck trips. Courier network services such as Instacart, GrubHub, and AmazonFresh were
not used as much by customers at the time of the PEIR’s transportation analysis as they are under
existing conditions. Thus, the PEIR did not state the number of non-truck daily loading trips. In
contrast, San Francisco’s transportation analysis now takes these types of services into account
when identifying a proposed project’s loading demand. Based on information provided by the
Whole Foods store manager and data collected at 1150 Ocean Avenue Whole Foods, the observed
average and peak hour loading demand is three and ten vehicles, respectively. The typical and
maximum duration of loading activity is 14 minutes and 92 minutes, respectively.137
Under existing conditions, Lee Avenue is a dead-end street, with no through traffic; “No Parking”
signs are posted on both sides of Lee Avenue.138 In its current condition, Lee Avenue essentially
functions as a loading zone that provides convenient on-street loading supply to meet Whole
Foods’ loading demand and accommodate deliveries and passenger loading activity related to
other nearby businesses along Ocean Avenue.

137

138

One vehicle was present at the beginning of the data collection period (5 a.m.) and departed at 10:34 a.m. This
vehicle was stopped for a duration of over 5.5 hours. However, this length of stay does not represent typical
turnover during hours of operation and is therefore excluded from the calculation of typical average and
maximum duration.
1150 Ocean Avenue, Case No. 2006.0884CEU Motion No. 17885, Hearing date: May 21, 2009,
http://commissions.sfplanning.org/cpcpackets/2016-003525CUA.pdf, accessed April 26, 2019.
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Based on observations, the existing freight loading operations at Whole Foods do not fully adhere
to the measures outlined in the 1150 Ocean Avenue (former Kragen Auto Parts site) project
conditions of approval which requires Whole Foods to utilize the off-street area for all loading. The
lack of implementation of the required loading conditions of approval does not impede existing
vehicle traffic on Lee Avenue as the existing loading demand is accommodated within the on-street
loading supply along Lee Avenue between the project site and Ocean Avenue. The existing
condition does not create potentially hazardous conditions for people walking, bicycling, or
driving or significant delay affecting transit. Moreover, essentially the only other vehicle traffic on
Lee Avenue is from cars exiting the Whole Foods parking garage.

Project Analysis
The proposed project would extend Lee Avenue into the project site, altering Lee Avenue’s current
status as a dead-end street and de facto loading area for passenger pickup and drop-off and freight
deliveries. This reconfiguration of Lee Avenue would reduce the supply of on-street loading
available to Whole Foods and nearby land uses. The existing peak hour curbside loading demand
along Lee Avenue (including trucks using the delivery truck access easement) equates to
approximately 180 linear feet or five delivery/service vehicles of approximately 36 feet in length,
including four feet between vehicles to load/unload goods.139 Given that Lee Avenue would change
from a dead-end street to a through street and the number of travel lanes would increase from two
to three with implementation of the project, on-street loading would no longer be accommodated on
Lee Avenue, which could result in a loading deficit if truck drivers were not able to locate convenient
replacement loading spaces. Moreover, should drivers attempt loading operations on Lee Avenue
despite the changes to the street, such loading activity could result in secondary effects on people
bicycling and public transit delay:


Vehicle Double Parking in Lee Avenue’s Northbound Travel Lane: Vehicles may park in the
northbound travel lane along Lee Avenue to conduct loading/unloading of goods. During the
weekday p.m. peak hour, the Developer’s Proposed Option would add 142 vehicles to
northbound Lee Avenue and the Additional Housing Option would add 192 vehicles to
northbound Lee Avenue. During the weekday p.m. peak hour, there would be approximately
979 and 1,013 vehicles on the Ocean Avenue westbound approach to Lee Avenue under
existing conditions with the Developer’s Proposed Option and Additional Housing Option,
respectively. Given the queue of right-turning vehicles in the rightmost travel lane, some
drivers may shift to the center lane shared by the Muni K Ingleside line.
As described under Impact TR-4 and assuming no loading deficit along Lee Avenue, the
Developer’s Proposed Option would add a maximum of 100 seconds of delay and the
Additional Housing Option would add a maximum of 128 seconds of delay to transit vehicles
operating along Ocean Avenue (including the K Ingleside). However, if loading were to occur
on Lee Avenue, although unlikely, it is possible that delays to the K Ingleside could exceed the
four-minute threshold of significance for transit delay. Furthermore, this situation could create
potentially hazardous conditions for people driving and bicycling northbound on Lee Avenue

139

As noted in 1150 Ocean Avenue Whole Foods Loading Survey, p. 3.B-28, while the delivery truck access
easement is intended for large trucks backing into the Whole Foods loading dock, it is also used for loading, in
which drivers leave their trucks and deliver goods, although such use is not within the terms of the easement.
Therefore, while such loading activity might be anticipated to continue in the future with project
implementation, use of the delivery truck access easement is not considered part of the project’s proposal for
accommodating existing freight loading that would be displaced.
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as they may have to cross into the opposing southbound travel lane to avoid the commercial
vehicles stopped and blocking the northbound travel lane. Based on existing counts and
estimated travel demand, under the Developer’s Proposed Option there would be 91 and 169
northbound vehicles during the weekday a.m. and p.m. peak hours, respectively. Under the
Additional Housing Option there would be 108 and 219 vehicles traveling northbound during
the weekday a.m. and p.m. peak hours, respectively. Based on existing counts and estimated
travel demand, there could be about 25 bicycles traveling on this segment of Lee Avenue
during the weekday p.m. peak hour under both project options.


Vehicle Double Parking in Lee Avenue’s Southbound Travel Lane: Vehicles may park in the
southbound travel lane along Lee Avenue to conduct loading/unloading of goods. This
situation could create potentially hazardous conditions for people bicycling southbound on
Lee Avenue as they may have to divert into the adjacent southbound lane to avoid the
commercial vehicles stopped and blocking the rightmost southbound travel lane. Based on
existing counts and estimated travel demand, under the Developer’s Proposed Option there
would be 125 and 199 southbound vehicles during the weekday a.m. and p.m. peak hours,
respectively. Under the Additional Housing Option there would be 148 and 215 vehicles
traveling southbound during the weekday a.m. and p.m. peak hours, respectively. Based on
existing counts and estimated travel demand, there could be about 25 bicycles traveling on this
segment of Lee Avenue during the weekday p.m. peak hour under both project options.

Additionally, use of the delivery truck access easement to maneuver into the Whole Foods loading
dock could also result in secondary effects on people bicycling and public transit delay. Trucks may
block Lee Avenue temporarily as they use the delivery truck access easement to maneuver into the
loading dock. Trucks accessing the loading dock pull headfirst into the delivery truck access
easement and reverse across Lee Avenue to enter the loading dock. Physical constraints, including
limited right-of-way and room to maneuver, restrict the ability for large trucks to conveniently
complete turning movements. There are no permanent physical features under existing and
proposed conditions that prevent or would prevent large vehicles from negotiating the turns or
reversing into the loading dock. However, in some cases, the entire street width and delivery truck
access easement area may be needed for truck maneuvering. This maneuvering would require
trucks to use opposing travel lanes normally used by oncoming traffic and would require flaggers
to manage traffic flow on the street and sidewalk. While trucks are reversing out of the delivery
truck access easement, the driver’s ability to see people walking on the Lee Avenue sidewalks or
bicycling along Lee Avenue would be limited.
Based on data collected at the loading dock, a total of nine vehicles were observed to utilize the
loading dock over the 17-hour observation period, including six single-unit trucks (about 30 feet
long) and three trucks 50 feet long or longer. One truck arrived at the loading dock between 7 and
8 a.m., three trucks arrived between 8 and 9 a.m. (including one longer truck), one truck arrived
between 10 and 11 a.m., one truck arrived between 11 a.m. and 12 p.m., and two longer trucks
arrived after 7:30 p.m. The single-unit trucks could more easily maneuver into the loading dock
and would not be expected to substantially interfere with surrounding traffic. Given the
infrequency of large truck maneuvers, the fact that larger vehicles arrived after 7:30 p.m. during
off-peak hours when the conflicting volumes of people walking, bicycling, and driving along Lee
Avenue are relatively low, the large truck maneuvers are not expected to create a potentially
hazardous condition.
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In recognition that the Balboa Reservoir Project would change the conditions of Lee Avenue, the
1150 Ocean Avenue (former Kragen Auto Parts site) property owner is working with Whole Foods
to internalize loading demand to the extent possible.140 In addition, the planning department has
the authority to enforce the 1150 Ocean Avenue conditions of approval. With loading management
improvements, Whole Foods could internalize and manage some or all of that remaining demand
(180 linear feet), but there are no observations or data to demonstrate what demand Whole Foods
would be able to fully do so.
Separate from internalizing Whole Foods loading operations, the project sponsor team and City
agencies recognize the need to provide Whole Foods with on-street loading space to offset the
decrease in on-street loading space on Lee Avenue with implementation of the proposed project
options. As a result, the project proposes to convert five metered parking spaces (105 linear feet) to
commercial loading along Ocean Avenue between Lee Avenue and Brighton Avenue. There are
currently three metered commercial spaces (66 linear feet) on Ocean Avenue immediately east of
Brighton Avenue and one accessible parking space (22 linear feet) on Ocean Avenue immediately
west of Lee Avenue. These existing spaces would remain. The existing and proposed loading
configuration is shown in Figure 3.B-8, Existing and Proposed Whole Foods Freight Loading.
Given the existing peak hour Whole Foods demand for approximately 180 linear feet of curbside
loading, the proposed project options would meet average demand and result in a deficit of
75 linear feet (two to three spaces) during the peak hour.
However, this new proposed on-street space may not be convenient for all deliveries. Under
existing conditions, the distance people need to travel to load/unload goods at Whole Foods is
typically between 10 feet and 100 feet. The proposed commercial loading spaces on Ocean Avenue
between Lee Avenue and Brighton Avenue are between 150 feet and 240 feet from the Whole Foods
loading dock. Given the increased distance from the loading dock, the average duration vehicles
stop to load/unload goods would likely increase which may increase the peak hour demand as
vehicles turnover less. The increase in distance is not as convenient as the existing condition or being
located adjacent to the loading dock. Therefore, some drivers may choose to use the delivery truck
access easement or double park on Lee Avenue instead of the proposed commercial loading spaces
on Ocean Avenue resulting in the same impacts as described above. It is noted that if Whole Foods
can accommodate deliveries from the Ocean Avenue on-street loading spaces through the store’s front
door instead of the loading dock, this would decrease the potential inconvenience factor. However,
Whole Foods staff has indicated that loading activity would continue to be conducted via the loading
dock, given that this is the location of delivery driver check-in.141 It is unknown if Whole Foods could
accommodate a change in on-street loading procedures.

140
141

AvalonBay Communities, Loading Conditions of Approval Commitment Letter, June 20, 2019.
Amanda Leahy, Kittelson Associates, e-mail concerning communication with Whole Foods staff, July 18, 2019.
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In summary, to the extent that Whole Foods loading demand and demand from other nearby
existing uses is not accommodated within the proposed Whole Foods loading dock or within
existing or proposed on-street loading spaces nearby and/or to the extent that replacement onstreet loading is less convenient or otherwise less desirable, double-parking on Lee Avenue may
occur. Such activities could substantially affect transit operations and people bicycling. Further,
the above demand discussion is in relation to Whole Foods and does not address the loading
demand for other nearby land uses that use the existing Lee Avenue dead-end which also results
in similar secondary impacts. Moreover, it is not known and cannot be known at this time how
activity on Lee Avenue will occur in the future once the street is changed from a dead-end to a
through street. Therefore, for purposes of a conservative assessment, it is judged that the proposed
project options would result in a significant impact with respect to loading. A number of mitigation
options were explored to avoid, lessen, or reduce this significant impact, including:


Use of the Whole Foods parking garage. The Whole Foods parking garage has a vertical
clearance of 8 feet 2 inches, does not include spaces for delivery/service vehicles, and does not
provide adequate vertical circulation (e.g., freight elevators) for internal movement of goods.
As a result, based on field observations and communications with Whole Foods,142 this
mitigation option was determined to be infeasible.



Use of SFPUC property adjacent to 1150 Ocean Avenue. The option to use SFPUC property
adjacent to 1150 Ocean Avenue was determined to be infeasible because relocation of the
existing ventilation shaft on Brighton Avenue would not provide adequate space for truck
circulation.



Use of the proposed SFPUC Open Space along the west side of the Lee Avenue extension north
of 1150 Ocean Avenue. The option to use SFPUC property along the west side of the Lee
Avenue extension to provide a commercial loading zone was considered and ultimately
rejected given that the loading zone would not be conveniently located and would require
delivery vehicles to follow a circuitous and unintuitive route to access the space. Delivery
vehicles would need to enter the project site from Frida Kahlo Way, travel west along North
Street, and continue south on Lee Avenue extension to access the loading space which would
be located on the west (southbound) side of Lee Avenue extension. If the space was occupied,
delivery vehicles would either double park or continue south on Lee Avenue to access the
Whole Foods off-street loading dock. Given the angle of the loading dock and location of the
delivery truck access easement, accessing the loading dock from southbound Lee Avenue
would require more complex maneuvering compared to northbound Lee Avenue. Delivery
drivers unfamiliar with the appropriate circulation or those that first attempted to access the
off-street loading dock may attempt to access the loading zone from northbound Lee Avenue.
This would require a multiple point turn and may result in delays to drivers and create hazards
for bicyclists traveling north or south on Lee Avenue extension.

Given the foregoing and the associated uncertainty about future loading operations, the impact of
the proposed project would be significant and unavoidable.
Mitigation: No feasible mitigation measures identified.

142

Information provided by Whole Foods 1150 Ocean Avenue Store Manager on April 3, 2019.
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Comparison of Impact TR-6b to PEIR Impact Analysis
The PEIR did not assess loading impacts at the program level and did not require any mitigation
measures.
The PEIR identified Improvement Measure (Phelan Loop Site Development – Truck Loading) and
Improvement Measure (Kragen Auto Parts Site Development – Truck Loading). Improvement
Measure (Kragen Auto Parts Site Development – Truck Loading) was modified and converted into
a condition of approval regarding loading, imposed in the Planning Commission Motion for the
1150 Ocean Avenue project.143
Given the uncertainty about future loading operations and because no feasible mitigation measures
were identified, the impact could remain significant and unavoidable. Consequently, the proposed
project options could result in a new significant impact that was not previously identified in the PEIR.

2040 Cumulative Conditions
The geographic context for the analysis of cumulative impacts is the transportation study area
shown on Figure 3.B-1, p. 3.B-7. This section discusses the cumulative impacts to transportation
that could result from the proposed project in combination with cumulative projects. Additional
discussion of the land use development and transportation network assumptions is provided in
“2040 Cumulative Conditions,” p. 3.B-55.

Impact C-TR-1: The proposed project, in combination with reasonably foreseeable future
projects, would not result in significant construction-related transportation impacts. (Less
than Significant)
Cumulative development projects located within an approximately 0.5-mile radius of the project
site are identified in SEIR Section 3.A, Impact Overview, Table 3.A-1, Cumulative Projects in the
Project Vicinity, p. 3.A-11. The construction of the proposed project or project variant may overlap
with construction of other cumulative development and transportation infrastructure projects,
including new development and/or modernization of existing buildings as part of the City College
Facilities Master Plan, I-280 Interchange Modifications, and Ocean Avenue Safety Project.
It is anticipated that construction of the Developer’s Proposed Option or Additional Housing
Option would occur over a time period of six years and construction of Phase 2 would overlap
with occupancy of Phase 1. Construction of the cumulative projects in the vicinity of the project
site could generate increased traffic over this six-year period and on the same roads as the
Developer’s Proposed Option or Additional Housing Option and change areawide circulation
patterns. As part of the construction permitting process, development projects would be required
to work with the various City departments to develop detailed and coordinated construction
logistics and contractor parking plans, as applicable, that would address construction vehicle
routing, traffic control, transit movement, pedestrian movement, and bicycle movement adjacent
143

1150 Ocean Avenue, Case No. 2006.0884CEU Motion No. 17885, Hearing date: May 21, 2009.
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to the construction area. Although the City College facilities master plan projects would not be
required to comply with all of the city’s requirements, they would be required to adhere to the blue
book regulations addressing transportation-related circulation, access, staging and hours of
delivery when working on city streets.
Overall, because the proposed construction activities of the cumulative projects would, to the
maximum extent feasible, accommodate construction and staging activities on their respective
project sites, and most development projects would also be required to conduct construction in
accordance with City requirements, the cumulative projects would result in less-than-significant
cumulative construction-related transportation impacts.
Mitigation: None required.

Comparison of Impact C-TR-1 to PEIR Impact Analysis
The PEIR did not identify any significant cumulative impacts related to construction-related
transportation impacts, and the proposed project, in combination with cumulative projects, would
not result in significant construction-related transportation impacts. Therefore, the project would
result in no new or substantially more severe significant effects than those identified in the PEIR
related to construction-related impacts.

Impact C-TR-2: The proposed project, in combination with reasonably foreseeable future
projects, would not create potentially hazardous conditions for people walking,
bicycling, driving, or public transit operations. (Less than Significant)
Cumulative development projects located within an approximately 0.5-mile radius of the project
site are identified in SEIR Section 3.A, Impact Overview, Table 3.A-1, Cumulative Projects in the
Project Vicinity, p. 3.A-11. Under cumulative conditions, traffic from people walking, bicycling,
and driving on the surrounding street network would increase as a result of the Developer’s
Proposed Option or Additional Housing Option, other development projects within the study area,
and background growth elsewhere in the city and region. This would generally be expected to lead
to an increase in the potential for conflicts between people driving and people walking, bicycling,
and public transit operations. However, a general increase in traffic in and of itself would not be
considered a potentially hazardous condition.
As with the Developer’s Proposed Option or Additional Housing Option, other cumulative
development projects would conform to the requirements of the Better Streets Plan, the Transit-First
Policy, and the Transportation Demand Management program, as applicable. Furthermore, the
effects of increased vehicle traffic would be balanced by cumulative transportation infrastructure
projects such as the Ocean Avenue Safety Project and Muni Forward improvements that would
include design features that enhance safety, and promote walking, bicycling, and transit use.
Although the City College Facilities Master Plan project would not be required to comply with the
City’s Better Streets Plan, the Transit-First Policy, or the Transportation Demand Management
program, the City College Facilities Master Plan’s planning principles encourage the use of various
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modes of transportation, including BART, Muni, bicycles, and walking and providing convenient
connections between transit stops and campus and safe routes for bicycle and pedestrian
infrastructure. Additionally, the planning principles identify development of facilities and site
improvements that create usable open spaces, universal accessible design standards, and wellintegrated design.
For these reasons, the cumulative projects would not generate activities that would create potentially
hazardous conditions for people walking, bicycling, driving or public transit operations. Therefore,
the cumulative projects would result in a less-than-significant cumulative impact.
Mitigation: None required.

Comparison of Impact C-TR-2 to PEIR Impact Analysis
Potentially hazardous conditions were not specifically addressed in the PEIR. Therefore, no
relevant mitigation measures were identified in the PEIR. Therefore, the proposed project would
not have any new or substantially more severe effects than those identified in the PEIR related to
cumulative potentially hazardous conditions.

Impact C-TR-3: The proposed project, in combination with reasonably foreseeable
future projects, would not interfere with accessibility of people walking or bicycling
to and from the project site, and adjoining areas, or result in inadequate emergency
access. (Less than Significant)
Cumulative development projects located within an approximately 0.5-mile radius of the project site
are identified in SEIR Section 3.A, Impact Overview, Table 3.A-1, Cumulative Projects in the Project
Vicinity, p. 3.A-11. Under cumulative conditions, vehicle activity on the surrounding street network
would likely increase as a result of the Developer’s Proposed Option or Additional Housing Option,
other development projects within the study area, and background growth elsewhere in the city and
region. As with the Developer’s Proposed Option or Additional Housing Option, other cumulative
development projects would conform to the requirements of the Better Streets Plan, the Transit-First
Policy, and the Transportation Demand Management program, as applicable. Furthermore, the effects
of increased vehicle traffic would be balanced by cumulative transportation infrastructure projects
such as the Ocean Avenue Safety Project and Muni Forward improvements that would include design
features that enhance safety, and promote walking, bicycling, and transit use. Although the City
College facilities master plan projects would not be required to comply with the City’s Better Streets
Plan, the Transit-First Policy, or the Transportation Demand Management program, the City College
Facilities Master Plan’s planning principles encourage the use of various modes of transportation,
including BART, Muni, bicycles, and walking and providing convenient connections between transit
stops and campus and safe routes for bicycle and pedestrian infrastructure. Additionally, the planning
principles identify development of facilities and site improvements that create usable open spaces,
universal accessible design standards, and well-integrated design. These planning principles are
consistent with established city policies and programs, including the Better Streets Plan, Transit-First
Policy, and Transportation Demand Management program.
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Overall, cumulative land use development and transportation projects would promote
accessibility for people walking to and through the site by conforming to requirements of the Better
Streets Plan, Transit-First Policy, and the Transportation Demand Management program, or, in the
case of the City College Facilities Master Plan, by adhering to planning principles that emphasize
providing convenient connections and safe routes for people walking and bicycling. As a result,
the cumulative projects would not generate activities that would interfere with access or circulation
for people walking or bicycling.
Although there would be a general increase in vehicle traffic from cumulative development
projects, prior to finalizing the design and dimensions of any proposed transportation network
changes, fire department and the police department staff would review and approve streetscape
modifications, as required, to ensure emergency vehicle access is acceptable. As a result,
cumulative development and transportation projects would not inhibit emergency access to the
project site or materially affect emergency vehicle response out of the station.
For these reasons, the proposed project, in combination with cumulative projects, would have a
less-than-significant cumulative impact related to accessibility of people walking or biking to and
from the site and adjoining areas, and emergency access.
Mitigation: None required.

Comparison of Impact C-TR-3 to PEIR Impact Analysis
Impacts on pedestrians and bicyclists were not identified and emergency access were not
specifically addressed in the PEIR, and the proposed project, in combination with cumulative
projects, would not interfere with accessibility of people walking or bicycling to and from the
project site, and adjoining areas, or result in inadequate emergency access. Therefore, the proposed
project would not have any new or substantially more severe effects than those identified in the
PEIR related to walking/biking, accessibility, and emergency access impacts.

Impact C-TR-4: The proposed project, in combination with reasonably foreseeable
future projects, may result in a potentially significant cumulative impact related to
public transit delay and the project could contribute considerably. (Significant and
Unavoidable with Mitigation)
In the PEIR, under the 2025 with Area Plan scenario, transit delay impacts were identified at Ocean
Avenue/Geneva Avenue/Frida Kahlo Way and the new Geneva Avenue/I-280 NB Off-Ramp and
Geneva Avenue/I-280 SB On-Ramp intersections. However, as discussed under Impact TR-4,
p. 3.B-73, operation of the proposed project would not substantially delay public transit, and this
impact would be less than significant.
The PEIR identified significant impacts to transit delay at the Ocean Avenue/Geneva Avenue/Frida
Kahlo Way and new Geneva Avenue/I-280 NB Off-Ramp and Geneva Avenue/I-280 SB On-Ramp
intersections as a result of proposed changes to the intersection configuration, and not to increased
vehicle traffic generated by area plan development. The proposed modifications to the Ocean
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Avenue/Geneva Avenue/Frida Kahlo Way have been completed and are assumed as part of the
existing conditions in this SEIR. The reconfiguration of the Geneva Avenue/I-280 Ramps is
anticipated to be completed by 2024 and is assumed as part of cumulative conditions.144 There is
currently no plan to allow direct access to City College parking facilities from the Lee Avenue
extension and, therefore, it is not assumed in the analysis in this SEIR. The 1100 Ocean Avenue and
1150 Ocean Avenue sites are included in existing conditions in this SEIR.
As discussed in the approach to cumulative analysis, although City College adopted a facilities
master plan in March 2019, this facilities master plan does not provide adequate information to
develop a quantitative cumulative impact analysis as part of this Balboa Reservoir SEIR. Therefore,
this cumulative analysis is a qualitative analysis that considers the information available about
growth and development at City College’s Ocean Campus at this point in time.
As discussed in Table 3.B-18, p. 3.B-74, under Impact TR-4, under existing plus project conditions, the
increase in transit delay associated with either the Developer’s Proposed Option and the Additional
Housing Option would not result in significant transit delay impacts. However, the transit delay
contribution from City College’s Ocean Campus, in combination with the proposed project options, is
unknown. For the purposes of a more conservative analysis, the addition of vehicle and transit trips
generated by the proposed project options in combination with the City College facilities master plan
projects and other cumulative developments is expected to increase transit delay and could exceed the
four-minute threshold of significance for individual Muni routes described in the Approach to Impact
Analysis Methodology. These Muni routes are served by a substantial number of people and connect
this neighborhood with many other San Francisco neighborhoods. The transit delay could make transit
less competitive compared to private or for-hire vehicles. As a result, the proposed project options, in
combination with cumulative projects, could result in a significant cumulative public transit delay
impact given the uncertainty of City College’s contribution.
As shown in Table 3.B-18, under existing plus project conditions, vehicle and transit trips generated
by the Developer’s Proposed Option would increase transit delay by a maximum of 73 seconds along
Frida Kahlo Way (southbound direction, weekday p.m. peak hour), a maximum of 100 seconds along
Ocean Avenue (westbound direction, weekday p.m. peak hour), and a maximum of 81 seconds along
Geneva Avenue (westbound direction, weekday p.m. peak hour). Vehicle and transit generated by
the Additional Housing Option would increase transit delay by a maximum of 83 seconds along
Frida Kahlo Way, (southbound direction, weekday p.m. peak hour), a maximum of 128 seconds
along Ocean Avenue (westbound direction, weekday p.m. peak hour), and a maximum of 91 seconds
along Geneva Avenue (westbound direction, weekday p.m. peak hour). Based on a review of the
project-related increase in delay under existing plus project conditions and the potential for
exponential delay under cumulative conditions145, the proposed project option’s contribution to the
K/T Third/Ingleside, 29 Sunset, 43 Masonic, and 49 Van Ness/Mission lines could be cumulatively
considerable at greater than two minutes of delay.

144

145

SFCTA, I-280 Interchange Modifications at Balboa Park Project website, https://www.sfcta.org/I-280-interchangemodifications-balboa-park-project, accessed April 16, 2019.
Traffic delay is not linear; it is exponential. That is, in congested conditions, every additional vehicle adds extra
delay to any other vehicles behind that additional vehicle. Therefore, project-related increase in delay under
cumulative conditions may be greater than the delay presented under existing plus project conditions.
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To reduce the project’s considerable contribution, implementation of Mitigation Measure
M-C-TR-4, Monitor Cumulative Transit Travel Times and Implement Measures to Reduce
Transit Delay was identified. This mitigation measure would require the project sponsor to
monitor transit travel times and coordinate with the planning department and SFMTA to
implement measures to keep transit travel times within four minutes of existing levels.
Mitigation Measure M-C-TR-4: Monitor Cumulative Transit Travel Times and Implement
Measures to Reduce Transit Delay. The project sponsor, under either project option, shall
monitor cumulative transit travel times for the identified route segments of the K/T
Third/Ingleside, 29 Sunset, 43 Masonic, and 49 Van Ness/Mission lines to determine if a route
does not meet its performance standard. If applicable, the project sponsor shall implement
feasible measures (as developed in consultation with SFMTA) to reduce transit delay and
meet the transit travel time performance standard.
Transit Travel Time Performance Standard. Existing transit travel times and performance
standards for the routes subject to this measure, including study segment and time periods,
are shown in Table M-C-TR-4. The routes and study segments shown in Table M-C-TR-4
represent routes and study segments most likely to have a cumulative impact to which the
project would have a considerable cumulative contribution.
TABLE M-C-TR-4
TRANSIT TRAVEL TIME PERFORMANCE STANDARD
Existing Transit Travel Timea Performance Standardb
Transit
Line Study Segment

K/T

A.M. Peak
Period

P.M. Peak
Period

A.M. Peak
Period

P.M. Peak
Period

Jules Ave/Ocean Ave to Balboa Park BART

3:30

8:42

7:30

12:42

San Jose Ave/Geneva Ave to Dorado Terr/
Ocean Ave

3:28

10:03

7:28

11:28

Plymouth Ave/Ocean Ave to Mission St/
Persia Ave

8:01

12:09

12:01

16:01

Mission St/Persia Ave to Plymouth Ave/
Ocean Ave

7:10

9:55

11:10

15:10

Frida Kahlo Way/CCSF South Entrance to
Foerster St/Monterey Blvd

4:20

4:37

8:20

8:37

Gennessee St/Monterey Blvd to Frida
Kahlo Way/CCSF South Entrance

4:16

4:23

8:16

8:23

Frida Kahlo Way/CCSF South Entrance to
Mission St/Persia Ave

5:22

10:04

9:22

14:04

Mission St/Ocean Ave to Frida Kahlo Way/
CCSF South Entrance

7:18

11:25

11:18

15:25

29

43

49

SOURCE:

Kittelson & Associates, Inc. 2019; SFMTA Automatic Vehicle Location Data, 2019.

NOTES:
a Kittelson staff collected transit travel time data along route segments via onboard surveys. Transit travel times were collected
on Tuesday, April 2, 2019, during the weekday a.m. peak period (7 to 9 a.m.) and the weekday p.m. peak period (4 to 6 p.m.).
Staff boarded a transit vehicle at the route start point and recorded the travel time between each stop and the dwell time at
each stop. Onboard survey data was used to supplement and verify automatic vehicle location data provided by SFMTA.
Agencies may determine to update the existing baseline transit travel times closer to commencement of construction.
b The performance standard is calculated as the existing transit travel time plus four minutes, or half the headway of a route
with headways of less than eight minutes.
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Monitoring and Reporting. The project sponsor shall retain a transportation consultant to
monitor and report cumulative transit travel times to determine if a route exceeds its
performance standard and the project’s fair share contribution to such exceedance, if
applicable. The transportation consultant shall be on a list of qualified consultants at the
SFMTA or San Francisco Planning Department (agencies). The monitoring plan is subject to
agencies’ review and approval. All reporting documents are also subject to review and
approval by the agencies. The agencies may modify the monitoring and reporting program to
account for transit route or transportation network changes, or major changes to the project’s
development program.
Timing. The project sponsor shall retain a transportation consultant within one year of
occupancy of one new major building146 at the City College of San Francisco Ocean Avenue
campus (City College) and at least 750 units are occupied at the project site.
The transportation consultant shall submit its first transit travel time reporting document
to the agencies within 18 months of occupancy of one new major building at the City
College San Francisco Ocean Avenue campus (City College) and at least 750 units are
occupied at the project site. Thereafter, the transportation consultant shall submit annual
reporting documents until the project sponsor meets it terms for this measure.
Collection and Reporting Details. For each reporting document, the transportation consultant
shall collect transit travel time data during the a.m. peak (7 to 9 a.m.) and p.m. peak (4 to
6 p.m.) periods during three consecutive, non-holiday weekdays (Tuesday, Wednesday or
Thursday) when City College is in typical (i.e., non-finals or spring break week) session.
The transportation consultant may use automatic vehicle location on the routes to average
the transit travel time data for the peak hour within the peak period of each route in both
the inbound and outbound directions along the study segment. Transit travel time surveys
shall be conducted within the same month for each reporting period.
For the first reporting document, the transportation consultant shall collect and report
additional data during the peak periods to determine the project sponsor’s fair-share
impacts of the cumulative transit delay. The transportation consultant may use
methodologies such as cordons, intersection counts, or video cameras to determine traffic
congestion and reentry delay attributable to the project and intercept surveys to determine
passenger boarding/alighting delay attributable to the project. Agencies will determine if
the collecting and reporting of this subsequent data is required for subsequent reporting
documents (e.g., if a route exceeds or is close to exceeding the performance standard in a
prior reporting document).
Implement Fair-Share of Measures. If the agencies determine a route does not meet its
performance standard and the project contributes greater than or equal to two minutes’

146

A new major building is City College of San Francisco Ocean Avenue campus construction post-2019 that
results in a cumulative net addition of more than 50,000 square feet to an existing building(s) or a new
building(s), or a new or expanded parking facility of more than a 50,000 square feet.
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delay to that route, the project sponsor shall implement measures that reduce transit travel
times. These measures are subject to agency approval and could include:
1.

Expansion of measures already included in the project’s transportation demand
management (TDM) Plan (e.g., increases in tailored transportation marketing services,
additional bicycle parking, etc.). The project sponsor shall pay the full cost of
implementation.

2.

Measures identified in the City’s TDM Program Standards Appendix A (as such
appendix may be amended by the Planning Department from time to time) that have
not yet been included in the project’s TDM Plan. The project sponsor shall pay the full
cost of implementation.

3.

Other measures not included in the City’s TDM Program Standards Appendix A that
the agencies agree are likely to reduce transit travel times. These other measures may
include off-site capital improvements such as, turn pockets, bus bulbs, queue jumps,
turn restrictions, boarding islands, and/or transit signal priority projects. The project
sponsor shall pay their fair share, calculated as the project’s percent contribution to the
increase in transit travel time between baseline and cumulative conditions, of the
selected measures.

Term Condition A: The project sponsor shall monitor, submit reporting documents, and
implement their fair share portion of measures for each route until the agencies determine
that three consecutive reporting documents demonstrate: (1) the route does not exceed its
performance standard or (2) the project does not contribute greater than or equal to two
minutes’ delay to a route that exceeds its performance standard.
Term Condition B: The project sponsor shall be subject to the term condition A for every
new major building at City College or for every additional 250 occupied dwelling units at
the project site. The agencies may waive term Condition B if past reporting documents
demonstrate the project has no potential to contribute to greater than or equal to two
minutes’ delay to a route that exceeds or may exceed its performance standard.
In consideration of the uncertainty surrounding the development at City College’s Ocean Campus,
the uncertainty of the Balboa Reservoir Project’s TDM measure effectiveness, and the uncertainty
of SFMTA approval of other measures under their jurisdiction, the impact of the proposed project
options would remain significant and unavoidable with mitigation, even with implementation of
Mitigation Measure M-C-TR-4.
Significance after Mitigation: Significant and Unavoidable.

Comparison of Impact C-TR-4 to PEIR Impact Analysis
The PEIR identified a significant impact related to transit ridership and capacity on the K Ingleside
line. No feasible mitigation measure was identified and the impact was determined to be significant
and unavoidable. Since the PEIR’s certification in December 2008, the planning department
modified significance criteria related to transit impacts, and transit capacity utilization is no longer
a consideration for determining significant impacts. This topic is no longer considered under the
CEQA framework, as discussed in the Transportation Impact Analysis Guidelines Update: Summary of
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Changes Memorandum147 and the Transportation Impact Analysis Guidelines for Environmental Review –
Update, Public Transit Memo and Appendices, February 2019.148
The PEIR identified transit delay impacts at Ocean Avenue/Geneva Avenue/Frida Kahlo Way and
the new Geneva Avenue/I-280 NB Off-Ramp and Geneva Avenue/I-280 SB On-Ramp intersections
under 2025 with Area Plan scenario and at Lee Avenue/Ocean Avenue under the Lee Avenue
Connection to City College – 2025 with Area Plan scenario. No feasible mitigation measures were
identified in the PEIR that would reduce these impacts to a less-than-significant level. Therefore,
these were identified as significant, unavoidable impacts. As discussed under Impact C-TR-4
above, the proposed project would not have any new effects than those identified in the PEIR
related to transit impacts.

Impact C-TR-5: The proposed project, in combination with reasonably foreseeable
future projects, would not cause substantial additional VMT or substantially induce
automobile travel. (Less than Significant)
As stated in the approach to analysis, VMT by its very nature is largely a cumulative impact. As
discussed under Impact TR-5, p. 3.B-79, the project would not exceed the project-level quantitative
thresholds of significance for VMT. In addition, Plan Bay Area meets greenhouse gas reduction
targets set by the California Air Resources Board. Furthermore, as shown in Table 3.B-19, 2040
Daily Vehicle Miles Traveled, projected 2040 average daily VMT per capita for the TAZ the project
site is located in (i.e., TAZ 915) is below the project 2040 regional average daily VMT:


For the residential uses, the projected 2040 average household daily VMT per capita is 10.8,
which is about 21 percent below the projected 2040 regional average household daily VMT per
capita of 16.1.



For the childcare use, the projected 2040 average household daily office VMT per employee is
12.6, which is about 26 percent below the projected 2040 regional average daily office VMT per
employee of 17.1.



For the retail uses, the projected 2040 daily VMT per retail employee is 2.2, which is about
82 percent below the projected 2040 regional average daily retail VMT per employee of
14.6.149,150

147

148

149
150

San Francisco Planning Department, Transportation Impact Analysis Guidelines Update: Summary of Changes,
February 2019, http://default.sfplanning.org/publications_reports/TIA_Guidelines_Summary_of_Changes_Memo.pdf,
accessed April 16, 2019.
San Francisco Planning Department, Transportation Impact Analysis Guidelines for Environmental Review – Update,
Public Transit Memo and Appendices, February 2019,
http://default.sfplanning.org/publications_reports/TIA_Guidelines_Transit_Memo.pdf, accessed February 14, 2019.
Ibid, footnote 4.
San Francisco Planning Department, Eligibility Checklist: CEQA Section 21099 – Modernization of Transportation
Analysis for Balboa Reservoir Project, November 15, 2018.
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TABLE 3.B-19
2040 DAILY VEHICLE MILES TRAVELED
Land Use

Bay Area Regional Average

Project TAZ (TAZ 915)

Residential (per capita)

16.1

10.8

Childcare (per employee)

17.1

12.6

Retail (per employee)

14.6

2.2

SOURCE: San Francisco Planning Department, Transportation Information Map. http://sfplanninggis.org/TIM/.
NOTE:
Childcare is treated as office for purposes of screening and analysis.

Therefore, no significant cumulative VMT impacts would occur.
Mitigation: None required.

Comparison of Impact C-TR-5 to PEIR Impact Analysis
The San Francisco Planning Commission replaced automobile delay (vehicle level of service) with
the VMT significance criteria (resolution 19579) in March 2016. As a result, the PEIR did not analyze
VMT or induced automobile travel. The PEIR and identify any significant impacts related to VMT
or induced automobile travel impacts and did not require any mitigation measures, and the
proposed project, in combination with cumulative projects, would not cause substantial additional
VMT or substantially induce automobile travel. Therefore, the proposed project would not have
any new or substantially more severe effects than those identified in the PEIR related to VMT and
induced automobile travel impacts.

The cumulative loading impact analysis is broken out into two different impact statements. The
first impact statement, Impact C-TR-6a, reflects the analysis of project’s on-site loading activities.
The second impact statement, Impact C-TR-6b, reflects the project’s impacts on off-site loading
activities, specifically on Lee Avenue between Ocean Avenue and the project site.

Impact C-TR-6a: The proposed project, in combination with reasonably foreseeable
future projects, would not create hazardous conditions or significant delay affecting
transit, other vehicles, bicycles, or people walking (Less than Significant).
Cumulative development projects located within an approximately 0.5-mile radius of the project
site are identified in SEIR Section 3.A, Impact Overview, Table 3.A-1, Cumulative Projects in the
Project Vicinity, p. 3.A-11. Under cumulative conditions, freight and passenger loading activity on
the surrounding street network would increase as a result of development projects within the study
area. However, freight and passenger loading demand generated by cumulative development
projects would not be anticipated to use freight and passenger loading spaces within the project
site. As discussed under Impact TR-6a, p. 3.B-100, the proposed project options would provide
sufficient freight and passenger loading spaces to meet expected project-generated demand and
given the anticipated location of freight loading zones and the ability of the internal roadways to
accommodate any queueing or double-parked vehicles, as well as the distance from the external
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street network, the proposed project options would not cause secondary effects outside of the
project site. Therefore, the proposed project, in combination with cumulative projects, would have
less-than-significant cumulative impacts related to loading within the project site.
Mitigation: None required.

Comparison of Impact C-TR-6a to PEIR Impact Analysis
The PEIR did not assess loading impacts at the program level, and did not require any mitigation
measures. The project would result in a less-than-significant impact related to freight and
passenger loading within the project site, and no mitigation measures are required. Both the
Developer’s Option and the Additional Housing Option would not have any new or substantially
more severe effects than those identified in the PEIR.

Impact C-TR-6b: Operation of the proposed project, including proposed street network
changes, in combination with reasonably foreseeable future projects, would impact
existing passenger and freight loading zones along Lee Avenue between Ocean Avenue
and the project site, and may create potentially hazardous conditions for people
bicycling and may substantially delay public transit. (Significant and Unavoidable)
Cumulative development projects located within an approximately 0.5-mile radius of the project site
are identified in SEIR Section 3.A, Impact Overview, Table 3.A-1, Cumulative Projects in the Project
Vicinity, p. 3.A-11. Under cumulative conditions, freight and passenger loading activity on the
surrounding street network would increase as a result of development projects within the study area.
As discussed in the Existing Conditions section on Freight Loading, SEIR p. 3.B-27, there were 76
total loading events observed either on Lee Avenue, within the Whole Foods loading dock, and
within the delivery truck access easement over a 17-hour time period between 5 a.m. and 10 p.m.
on Tuesday March 26, 2019, when City College was in session. Under existing conditions, Lee
Avenue is a dead-end street, with no through traffic; “No Parking” signs are posted on both sides
of Lee Avenue. In its current condition, Lee Avenue essentially functions as a loading zone that
provides convenient on-street loading supply to meet Whole Foods’ loading demand and
accommodate deliveries and passenger loading activity related to other nearby businesses along
Ocean Avenue. However, the proposed project would extend Lee Avenue into the project site,
altering Lee Avenue’s current status as a dead-end street and de facto loading area for passenger
pickup and drop-off and freight deliveries. This reconfiguration of Lee Avenue would reduce the
supply of on-street loading available to Whole Foods and nearby land uses. The project also
proposes to convert five metered parking spaces (105 linear feet) to commercial loading along
Ocean Avenue between Lee and Brighton avenues. However, given the existing peak hour Whole
Foods demand for approximately 180 linear feet of curbside loading, the proposed project options
would meet average demand and result in a deficit of 75 linear feet (two to three spaces) during
the peak hour.
Given the likelihood that vehicle traffic and freight and passenger loading activity would increase
on the surrounding roadway network and along Lee Avenue as a result of cumulative
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development projects within the study area, conditions are likely to worsen. To the extent that
freight and passenger loading demand could not be conveniently accommodated within available
loading spaces, double-parking is likely to occur. Such activities could result in secondary effects
on people bicycling and public transit delay. Therefore, cumulative loading impacts would be
significant. Given the uncertainty regarding the ability of the future loading demand to be
accommodated, the proposed project, in combination with cumulative projects, would have
significant-and-unavoidable cumulative impacts related to loading.
Mitigation: No feasible mitigation measures identified.

Comparison of Impact C-TR-6b to PEIR Impact Analysis
The PEIR did not assess loading impacts at the program level, and did not require any mitigation
measures. Given the uncertainty regarding the ability of the loading supply to meet demand, the
impact would be significant and unavoidable. Consequently, both the Developer’s Option and the
Additional Housing Option would result in a new significant impact that was not previously
identified in the PEIR.
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3.C Noise
3.C.1 Introduction
This section describes the existing noise environment in the project area, evaluates the potential
construction-related and operational noise and vibration impacts associated with implementation
of the proposed project, and identifies mitigation measures to avoid or reduce potential adverse
impacts. Project-related noise and vibration effects on biological resources are discussed in
supplemental environmental impact report (SEIR) Appendix B, Initial Study, Section E.14,
Biological Resources.

3.C.2 Summary of Comments Received in Response to the
Notice of Preparation
Comments raised concerns about the exposure of students at Archbishop Riordan High School and
City College to construction noise and requested that the analysis address ways to minimize
construction noise impacts. Members of the public also raised general concerns regarding
increased noise levels associated with the intensified use of the site. These issues are discussed
under Impact NO-1, p. 3.C-23. Comments also expressed concern over cumulative noise impacts,
in particular with future City College projects. Cumulative noise impacts are discussed in
Impact C-NO-1, p. 3.C-38.

3.C.3 Summary of Balboa Park Station Area Plan PEIR Noise
Section
Balboa Park Station Area Plan PEIR Setting
The noise setting for the Balboa Park Station Area Plan (area plan) discussed in the Balboa Park
Station Area Plan [Program] Environmental Impact Report (PEIR) differs from the existing setting
today primarily in terms of the increase in traffic volumes resulting from overall employment
growth in the San Francisco area and number of noise sources that exist in the area. However, there
was a decrease in annual enrollment at the adjacent City College Ocean Campus of nearly
25 percent between 2008–2009 and 2017–2018, the most recent year for which data are available.151
In addition, since the December 2008 certification of the PEIR, development has occurred adjacent
to the project site. City College filled the east basin of the reservoir site and raised its grade to match
surrounding terrain to the east, and constructed the Multi-Use Building.

151

California Community Colleges Chancellor’s Office Data Mart,
https://datamart.cccco.edu/Students/Student_Term_Annual_Count.aspx, accessed April 17, 2019. It is noted that
enrollment rose by 18 percent from 2016-17 to 2017-18. The increase coincided with both the resolution of the
college’s dispute with the Accrediting Commission for Community and Junior Colleges over the school’s
accreditation and with the institution of free tuition for city residents.
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Another aspect of the noise setting that has changed since the December 2008 certification of the
PEIR is the number of noise-sensitive uses that now exist in the area. To the south, the 1100 and
1150 Ocean Avenue development projects were constructed with residential above ground-floor
retail uses under the area plan. There have been no significant changes to the regulatory
environment with regard to noise since certification of the PEIR.

Balboa Park Station Area Plan PEIR Impacts and Mitigation Measures
The analysis in PEIR Section IV.D, Noise, and PEIR initial study Section E.5, Noise, included all
areas to be developed in the plan area, of which the project site was not examined at a project level
of detail. Adjacent development sites to the south of the project site (the Phelan Loop Site (now
1100 Ocean Avenue) and the Kragen Auto Parts Site (now 1150 Ocean Avenue)) were assessed at
a project level of detail. The construction noise impact was identified as less than significant in
PEIR initial study Section E.5, Noise. The PEIR initial study determined that compliance with the
San Francisco Noise Ordinance, which is required by law, would reduce construction noise impacts
to a less-than-significant level. Construction-related vibration impacts were not addressed in the
PEIR.
While potential operational vibration impacts were identified in the PEIR for portions of the plan
area due to proximity to the San Francisco Municipal Railway (Muni) rail tracks, these impacts
were identified as less than significant for the Balboa Reservoir Subarea due to the distance of the
subarea from these sources. In the California Building Industry Association v. Bay Area Air Quality
Management District case decided in 2015,152 the California Supreme Court held that CEQA does
not generally require lead agencies to consider how existing environmental conditions might affect
a project’s users or residents, except where the proposed project would exacerbate the existing
environmental condition. Accordingly, the identified significance criteria related to exposure of
people, including sensitive receptors, to excessive noise levels or vibration are valid only to the
extent that the Project significantly contributes to those worsened noise conditions. The analysis in
this section with respect to noise exposure of future project occupants, therefore, is provided for
informational purposes.
Traffic noise increases were identified as less than significant in the PEIR and no mitigation
measures were required. Noise compatibility impacts were identified as significant for many
subareas including the Balboa Reservoir Subarea. These impacts were identified due to elevated
noise levels approaching land use compatibility criteria of the City’s general plan. PEIR Mitigation
Measure N-1 was identified to require detailed evaluation of noise reduction requirements and
needed noise reduction to be incorporated into the design before new residential construction
proceeds.

152

California Building Industry Association v. Bay Area Air Quality Management District, 62 Cal.4th 369. Opinion Filed
December 17, 2015.
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3.C.4 Environmental Setting
Sound Fundamentals
Sound is characterized by parameters that describe the rate of oscillation (frequency) of sound
waves, the distance between successive troughs or crests in waves, the speed that they travel, and
the pressure level or energy content of a given sound. The sound pressure level has become the
most common descriptor used to characterize how loud a sound is, and the decibel (dB) scale is
used to quantify sound intensity. Because the human ear is not equally sensitive to all sound
frequencies, human response is factored into sound descriptions in a process called A-weighting,
expressed as dBA. The dBA, or A-weighted decibel, refers to a scale of noise measurement that
reflects the different frequencies that humans can hear. On this scale, the normal range of human
hearing extends from about 0 dBA to about 140 dBA. Except in carefully controlled laboratory
experiments, a change of only 1 dBA in sound level cannot be perceived. Outside of the laboratory,
a 3 dBA change is considered a perceptible difference while a 5 dBA change is considered readily
noticeable. A 10 dBA increase in the level of a continuous noise represents a perceived doubling of
loudness.153

Noise Descriptors
Noise is generally defined as sound that is loud, disagreeable, unexpected or unwanted. Variations
in noise exposure over time are typically expressed in terms of a steady-state energy level (called
Leq) that represents the acoustical energy of a given measurement, or alternatively as a statistical
description of what sound level is exceeded over some fraction (10, 50, or 90 percent) of a given
observation period (i.e., L10, L50, L90). Leq (24) is the steady-state acoustical energy level measured
over a 24-hour period. Lmax is the maximum, instantaneous noise level registered during a
measurement period. Because people in residential areas are more sensitive to unwanted noise
intrusion during the evening and at night, an artificial 5 dBA increment is added to evening noise
levels (7 to 10 p.m.) and an artificial 10 dBA increment is added nighttime noise levels (10 p.m. to
7 a.m.) to form a 24-hour noise descriptor called the Community Noise Equivalent Level (CNEL).
Another 24-hour noise descriptor, called the day-night noise level (Ldn), is similar to CNEL, but Ldn
does not add the evening 5 dBA penalty between 7 p.m. and 10 p.m. In practice, Ldn and CNEL
usually differ by less than 1 dBA at any given location from transportation noise sources.154
Table 3.C-1, Representative Environmental Noise Levels, presents representative noise sources
and their corresponding noise levels in dBA at varying distances from the noise sources.

153

154

California Department of Transportation (Caltrans), Technical Noise Supplement (TeNS) to the Traffic Noise
Analysis Protocol pp. 2-44 to 2-45, September 2013, http://www.dot.ca.gov/env/noise/docs/tens-sep2013.pdf, accessed
January 22, 2019.
Caltrans, Technical Noise Supplement (TeNS) to the Traffic Noise Analysis Protocol, September 2013, p. 2-48,
http://www.dot.ca.gov/env/noise/docs/tens-sep2013.pdf, accessed January 22, 2019.

Balboa Reservoir Project Draft SEIR
Case No. 2018-007883ENV

3.C-3

August 2019

3. Environmental Setting, Impacts, and Mitigation Measures
3.C. Noise

TABLE 3.C-1
REPRESENTATIVE ENVIRONMENTAL NOISE LEVELS
Common Outdoor Activities

Noise Level (dBA)
110

Common Indoor Activities
Rock band

Jet fly-over at 100 feet
100
Gas lawnmower at 3 feet
90
Diesel truck going 50 mph at 50 feet

Food blender at 3 feet
80

Garbage disposal at 3 feet

70

Vacuum cleaner at 10 feet

Noisy urban area during daytime
Gas lawnmower at 100 feet
Commercial area
Heavy traffic at 300 feet

Normal speech at 3 feet
60
Large business office

Quiet urban area during daytime

50

Dishwasher in next room

Quiet urban area during nighttime

40

Theater, large conference room (background)

30

Library

Quiet suburban area during nighttime

Quiet rural area during nighttime

Bedroom at night, concert hall (background)
20
Broadcast/recording studio
10

0
SOURCE:

California Department of Transportation (Caltrans), Technical Noise Supplement to the Traffic Noise Analysis Protocol,
September 2013, p. 2-20.

Sensitive Receptors
Some land uses (and associated users) are considered more sensitive to ambient noise levels than
others due to the types of activities typically involved with the land use and the amount of noise
exposure (in terms of both exposure duration and insulation from noise). In general, occupants of
residences, schools, daycare centers, hotels, hospitals, places of worship, and nursing homes are
considered to be sensitive receptors (i.e., persons who are sensitive to noise based on their specific
activities, age, health, etc.).

Health Effects of Environmental Noise
The World Health Organization is a recognized source of current knowledge regarding health
impacts, including those generated by noise. According to the World Health Organization, one
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health effect is sleep disturbance, which can occur when continuous indoor noise levels exceed
30 dBA (Leq) or when intermittent interior noise levels reach or exceed 45 dBA (Lmax), particularly
if background noise is low. With a bedroom window slightly open (a reduction from outside to
inside of 15 dB), the World Health Organization criteria suggest that acceptable nighttime ambient
noise levels should be 45 dBA (Leq) or below, and short-term events should not generate noise in
excess of 60 dBA (Lmax). The World Health Organization also notes that maintaining noise levels
within the recommended levels during the first part of the night helps people to fall asleep.155
Other potential health effects of noise identified by the World Health Organization include decreased
performance on complex cognitive tasks, such as reading, attention, problem solving, and
memorization; physiological effects such as hypertension and heart disease (after many years of
constant exposure, often by workers, to high noise levels); and hearing impairment (again, generally
after long-term occupational exposure, or shorter-term exposure to very high noise levels, for
example, exposure several times a year to a concert with noise levels at 100 dBA). Noise can also
disrupt speech intelligibility at relatively low levels; for example, in a classroom setting, a noise level
as low as 35 dBA can disrupt clear understanding. Finally, noise can cause annoyance and can trigger
emotional reactions like anger, depression, and anxiety. The World Health Organization reports that
during daytime hours, few people are seriously annoyed by activities with noise levels below 55 dBA,
or moderately annoyed by activities with noise levels below 50 dBA.
Vehicle traffic and continuous sources of machinery and mechanical noise contribute to unhealthy
ambient noise levels. Short-term noise sources, such as large vehicle audible warnings, the crashing
of material being loaded or unloaded, car doors slamming, and engines revving, contribute very
little to 24-hour noise levels but are capable of causing sleep disturbance and annoyance. The effect
of noise on receptors depends on both time and context. For example, long-term high noise levels
from large traffic volumes can make conversation at a normal voice level difficult or impossible,
while short-term peak noise levels at night can disturb sleep.

Vibration and Groundborne Noise
Groundborne noise refers to noise generated by vibrations from outside a structure but
experienced inside the structure. Groundborne noise can be a problem in situations where the
primary airborne noise path is blocked, such as in the case of a subway tunnel passing near homes
or other noise-sensitive structures. Vibration is an oscillatory motion through a solid medium.
Typically, groundborne vibrations generated by man-made activities attenuate rapidly with the
distance from the source of the vibration. Vibration is typically measured by peak particle velocity
(PPV) in inches per second (in/sec). With the exception of long-term occupational exposure,
vibration levels rarely affect human health. Instead, most people consider vibration to be an
annoyance that can affect concentration or disturb sleep. People may tolerate infrequent, shortduration vibration levels, but human annoyance to vibration becomes more pronounced if the
vibration is continuous or occurs frequently. High levels of vibration can damage fragile buildings
or interfere with sensitive equipment. Depending on the age of the structure and type of vibration

155

World Health Organization, Guidelines for Community Noise, April 1999, Chapter 3, p. 46.
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(transient, continuous, or frequent intermittent sources), vibration levels as low as 0.5 to 2.0 in/sec
PPV can damage a structure.156
Typical sources of groundborne vibration in San Francisco are large-scale construction projects that
involve pile driving, vibratory construction equipment, or underground tunneling. Vibration is
also caused by transit vehicles in the subway system, including Muni light-rail vehicles, historic
streetcars, and Bay Area Rapid Transit (BART) trains. In general, such vibration is only an issue
when there are sensitive receptors located nearby. Since rubber tires and suspension systems
mitigate vibrations, rubber tire vehicles such as Muni buses, trucks, and automobiles rarely create
substantial vibration absent a bump in the road surface.157

Existing Conditions
Existing Noise Sources
At present, the primary source of noise on the project site is vehicle traffic on Ocean Avenue and
within the City College Campus. The I-280 freeway is approximately 1,800 feet to the east, and its
distance and below-grade location render noise from the freeway largely inaudible except during
the quietest periods. The primary source of noise adjacent to or near the project site is traffic within
City College roadways and parking areas in the east basin. Noise sources to the south, along Ocean
Avenue, include buses at City College Terminal, occasional emergency sirens of San Francisco Fire
Station 15, and ingress and egress of vehicles at the Whole Foods Market, reflecting the urban
character of the neighborhood. Light-rail train operations (K Ingleside line, approximately 230 feet
south of the project site) operates at the surface and generates some airborne noise in its immediate
vicinity.

Existing Groundborne Noise and Vibration Sources
There are no known sources of existing groundborne noise or vibration near the project site. Light
rail train operations (K Ingleside line, approximately 230 feet south of the project site) operates at
the surface and generates some surface vibration in its immediate vicinity. Given its distance and
surface location, the K Ingleside line is not considered a substantial source of groundborne noise
or vibration at the project site.158 There is no machinery or activity at the adjacent commercial,
scholastic, and residential uses that generate vibration on the project site.

156

157

158

Caltrans, Transportation and Construction Vibration Guidance Manual, September 2013, Table 9, p. 23,
http://www.dot.ca.gov/env/noise/docs/tens-sep2013.pdf, accessed January 22, 2019.
U.S. Department of Transportation (U.S. DOT), Federal Transit Administration (FTA), Transit Noise and Vibration Impact
Assessment Manual, September 2018, p. 116, https://www.transit.dot.gov/sites/fta.dot.gov/files/docs/research-innovation/
118131/transit-noise-and-vibration-impact-assessment-manual-fta-report-no-0123_0.pdf, accessed January 22, 2019.
U.S. DOT, FTA, Transit Noise and Vibration Impact Assessment Manual, September 2018, Section 4.3, Noise
Screening Procedure, pp. 33–36 (noise 175 feet with intervening buildings) and 136 (vibration 150 feet for
residential), https://www.transit.dot.gov/sites/fta.dot.gov/files/docs/research-innovation/118131/transit-noise-andvibration-impact-assessment-manual-fta-report-no-0123_0.pdf, accessed January 22, 2019.
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Ambient Noise Measurements
To characterize the background noise environment in the project vicinity, a total of seven noise
measurements were collected. Three long-term (24 hours) and four short-term (15 minutes)
measurements were collected in the project area in December 2018 and January 2019.159 All
measurements were collected during normal class schedule at City College to characterize the noise
environment at the project site during that period. Measurement locations are indicated on
Figure 3.C-1, Noise Measurement Locations. Noise measurement data are included in SEIR
Appendix D, Noise Supporting Information. A summary of noise measurement results is
presented in Table 3.C-2, Summary of Long-Term (LT) and Short-Term (ST) Noise Monitoring
on the Project Site and Vicinity (dBA). As indicated in Table 3.C-2, noise measurements indicate
that noise levels at the project site range from 58 to 59 dBA [Ldn].160

Existing and Future/Planned Sensitive Receptors
There are commercial, civic, school, and residential uses within 900 feet of the project site.161
Existing noise-sensitive receptors in the project vicinity within 900 feet of the project site are
composed of residences, five daycare centers, and one high school, as listed below in Table 3.C-3,
Existing Noise-Sensitive Receptors within 900 Feet of the Project Site, and their locations are
shown in Figure 3.C-2, Existing Noise-Sensitive Receptors within 900 Feet of Project Site. There
are no existing hospitals or skilled nursing facilities within 900 feet of the project site. However,
the project proposes an onsite childcare facility in Block B.

159

160

161

Short-term measurements were taken with a Larson Davis LxT sound level meter on Wednesday, January 23,
2019, while the long-term measurements were taken from Wednesday December 6, 2018, and on Tuesday
January 22, 2019, with Metrosonics Model db 308 and Larson Davis LxT sound level meters. Measurement
locations were selected based on the locations of major noise sources and proposed development locations as
well as to characterize noise attenuation effects over the project site.
The PEIR found a 24-hour on-site noise level of 61 dBA (CNEL) at a location generally comparable to
measurement location LT-1, where the noise level was 58 dBA (Ldn), although the PEIR measurement was
closer to the active parking areas than LT-1. Inasmuch as the CNEL noise level adds an additional 5 dBA
artificial penalty for evening noise, the marginal difference in results is to be expected.
This distance was selected because typical construction noise levels attenuate to approximately 55 dBA at a
distance of 900 feet if there is a direct line-of-sight between a noise source and a noise receptor (i.e., two pieces
of equipment generating 85 dBA would attenuate to 55 dBA over a distance of 900 feet). An exterior noise level
of 60 dBA will typically attenuate to an interior noise level of 35 dBA with the windows closed and 45 dBA
with the windows open.
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TABLE 3.C-2
SUMMARY OF LONG-TERM (LT) AND SHORT-TERM (ST) NOISE MONITORING ON THE PROJECT SITE AND
VICINITY (DBA)
Time Period

Average
Ldn or Leq

Northwest corner of project site. Location LT-1
represents the area of the project site furthest
from Ocean Avenue. It also represents the
noise environment of the nearest residential
receptors on Plymouth Avenue.

12/5/18 to 12/7/18
Daytime:
Evening:
Nighttime:
24-hour Ldn:
24-hour L90:

54 dBA (Leq)
53 dBA (Leq)
51 dBA (Leq)
58 dBA (Ldn)
46 dBA (L90)

Southwest corner of the project site. Location
LT-2 represents the area of the project site
closest to Ocean Avenue. It also represents
the noise environment of the nearest
multifamily residential receptors on 1150
Ocean Avenue development to the south of
the site.

1/22/19 to 1/23/19
Daytime:
Evening:
Nighttime:
24-hour Ldn:
24-hour L90:

53 dBA (Leq)
51 dBA (Leq)
52 dBA (Leq)
59 dBA (Ldn)
40 dBA (L90)

Plymouth Avenue between Greenwood
Avenue and Montecito Avenue. Location LT-3
represents the northern portion of the
Westwood Park residences and traffic
conditions on Plymouth Avenue.

1/9/18 to 1/10/18
Daytime:
Evening:
Nighttime:
24-hour:
24-hour L90:

58 dBA (Leq)
58 dBA (Leq)
53 dBA (Leq)
61 dBA (Ldn)
39 dBA (L90)

Measurement Location

Audible Noise
Sources

Long-Term Measurements (24 hours or more)
LT-1

LT-2

LT-3

Vehicle traffic
accessing City
College parking
areas, both on the
project site and at
the east basin.
Vehicle traffic on
Ocean Avenue

Vehicle traffic on
Plymouth Avenue

Short-Term Measurements (15 minutes)
ST-1

South border of Archbishop Riordan High
School. This location was selected because
high school classrooms are a noise-sensitive
land use.

1/23/19; 9:11 to
9:26 a.m.

57 dBA (Leq)

Vehicle traffic
accessing City
College parking
areas on the project
site and at the east
basin

ST-2

Lee Avenue Access Point. Lee Avenue would
be a primary access point for by vehicles for
site access. Additionally, the adjacent 1100
and 1150 Ocean Avenue developments
represent a sensitive receptor. This location is
also a delivery and an egress point for Whole
Foods Market.

1/23/19; 9:33 to
9:48 a.m.

61 dBA (Leq)

Vehicle traffic exiting
Whole Foods Market,
delivery trucks, and
traffic and Muni Kline on Ocean
Avenue

ST-3

City College Multi-Use Building. The Multi-Use
Building is the nearest City College building to
the project site; however, college campuses
are generally not considered a noise-sensitive
receptor.

1/23/19; 8:50 to
9:05 a.m.

55 dBA (Leq)

Vehicle traffic
accessing City
College parking
areas on the project
site and at the east
basin

ST-4

Terminus of San Ramon Way. This is a midpoint location of sensitive receptors along the
western project boundary and represents the
existing traffic noise conditions on Plymouth
Avenue nearest to Ocean Avenue.

1/23/19; 8:27 to
8:42 a.m.

60 dBA (Leq)

Vehicle traffic on
Plymouth Avenue

SOURCE:

ESA, 2018 and 2019.
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TABLE 3.C-3
EXISTING NOISE-SENSITIVE RECEPTORS WITHIN 900 FEET OF THE PROJECT SITE

Type of Sensitive Receptor

Location

Minimum Distance
from Project Site
Boundaries

Representative
Monitoring
Location

West of Project Site
Residential

Westwood Park Neighborhood

50 feeta

LT-2 and ST-4

Shining Star Family Child Center

1242 Plymouth Avenue

50 feet

LT-2

Three Bears Child Care

19 Southwood Drive

240 feet

St-4

City College Bungalows B212 and
B213

850 feet

ST-1

Residential, Harmony Family
Childcare

1100–1150 Ocean Avenue

80 feet

ST-2

Residential

South of Ocean Avenue

420 feet

ST-2

Library

1298 Ocean Avenue

130 feet

ST-2

School/Residential

Archbishop Riordan High School
South Wingb

75 feet

ST-1

Mighty Bambinis
Childcare/Preschool

Phelan Avenue at Staples Avenue

560 feet

ST-1

East of Project Site
Day Care

South of the Project Site

North of the Project Site

SOURCE:

ESA, 2019; Google Earth (Imagery Date 9/11/2017) for parcel data (address and distance to the site).

NOTES:
a Minimum distance is estimated at 50 feet because project setbacks have not yet been determined. Numbers correspond to locations
shown on Figure 3.C-2, p. 3.C-11.
b The boarding students at the school site are conservatively considered to be located at this receptor point.
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3.C.5 Regulatory Framework
Federal Regulations
In 1972, the Noise Control Act (42 United States Code section 4901 et seq.) was passed by congress
to promote limited noise environments in support of public health and welfare. It also established
the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (U.S. EPA) Office of Noise Abatement and Control to
coordinate federal noise control activities. U.S. EPA established guidelines for noise levels that
would be considered safe for community exposure without the risk of adverse health or welfare
effects. Table 3.C-4, Summary of Noise Levels Requisite to Protect Public Health and Welfare
with an Adequate Margin of Safety.
TABLE 3.C-4
SUMMARY OF NOISE LEVELS REQUISITE TO PROTECT PUBLIC HEALTH AND WELFARE WITH AN ADEQUATE
MARGIN OF SAFETY
Effect

Level

Hearing loss

< 70 dBAa

Area
All areas

(Leq, 24 hour)
Outdoor activity interference
and annoyance

< 55 dBA
(Ldn)

Outdoor residential areas and farms as well as other outdoor areas
where people spend varying amounts of time and places where quiet
is a basis for use

Outdoor activity interference
and annoyance

< 55 dBA
(Leq, 24 hour)

Outdoor areas where people spend limited amounts of time, such as
school yards, playgrounds, etc.

Indoor activity interference
and annoyance

< 45 dBA
(Ldn)

Indoor activity interference
and annoyance

< 45 dBA
(Leq, 24 hour)

SOURCE:

Indoor residential areas
Other indoor areas with human activities, such as schools, etc.

U.S. EPA, Information on Levels of Environmental Noise Requisite to Protect Public Health and Welfare with an Adequate
Margin of Safety, March 1974, http://nepis.epa.gov/Exe/ZyPDF.cgi/2000L3LN.PDF?Dockey=2000L3LN.pdf, accessed
January 23, 2019.

NOTE:
a Yearly average equivalent sound levels in decibels; the exposure period that results in hearing loss at the identified level is 40 years.

U.S. EPA found that to prevent hearing loss over the lifetime of a receptor, the yearly average Leq
should not exceed 70 dBA, and the Ldn should not exceed 55 dBA in outdoor activity areas or
45 dBA indoors to prevent interference and annoyance.162 In 1982, noise control was largely passed
to state and local governments.
Federal regulations establish noise limits for medium and heavy trucks (more than 4.5 tons, gross
vehicle weight rating) under Code of Federal Regulations title 40, part 205, subpart B. The federal
truck pass-by noise standard is 80 dBA at 50 feet from the vehicle pathway centerline, under
specified test procedures. These requirements are implemented through regulatory controls on
truck manufacturers. There are no comparable standards for vibration, which tend to be specific to
the roadway surface, the vehicle load, and other factors.

162

U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (U.S. EPA), Information on Levels of Environmental Noise Requisite to
Protect Public Health and Welfare with an Adequate Margin of Safety, March 1974.
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While the Transit Noise and Vibration Impact Assessment of the Federal Transit Administration (FTA)
is developed for determining significant noise and vibration impacts for transit projects and is not a
regulation, it is one of the few federal sources that suggest both a methodology and criteria for
assessing construction noise impacts. The FTA noise impact criteria used to assess construction
impacts are identified in Table 3.C-5, Construction Noise Impact Criteria. These criteria are absolute
contribution values from construction activity, and are independent of existing background noise
levels. If the FTA criteria (presented in Table 3.C-5) are exceeded, adverse noise impacts could occur.
TABLE 3.C-5
CONSTRUCTION NOISE IMPACT CRITERIA
Maximum 1-Hour dBA Leq
Land Use

Day

Night

Residential

90

80

Commercial

100

100

Industrial

100

100

SOURCE:

Federal Transit Administration (FTA), 2006.

NOTES:
dBA = A-weighted decibels; Leq = average or constant sound level; Day = 7 a.m. to 10 p.m.; Night = 10 p.m. to 7 a.m.

State Regulations
Noise
The 2016 California Building Code (California Code of Regulations title 24, part 2) requires that
walls and floor/ceiling assemblies separating dwelling units from each other, or from public or
service areas, have a sound transmission class (STC) of at least 50, meaning they can reduce noise
by a minimum of 50 dB.163 Building Code section 1207.4, Allowable Interior Noise Levels, also
specifies a maximum interior noise limit of 45 dBA (Ldn or CNEL) in habitable rooms, and requires
that common interior walls and floor/ceiling assemblies meet a minimum STC rating of 50 for
airborne noise.
San Francisco has adopted the 2016 Green Building Standards Code (also part of the State Building
Code; California Code of Regulations title 24, part 11, more-commonly known as “Title 24”), which
specifies the following insulation standards for Environmental Comfort (section 5.507) to minimize
exterior noise transmission into interior spaces for nonresidential buildings:


163

Section 5.507.4.1, Exterior Noise Transmission, requires wall and roof-ceiling assemblies to
have an STC of at least 50 and exterior windows to have a minimum STC of 30 for any of the
following building locations: (1) within the 65 dBA, Ldn, noise contour of a freeway,
expressway, railroad, or industrial source; and (2) within the 65 dBA noise contour of an
airport. Exceptions include buildings with few or no occupants and where occupants are not
likely to be affected by exterior noise, such as factories, stadiums, parking structures, and
storage or utility buildings.
State Building Code section 1207.2.
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Sections 5.507.4.1.1 and 5.507.4.3 require nonresidential buildings to be designed with exterior
walls and roof-ceiling assemblies that have an STC rating of at least 45 to provide an acceptable
interior noise level of 50 dBA (Leq) in occupied areas during any hour of operation.



Section 5.507.4.2, Interior Sound, requires wall and floor-ceiling assemblies separating tenant
spaces and separating tenant spaces and public places to have an STC of at least 40.

These requirements are enforced by the San Francisco Department of Building Inspection.

Vibration
There are no state regulations related to construction-induced vibration. However, the California
Department of Transportation (Caltrans) consolidated vibration criteria from various sources for
assessing the potential damage to structures from ground vibration induced by construction
equipment, and they are included in their Transportation and Construction Vibration Guidance
Manual164 and summarized in Table 3.C-6, Vibration Guidelines for Potential Damage to
Structures. As indicated in this table, the building damage criteria for continuous vibration sources
is about half of the criteria for transient sources.
TABLE 3.C-6
VIBRATION GUIDELINES FOR POTENTIAL DAMAGE TO STRUCTURES
Maximum PPV (in/sec)
Transient
Sourcesa

Continuous/Frequent
Intermittent Sourcesb

Extremely fragile historic buildings, ruins, ancient monuments

0.12

0.08

Fragile buildings

0.2

0.1

Historic and some old buildings

0.5

0.25

Older residential structures

0.5

0.3

New residential structures

1.0

0.5

Modern industrial/commercial buildings

2.0

0.5

Structure Type and Condition

SOURCE:

Caltrans, Transportation and Construction Vibration Guidance Manual, September 2013.

NOTES:
in/sec = inches per second; PPV = peak particle velocity
a Transient sources create a single, isolated vibration event, such as blasting or drop balls.
b Continuous/frequent intermittent sources include impact pile drivers, pogo-stick compactors, crack-and-seat equipment, vibratory pile
drivers, and vibratory compaction equipment.

Local Regulations and Guidelines
San Francisco General Plan
The Environmental Protection Element of the San Francisco General Plan contains Land Use
Compatibility Guidelines for Community Noise for determining the compatibility of various land

164

Caltrans, Transportation and Construction Vibration Guidance Manual, September 2013, Table 19, p. 27,
http://www.dot.ca.gov/env/noise/docs/tcvgm-sep2013.pdf, accessed January 23, 2019.
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uses with different noise levels (see Figure 3.C-3, San Francisco Land Use Compatibility Chart for
Community Noise). These guidelines, which are similar to the state guidelines set forth by the
Governor’s Office of Planning and Research, indicate maximum acceptable noise levels for various
land uses. Although this figure presents a range of noise levels that are considered compatible or
incompatible with various land uses, the maximum satisfactory noise level is 60 dBA (Ldn) for
residential and hotel uses; 65 dBA (Ldn) for school classrooms, libraries, churches, and hospitals;
70 dBA (Ldn) for playgrounds, parks, office uses, retail commercial uses, and noise-sensitive
manufacturing/communications uses; and 77 dBA (Ldn) for other commercial uses such as
wholesale, some retail, industrial/manufacturing, transportation, communications, and utilities.
The Environmental Protection Element includes the following objectives and policies that pertain
to noise: impose traffic restrictions to reduce transportation noise; discourage changes in streets
which will result in greater traffic noise in noise-sensitive areas; minimize impact of noise on
affected areas; promote site planning, building orientation and design, and interior layout that
lessen noise intrusion; promote the incorporation of noise insulation materials in new construction;
construct physical barriers to reduce noise transmission from heavy traffic carriers; and promote
land uses that are compatible with various transportation noise levels.

Balboa Park Station Area Plan
The area plan contains no objectives or policies that directly address noise or vibration within the plan
area. The area plan does acknowledge I-280 as a considerable source of noise within the plan area.

Other Local Regulations
San Francisco Police Code
In San Francisco, regulation of noise is addressed in San Francisco Police Code article 29 (the noise
ordinance or police code), which states the City’s policy is to prohibit unnecessary, excessive, and
offensive noises from all sources subject to police power. Police Code section 2900 makes the
following declaration with regard to community noise levels: “It shall be the policy of San Francisco
to maintain noise levels in areas with existing healthful and acceptable levels of noise and to reduce
noise levels, through all practicable means, in those areas of San Francisco where noise levels are
above acceptable levels as defined by the World Health Organization’s Guidelines on Community
Noise.”
Police Code article 29, sections 2907 and 2908, regulate construction equipment and construction
work at night, while section 2909 provides for limits on any machine, or device, music or
entertainment, or any combination of such sources. Sections 2907 and 2908 are enforced by the San
Francisco Department of Building Inspection, and section 2909 is enforced by the San Francisco
Department of Public Health. Summaries of these and other relevant sections are presented below.
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Sound Levels and Land Use Consequences (Ldn Values in dBA)
Land Use Category

55

60

65

70

75

80

85

Residential – All Dwellings, Group
Quarters

Transient Lodging – Motels, Hotels

School Classrooms, Libraries,
Churches, Hospitals, Nursing
Homes, etc.
Auditoriums, Concert Halls,
Amphitheaters, Music Shells

Sports Arenas, Outdoor Spectator
Sports

Playgrounds, Parks

Golf Courses, Riding Stables,
Water-Based Recreation Areas,
Cemeteries
Office Buildings – Personal,
Business, and Professional
Services
Commercial – Wholesale and Some
Retail, Industrial/Manufacturing,
Transportation, Communication,
and Utilities
Manufacturing – Noise-Sensitive
Communications – Noise-Sensitive
SOURCE:

San Francisco Planning Department, San Francisco General Plan, Environmental Protection Element, adopted on
June 27, 1996, http://www.sf-planning.org/ftp/General_Plan/I6_Environmental_Protection.htm#ENV_TRA_11, accessed
January 23, 2019.

Satisfactory, with no special noise insulation requirements. Noise levels in this range are considered “Acceptable.”

New construction or development should be undertaken only after a detailed analysis of the noise reduction requirements is made
and needed noise insulation features included in the design. Noise levels in this range are considered “Conditionally Acceptable.”
New construction or development should generally be discouraged. If new construction or development does proceed, a detailed
analysis of the noise reduction requirements must be made and needed noise insulation features included in the design. Noise
levels in this range are considered “Conditionally Unacceptable.”
New construction or development should generally not be undertaken. Noise levels in this range are considered “Unacceptable.”

Figure 3.C-3
San Francisco Land Use Compatibility Chart for Community Noise
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Police Code section 2907(a) limits noise from construction equipment to 80 dBA when measured at a
distance of 100 feet from such equipment, or an equivalent sound level at some other convenient
distance. Exemptions to this requirement include impact tools with approved mufflers, pavement
breakers, and jackhammers with approved acoustic shields, and construction equipment used in
connection with emergency work. Police Code section 2908 prohibits nighttime construction
(between 8 p.m. and 7 a.m.) that generates noise exceeding the ambient noise level by 5 dBA at the
nearest property line unless a special permit has been issued by the City.
Police Code section 2909 generally prohibits fixed mechanical equipment noise and music in excess
of 5 dBA more than the ambient noise level from residential sources, 8 dBA more than the ambient
noise level from commercial sources, and 10 dBA more than the ambient noise level on public
property at a distance of 25 feet or more. Police Code section 2909(d) establishes maximum noise
levels for fixed noise sources (e.g., mechanical equipment) of 55 dBA (7 a.m. to 10 p.m.) and 45 dBA
(10 p.m. to 7 a.m.) inside any sleeping or living room in any dwelling unit located on residential
property to prevent sleep disturbance, with windows open, except where building ventilation is
achieved through mechanical systems that allow windows to remain closed.
The City’s Guidelines for Noise Control Ordinance Monitoring and Enforcement, revised in
December 2014, clarifies the definition of ambient as the L90 (the level of noise exceeded 90 percent of
the time), and this noise descriptor is considered to be a conservative representation of the ambient
noise level under most conditions.165 Ordinance compliance is determined by measuring the L90 for
10 minutes, with and without the noise source at issue. Use of the L90 descriptor is appropriate when
determining code compliance of a fixed noise source (such as mechanical equipment), but is not
appropriate for other aspects of a CEQA noise impact analysis such as noise created by automobile
traffic, which determines noise compatibility based on Ldn or CNEL, a different noise descriptor (as
described above in the “Sound Fundamentals” section, p. 3.C-3).

3.C.6 Impacts and Mitigation Measures
Significance Criteria
San Francisco Administrative Code chapter 31 directs the department to identify environmental effects
of a project using as its base the environmental checklist form set forth in CEQA Guidelines
Appendix G. As it relates to noise and vibration, Appendix G asks whether the proposed project would:


Generate a substantial increase, either temporarily or permanently, in ambient noise levels in
the vicinity of the project in excess of standards established in the local general plan or noise
ordinance, or applicable standards of other agencies; or



Generate excessive groundborne vibration or groundborne noise levels; or

165

City and County of San Francisco, San Francisco Police Code, Article 29: Regulation of Noise Guidelines for Noise
Control Ordinance Monitoring and Enforcement, December 2014 Guidance (Supersedes All Previous Guidance),
December 2014, https://www.sfdph.org/dph/files/EHSdocs/ehsNoise/GuidelinesNoiseEnforcement.pdf, accessed
January 23, 2019.
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For a project located within the vicinity of a private airstrip or an airport land use plan area or,
where such a plan has not been adopted, in an area within two miles of a public airport or
public use airport, expose people residing or working in the area to excessive noise levels.

The project site is not within the vicinity of a private airstrip or an airport land use plan area.166
Therefore, the proposed project would not result in the long-term exposure of people residing or
working in the area to excessive airport-related noise levels, and these criteria are not discussed
further in this SEIR.

Approach to Analysis
This analysis evaluates the potential noise impacts associated with construction and operation of
proposed residential, retail, childcare facility, and community space on the project site. As discussed
in Section 2.G, Project Construction Overview and Schedule, p. 2-38, and shown in Figure 2-18,
Proposed Developer’s Option Construction Phasing, p. 2-40, and Figure 2-19, Additional Housing
Option Construction Phasing, p. 2-41, project construction would be phased over six years, and
phased construction would result in future onsite residents of Phase 1 being exposed to noise
associated with construction of Phase 2. Once Phase 1 has been completed and occupied in August
2024, future residents at Blocks C, D, E, F, TH1, and TH2 under the Developer’s Proposed Option and
Blocks C, D, E, F, TH1, TH2, I, and J under the Additional Housing Option, would be subject to
construction noise on the project site for up to 2.5 years through 2027. In addition, childcare use
would be located in Block B, and the compatibility of this use on this block is considered in the
following analysis with respect to noise exposure.

Project Features
Key construction elements of the proposed project that could directly, or indirectly, result in noise
or vibration impacts include the following:


Demolition of the west side berm, and north and east embankments, followed by grading,
excavation, and construction of site infrastructure in Phase 0;



Finish grading, excavation for subgrade parking, construction of building foundations,
building construction, architectural coatings, and paving in Phase 1 and Phase 2;



As stated in SEIR Section 2.G, Project Construction Overview and Schedule, p. 2-38,
construction would generally occur between the hours of 7 a.m. and 8 p.m., up to seven days
a week.

Mobile equipment such as excavators, graders, backhoes, loaders, dump trucks, compactors,
pavers, man lifts, and forklifts would be used for demolition, site clearing, excavation and grading,
but also for building construction, and/or hardscape and landscape materials installation.
Track/tire-mounted cranes and/or tower cranes would be used for building construction, including
but not limited to, steel and precast erection, and building façades. Miscellaneous stationary
equipment would include generators, air compressors, and cement/mortar mixers, and a recycling
facility to crush and recycle asphalt, rock, and concrete. A variety of other smaller mechanical
166

San Francisco International Airport, 2019 Noise Exposure Map, August 13, 2015, https://media.flysfo.com/media/sfo/
noise-abatement/sfo_p150_2019-nem-36x24-plot-signed_ada.pdf, accessed January 23, 2019.
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equipment would also be used at the project site during the construction period, such as
jackhammers/pavement breakers, saw cutters, chopping saws, tile saws, stud impact guns, impact
drills, torque wrenches, welding machines, and concrete boom pumps. The proposed project
would not require pile driving or specialized compaction techniques for imported soil.167 Parking
lot demolition with hoe rams is anticipated to occur over a two-month period in 2021.
Project construction would also generate offsite truck trips for deliveries of concrete and other
building materials, transportation of construction equipment to and from the site, hauling soils and
debris from the site, and street sweepers.
Key operational elements of the proposed project that could directly or indirectly result in noise
impacts include the following:


Traffic increases associated with long-term development of 3,168 vehicle trips per day in the
Developer’s Proposed Option and 4,442 trips per day under the Additional Housing Option.168
These traffic increases could result in traffic noise increases along onsite streets and offsite
streets in the project vicinity.



Operation of mechanical equipment (including heating/ventilation/air conditioning (HVAC)
and emergency standby diesel generators) would introduce new fixed mechanical noise
sources.169

Methodology for Analysis of Construction Impacts
Sensitive Receptors and Construction Phasing
Project construction would require the operation of heavy equipment on the project site as
discussed above, which could potentially affect three distinct groups of noise-sensitive receptors:
(1) existing, offsite noise-sensitive receptors within 900 feet of the project site, as described in
Table 3.C-3, p. 3.C-10, and shown in Figure 3.C-2, p. 3.C-11, respectively, and (2) future proposed
onsite residential sensitive receptors, and (3) future onsite childcare use. This analysis considers
the potential noise effects on each of these sensitive receptors separately, as described below, with
respect to construction phasing.
Construction Phases 0, 1, and 2 could affect the existing, offsite sensitive receptors, the first group
of sensitive receptors discussed above. Potential impacts to the second group of sensitive receptors
would occur following completion of Phase 1 of construction and occupation of the residential and,
potentially, child care uses constructed therein. The proposed phasing schedule would expose
future onsite users/occupants of Phase 1 to noise and/or vibration from the construction of Phase 2.

167

168
169

Rockridge Geotechnical, Draft Preliminary Geotechnical Investigation Proposed Residential Development at Balboa
Reservoir Phelan and Ocean Avenues, San Francisco, California, prepared for BRIDGE Housing Corporation,
January 22, 2018.
Kittelson & Associates, Travel Demand Memorandum, April 29, 2019, Table 6.
Consistent with the air quality analysis, it is assumed that there would be two emergency generators for the
Developer’s Proposed Option and six for the Additional Housing Option. They would be tested for 50 hours
per year (consistent with BAAQMD permitting limits), which is roughly equivalent to four hours per month.
They would be located at be located in the building basements and their emissions will be ventilated at streetlevel and a minimum of 50 feet from the property line.
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It is also possible that construction could occur over a shorter duration with more intensive activity.
In the extreme case, construction could occur over a three-year period with Phases 1 and 2
occurring simultaneously in which no on-site receptors would exist to be impacted.

Construction Noise
This impact analysis evaluates the potential for construction equipment to generate noise levels in
excess of established standards using default reference noise levels compiled by the Federal
Highway Administration (FHWA)170 for the types of equipment proposed to be used onsite (see
Impact NO-1, p. 3.C-23). This analysis assesses the potential for construction-related noise to cause
a substantial temporary or periodic increase in ambient noise levels at the closest existing offsite
noise-sensitive receptors, future onsite sensitive receptors, and planned offsite sensitive receptors
using FTA methodology for general quantitative noise assessment (see Impact NO-1, p. 3.C-23).171
The FTA methodology calls for estimating a combined noise level from the simultaneous operation
of the two noisiest pieces of equipment expected to be used in each construction phase. This
method applies usage factors to each piece of equipment analyzed to account for the time that the
equipment is in use over the specified time period. Given the size of the project site, the minimum
distance between source and receptor was based on the distance between the closest building
boundary and the specified noise-sensitive receptor’s property boundary. Project construction
noise impacts are evaluated at sensitive receptor locations to determine whether the proposed
project would result in: (1) an increase in sustained noise levels that are 10 dBA above the ambient
background noise levels over a substantial period of time, or (2) noise levels of 90 dBA daytime
Leq. If these quantitative criteria are exceeded, the evaluation then considers the duration and
severity of the exceedance to determine whether the project would result in a substantial temporary
increase in noise levels.
This analysis also evaluates the potential for construction-related traffic noise impacts along local
access roads by determining whether noise-sensitive receptors would be located along
proposed/likely construction haul routes and the degree of noise increase on these routes from
project-related average daily increases in construction truck traffic (see Impact NO-1, p. 3.C-23).
The noise ordinance does not regulate transportation noise on public roadways. Given the duration
of construction, impacts from construction truck traffic are assessed using the same criteria as for
other construction-related impacts.

Vibration and Groundborne Noise
This analysis focuses on groundborne vibration generated by construction-related activities
involving certain types of heavy equipment (see Impact NO-2, p. 3.C-32, for list of construction
equipment considered), and evaluates potential vibration impacts on existing offsite sensitive
receptors/structures and future onsite receptors/structures.

170

171

Federal Highway Administration (FHWA), Construction Noise Handbook, Chapter 9.0 Construction Equipment
Noise Levels and Ranges, Table 9.1 RCNM Default Noise Emission Reference Levels and Usage Factors,
Updated August 24, 2017, https://www.fhwa.dot.gov/environment/noise/construction_noise/handbook/handbook09.cfm,
accessed on January 25, 2019.
U.S. DOT, FTA, Transit Noise and Vibration Impact Assessment Manual, September 2018, Section 7, Quantitative
Noise Assessment, pp. 172–179, https://www.transit.dot.gov/sites/fta.dot.gov/files/docs/research-innovation/118131/
transit-noise-and-vibration-impact-assessment-manual-fta-report-no-0123_0.pdf, accessed January 25, 2019.
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This evaluation assesses vibration significance based on the Caltrans 2013 vibration guidance
manual for building damage and sleep disturbance, which can result in adverse health effects.

Methodology for Analysis of Operational Impacts
Sensitive Receptors
As described in the “Methodology for Analysis of Construction Impacts” section, p. 3.C-19, project
operation could potentially affect two groups of noise-sensitive receptors: (1) existing, offsite noisesensitive receptors within 900 feet of the project site and (2) future proposed onsite sensitive receptors
which consists of proposed residential and daycare uses that would occur on the project site. This
impact evaluation considers both groups of receptors separately as described below.

Noise
Impact NO-3, p. 3.C-33, evaluates the potential for operation of the proposed project to result in
permanent increases in ambient noise levels primarily as a result of the addition of new fixed
mechanical equipment. The analysis is based on compliance with the noise ordinance requirements
for fixed noise sources.
Noise modeling was completed to estimate existing (baseline) and future traffic noise levels along
seven street segments in the project area based on traffic volumes presented in SEIR Section 3.B,
Transportation and Circulation. Traffic noise modeling was performed using the FHWA Traffic
Noise (RD-77-108) Model.172 The model results (included in SEIR Appendix D, Noise Supporting
Information) are used to identify the future incremental noise level increases attributable to vehicle
trips generated by project development. Impact NO-4, p. 3.C-36, focuses on operational noise impacts
resulting from project-related traffic increases on local roadways both onsite and offsite.
In general, traffic noise increases of less than 3 dBA are barely perceptible to people, while a 5 dBA
increase is readily noticeable.173 Therefore, permanent increases in ambient noise levels of more
than 5 dBA are considered to be unacceptable and a significant noise impact in any existing or
resulting noise environment. However, in places where the existing or resulting noise environment
is “Conditionally Acceptable,” “Conditionally Unacceptable,” or “Unacceptable” (based on the
San Francisco Land Use Compatibility Chart for Community Noise [Figure 3.C-3, p. 3.C-16]) for
sensitive noise receptors, any noise increase greater than 3 dBA is considered a significant noise
impact. These standards were applied to determine whether the project’s incremental trafficrelated noise increases would be significant.
With respect to noise from backup diesel generators, impacts are qualitatively assessed when no
more than two generators are proposed for any given building. This qualitative assessment
considers the frequency of testing for maintenance purposes and the inclusion of noise attenuation
features such as parapets, enclosures, baffles, or silencers.

172
173

Federal Highway Administration (FHWA), FHWA- RD-77-108 FHWA Highway Traffic Noise Prediction Model, 1978.
Caltrans, Technical Noise Supplement (TeNS) to the Traffic Noise Analysis Protocol, pp. 2-44, September 2013,
http://www.dot.ca.gov/env/noise/docs/tens-sep2013.pdf, accessed January 25, 2019.
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Vibration and Groundborne Noise
Operational groundborne noise and vibration are not common environmental problems, and even
large vehicles (e.g., trucks and buses) do not generally result in perceptible vibration. Therefore,
no significant long-term vibration effects are expected to be associated with proposed residential,
small retail commercial, and child care uses, and no vibration analysis is required for operation of
these proposed uses.

Methodology for Analysis of Cumulative Impacts
The geographic scope of potential cumulative construction noise impacts encompasses a 900-foot
radius from the boundaries of the project site. The geographic scope for the analysis of cumulative
traffic noise174 includes the street segments adjacent to intersections analyzed for the project-level
analysis in SEIR Section 3.B, Transportation and Circulation.
Cumulative construction noise and vibration impacts are assessed based on a review of the
foreseeable future projects (a list-based approach) that are located within the project’s 900-foot area
of noise influence and are expected to be under construction at the same time as the proposed
project (see SEIR Section 3.A.6, Approach to Cumulative Impact Analysis, p. 3.A-8, for a moredetailed description of these projects). Foreseeable future projects that meet these criteria and could
affect the same noise-sensitive receptors (those located adjacent to or near the project site or along
shared construction haul routes) are identified below in Impact C-NO-1.
The cumulative construction analysis considers the worst-case scenario (i.e., the nearest cumulative
projects closest to a receptor (i.e., Archbishop Riordan High School)) for the proposed project
because project construction would occur in 2021, followed by Phase 1 in 2022–2023 when it could
coincide with cumulative City College projects that may begin construction as early as 2020.
Phase 0 would include all the demolition, excavation, and site preparation for the entire site,
including near the corner with Archbishop Riordan High School. Additionally, as discussed in
Impact NO-1, p. 3.C-23, haul truck trips would generate noise along North Access Road, which is
also adjacent to Archbishop Riordan High School and would further contribute to construction
noise at this receptor.
Vibration impacts are generally the result of a single source (e.g., railway) or activity (e.g.,
construction equipment) operating near a receptor. Because these vibration sources generate discrete
events, cumulative vibration impacts where two sources combine to result in a cumulative impact
are rare in occurrence.175 For this project, such a combination of sources and events is not expected
and cumulative vibration impacts would be the same as project-level vibration.
Cumulative operational traffic noise impacts are assessed qualitatively based on an assessment of
if significant cumulative impacts could occur and, if applicable, if the project’s contribution to a
potential cumulative impact would be cumulatively considerable.

174
175

Kittelson Associates, e-mail communication from Amanda Leahy to Chris Sanchez of ESA, March 19, 2019.
Per FTA, 2018: When the project will cause vibration more than 5 dB above the existing vibration, the

existing source can be ignored, and the standard vibration criteria are appropriate.
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Cumulative operational impacts from stationary source equipment are assessed relative to
section 2909(a)(1), Residential Property Noise Limits, of the Police Code and section 2909(b),
Commercial and Industrial Property Noise Limits. The former code applies to noise generated from
a fixed or stationary source(s) located on a residential property or within a residential use in a mixed
use property. The standard in section 2909(a)(1), 5 dBA above the ambient at any point outside of the
property plane, is the maximum allowable cumulative level of exterior noise produced from any
combination of mechanical device(s) originating from an exclusively residential property or from a
residential use in a mixed use property. The latter code applies to commercial or industrial property
and specifies a standard of 8 dBA above the ambient at any point outside of the property plane.
The proposed project would not include sources of operational vibration and therefore would not
have the potential to combine with operational vibration from any adjacent or nearby cumulative
projects. Therefore, no cumulative vibration analysis is required, and no cumulative vibration
impact would occur.

Impact Evaluation
Construction Impacts
Impact NO-1: Project construction would cause a substantial temporary or periodic
increase in ambient noise levels at noise-sensitive receptors above levels existing
without the project. (Significant and Unavoidable with Mitigation)
Construction activities would generally occur between the hours of 7 a.m. and 8 p.m., up to
seven days a week and would not occur during nighttime hours. Consequently, construction
activities would be consistent with San Francisco Police Code section 2908.

Construction-Related Noise Sources
Project implementation would result in operation of heavy equipment on the project site for the
demolition of the west side berm, and north and east embankments, construction of new structures
and associated infrastructure, and open space improvements. Construction activities would occur
intermittently on the project site over the six-year construction duration and could expose nearby
existing and future sensitive receptors to temporary increases in noise levels substantially in excess
of ambient levels. Construction activity is only proposed to occur during daytime hours and
nighttime construction noise impacts would not occur and are not assessed herein. While certain
construction activities such as large concrete pours, may require earlier start or later finish times to
accommodate such time-specific activities, construction activities that extend beyond normal hours
have not been specifically identified by the applicant and would be subject to review, permitting, and
approval by the San Francisco Department of Building Inspection.
Phase 0 of construction would include demolition of the parking lot, west side berm, and north and east
embankments, followed by grading, excavation, and construction of site infrastructure. Phase 0 would
occur in approximately 2021–2022 and would require the use of heavy trucks, material loaders, cranes,
drill rigs, jackhammers/pavement breakers, concrete saws, rock crushers, and other mobile and
stationary construction equipment listed in Table 3.C-7, Typical Construction Noise Levels, p. 3.C-24.
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Phase 0 would also include site compaction and stabilization as well as rough grading for the entire
project site. Construction activities during this phase would also include trenching and grading for
placement of infrastructure, excavation and concrete work for placement of foundations for structures,
erection of structures, and open space improvements. Site preparation activities and foundation
construction would require the use of excavators, graders, loaders, drill rigs, and concrete/heavy trucks.
Parking lot demolition with hoe rams is anticipated to occur over two-month period in 2021.
TABLE 3.C-7
TYPICAL CONSTRUCTION NOISE LEVELS
Noise Level
(dBA, Lmax at 50 feet)

Noise Level
(dBA, Lmax at 100 feet)

San Francisco Noise Ordinance Limit

86

80

Jackhammer a

89

83

Mounted Impact Hammer (Hoe Ram)

90

84

Concrete Saw

90

84

Rock/Concrete Crusherb

90

84

Drill Rig

84

78

Crane

81

75

Excavator

81

75

Grader

85

79

Backhoe

78

72

Loader

79

73

Dump Truck

76

70

Compactor

83

77

Paver

77

71

Concrete Truck

81

75

Flatbed Truck

74

68

Street Sweeper (vacuum)

82

76

Forklift (Gradall)

83

77

Generator

81

75

Various Saws

78

72

Welder

74

68

Pump

81

75

Construction Equipment

SOURCES: U.S. Department of Transportation (U.D. DOT), Federal Highway Administration (FHWA), Construction Noise Handbook,
9.0, Construction Equipment Noise Levels and Ranges, Table 9.1, RCNM Default Noise Emission Reference Levels and
Usage Factors, updated August 24, 2017, http://www.fhwa.dot.gov/environment/noise/construction_noise/handbook/
handbook09.cfm, accessed January 24, 2019;
U.S. DOT, FTA, Transit Noise and Vibration Impact Assessment Manual, September 2018,
https://www.transit.dot.gov/sites/fta.dot.gov/files/docs/FTA_Noise_and_Vibration_Manual.pdf, accessed January 24, 2019.
NOTES:
The above noise levels are calculated assuming a 100% usage factor at full load (i.e., Lmax noise level). Noise levels in bold exceed
the San Francisco Noise Ordinance limit, but as indicated, two of the four exceedances are exempt from this limit.
a Exempt from the ordinance noise limit of 86 dBA at 50 feet or 80 dBA at 100 feet.
b Noise measurements from various rock and concrete recycling crusher plants indicate that a crusher and conveyor plant can generate
noise levels ranging between 81 and 90 dBA (Leq) at 50 feet. This evaluation conservatively applies the higher reference noise level.
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Phases 1 and 2 would involve land development (excavation, site preparation, vertical construction
(finish grading, excavation for subgrade parking, construction of foundations, building construction,
and architectural coatings), and open space improvements (including hardscaping and landscaping
improvements) during each phase. Phase 1 is anticipated to occur from March 2022 to August 2024.
Phase 2 is anticipated to occur from August 2024 to February 2027.

Construction-Related Noise Levels
Construction activity noise levels on and near the construction site would fluctuate depending on
the particular type, number, and duration of use of various pieces of construction equipment. Pile
driving is not a proposed method of construction. Table 3.C-7, p. 3.C-24, shows typical noise levels
associated with a range of construction equipment that could be required for the project. Most of
the construction equipment subject to the noise ordinance would meet police code section 2907(a)
limits, except for hoe rams, jackhammers, concrete saws, and the rock/concrete crusher. Hoe rams
and jackhammers with approved acoustic shields and intake and exhaust mufflers are exempt from
this ordinance limit.176 Therefore, exceedance of the noise ordinance limit resulting from use of hoe
rams and jackhammers would not constitute noise ordinance violations. However, concrete saws
are not exempt from compliance with the noise ordinance.

Construction-Related Noise Impacts on Existing Offsite Receptors
The existing offsite sensitive receptors closest to the project site are residences located along the
western property line, along Plymouth Avenue and San Ramon Way, approximately 50 feet from
the west side of buildings constructed during Phase 1 and Phase 2 on Blocks H, TH1, and TH2 for
the Developer’s Proposed Option and Blocks H, I, J, TH1, and TH2 for the Additional Housing
Option, as indicated in Table 3.C-3, p. 3.C-10. During Phase 0, these receptors would be located
approximately 200 feet from demolition activities. Therefore, this analysis conservatively assumes
that the berm would be demolished early in Phase 0 and would, therefore, not provide any
additional attenuation from construction noise to receptors to the west.
Archbishop Riordan High School would be the receptor nearest to the eastern property line.
Archbishop Riordan High School would be located approximately 80 feet from Phase 0 demolition
activities which would last approximately two months. The high school is also about 80 feet from the
peak construction haul truck activity along North Access Road which would occur over a four-month
period. During Phase 1 and Phase 2, the high school would be approximately 50 feet from standard
construction activities for Lee Avenue and Block G, respectively.
The receptor nearest to the southern project property line would be the 1100–1150 Ocean Avenue
residences on floors two through six. These residences would be located approximately 50 feet
from Phase 0 demolition activities and approximately 50 feet or closer to the Lee Avenue roadway
extension construction during Phase 1. The residences would be over 200 feet from the remaining
portions of Phase 1 construction and 80 feet from Phase 2 construction activities.
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See San Francisco Police Code section 2907(b).
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Maximum combined noise levels from operation of the noisiest pieces of equipment associated
with each construction phase throughout the six-year construction period are presented in
Table 3.C-8, Estimated Daytime Construction-Related Noise Levels at Closest Offsite and
Onsite Residential Receptors, p. 3.C-27.
Table 3.C-8, p. 3.C-27, summarizes the project’s daytime construction-related noise impacts on these
receptors assuming simultaneous operation of the noisiest pieces of equipment and haul truck noise
levels as a conservative analysis. Project construction would generate a total of approximately 4,750
truck trips under the most conservative scenario (Developer’s Proposed Option), due to the
excavation for the below-grade public parking garage. The truck trips would be primarily phased
over the duration of the planned construction activities. During the six-year period, the number of
construction trucks traveling to and from the site would vary, depending on the phase and type of
construction activity. The peak number of construction vehicle trips (equipment and materials
deliveries, and haul trips) would occur during Phase 0 in 2021 and 2022 with approximately 100
truckloads (or 200 one-way truck trips) per day during peak activity. For about 90 percent of the
six-year construction period, there would be fewer than 50 trucks per day. A peak volume of 200
daily one-way truck trips over four months in 2022 and occurring over a nine-hour workday (7 a.m.
to 4 p.m.) would average 22 truck trips per hour.
The trucks would access the project site via North Access Road from Frida Kahlo Way. As shown
in Table 3.C-8, such a truck volume would generate a noise level of 63 dBA (Leq) at 50 feet from
the roadway centerline along North Access Road. When added to the off-road equipment noise
levels presented in Table 3.C-8, the maximum noise level contributions from construction truck
trips would not meaningfully increase the noise levels at the nearest off-site sensitive receptors.
As stated in note c for this table, the maximum construction-related noise levels are adjusted for
distance to these receptors. Predicted noise levels are then compared to both the FTA’s limit of 90 dBA
at sensitive receptor locations at each offsite receptor location to determine the significance of the
project’s daytime construction noise impact at the closest offsite receptors. As indicated in
Table 3.C-8, the combined noise level at existing offsite receptors would not exceed the FTA’s
standard of 90 dBA at sensitive receptor locations but would exceed the applicable 70 dBA and
71 dBA “Ambient + 10 dBA” standard for westerly and southerly receptors, respectively and the
applicable 67 dBA “Ambient + 10 dBA” standard for Riordan High School. Phase 0 demolition would
occur over a 10-month period with the noisiest periods of hoe-ram demolition approximately two
months in duration. Phase 1 construction would occur over the ensuing 30-month period with the
noisiest activity occurring during the first four months of the phase. Phase 2 construction would
occur for 30 months after Phase 1 with the noisiest activity occurring during the first seven months
of the phase. Given the increase of noise levels over existing ambient levels and the duration of the
overall construction period, project-related construction noise impacts at the closest existing offsite
receptors would be significant.
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TABLE 3.C-8
ESTIMATED DAYTIME CONSTRUCTION-RELATED NOISE LEVELS AT CLOSEST OFFSITE AND ONSITE RESIDENTIAL RECEPTORS

Construction Phase and Noisiest
Combined Construction Activities

Hourly
Leq in
dBA at
50 Feeta

Minimum
Distance between
Receptor
and Closest
Equipment (feet)

Additional
Haul Truck
Contribution
(dBA)b

Noise
Level (Leq)
Adjusted for
Distancec

Daytime FTA
Standard at
Residential
Uses (dBA)

Does Noise
Level
Exceed
FTA
Standard?

Ambient
+ 10 Dba
Standardd
at Closest
Receptor

Does Noise
Level Exceed
Ambient
+ 10 Dba
Standard?

Existing Noise Receptors: Residential Receptors 1220–1382 Plymouth Avenue
Phase 0 – Surface Preparation and
Demolition (Hoe Ram and Concrete
Crusher)e

85

200

NA

74

90

No

70e

Yes

Phase 1 Building Construction
(Compactor and Gradall Forklift)f

81

25

NA

87

90

No

70 f

Yes

Phase 2 Building Construction
(Compactor and Gradall Forklift)f

81

25

NA

87

90

No

70 f

Yes

Existing Noise Receptors: Residential Receptors Located at 1100 and 1150 Ocean Avenue
Phase 0 – Surface Preparation and
Demolition (Hoe Ram and Concrete
Crusher)d

85

50

NA

85

90

No

71 g

Yes

Phase 1 Building Construction
(Compactor and Gradall Forklift)

81

50

NA

81

90

No

71 g

Yes

Phase 2 Building Construction
(Compactor and Gradall Forklift)

81

80

NA

77

90

No

71 g

Yes

Existing Noise Receptor: Archbishop Riordan High School
Phase 0 – Surface Preparation and
Demolition (Hoe Ram and Concrete
Crusher)d

85

80

63

82

90

No

67h

Yes

Phase 1 Building Construction
(Compactor and Gradall Forklift)f

81

50

60

81

90

No

67h

Yes

Phase 2 Building Construction
(Compactor and Gradall Forklift)f

81

50

60

81

90

No

67h

Yes

63

Yes

Future Noise Receptors: Proposed Residential Receptors Located in Buildings TH1, TH2, C, D, E, or F and Childcare Receptors in Building B
Phase 2 Building Construction
(Compactor and Gradall Forklift)e
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Construction Phase and Noisiest
Combined Construction Activities
SOURCE:

Hourly
Leq in
dBA at
50 Feeta

Minimum
Distance between
Receptor
and Closest
Equipment (feet)

Additional
Haul Truck
Contribution
(dBA)b

Noise
Level (Leq)
Adjusted for
Distancec

Daytime FTA
Standard at
Residential
Uses (dBA)

Does Noise
Level
Exceed
FTA
Standard?

Ambient
+ 10 Dba
Standardd
at Closest
Receptor

Does Noise
Level Exceed
Ambient
+ 10 Dba
Standard?

ESA, 2019.

NOTES:
dBA = A-weighted decibel; FTA = Federal Transit Administration; noise levels in bold exceed the indicated standard.
a As calculated with the RCNM model with no attenuation for intervening berms or buildings.
b As measured at 50 feet from the roadway centerline along North Access Road. Contribution would be much lower at receptors that are distant from North Access Road.
c Combined hourly noise levels were attenuated 6 dB for every doubling of distance from the source and a conservative 5 dBA for the presence of the existing 30-foot berm along the western side of eth
Project site.
d People often perceive 10dBA as a doubling of loudness. As indicated in Table 3.C-2, p. 3.C-9, the daytime ambient noise levels were measured as follows: 60 dBA (Leq) at measurement location ST-4 near
Plymouth Avenue receptors; 61 dBA (Leq) at measurement location ST-2 near 1100 and 1150 Ocean Avenue residential receptors; and 57 dBA at measurement location ST-1 near Riordan Archbishop High
School.
e 1100 and 1150 Ocean Avenue are the closest sensitive receptors to parking areas that would use hoe ram for demolition. Because the RCNM model does not have a category for concrete crushing, a
second how-ram was used as a proxy for the concrete crusher to be used in Phase 0 demolition.
f Measurement Location ST-4 (1280 Plymouth Avenue) represents the closest noise measurement location to these receptors. Ambient noise levels were measured at 60 dBA at this location. When this
ambient noise level is applied to the “Ambient + 10 dBA” standard, the standard applied at these receptors is 70 dBA (daytime Leq).
g Measurement Location ST-2 (Lee Avenue terminus) represents the closest noise measurement location to receptors at 1100–1150 Ocean Avenue. Ambient noise levels were measured at 61 dBA at this
location. When this ambient noise level is applied to the “Ambient + 10 dBA” standard, the standard applied at these receptors is 71 dBA (daytime Leq).
h Measurement Location ST-1 (South border of Archbishop Riordan High School) represents the closest noise measurement location to this receptor. Ambient noise levels were measured at 57 dBA at this
location. When this ambient noise level is applied to the “Ambient + 10 dBA” standard, the standard applied at these receptors is 67 dBA (daytime Leq).
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As stated in the footnote to Table 2-2, p. 2-38, the phasing of project implementation would be subject
to changes due to market conditions and other unanticipated factors. Consequently, construction
could be complete as early as 2024 or extend beyond 2027. If construction occurs over a shorter period
than shown in Table 2-2 (e.g., Phases 1 and 2 occurring simultaneously following Phase 0), a
relatively larger amount of construction would take place during a relatively shorter period of time,
thereby increasing the typical daily construction activity. The same pieces of equipment would be
operating under a compressed construction schedule. Therefore, the maximum noise level would not
change based on the methodology above combining the operation of the noisiest pieces of equipment
with each phase. Under the compressed construction schedule, the construction noise impact from
off-road equipment would be significant.

Construction Noise Impacts on Future Onsite Receptors
Future project residents and/or childcare users living in or otherwise using new buildings built on
the project site during Phase 1 of construction would be exposed to construction noise generated
during Phase 2 project construction. It is assumed that Phase 2 of construction could be conducted
as close as 50 feet from Blocks TH1, TH2, C, D, E, or F for the Developer’s Proposed Option and
Blocks TH1, TH2, C, D, E, F, I, and J for the Additional Housing Option. Ambient noise levels in
this area were monitored to be 53 to 54 dBA (but would likely be higher with the addition of
Phase 1 traffic on local roadways). Consequently, the “Ambient + 10 dBA” standard would be
63 dBA at these locations. Table 3.C-8 presents estimated construction noise levels at the closest
onsite future receptors during Phase 2 of project construction including haul truck noise, and
compares these noise levels to the FTA’s limit of 90 dBA at sensitive receptor locations and the
“Ambient + 10 dBA” standard. As indicated in Table 3.C-8, the combined noise level at future
onsite receptors would not exceed the FTA’s standard of 90 dBA at sensitive receptor locations but
would exceed the 63 dBA “Ambient + 10 dBA” standard. Therefore, project-related construction
noise impacts at the closest future onsite receptors would be significant.

Mitigation of Construction-Related Noise Impacts
Implementation of feasible noise control measures as specified in Mitigation Measure M-NO-1,
Construction Noise Control Measures, which include locating noisy activities as far from
receptors as feasible and shielding noisy stationary equipment would reduce noise levels by as
much as 10 to 15 dBA.177 While all construction noise would be below the FTA criteria of no greater
than 90 dBA, all feasible mitigation would be insufficient to reduce noise levels to 10 dBA above
ambient for a majority of activity that would occur nearest to receptors. As indicated in Table 3.C-8,
all three phases of construction would result in the nearest receptors being exposed to noise levels
exceeding the “Ambient + 10 dBA” standard It should be noted that the majority of construction
activity would not occur at the closet project site boundary to these closest receptors. However,
given the extended duration of these phases of construction and given that noise levels would
exceed the standard by as much as 17 dBA, this impact is conservatively considered to be
significant and unavoidable with mitigation.

177

U.S. EPA, Noise from Construction Equipment and Operations, Building Equipment, and Home Appliances, pp. 14 and
26, December 1971, https://nepis.epa.gov/ (search for NTID3001), accessed on January 24, 2019. Industrial Noise
Control, Cut Sheet for Portable Noise Screen, 2014.
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Mitigation Measure M-NO-1 includes mitigation measures to ensure compliance with the noise
ordinance limits and to reduce construction noise impacts identified in Impact NO-1 to the degree
feasible.
Mitigation Measure M-NO-1: Construction Noise Control Measures. The project sponsor
shall implement a project-specific noise control plan that has been prepared by a qualified
acoustical consultant and approved by the planning department. The noise control plan
may include, but not limited to, the following construction noise control measures:

178

179



To the extent that it does not extend the overall schedule, conduct demolition of
the parking lot at the northern portion of the project site during periods when
Archbishop Riordan High School is not in session.



Require the general contractor to ensure that equipment and trucks used for
project construction utilize the best available noise control techniques (e.g.,
improved mufflers, equipment redesign, use of intake silencers, ducts, engine
enclosures, and acoustically attenuating shields or shrouds).



Require the general contractor to locate stationary noise sources (such as the
rock/concrete crusher, or compressors) as far from adjacent or nearby sensitive
receptors as possible, to muffle such noise sources, and/or to construct barriers around
such sources and/or the construction site, which could reduce construction noise by as
much as 5 dBA. To further reduce noise, the contractor shall locate stationary
equipment in pit areas or excavated areas, to the maximum extent practicable.



Require the general contractor to use impact tools (e.g., jackhammers and pavement
breakers) that are hydraulically or electrically powered wherever possible to avoid
noise associated with compressed air exhaust from pneumatically powered tools.
Where use of pneumatic tools is unavoidable, an exhaust muffler on the compressed
air exhaust shall be used, along with external noise jackets on the tools, which would
reduce noise levels by as much as 10 dBA.



Include noise control requirements for construction equipment and tools, including
specifically concrete saws, in specifications provided to construction contractors.
Such requirements could include, but are not limited to, erecting temporary
plywood noise barriers around a construction site, particularly where a site adjoins
noise-sensitive uses;178 utilizing noise control blankets on a building structure as the
building is erected to reduce noise levels emanating from the construction site;
performing all work in a manner that minimizes noise; and using equipment with
effective mufflers. Moveable sound barrier curtains can provide up to 15 dBA of
sound attenuation.179



Undertake the noisiest activities during times of least disturbance to surrounding
residents and occupants (9 a.m. to 4 p.m.); and select haul routes that avoid the
North Access Road and the adjacent Archbishop Riordan High School and
residential uses along Plymouth Avenue.

Effective noise barriers typically reduce noise levels by 5 to 10 dBA (FHWA, Keeping the Noise Down: Highway
Traffic Noise Barriers, February 2001, https://www.fhwa.dot.gov/environment/noise/noise_barriers/
design_construction/keepdown.pdf, accessed January 24, 2019.
Industrial Noise Control, Cut Sheet for Portable Noise Screen, 2014.
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Postpone demolition of the west side berm to the end of Phase 0, to the extent that it
does not extend the overall schedule, so that it may serve as a noise attenuation barrier
for the receptors to the west for earlier Phase 0 demolition and construction activities.



Notify the planning department’s development performance coordinator at the
time that night noise permits are requested or as soon as possible after
emergency/unanticipated activity causing noise with the potential to exceed noise
standards has occurred.

The general contractor or other designated person(s) shall prepare a weekly noise
monitoring log report that shall be made available to the planning department upon
request. The log shall include any noise complaints received, whether in connection with
an exceedance or not, as well as any noise complaints received through calls to 311 or DBI
if the contractor is made aware of them (for example, via a DBI notice, inspection, or
investigation). Any weekly report that includes an exceedance or for a period during which
a complaint is received shall be submitted to the planning department within three
business days following the week in which the exceedance or complaint occurred. A report
also shall be submitted to the planning department at the completion of each construction
phase. The report shall document noise levels, exceedances of threshold levels, if reported,
and corrective action(s) taken.
Significance after Mitigation: Significant and Unavoidable. Implementation of
construction-related noise control measures in Mitigation Measure M-NO-1 would reduce
the project’s temporary or periodic increases in ambient noise levels. However, given that
there would still be periods of peak construction activity exceeding the “Ambient +
10 dBA” standard at the nearest sensitive receptor locations for occasional periods when
activity would be conducted at the property lines nearest to receptors, these occurrences
would occur in all three phases of construction over an extended period of up to six years
Plywood barriers or moveable sound barrier curtains can provide, at best, 10 to 15 dBA of
sound attenuation but would not be effective for elevated receptors in the 1100–1150 Ocean
Avenue residences. If construction were to be conducted under the compressed schedule
and be complete as early as 2024, a relatively larger amount of construction would take
place during a relatively shorter period of time, thereby increasing the typical daily
construction activity. Therefore, in either case the construction noise impacts would be
significant and unavoidable with mitigation.

Comparison of Impact NO-1 to PEIR Impact Analysis
The construction noise impact was identified as less than significant in PEIR initial study Section 5,
Noise. The PEIR determined that compliance with the San Francisco Noise Ordinance would
reduce construction noise impacts to a less-than-significant level. Because the proposed project
could temporarily generate noise levels at the nearest sensitive receptors in excess of 10 dBA over
existing level, this SEIR identifies a significant project-specific construction noise impact. While
construction-related noise would be reduced with Mitigation Measure M-NO-1, this exceedance
would remain significant and unavoidable with mitigation given the duration of the overall
construction period. Therefore, the project would result in a new or substantially more -severe
significant impacts related to construction noise than was previously identified in the PEIR.
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Vibration
Impact NO-2: Project construction would not generate excessive groundborne vibration
that could result in building damage. (Less than Significant)
The proposed project would not include the types of construction activities that could produce
substantial groundborne vibration such as blasting or pile driving. However, construction
equipment used for demolition, site preparation, and excavation activities, such as hoe rams and
bulldozers, could generate varying degrees of temporary groundborne vibration, with the highest
levels expected during demolition and excavation.
This analysis evaluates the significance of construction-related vibration on structures and people
(receptors), specifically cosmetic damage effects on structures and sleep disturbance and associated
health effects on people. For building damage, the threshold limit depends on the architectural
characteristics of the potentially affected structure (see Table 3.C-6, p. 3.C-14), but for modern
residential, industrial and commercial buildings, a standard of 0.5 in/sec PPV is applied. The
potential for sleep disturbance vibration effects are evaluated only when construction activities are
proposed during the nighttime hours, which would not occur under the proposed project,
therefore, there would be no sleep disturbance vibration impacts.

Construction-Related Vibration Impacts on Existing Buildings
Typical vibration levels associated with the operation of various types of construction equipment
at distances of 25, 80, and 300 feet away from the vibration source are listed in Table 3.C-9,
Vibration Levels for Construction Equipment. These distances generally correspond to the closest
setback distances between construction activities and existing adjacent structures.
As shown in Table 3.C-6, p. 3.C-14, depending on the type of vibration (transient versus
continuous), groundborne vibration generated by project-related demolition and construction
activities above 0.5 in/sec PPV could cause cosmetic damage to new or older nearby structures. As
shown Table 3.C-9, estimated vibration levels of PPV’s would be well below the 0.5 in/sec
threshold and this impact would be less than significant.

Comparison of Impact NO-2 to PEIR Impact Analysis
Construction-related vibration impacts were not addressed in the PEIR. Because the proposed
project could temporarily generate construction-related vibration at levels below building damage
thresholds and would not conduct construction activities during nighttime hours this SEIR
identifies a less-than-significant project-specific construction vibration impact. Therefore, the
project would result in no new or substantially more severe significant impacts related to
construction noise than was previously identified in the PEIR.
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TABLE 3.C-9
VIBRATION LEVELS FOR CONSTRUCTION EQUIPMENT
PPV (in/sec)a
At 25 Feet
(Plymouth Ave.
Residences)

At 80 Feet
(1100 and 1150 Ocean Ave.
Residences)

At 300 Feet
(City College MultiUse Building)

Vibratory Roller/Compactor

0.21

0.058

0.014

Large Bulldozer

0.089

0.025

0.006

Hoe Ram

0.089

0.025

0.006

Loaded Trucks

0.076

0.021

0.005

Jackhammer

0.035

0.010

0.002

Equipment

SOURCES: Caltrans, Transportation and Construction Vibration Guidance Manual, September 2013, pp. 29–34,
http://www.dot.ca.gov/hq/env/noise/publications.htm, accessed on January 25, 2019;
FTA, Transit Noise and Vibration Impact Assessment Manual, September 2018,
https://www.transit.dot.gov/sites/fta.dot.gov/files/docs/research-innovation/118131/transit-noise-and-vibration-impactassessment-manual-fta-report-no-0123_0.pdf, accessed January 25, 2019.
NOTES:
Vibration levels in bold would exceed the 0.5 in/sec PPV standard for cosmetic damage None of the construction equipment would
exceed these values.
a Vibration amplitudes for construction equipment assume normal propagation conditions and were calculated using the following
formula: PPV (equip) = PPV (ref) x (25/D)1.1 where:




PPV (equip) = the peak particle velocity in in/sec of the equipment adjusted for the distance
PPV (ref) = the reference vibration level in in/sec from pp. 31–33 and Table 18 of the Caltrans Vibration Guidance Manual,
as well as Table 12-2 of the FTA’s Noise and Vibration Guidance Manual
D = the distance from the equipment to the receiver

Distances represent the following: (1) 50 feet: minimum distance between closest Residential structures on Plymouth Avenue that
would be present) during construction; (2) 80 feet: minimum separation between closest construction activities to the existing
adjacent buildings at 1100 and 1150 Ocean Avenue; (3) 300 feet: minimum distance between closest construction activities to the
existing City College Multi-Use Building.

Operational Impacts
Impact NO-3: Operation of the fixed mechanical equipment on the project site could
result in a substantial permanent increase in ambient noise levels in the immediate
project vicinity, and permanently expose noise-sensitive receptors to noise levels in
excess of standards in the San Francisco Noise Ordinance. (Less than Significant with
Mitigation)
Operation of the proposed project would increase ambient noise levels in the immediate vicinity
primarily through the onsite use of fixed mechanical equipment, such as HVAC systems and
emergency generators. Operation of HVAC equipment (and any other fixed mechanical
equipment) would be subject to the San Francisco Noise Ordinance and two noise limits specified
in Police Code section 2909. Sections 2909(a), (b), and (c) state that any machine, or device, music
or entertainment, or any combination of such sources are not permitted to result in noise levels that
exceed the existing ambient (L90) noise level by more than 5 dBA on residential property, 8 dBA
on commercial and industrial property, and 10 dBA at 25 feet from the source on public property.
Section 2909(d) states that in order to prevent sleep disturbance, no fixed noise source may cause
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the noise level measured inside any sleeping or living room in a dwelling unit on residential
property to exceed 45 dBA between 10 p.m. and 7 a.m. or 55 dBA between 7 a.m. and 10 p.m. with
windows open, except where building ventilation is achieved through mechanical systems that
allow windows to remain closed.
Under the Developer’s Proposed Option, there would be two backup diesel generators and, under
the Additional Housing Option, there would be six generators. Operation of generators during a
power failure or other emergency would be exempt from the restrictions of the City’s noise
ordinance.
Maintenance operation of emergency standby diesel generators would occur for approximately
four hours per month (50 hours annually) for testing, and such a short noise event would not
substantially alter ambient noise levels. The generators would be located on Blocks B and D under
the Developers Proposed option and on Blocks A, B, C, D, E, and G under the Additional Housing
Option. Generators would contain parapet/garage screens. and testing would occur intermittently
during daytime hours. Because maintenance testing of generators would be of limited duration
and would be screened from view by adjacent sensitive land uses, noise impacts from maintenance
operation of generators would be less than significant.
As shown in Figure 3.C-2, p. 3.C-11, the closest existing offsite noise-sensitive receptors are located
at 1100 and 1150 Ocean Avenue and 1220–1382 Plymouth Avenue, and Archbishop Riordan High
School. Additionally, future occupants of the proposed residential units would be noise-sensitive
receptors with respect to operational noise from mechanical equipment. As noted in Table 3.C-8,
p. 3.C-27, ambient noise levels were measured at 60 dBA at 1100 and 1150 Ocean Avenue and 1220–
1382 Plymouth Avenue, and 57 dBA at Archbishop Riordan High School. The ambient noise level
at the future onsite sensitive receptors would be 60 dBA or higher as local traffic is generated on
new internal roadways.
Operational noise levels from HVAC systems are compared to the “Ambient + 5 dBA”180 and
45 dBA interior181 standards at the closest residential receptors in Table 3.C-10, Predicted HVAC
Equipment Noise. When the ambient noise level is applied to the “Ambient + 5 dBA” standard,
the standard at the closest offsite receptors at 1100 and 1150 Ocean Avenue and 1220–1382
Plymouth Avenue is 65 dBA, and 62 dBA for Archbishop Riordan High School. When the ambient
noise level is applied at the closest onsite receptors the standard is 65 dBA or higher, which
assumes a future background of 60 dBA, depending on the degree of traffic generated on local
roadways of the project site.

180

181

Although the ordinance limit is 8 dBA at the property plane for commercial/industrial properties, the impact
analysis applies the Ambient + 5 dBA threshold to all proposed uses for purposes of analysis and capturing all
potential noise impacts. However, the mitigation measure specifies both the 5 dBA for residential properties
and 8 dBA standard for commercial/industrial properties, consistent with Police Code section 2909.
The 45 dBA nighttime interior limit is equivalent to an exterior limit of 60 dBA with the windows open because
it assumes a 15 dBA reduction is achieved with the windows open. Open windows are assumed in this
analysis because these are permanent noise sources, whereas closed windows are assumed (with a 25 dBA
reduction) for construction noise because it is temporary.
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TABLE 3.C-10
PREDICTED HVAC EQUIPMENT NOISE
Existing
Noise
Level

Existing
+ 5 dBA
Standard

HVAC
Contribution

Potentially
Exceed
Standard?

1220–1382 Plymouth Avenue

60

65

75

Yes

1100 and 1150 Ocean Avenue

60

65

75

Yes

Archbishop Riordan High School

57

62

75

Yes

Proposed Residential Receptors Located in Buildings TH1, TH2,
C, D, E, or F and Childcare Receptors in Building

60

65

75

Yes

Receptor

SOURCE:

ESA, 2019.

Depending on size, noise from HVAC equipment could generate noise levels of up to 75 dBA (Leq
or L90182) at 50 feet.183 At the time of this assessment, details regarding the proposed project’s
HVAC system equipment were not known. However, for residential structures of three stories or
more it is most common for HVAC systems to be located on rooftops or within mechanical
penthouses on rooftops, similar to existing residences south of the project site on 1100 and 1150
Ocean Avenue. As shown in Table 3.C-3, p. 3.C-10, the closest existing offsite receptors are located
50 to 80 feet to the project site, while the closest future onsite receptors could be as close as 50 feet
from these fixed mechanical noise sources.
Given the project’s proximity to existing offsite receptors and future onsite receptors, noise levels of
75 dBA Leq from fixed mechanical equipment would be possible at the property line and could exceed
the “Ambient + 5 dBA” and 45 dBA interior standards at these receptors. Assuming a conservative
building attenuation level of 15 dBA with windows open184, HVAC equipment and/or generators
must not exceed 65 dBA at a distance of 50 feet to ensure compliance with section 2909(d) that indoor
noise levels do not exceed the 45 dBA. Thus, it is possible that HVAC and emergency generator testing
at the proposed project buildings could result in noise levels exceeding the interior standards of
section 2909(d), which would be a significant operation noise impact.
Mitigation Measure M-NO-3, Fixed Mechanical Equipment Noise Controls, is identified to
address this potential significant noise impact.
With incorporation of noise attenuation measures for HVAC equipment and other fixed mechanical
equipment (e.g., provision of sound enclosures/barriers, addition of roof parapets to block noise) and
compliance with the 45 dBA interior noise limits specified in Mitigation Measure M-NO-3, fixed
mechanical equipment noise would be reduced, and acceptable noise levels would be achieved at both

182

183

184

Because these noise sources produce a constant noise level when operating (as opposed to variable noise
levels), the Leq noise level for this type of equipment is also considered to be equivalent to L90.
City and County of San Francisco, Draft EIR for Potrero Power Station Mixed-Use Development Project Draft
EIR Case No. 2017-011878ENV and City and County of San Francisco Draft EIR for 3333 California Street
Mixed Use Project Case No. 2015—14-28ENV.
U.S. EPA, Information on Levels of Environmental Noise Requisite to Protect Public Health and Welfare with an
Adequate Margin of Safety, March 1974, http://nepis.epa.gov/Exe/ZyPDF.cgi/2000L3LN.PDF?Dockey=2000L3LN.pdf,
accessed January 23, 2019.
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offsite and onsite sensitive receptors and, consistent with Police Code section 2909(d), potential noise
impacts on future onsite receptors would be less than significant with mitigation.
Mitigation Measure M-NO-3: Fixed Mechanical Equipment Noise Controls. Noise
attenuation measures shall be incorporated into all fixed mechanical equipment (including
HVAC equipment) installed on all buildings that include such equipment as necessary to
meet noise limits specified in Police Code section 2909. Interior noise limits shall be met
under both existing and future noise conditions.
Noise attenuation measures could include provision of sound enclosures/barriers,
addition of roof parapets to block noise, increasing setback distances from sensitive
receptors, provision of louvered vent openings, location of vent openings away from
adjacent residential uses, and restriction of generator testing to the daytime hours.
After completing installation of the HVAC equipment but before receipt of the Certificate
of Occupancy for each building, the project sponsor shall conduct noise measurements to
ensure that the noise generated by fixed mechanical equipment complies with
section 2909(a) and (d) of the San Francisco Noise Ordinance. No Final Certificate of
Occupancy shall be issued for any building until the standards in the Noise Ordinance are
shown to be met for that building.
Significance after Mitigation: Less than Significant

Comparison of Impact NO-3 to PEIR Impact Analysis
Operational noise impacts from fixed mechanical sources were not addressed in the PEIR, as there
was no project-specific analysis for the Balboa Reservoir site. Because the proposed project could
generate noise from fixed mechanical HVAC equipment that may exceed limits established in
Police Code sections 2909(a), (b), (c), and (d), this SEIR identifies a significant project-specific
operational noise impact. However, this exceedance would be reduced to a less-than-significant
level through implementation of Mitigation Measure M-NO-3. Therefore, the project would result
in no new or substantially more severe significant impacts related to operational noise impacts
from fixed mechanical sources than was previously identified in the PEIR.

Impact NO-4: Project traffic would not result in a substantial permanent increase in
ambient noise levels. (Less than Significant)
Operation of the proposed project would result in permanent increases in ambient noise levels along
roadways in the project vicinity, primarily through project-related increases in traffic. For traffic noise
impacts, an increase of more than 5 dBA is considered a significant increase when existing levels are
65 dBA or less, which is the case for the roadways analyzed in this project-level analysis.
Noise modeling was completed to estimate existing (baseline) and future (with the proposed
project) traffic noise levels along seven street segments that have sensitive receptors in the project
area based on traffic volumes presented in SEIR Section 3.B, Transportation and Circulation. Noise
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modeling results are presented in Table 3.C-11, Modeled Traffic Noise Levels for the Developer’s
Proposed option and the Additional Housing Option.
TABLE 3.C-11
MODELED TRAFFIC NOISE LEVELS FOR THE DEVELOPER’S PROPOSED OPTION AND THE ADDITIONAL
HOUSING OPTION

Roadway Segment

Existing
dBA, Leq
(2018)

Existing
plus Project
dBA, Leq

dBA
Difference

Significant
Increase?

Developer’s Proposed Option Weekday Peak Hour Noise Levels (4 p.m.–6 p.m.)
Frida Kahlo Way between Ocean Avenue and
Cloud Circle

64.1

64.0

0

No

Frida Kahlo Way between City College North
and Judson Avenue

63.0

63.3

0.3

No

Lee Avenue between Ocean Avenue and the
Project Site

55.6

59.2

3.6

No

Lee Avenue between Holloway Avenue and
Ocean Avenue

55.6

56.6

1.0

No

Plymouth Avenue between Ocean Avenue and
Southwood Drive

55.8

55.8

0

No

City College North between Frida Kahlo Way
and the Project Site

58.4

59.0

0.6

No

Judson Avenue between Frida Kahlo Way and
Gennessee Street

61.6

61.8

0.2

No

Additional Housing Option Weekday Peak Hour Noise Levels (4 p.m.–6 p.m.)
Frida Kahlo Way between Ocean Avenue and
Cloud Circle

64.1

64.0

0

No

Frida Kahlo Way between City College North
and Judson Avenue

63.0

63.6

0.6

No

Lee Avenue between Ocean Avenue and the
Project Site

55.6

59.7

4.1

No

Lee Avenue between Holloway Avenue and
Ocean Avenue

55.6

56.9

1.3

No

Plymouth Avenue between Ocean Avenue and
Southwood Drive

55.8

55.8

0

No

City College North between Frida Kahlo Way
and the Project Site

58.4

60.2

1.8

No

Judson Avenue between Frida Kahlo Way and
Gennessee Street

61.6

62.0

0.4

No

SOURCE:

ESA, 2019; Kittelson, 2019.

NOTES:
a Road center to receptor distance is assumed to be 50 feet for values shown in this table. Noise levels were determined using the
FHWA traffic noise model. The average speed on these segments is assumed to be 25 miles per hour. In an existing ambient noise
environment below 65 dBA, which is the case for all roadways analyzed in this table, an incremental increase is considered significant
if the noise increase is equal to or greater than 5.0 dBA.

As shown in Table 3.C-11, project implementation would result in traffic noise increases ranging
from 0 to 4.1 dBA on local roadways near the project site. Of the seven roadway segments
examined, traffic noise increases would not exceed the above thresholds on any of the roadways

Balboa Reservoir Project Draft SEIR
Case No. 2018-007883ENV

3.C-37

August 2019

3. Environmental Setting, Impacts, and Mitigation Measures
3.C. Noise

examined. While the noise level increase along Lee Avenue would be as high as 4.1 dBA under the
Additional Housing Option, because the existing noise level along Lee Avenue are within the
“normally acceptable” range for residential uses, the 5 dBA increase threshold applies and the
impact is less than significant.
Mitigation: None required.

Comparison of Impact NO-4 to PEIR Impact Analysis
Traffic noise increases were identified as less than significant in the PEIR and no mitigation
measures were required. The above analysis confirms this finding on a project-specific level.
Therefore, the project would result in no new or substantially more severe significant impacts
related to construction noise than was previously identified in the PEIR.

Cumulative Impacts
Construction
Impact C-NO-1: Cumulative construction of the proposed project, in combination with
construction of reasonably foreseeable future projects, could cause a substantial
temporary or periodic increase in ambient noise levels. (Significant and Unavoidable
with Mitigation)
In general, the potential for cumulative noise increases associated with project construction would
result if there are any other projects located nearby that could be constructed at the same time and
could affect the same sensitive receptors. The closest existing sensitive receptors to the project site
are residential units located along Plymouth Avenue approximately 50 feet west of the project site
and on Ocean avenue approximately 80 feet south of the project site. Additionally, Archbishop
Riordan High School which is considered noise-sensitive as a school land use and because of
boarding students, is as close as 80 feet to the northern project boundary and approximately 40 feet
from the North Access Road. The locations of these and other nearby sensitive receptors are
generally indicated with orange shading in Figure 3.C-2, p. 3.C-11.
As described in Section 3.A.6, Approach to Cumulative Impact Analysis, p. 3.A-8, the City College
facilities master plan includes some projects on the east basin that would be within 900 feet of the
Balboa Reservoir west basin project site. These projects could generate construction-related noise
levels at the same time as the proposed project.
The facilities master plan identifies two structures on the east basin that are identified in
Table 3.A-2, p. 3.A-13: the Performing Arts Education Center located west of Frida Kahlo Way,
approximately 300 feet from the Balboa Reservoir project site and approximately 300 feet from the
closest existing sensitive receptors to the north; and the East Basin Parking Structure located west
of Frida Kahlo Way, adjacent to the project site and approximately 80 feet from the closest existing
sensitive receptors.
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As also described in Section 3.A.6, after the City College Board of Trustees adopted the facilities
master plan in March 2019, City College staff presented a facilities planning update on a potential
bond measure that would be anticipated to fund construction of the master plan projects. That
update excluded the parking structure and the Performing Arts and Education Center was
replaced with a smaller Diego Rivera Theater and a Science, Technology, Engineering, Art, and
Math (STEAM) building, the latter of which is a smaller version of the STEAM complex shown east
of Frida Kahlo Way in the facilities master plan. These two buildings together would be smaller
than the Performing Arts and Education Center identified in the facilities master plan, and
cumulative construction noise impacts under the bond presentation scenario would, thus, be
similar to the facilities master plan projects on the east basin.
The facilities master plan, however, remains the latest adopted plan for City College and is, thus,
considered the best available information as of the time of this Draft SEIR publication. To the extent
that the facilities master plan or other adopted document contains revised information, the City
will analyze the impacts thereof as appropriate. This cumulative analysis acknowledges the
possibility that these facilities master plan projects on the east basin could generate constructionrelated noise levels at the same time as the proposed project.

Cumulative Noise Impacts on Existing Offsite Receptors
With respect to existing offsite receptors, the closest cumulative project where concurrent
construction would have the potential to cumulatively increase noise levels at existing sensitive
receptors would be the City College East Basin Parking Structure, although the Performing Arts
Center is also in the same campus area, which is located approximately 80 feet south of Archbishop
Riordan High School. As a state institution, City College is not subject to local regulations such as the
restrictions of the City’s noise ordinance including noise limits for construction.
As shown in Table 3.C-12, Phase 0 Demolition Noise at the Nearest Sensitive Receptor to City
College East Basin, when noise levels associated with hoe ram demolition of the parking area for the
East Basin Parking Structure project are combined with noise levels associated with hoe ram and
concrete crushers used for demolition of the project site, and are adjusted for distance and usage
factors, the two projects could generate a cumulative noise level of 84 dBA (Leq) at the closest
sensitive receptors at Archbishop Riordan High School. This cumulative analysis considers the worstcase scenario (i.e., both projects closest to Archbishop Riordan High School) considering demolition,
excavation, and site preparation near the corner with Archbishop Riordan High School.
TABLE 3.C-12
PHASE 0 DEMOLITION NOISE AT THE NEAREST SENSITIVE RECEPTOR TO CITY COLLEGE EAST BASIN
Exiting
Noise
Level

Receptor

Project
Contribution

City College
Project
Contribution

Resultant
Noise
level

10 dB +
Ambient
Threshold

Significant?

82

79

84

67

Yes

Phase 0 – Surface Preparation and Demolition
Archbishop Riordan High School
SOURCE:

57

ESA, 2019.
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The cumulative construction noise level of 84 dBA (Leq)would be below the FTA’s daytime limit
of 90 dBA at sensitive receptor locations. However, this cumulative noise level of 84 dBA (Leq) at
the closest sensitive receptors would exceed the “Ambient + 10 dBA” limit of 67 dBA (Leq) during
the daytime hours,185 at the nearest sensitive receptor locations. These occurrences would be
intermittent and generally occur only during the first months of demolition and site preparation
and would be significant cumulative impact without mitigation.
Implementation of noise controls during all construction phases as specified in Mitigation Measure
M-NO-1, p. 3.C-30, would reduce the project’s contribution to this cumulative impact to the closest
offsite receptors conservatively assuming simultaneous construction. Assuming a peak reduction
of 10 dBA with the Mitigation Measure M-NO-1, the contribution of the project would be reduced
to 74 dBA, or approximately 7 dBA greater than the “Ambient + 10 dBA” threshold, which would
still be a significant impact at the receptor. The proposed project’s contribution to this cumulative
impact would be cumulatively considerable. Therefore, this cumulative impact would be
significant and unavoidable with mitigation.
Mitigation Measure M-NO-1: Construction Noise Control Measures (see Impact NO-1,
p. 3.C-30).
Significance after Mitigation: Significant and Unavoidable

Comparison of Impact C-NO-1 to PEIR Impact Analysis
The PEIR did not contain an analysis of cumulative construction noise impacts. However, the PEIR
determined that compliance with the San Francisco Noise Ordinance would reduce construction
noise impacts to a less-than-significant level. The significant and unavoidable cumulative noise
impact identified in Impact C-NO-1 would be a new significant and unavoidable impact not
previously identified in the PEIR.

Operation
Impact C-NO-2: Cumulative traffic increases of the proposed project, in combination
with reasonably foreseeable future projects, could cause a substantial permanent
increase in ambient noise levels in the project vicinity, but the proposed project would
not contribute considerably. (Less than Significant)
Future growth from cumulative development including the implementation of City College
facilities master plan projects would increase traffic volumes on the local roadway network,
primarily Frida Kahlo Way and City College North. As discussed in the approach to cumulative
analysis, although City College adopted a facilities master plan in March 2019, this facilities master
plan does not provide adequate information to develop a quantitative cumulative impact analysis
as part of this Balboa Reservoir SEIR. Therefore, this cumulative analysis is a qualitative analysis

185

The “Ambient + 10 dBA” limit is based on the measured daytime Leq of 57 dBA at ST-1, which was located at
the southern setback of Archbishop Riordan High School.
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that considers the information available about growth and development at City College’s Ocean
Campus at this point in time.
As shown in Table 3.C-11, project contributions along these study area roadways would be 1.8 dBA
or less and would not result in a substantial permanent increase in ambient noise levels. However,
the potential increase in ambient noise levels from City College’s Ocean Campus, in combination
with the proposed project options, is unknown. For the purposes of a more conservative analysis,
the addition of vehicle trips generated by the proposed project options in combination with the City
College facilities master plan projects and other cumulative developments is expected to increase
ambient noise levels and those level could exceed 5 dBA. As a result, the proposed project options,
in combination with cumulative projects, could result in a significant cumulative substantial permanent
increase in ambient noise levels impact given the uncertainty of City College’s contribution. However,
the project options contributions to potential increases in roadside noise levels at 1.8 dBA would
be well below human perceptibility and would not be cumulatively considerable. Therefore,
cumulative noise impacts due to increases in traffic would be less than significant.

Comparison of Impact C-NO-2 to PEIR Impact Analysis
Traffic noise increases were identified as less than significant in the PEIR, and no mitigation
measures were required for the Year 2025 future baseline with project scenarios. The above analysis
is consistent with this finding on a cumulative analysis level. Therefore, the project would result in
no new or substantially more severe significant impacts related to construction noise than was
previously identified in the PEIR.

Impact C-NO-3: Cumulative mechanical equipment noise of the proposed project, in
combination with reasonably foreseeable future projects, could cause a substantial
permanent increase in ambient noise levels in the project vicinity, but the proposed
project would not contribute considerably. (Less than Significant with Mitigation)
As discussed above under Impact C-NO-1, the facilities master plan identifies two structures on
the east basin: the Performing Arts Education Center located west of Frida Kahlo Way,
approximately 300 feet from the Balboa Reservoir project site and approximately 300 feet from the
closest existing sensitive receptors to the north; and the East Basin Parking Structure located west
of Frida Kahlo Way, adjacent to the project site and approximately 80 feet from the closest existing
sensitive receptors. The facilities master plan remains the latest adopted plan for City College and
is, thus, considered the best available information as of the time of this Draft SEIR publication. The
East Basin Parking Structure would not be expected to have mechanical equipment and therefore
would not cumulatively contribute to equipment noise from the proposed project.
Implementation of Mitigation Measure M-NO-3 would reduce potential project-level impacts of
more than 5 dBA above ambient noise levels with respect to mechanical equipment noise of the
proposed project. For any mechanical equipment associated with the Performing Arts Center
building would be subject to a less stringent threshold of 8 dBA above ambient levels. Because the
size and location of equipment associated with the facilities master plan projects are unknown, the
proposed project options, in combination with cumulative projects could result in a significant
noise impact related to mechanical equipment. However, the project’s impacts would be less than
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significant with implementation of Mitigation Measure M-NO-3. Therefore, the proposed project’s
contribution would not be cumulatively considerable and the cumulative noise impact from
mechanical equipment would be less than significant with mitigation.

Comparison of Impact C-NO-3 to PEIR Impact Analysis
The PEIR did not contain an analysis of cumulative operational noise impacts from fixed mechanical
sources. The proposed project would have a less-than-significant impact through implementation
of Mitigation Measure M-NO-3. Therefore, the project would result in no new or substantially more
severe impacts related to operational noise impacts from fixed mechanical sources than was
previously identified in the PEIR.
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3.D Air Quality
3.D.1 Introduction
This section discusses the existing air quality conditions in the project area, presents the regulatory
framework for air quality management, and analyzes the potential for the proposed project to affect
existing air quality conditions, both regionally and locally; including impacts from emissions
generated on a temporary basis from construction activities as well as those generated over the
long term from operation of the proposed project. The analysis determines whether those
emissions are significant under applicable air quality standards and identifies feasible mitigation
measures for significant adverse impacts. This section also includes an assessment of potential odor
impacts and an analysis of cumulative air quality impacts. Greenhouse gas (GHG) emissions
resulting from the proposed project’s operations and the consequent impacts on climate change
are addressed in subsequent environmental impact report (SEIR) Appendix B, Initial Study.
Supplemental air quality information supporting the analysis in this section is provided in SEIR
Appendix E, Air Quality Technical Memorandum.
The analysis in this section is based on a review of existing air quality conditions in the Bay Area region
and air quality regulations administered by the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (U.S. EPA), the
California Air Resources Board (CARB), and the Bay Area Air Quality Management District (BAAQMD
or air district). This analysis includes methodologies identified in the current BAAQMD California
Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) Air Quality Guidelines186 and its companion documentation.

3.D.2 Summary of Comments Received in Response to the
Notice of Preparation
Comments requested that the EIR study air quality impacts on surrounding areas from the increased
vehicle traffic and from construction. Construction impacts are described and analyzed under
Impacts AQ-1, p. 3.D-43; AQ-2a, p. 3.D-44; AQ-2b, p. 3.D-56; and AQ-4, p. 3.D-65. Operational air
quality impacts are analyzed under Impacts AQ-3, p. 3.D-62; AQ-5, p. 3.D-80; and AQ-6, p. 3.D-87.

3.D.3 Summary of Balboa Park Station Area Plan Air Quality
Section
Balboa Park Station Area Plan PEIR Setting
The air quality setting for the Balboa Park Station Area Plan (area plan) discussed in the Balboa
Park Station Area Plan Program EIR (area plan PEIR, or PEIR) differs from the existing setting
today in terms of air quality conditions, the regulatory environment, and in the level of available
information with respect to health risks and hazards. Specifically, at the time of the PEIR, localized
186

Bay Area Air Quality Management District (BAAQMD), California Environmental Quality Act Air Quality
Guidelines, updated May 2017, http://www.baaqmd.gov/~/media/files/planning-andresearch/ceqa/ceqa_guidelines_may2017-pdf.pdf?la=en, accessed February 12, 2019.
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concentrations of criteria air pollutants were higher than what are monitored today as many of the
regulatory improvements implemented since then have improved air quality conditions. As an
example, the PEIR reported that particulate emission standards were regularly exceeded in San
Francisco. Since 2007, the effect of regulatory changes has resulted in a reduction in the number of
violations of the particulate matter standard despite subsequent strengthening (i.e., more health
protective) of the ambient particulate standards.
In 2008 when the PEIR was certified, BAAQMD had published CEQA Air Quality Guidelines;
however, those guidelines differed substantially from the BAAQMD guidelines published in 2010,
2012, and 2017, and used in this SEIR. For example, the earlier guidelines did not recommend
quantification of construction-related emissions of criteria pollutants, nor did they provide
guidance for the assessment of diesel particulate matter (DPM) and localized fine particulate matter
impacts from construction on localized receptors which are now components of the District’s 2017
Guidelines. Additionally, the District’s suggested air quality thresholds of significance for ozone
precursors are now more stringent than in its 1999 Guidelines, being reduced from 80 pounds per
day to 54 pounds per day.
Another aspect of the setting that has changed since the December 2008 certification of the PEIR is
the number of sensitive receptors that now exist in the area. The development projects at 1100 and
1150 Ocean Avenue have located residential uses to the area south of the project site.

Balboa Park Station Area Plan PEIR Impacts and Mitigation Measures
Air quality impacts assessed in the PEIR included four subareas totaling over 100 acres analyzed
in the area plan. The PEIR identified significant and unavoidable with mitigation impacts from
(1) fugitive dust emissions associated with construction activities, (2) operational vehicle emissions
of particulate matter (PM10), and (3) exposure of proposed residents of the area plan to potentially
unhealthful concentrations of DPM and odors. PEIR Mitigation Measure AQ-1 was identified to
ensure that contractors spray all sites with water during demolition, excavation, and construction
activities; spray unpaved construction areas with water at least twice per day; cover stockpiles of
soil, sand, and other material; cover trucks hauling debris, soils, sand or other such material; and
sweep surrounding streets during demolition, excavation, and construction at least once per day
to reduce particulate emissions. PEIR Mitigation Measure AQ-1 was identified to ensure that
construction-related air quality impacts would be less than significant. No mitigation measures
were identified in the PEIR for the significant impact from operational vehicle emissions of
particulate matter (PM10). Although the PEIR stated that traffic generated by all Tier 1 and Tier 2
projects would exceed the BAAQMD’s PM10 threshold in 2025, the PEIR concluded that because
the Area Plan would be consistent with the BAAQMD’s recommended strategies for reducing
VMT, and because traffic-related PM10 emissions are directly correlated with VMT, trip lengths
(and therefore VMT) would be reduced. The PEIR Findings of Fact document identified no
significant impacts associated with traffic-related PM10 emissions.
PEIR Mitigation Measure AQ-2 was identified to ensure that residential development proposed in the
following areas shall include an analysis of PM2.5 and shall, if warranted, incorporate upgraded
ventilation systems to minimize exposure of future residents to fine particulate matter (which includes
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DPM) and odors: (1) within 500 feet of the I-280 freeway; (2) adjacent to the proposed bus layover
facility on the Phelan Loop Site; (3) any active recreation areas such as playgrounds that are proposed
as part of any future residential development in either of these areas; and (4) any other location where
total daily traffic volumes from all roadways within 500 feet of such location exceed 100,000 vehicles.
The PEIR stated that the Phelan Loop Site Project (now 1100 Ocean Avenue) may result in a potentially
significant impact, though health risks would decline over time and the impact could be reduced to a
less-than-significant level through the installation of upgraded ventilation systems in residential units
as required by PEIR Mitigation Measure AQ-2. The PEIR also stated that PEIR Mitigation Measure
AQ-2 would “help reduce exposure of future residents within the project area to elevated pollutant
levels,” but “whether this measure reduces these effects to a less-than-significant level cannot be
determined because actual exposure would vary from one resident to another, depending on their
length of exposure.” However, the PEIR Findings of Fact document identified no significant impacts
associated with health risks. Regarding odors, the installation of upgraded ventilation systems as
required PEIR Mitigation Measure AQ-2 would reduce potential odor impacts to less than significant.
The plan-level impact analysis conducted in the PEIR assessed the consistency of population
increases from development under the entire proposed plan with the growth assumptions of the
applicable Clean Air Plan at the time, the 2005 Ozone Strategy. This analysis found that the plan’s
population growth rate would not exceed the estimated growth rate of vehicle miles travelled in
San Francisco at that time and therefore identified a less-than-significant impact.

3.D.4 Environmental Setting
Climate and Meteorology
The project site is in the San Francisco Bay Area Air Basin. Air quality in the basin is influenced by
such natural factors as topography, meteorology, and climate, in addition to the presence of
existing air pollution sources and ambient conditions. The air basin’s moderate climate steers storm
tracks away from the region for much of the year, although storms often affect the region from
November through April. San Francisco’s proximity to the onshore breezes stimulated by the
Pacific Ocean provides generally very good air quality in the city and at the project site.
Annual temperatures in the project area average in the mid-50s (degrees Fahrenheit), ranging from
the low 40s on winter mornings to the mid-70s during summer afternoons. Daily and seasonal
oscillations of temperature are small because of the moderating effects of the nearby San Francisco
Bay. In contrast to the steady temperature regime, rainfall is highly variable and confined almost
exclusively to the “rainy” period from November through April. Precipitation varies widely from
year to year as shifts in the annual storm track of a few hundred miles can mean the difference
between a very wet year and drought conditions.
Atmospheric conditions such as wind speed and direction, and variable air temperatures interact
with the physical features of the landscape to influence the movement and dispersal of air pollutants,
regionally. The project site is within the Peninsula climatological subregion. Marine air traveling
through the Golden Gate is a dominant weather factor affecting dispersal of air pollutants within the
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region. The prevailing wind direction on the San Francisco mainland is from the west at an average
annual wind speed of 10.3 miles per hour.187 At higher temperatures ozone formation can increase.

Ambient Air Quality – Criteria Air Pollutants
As required by the 1970 Federal Clean Air Act, U.S. EPA initially identified six air pollutants that are
pervasive in urban environments and for which state and federal health-based ambient air quality
standards have been established. U.S. EPA calls these pollutants “criteria air pollutants” and the
agency has regulated them by developing specific public health-based and welfare-based criteria as
the basis for setting permissible levels. Ozone, carbon monoxide (CO), particulate matter (PM), nitrogen
dioxide (NO2), sulfur dioxide (SO2), and lead are the six criteria air pollutants originally identified by
U.S. EPA. Later, subsets of PM were identified and permissible levels were established. These include
PM of 10 microns in diameter or less (PM10) and PM of 2.5 microns in diameter or less (PM2.5).
BAAQMD has jurisdiction to regulate air quality within the nine-county San Francisco Bay Area
Air Basin. Accordingly, the region’s air quality monitoring network provides information on
ambient concentrations of criteria air pollutants at various locations in the San Francisco Bay Area.
Table 3.D-1, Summary of San Francisco Air Quality Monitoring Data (2013–2017), presents a
five-year summary for 2013 to 2017 of the highest annual criteria air pollutant concentrations,
recorded at the air quality monitoring station operated and maintained by the air district at
16th and Arkansas streets, approximately 1 mile northwest of the project site. It also compares
these concentrations with the most stringent applicable ambient air quality standards (whether
state or federal). As attainment with air quality standards is determined on a basinwide basis, it is
possible for the basin to be in attainment with state or federal standards for a given pollutant
notwithstanding an exceedance for a given pollutant standard at a local monitoring station.
Concentrations shown in bold indicate only a localized exceedance of that standard.
Certain air pollutants have been recognized to cause notable health problems and consequential
damage to the environment either directly or in reaction with other pollutants, due to their presence
in elevated concentrations in the atmosphere. Such pollutants have been identified and regulated as
part of the overall endeavor to prevent further deterioration and facilitate improvement in air quality.
The following pollutants are regulated by the U.S. EPA and are subject to emissions control
requirements adopted by federal, state and local regulatory agencies. As noted above, these
pollutants are referred to as “criteria air pollutants” as a result of the specific standards, or criteria,
which have been adopted for them. National Ambient Air Quality Standards (NAAQS) and
California Ambient Air Quality Standards (CAAQS) for each of the criteria air pollutants and their
effects on health are summarized in the Draft SEIR (Table 3.D-2, p. 3.D-12). It must be noted that the
ambient air quality standards—both federal and state—are expressed as airborne concentrations of
various pollutants. Compliance with the standards is on a regional basis. In the Bay Area, compliance
is demonstrated by ongoing measurements of pollutant concentrations at more than 30 air quality
monitoring stations operated by the BAAQMD in all nine Bay Area counties. An exceedance of an
ambient air quality standard at any one of the stations counts as a regional exceedance.

187

Western Regional Climate Center, Website query, Prevailing Wind Direction in California, https://wrcc.dri.edu/
Climate/west_lcd_show.php?iyear=2008&sstate=CA&stag=sanfrancisco&sloc=San+Francisco, accessed February 12, 2019.
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TABLE 3.D-1
SUMMARY OF SAN FRANCISCO AIR QUALITY MONITORING DATA (2013–2017)

Pollutant

MostStringent
Applicable
Standard

Number of Days Standards Were Exceeded
and Maximum Concentrations Measureda
2013

2014

2015

2016

2017

>0.09b

0.069

0.079

0.085

0.070

0.087

0

0

0

0

0

0.059

0.069

0.067

0.057

0.054

0

0

0

0

0

1.8

1.6

1.8

1.7

2.5

0

0

0

0

0

1.4

1.2

1.3

1.1

1.4

0

0

0

0

0

44

36

47

29

77

0

0

0

0

2

49

33

35

20

50

2

0

0

0

7

>12b,c

10.1

7.7

7.6

7.5

9.7

>0.100c

0.07

0.08

0.07

0.06

0.07

0

0

0

0

0

Ozone
Maximum 1-Hour Concentration (ppm)
Days 1-Hour Standard Exceeded
Maximum 8-Hour Concentration (ppm)

>0.070c

Days 8-Hour Standard Exceeded

Carbon Monoxide (CO)
Maximum 1-Hour Concentration (ppm)

>20b

Days 1-Hour Standard Exceeded
Maximum 8-Hour Concentration (ppm)

>9.0b

Days 8-Hour Standard Exceeded

Suspended Particulates (PM10)
Maximum 24-Hour Concentration (µg/m3)

>50b

Monitoring Days 24-Hour Standard Exceededd

Suspended Particulates (PM2.5)
Maximum 24-Hour Concentration (µg/m3)

>35c

Days 24-Hour Standard Exceeded
3

Annual Average (µg/m )

Nitrogen Dioxide (NO2)
Maximum 1-Hour Concentration (ppm)
Days 1-Hour Standard Exceeded
SOURCE:

Bay Area Air Quality Management District (BAAQMD), Bay Area Air Pollution Summary, 2013–2017,
http://www.baaqmd.gov/about-air-quality/air-quality-summaries, accessed February 12, 2019.

NOTES:
Bold values are in excess of applicable standard.
ppm = parts per million; µg/m3 = micrograms per cubic meter
a Number of days exceeded is for all days in a given year, except for PM10. PM10 has been monitored every 12 days effective January 2013.
b State standard, not to be exceeded.
c Federal standard, not to be exceeded.
d Based on a sampling schedule of approximately 30 samples per year for PM10. All other pollutants are monitored continuously,
including PM2.5.

NAAQS and CAAQS have been set at levels considered safe to protect public health, including the
health of sensitive populations such as asthmatics, children, and the elderly with a margin of safety;
and to protect public welfare, including protection against decreased visibility and damage to animals,
crops, vegetation, and buildings. As explained by the CARB, “An air quality standard defines the
maximum amount of a pollutant averaged over a specified period of time that can be present in
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outdoor air without any harmful effects on people or the environment.”188 That is, if a region is in
compliance with the ambient air quality standards, its regional air quality can be considered protective
of public health. The NAAQS are statutorily required to be set by the U.S. EPA at levels that are
“requisite to protect the public health,” 42 U.S.C. section 7409(b)(1).189 Therefore, the closer a region is
to attaining a particular NAAQS, the lower the human health impact is from that pollutant.
A brief description of the health effects of exposure to criteria air pollutants is provided below.

Ozone
Ozone is a secondary air pollutant produced in the atmosphere through a complex series of
photochemical reactions involving reactive organic gases (ROGs, also sometimes referred to as
volatile organic compounds [VOCs] by some regulatory agencies) and oxides of nitrogen (NOx) in the
presence of sunlight.
The main sources of ROG and NOx, often referred to as ozone precursors, are combustion processes
(including motor vehicle engines) and the evaporation of solvents, paints, and fuels. In the Bay
Area, automobiles are the single largest source of ozone precursors. Ozone is referred to as a
regional air pollutant because its precursors are transported and diffused by wind concurrently
with ozone production through the photochemical reaction process. Ozone causes eye irritation,
airway constriction, and shortness of breath and can aggravate existing respiratory diseases, such
as asthma, bronchitis, and emphysema.
Ground-level ozone is the main component of smog. Ozone is a respiratory irritant and an oxidant
that increases susceptibility to respiratory infections and that can cause substantial damage to
vegetation and other materials. Ozone is not emitted directly into the atmosphere, but is a
secondary air pollutant produced in the atmosphere through a complex series of photochemical
reactions involving ROG and NOx. Significant ozone production generally requires ozone
precursors to be present in a stable atmosphere with strong sunlight for approximately three hours.
Ozone is a regional air pollutant because it is not emitted directly by sources, but is formed
downwind of sources of ROG and NOx under the influence of wind and sunlight. Ozone
concentrations tend to be higher in the late spring, summer, and fall, when the long sunny days
combine with regional subsidence inversions to create conditions conducive to the formation and
accumulation of secondary photochemical compounds, like ozone.
According to the U.S. EPA, ozone can cause the muscles in the airways to constrict potentially
leading to wheezing and shortness of breath.190 Ozone can make it more difficult to breathe deeply
and vigorously; cause shortness of breath and pain when taking a deep breath; cause coughing and
sore or scratchy throat; inflame and damage the airways; aggravate lung diseases such as asthma,
emphysema and chronic bronchitis; increase the frequency of asthma attacks; make the lungs more
188

189
190

CARB, “California Ambient Air Quality Standards (CAAQS)” webpage, last updated August 10, 2017,
https://www.arb.ca.gov/research/aaqs/caaqs/caaqs.htm, accessed July 20, 2019.
See https://www.law.cornell.edu/uscode/text/42/7409.
U.S. EPA, Health Effects of Ozone Pollution, 2018, https://www.epa.gov/ground-level-ozone-pollution/health-effectsozone-pollution, last updated October 10, 2018, accessed January 8, 2019; U.S. EPA, Sulfur Dioxide (SO2) Pollution,
last updated April 2, 2019, https://www.epa.gov/so2-pollution/sulfur-dioxide-basics, accessed May 5, 2019.

August 2019

3.D-6

Balboa Reservoir Project Draft SEIR
Case No. 2018-007883ENV

3. Environmental Setting, Impacts, and Mitigation Measures
3.D. Air Quality

susceptible to infection; continue to damage the lungs even when the symptoms have disappeared;
and cause chronic obstructive pulmonary disease.191 Long-term exposure to ozone is linked to
aggravation of asthma, and is likely to be one of many causes of asthma development and longterm exposures to higher concentrations of ozone may also be linked to permanent lung damage,
such as abnormal lung development in children.192 According to the CARB, inhalation of ozone
causes inflammation and irritation of the tissues lining human airways, causing and worsening a
variety of symptoms and exposure to ozone can reduce the volume of air that the lungs breathe in
and cause shortness of breath.193 The U.S. EPA states that people most at risk from breathing air
containing ozone include people with asthma, children, older adults, and people who are active
outdoors, especially outdoor workers.194 Children are at greatest risk from exposure to ozone
because their lungs are still developing and they are more likely to be active outdoors when ozone
levels are high, which increases their exposure.195 According to CARB, studies show that children
are no more or less likely to suffer harmful effects than adults; however, children and teens may
be more susceptible to ozone and other pollutants because they spend nearly twice as much time
outdoors and engaged in vigorous activities compared to adults.196 Children breathe more rapidly
than adults and inhale more pollution per pound of their body weight than adults and are less
likely than adults to notice their own symptoms and avoid harmful exposures.197 Further research
may be able to better distinguish between health effects in children and adults.198
According to published data, and as shown in Table 3.D-1, p. 3.D-5, the most stringent applicable
standards for ozone (state one-hour standard of 0.09 parts per million [ppm] and the federal eighthour standard of 0.075 ppm) were not exceeded in San Francisco between 2013 and 2017. In 2015,
U.S. EPA strengthened the eight-hour ozone standard to 0.070 ppm, and the new standard became
effective December 28, 2015.

Carbon Monoxide
CO is an odorless, colorless gas usually formed as the result of the incomplete combustion of fuels.
The single largest source of CO is motor vehicles; the highest emissions occur during low travel
speeds, stop-and-go driving, cold starts, and hard acceleration. High CO concentrations develop

191

192

193

194

195

196

197

198

U.S. EPA, Health Effects of Ozone Pollution, 2018, https://www.epa.gov/ground-level-ozone-pollution/health-effectsozone-pollution, last updated October 10, 2018, accessed January 8, 2019; U.S. EPA, Sulfur Dioxide (SO2) Pollution,
last updated April 2, 2019, https://www.epa.gov/so2-pollution/sulfur-dioxide-basics, accessed May 5, 2019.
U.S. EPA, Health Effects of Ozone Pollution, 2018, https://www.epa.gov/ground-level-ozone-pollution/health-effectsozone-pollution, last updated October 10, 2018, accessed January 8, 2019; U.S. EPA, Sulfur Dioxide (SO2) Pollution,
last updated April 2, 2019, https://www.epa.gov/so2-pollution/sulfur-dioxide-basics, accessed May 5, 2019.
CARB, Ozone & Health, Health Effects of Ozone, 2019, https://ww2.arb.ca.gov/resources/ozone-and-health,
accessed May 5, 2019.
U.S. EPA, Health Effects of Ozone Pollution, 2018, https://www.epa.gov/ground-level-ozone-pollution/health-effectsozone-pollution, last updated October 10, 2018, accessed January 8, 2019; U.S. EPA, Sulfur Dioxide (SO2) Pollution,
last updated April 2, 2019, https://www.epa.gov/so2-pollution/sulfur-dioxide-basics, accessed May 5, 2019.
U.S. EPA, Health Effects of Ozone Pollution, 2018, https://www.epa.gov/ground-level-ozone-pollution/health-effectsozone-pollution, last updated October 10, 2018, accessed January 8, 2019; U.S. EPA, Sulfur Dioxide (SO2) Pollution,
last updated April 2, 2019, https://www.epa.gov/so2-pollution/sulfur-dioxide-basics, accessed May 5, 2019.
CARB, Ozone & Health, Health Effects of Ozone, 2019, https://ww2.arb.ca.gov/resources/ozone-and-health,
accessed May 5, 2019.
CARB, Ozone & Health, Health Effects of Ozone, 2019, https://ww2.arb.ca.gov/resources/ozone-and-health,
accessed May 5, 2019.
CARB, Ozone & Health, Health Effects of Ozone, 2019, https://ww2.arb.ca.gov/resources/ozone-and-health,
accessed May 5, 2019.
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primarily during winter when periods of light winds combine with the formation of ground level
temperature inversions (typically from the evening through early morning). These conditions
result in reduced dispersion of vehicle emissions. Motor vehicles also exhibit increased CO
emission rates at low air temperatures. Unlike other criteria pollutants, whose effects are regional,
CO impacts are evaluated locally. Localized areas where ambient concentrations exceed state
and/or federal standards are termed CO hotspots.
When inhaled at high concentrations, CO combines with hemoglobin in the blood and reduces the
oxygen-carrying capacity of the blood. This results in reduced oxygen reaching the brain, heart, and
other body tissues. This condition is especially critical for people with cardiovascular diseases, chronic
lung disease, or anemia. At very high levels, which are possible indoors or in other enclosed
environments, CO can cause dizziness, confusion, unconsciousness and death.199 Very high levels of
CO are not likely to occur outdoors; however, when CO levels are elevated outdoors, they can be of
particular concern for people with some types of heart disease since these people already have a
reduced ability for getting oxygenated blood to their hearts and are especially vulnerable to the effects
of CO when exercising or under increased stress.200 In these situations, short-term exposure to elevated
CO may result in reduced oxygen to the heart accompanied by chest pain also known as angina.201
According to CARB, the most common effects of CO exposure are fatigue, headaches, confusion, and
dizziness due to inadequate oxygen delivery to the brain.202 For people with cardiovascular disease,
short-term CO exposure can further reduce their body’s already compromised ability to respond to
the increased oxygen demands of exercise, exertion, or stress. Inadequate oxygen delivery to the heart
muscle leads to chest pain and decreased exercise tolerance.203 Unborn babies, infants, elderly people,
and people with anemia or with a history of heart or respiratory disease are most likely to experience
health effects with exposure to elevated levels of CO.204
Table 3.D-1, p. 3.D-5, also shows that the more stringent state CO standards were not exceeded
between 2013 and 2017. Measurements of CO indicate hourly maximums ranging between 8 and
13 percent of the more stringent state standard, and maximum eight-hour CO levels that are
approximately 12 to 16 percent of the allowable eight-hour standard.

Particulate Matter
Particulate matter is a class of air pollutants that consists of heterogeneous solid and liquid airborne
particles from human-made and natural sources. Particulate matter is measured in two size ranges:
PM10 and PM2.5. In the Bay Area, motor vehicles generate about one-half of the San Francisco Bay
Area Air Basin’s particulates, through tailpipe emissions as well as brake pad and tire wear. Wood
199

200

201

202

203

204

U.S. EPA, Carbon Monoxide (CO) Pollution in Outdoor Air, last updated September 8, 2016, https://www.epa.gov/
co-pollution/basic-information-about-carbon-monoxide-co-outdoor-air-pollution, accessed January 8, 2019.
U.S. EPA, Carbon Monoxide (CO) Pollution in Outdoor Air, last updated September 8, 2016, https://www.epa.gov/
co-pollution/basic-information-about-carbon-monoxide-co-outdoor-air-pollution, accessed January 8, 2019.
U.S. EPA, Carbon Monoxide (CO) Pollution in Outdoor Air, last updated September 8, 2016, https://www.epa.gov/
co-pollution/basic-information-about-carbon-monoxide-co-outdoor-air-pollution, accessed January 8, 2019.
CARB, Carbon Monoxide & Health, 2019, https://ww2.arb.ca.gov/resources/carbon-monoxide-and-health, accessed
May 5, 2019.
CARB, Carbon Monoxide & Health, 2019, https://ww2.arb.ca.gov/resources/carbon-monoxide-and-health, accessed
May 5, 2019.
CARB, Carbon Monoxide & Health, 2019, https://ww2.arb.ca.gov/resources/carbon-monoxide-and-health, accessed
May 5, 2019.
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burning in fireplaces and stoves, industrial facilities, and ground-disturbing activities such as
construction are other sources of such fine particulates. Particulate matter in the atmosphere results
from many kinds of dust- and fume-producing industrial and agricultural operations, fuel
combustion, and atmospheric photochemical reactions. Some sources of particulate matter, such
as demolition and construction activities, are more local in nature, while others, such as vehicular
traffic, have a more regional effect. Very small particles of certain substances (e.g., sulfates and
nitrates) can cause lung damage directly, or can contain adsorbed gases (e.g., chlorides or
ammonium) that may be injurious to health.
These fine particulates are small enough to be inhaled into the deepest parts of the human lung and
can cause adverse health effects. According to CARB, studies in the United States and elsewhere
“have demonstrated a strong link between elevated particulate levels and premature deaths, hospital
admissions, emergency room visits, and asthma attacks.” Studies of children’s health in California
have demonstrated that particle pollution “may significantly reduce lung function growth in
children.”205 CARB also reports that statewide attainment of PM standards could prevent thousands
of premature deaths, lower hospital admissions for cardiovascular and respiratory disease and
asthma-related emergency room visits, and avoid hundreds of thousands of episodes of respiratory
illness in California.206 Among the criteria air pollutants that are regulated, particulates appear to
represent a serious ongoing health hazard. As long ago as 1999, BAAQMD was reporting in its CEQA
Air Quality Guidelines that studies had shown that elevated particulate levels contribute to the death
of approximately 200 to 500 people per year in the Bay Area.
Compelling evidence suggests that PM2.5 is by far the most harmful air pollutant in the Bay Area
air in terms of the associated impact on public health. A large body of scientific evidence indicates
that both long-term and short-term exposure to PM2.5 can cause a wide range of health effects (e.g.,
aggravating asthma and bronchitis, causing visits to the hospital for respiratory and cardiovascular
symptoms, and contributing to heart attacks and deaths).207 PM2.5 is of particular concern because
epidemiologic studies have demonstrated that people who live near freeways, especially people
who live within 500 feet of freeways or high-traffic roadways, have poorer health outcomes,
including increased asthma symptoms and respiratory infections and decreased pulmonary
function and lung development in children.208 According to CARB, both PM10 and PM2.5 can be
inhaled, with some depositing throughout the airways.209 PM10 is more likely to deposit on the
surfaces of the larger airways of the upper region of the lung while PM2.5 is more likely to travel
into and deposit on the surface of the deeper parts of the lung, which can induce tissue damage,
and lung inflammation.210 Short-term (up to 24 hours duration) exposure to PM10 has been
associated primarily with worsening of respiratory diseases, including asthma and chronic
obstructive pulmonary disease, leading to hospitalization and emergency department visits. The
205
206
207

208

209

210

CARB, Recent Research Findings: Health Effects of Particulate Matter and Ozone Air Pollution, November 2007, p. 1.
CARB, Recent Research Findings: Health Effects of Particulate Matter and Ozone Air Pollution, November 2007, p. 1.
CARB, Inhalable Particulate Matter and Health (PM2.5 and PM10), last reviewed August 10, 2017,
https://www.arb.ca.gov/research/aaqs/common-pollutants/pm/pm.htm, accessed January 8, 2019.
San Francisco Department of Public Health, Assessment and Mitigation of Air Pollutant Health Effect from Intraurban Roadways: Guidance for Land Use Planning and Environmental Review, May 2008, p. 7.
CARB, Inhalable Particulate Matter and Health (PM2.5 and PM10), last reviewed August 10, 2017,
https://www.arb.ca.gov/research/aaqs/common-pollutants/pm/pm.htm, accessed January 8, 2019.
CARB, Inhalable Particulate Matter and Health (PM2.5 and PM10), last reviewed August 10, 2017,
https://www.arb.ca.gov/research/aaqs/common-pollutants/pm/pm.htm, accessed January 8, 2019.
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effects of long-term (months or years) exposure to PM10 are less clear, although studies suggest a
link between long-term PM10 exposure and respiratory mortality and the International Agency for
Research on Cancer published a review in 2015 that concluded that particulate matter in outdoor
air pollution causes lung cancer.211 Short-term exposure to PM2.5 has been associated with
premature mortality, increased hospital admissions for heart or lung causes, acute and chronic
bronchitis, asthma attacks, emergency room visits, respiratory symptoms, and restricted activity
days and long-term exposure to PM2.5 has been linked to premature death, particularly in people
who have chronic heart or lung diseases, and reduced lung function growth in children.212
According to CARB, populations most likely to experience adverse health effects with exposure to
PM10 and PM2.5 include older adults with chronic heart or lung disease, children, and asthmatics.213
Children and infants are susceptible to harm from inhaling pollutants such as PM10 and PM2.5
compared to healthy adults because they inhale more air per pound of body weight than do adults,
spend more time outdoors, and have developing immune systems.214
As presented in Table 3.D-1, p. 3.D-5, the state 24-hour PM10 standard was exceeded on two
monitored occasions between 2013 and 2017 in San Francisco. It may conservatively be estimated
that the state 24-hour PM10 standard of 50 micrograms per cubic meter (µg/m3) was exceeded on
up to 24 days per year between 2013 and 2017, and the state 24-hour PM2.5 standard was exceeded
on nine monitored occasions between 2013 and 2017.215 The federal and state annual average
standards were not exceeded between 2013 and 2017.

Nitrogen Dioxide
NO2 is a reddish brown gas that is a byproduct of combustion processes. Automobiles and
industrial operations are its main sources. Aside from its contribution to ozone formation, NO2 can
increase the risk of acute and chronic respiratory disease and reduce visibility. NO2 may be visible
as a coloring component of the air on high pollution days, especially in conjunction with high ozone
levels. The current state one-hour standard for NO2 (0.18 ppm) is being met in San Francisco.
NO2 is a major component of the group of gaseous nitrogen compounds commonly referred to as
NOx. A precursor to ozone formation, NOx is produced by fuel combustion in motor vehicles,
stationary sources such as industrial activities, ships, aircraft, and rail transit. Typically, NOx
emitted from fuel combustion is in the form of nitric oxide and NO2. Nitric oxide is often converted
to NO2 when it reacts with ozone or undergoes photochemical reactions in the atmosphere.

211

212

213

214

215

CARB, Inhalable Particulate Matter and Health (PM2.5 and PM10), last reviewed August 10, 2017,
https://www.arb.ca.gov/research/aaqs/common-pollutants/pm/pm.htm, accessed January 8, 2019.
CARB, Inhalable Particulate Matter and Health (PM2.5 and PM10), last reviewed August 10, 2017,
https://www.arb.ca.gov/research/aaqs/common-pollutants/pm/pm.htm, accessed January 8, 2019.
CARB, Inhalable Particulate Matter and Health (PM2.5 and PM10), last reviewed August 10, 2017,
https://www.arb.ca.gov/research/aaqs/common-pollutants/pm/pm.htm, accessed January 8, 2019.
CARB, Inhalable Particulate Matter and Health (PM2.5 and PM10), last reviewed August 10, 2017,
https://www.arb.ca.gov/research/aaqs/common-pollutants/pm/pm.htm, accessed January 8, 2019.
PM10 is sampled every 12th day; therefore, actual days over the standard may have been up to 12 times the
numbers listed in the table. PM2.5 is continuously monitored.
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The principle form of NOx produced by combustion is nitric oxide, but nitric oxide reacts quickly in
the atmosphere to form NO2, creating the mixture of nitric oxide and NO2 referred to as NOx.216 Major
sources of NOx include emissions from cars, trucks and buses, power plants, and off-road
equipment.217 The terms NOx and NO2 are sometimes used interchangeably. However, the term NOx
is typically used when discussing emissions, usually from combustion-related activities, and the term
NO2 is typically used when discussing ambient air quality standards. Where NOx emissions are
discussed in the context of the thresholds of significance or impact analyses, the discussions are based
on the conservative assumption that all NOx emissions would oxidize in the atmosphere to form NO2.
According to the U.S. EPA, NO2 can potentially irritate airways in the human respiratory system.218
Short-term exposures can aggravate respiratory diseases, particularly asthma, leading to
respiratory symptoms (such as coughing, wheezing or difficulty breathing), hospital admissions
and visits to emergency rooms and longer exposures to elevated concentrations of NO2 may
contribute to the development of asthma and potentially increase susceptibility to respiratory
infections. According to CARB, controlled human exposure studies that show that NO2 exposure
can intensify responses to allergens in allergic asthmatics.219 In addition, a number of
epidemiological studies have demonstrated associations between NO2 exposure and premature
death, cardiopulmonary effects, decreased lung function growth in children, respiratory
symptoms, emergency room visits for asthma, and intensified allergic responses.220 Infants and
children are particularly at risk from exposure to NO2 because they have disproportionately higher
exposure to NO2 than adults due to their greater breathing rate for their body weight and their
typically greater outdoor exposure duration while in adults, the greatest risk is to people who have
chronic respiratory diseases, such as asthma and chronic obstructive pulmonary disease.221 CARB
states that much of the information on distribution in air, human exposure and dose, and health
effects is specifically for NO2 and there is only limited information for nitric oxide and NOx, as
well as large uncertainty in relating health effects to nitric oxide or NOx exposure.222
In 2010, U.S. EPA implemented the current one-hour NO2 standard (0.10 ppm), which is presented
in Table 3.D-2, State and Federal Ambient Air Quality Standards and Attainment Status for the
San Francisco Bay Area Air Basin. Currently, the San Francisco Bay Area Air Basin is designated
as an attainment area for the NO2 standard.223 As shown in Table 3.D-1, p. 3.D-5, this new federal
standard was not exceeded at the San Francisco station between 2013 and 2017.

216
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CARB, Nitrogen Dioxide & Health, 2019, https://ww2.arb.ca.gov/resources/nitrogen-dioxide-and-health, accessed
May 5, 2019.
U.S. EPA, 2016. Nitrogen Dioxide (NO2) Pollution. Available: https://www.epa.gov/no2-pollution/basic-informationabout-no2, last updated September 8, 2016. Accessed January 8, 2019.
U.S. EPA, 2016. Nitrogen Dioxide (NO2) Pollution. Available: https://www.epa.gov/no2-pollution/basic-informationabout-no2, last updated September 8, 2016. Accessed January 8, 2019.
CARB, Nitrogen Dioxide & Health, 2019, https://ww2.arb.ca.gov/resources/nitrogen-dioxide-and-health, accessed
May 5, 2019.
CARB, Nitrogen Dioxide & Health, 2019, https://ww2.arb.ca.gov/resources/nitrogen-dioxide-and-health, accessed
May 5, 2019.
CARB, Nitrogen Dioxide & Health, 2019, https://ww2.arb.ca.gov/resources/nitrogen-dioxide-and-health, accessed
May 5, 2019.
CARB, Nitrogen Dioxide & Health, 2019, https://ww2.arb.ca.gov/resources/nitrogen-dioxide-and-health, accessed
May 5, 2019.
U.S. EPA, Nitrogen Dioxide Designations June 2017, https://www.epa.gov/nitrogen-dioxide-designations/2010nitrogen-dioxide-standards-state-recommendations-and-epa, accessed February 12, 2019.
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TABLE 3.D-2
STATE AND FEDERAL AMBIENT AIR QUALITY STANDARDS AND ATTAINMENT STATUS FOR THE SAN FRANCISCO
BAY AREA AIR BASIN
State (SAAQSa)
Pollutant

Federal (NAAQSb)

Averaging Time

Standard

Attainment
Status

Standard

Attainment
Status

1-hour

0.09 ppm

N

NA

See Note c

8-hour

0.070 ppm

N

0.070 ppmd

N/Marginal

1-hour

20 ppm

A

35 ppm

A

8-hour

9 ppm

A

9 ppm

A

1-hour

0.18 ppm

A

0.100 ppm

U

Annual

0.030 ppm

NA

0.053 ppm

A

1-hour

0.25 ppm

A

0.075 ppm

A

24-hour

0.04 ppm

A

0.14 ppm

A

Annual

NA

NA

0.03 ppm

A

Ozone

Carbon Monoxide (CO)

Nitrogen Dioxide (NO2)

Sulfur Dioxide (SO2)

24-hour
Particulate Matter (PM10)

3

N

150 µg/m

3f

N

NA

NA

50 µg/m

Annuale

20 µg/m

3

U

24-hour

NA

NA

35 µg/m3

N

Annual

12 µg/m3

N

12 µg/m3

U/A

24-hour

25 µg/m3

A

NA

NA

30-day

1.5 µg/m3

A

NA

NA

Cal. Quarter

NA

NA

1.5 µg/m3

A

Rolling 3-month average

NA

NA

0.15

U

Hydrogen Sulfide

1-hour

0.03 ppm

U

NA

NA

Visibility-Reducing Particles

8-hour

See Note g

U

NA

NA

Fine Particulate Matter (PM2.5)
Sulfates

Lead

SOURCES: BAAQMD, Standards and Attainment Status, 2017, http://www.baaqmd.gov/about-air-quality/research-and-data/air-qualitystandards-and-attainment-status, accessed February 12, 2019; U.S. EPA, National Ambient Air Quality Standards, 2016,
https://www.epa.gov/criteria-air-pollutants/naaqs-table, accessed February 12, 2019.
NOTES:
A = Attainment; N = Nonattainment; U = Unclassified; NA = Not Applicable, no applicable standard; ppm = parts per million; µg/m3 =
micrograms per cubic meter
a SAAQS = state ambient air quality standards (California). SAAQS for ozone, CO (except Lake Tahoe), SO2 (1-hour and 24-hour),

b

c
d
e
f
g

NO2, PM, and visibility-reducing particles are values that are not to be exceeded. All other state standards shown are values not to be
equaled or exceeded.
NAAQS = national ambient air quality standards. NAAQS, other than ozone and particulates, and those based on annual averages or
annual arithmetic means, are not to be exceeded more than once a year. The 8-hour ozone standard is attained when the three-year
average of the fourth highest daily concentration is 0.08 ppm or less. The 24-hour PM10 standard is attained when the three-year
average of the 99th percentile of monitored concentrations is less than the standard. The 24-hour PM2.5 standard is attained when the
three-year average of the 98th percentile is less than the standard.
U.S. EPA revoked the national 1-hour ozone standard on June 15, 2005.
This Federal 8-hour ozone standard was approved by U.S. EPA in October 2015 and became effective on December 28, 2015.
State standard = annual geometric mean; national standard = annual arithmetic mean.
In June 2002, CARB established new annual standards for PM2.5 and PM10.
Statewide visibility-reducing particle standard (except Lake Tahoe Air Basin): Particles in sufficient amount to produce an extinction
coefficient of 0.23 per kilometer when the relative humidity is less than 70 percent. This standard is intended to limit the frequency
and severity of visibility impairment due to regional haze and is equivalent to a 10-mile nominal visual range.
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The U.S. EPA has also established requirements for a new monitoring network to measure NO2
concentrations near major roadways in urban areas with a population of 500,000 or more. Sixteen
new near-roadway monitoring sites are required in California, three of which are in the Bay Area.
These monitors are located in Berkeley, Oakland, and San Jose. The Oakland station commenced
operation in February 2014, the San Jose station commenced operation in March 2015, and the
Berkeley station commenced operation in July 2016. The new monitoring data may result in a need
to change area designations in the future. CARB will revise the area designation recommendations,
as appropriate, once sufficient monitoring data become available.

Sulfur Dioxide
SO2 is a colorless, acidic gas with a strong odor. It is produced by the combustion of sulfurcontaining fuels such as oil, coal, and diesel. SO2 has the potential to damage materials and can
cause health effects at high concentrations. It can irritate lung tissue and increase the risk of acute
and chronic respiratory disease.224 SO2 is also a precursor to the formation of atmospheric sulfate
and particulate matter (both PM10 and PM2.5) and contributes to potential atmospheric sulfuric acid
formation that could precipitate downwind as acid rain. In the Bay Area, high concentrations of
SO2 are only a concern in areas close to refinery operations. According to the U.S. EPA, short-term
exposures to SO2 can harm the human respiratory system and make breathing difficult.225
According to CARB, health effects at levels near the State one-hour standard are those of asthma
exacerbation, including bronchoconstriction accompanied by symptoms of respiratory irritation
such as wheezing, shortness of breath and chest tightness, especially during exercise or physical
activity.226 Exposure at elevated levels of SO2 (above 1 ppm) results in increased incidence of
pulmonary symptoms and disease, decreased pulmonary function, and increased risk of
mortality.227 Children, the elderly, and those with asthma, cardiovascular disease, or chronic lung
disease (such as bronchitis or emphysema) are most likely to experience the adverse effects of
SO2.228,229 Pollutant trends suggest that the San Francisco Bay Area Air Basin currently meets and
will continue to meet the state standard for SO2 for the foreseeable future.

Lead
Lead has a range of adverse neurotoxic health effects, and was formerly released into the
atmosphere primarily via the combustion of leaded gasoline. The phase-out of leaded gasoline in
California resulted in decreasing levels of atmospheric lead. In the Bay Area, high concentrations
of lead are only a concern in areas close to general aviation airports. Lead can adversely affect the
nervous system, kidney function, immune system, reproductive and developmental systems and
the cardiovascular system, and affects the oxygen carrying capacity of blood.230 The lead effects
most commonly encountered in current populations are neurological effects in children, such as
224

225
226
227
228
229

230

BAAQMD, California Environmental Quality Act Air Quality Guidelines, May 2017, http://www.baaqmd.gov/~/media/
files/planning-and-research/ceqa/ceqa_guidelines_may2017-pdf.pdf?la=en, accessed February 12, 2019.
CARB, Sulfur Dioxide & Health, 2019, https://ww2.arb.ca.gov/resources/sulfur-dioxide-and-health, accessed May 5, 2019.
CARB, Sulfur Dioxide & Health, 2019, https://ww2.arb.ca.gov/resources/sulfur-dioxide-and-health, accessed May 5, 2019.
CARB, Sulfur Dioxide & Health, 2019, https://ww2.arb.ca.gov/resources/sulfur-dioxide-and-health, accessed May 5, 2019.
CARB, Sulfur Dioxide & Health, 2019, https://ww2.arb.ca.gov/resources/sulfur-dioxide-and-health, accessed May 5, 2019.
U.S. EPA, Sulfur Dioxide (SO2) Pollution, last updated April 2, 2019, https://www.epa.gov/so2-pollution/sulfurdioxide-basics, accessed May 5, 2019.
U.S. EPA, 2017. Lead Air Pollution. Available: https://www.epa.gov/lead-air-pollution/basic-informationabout-lead-air-pollution, last updated November 29, 2017. Accessed January 8, 2019.
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behavioral problems and reduced intelligence, anemia, and liver or kidney damage.231 Excessive
lead exposure in adults can cause reproductive problems in men and women, high blood pressure,
kidney disease, digestive problems, nerve disorders, memory and concentration problems, and
muscle and joint pain.232

Air Quality Index
The U.S. EPA developed the Air Quality Index scale to make the public health impacts of air
pollution concentrations easily understandable. The index, much like an air quality
“thermometer,” translates daily air pollution concentrations into a number on a scale between
0 and 500. The numbers in the scale are divided into six color-coded ranges, with numbers 0
through 500 as outlined below:


Green (0–50) indicates “good” air quality. No health impacts are expected when air quality is
in the green range.



Yellow (51–100) indicates air quality is “moderate.” Unusually sensitive people should
consider limiting prolonged outdoor exertion.



Orange (101–150) indicates air quality is “unhealthy for sensitive groups.” Active children and
adults, and people with respiratory disease, such as asthma, should limit outdoor exertion.



Red (151–200) indicates air quality is “unhealthy.” Active children and adults, and people with
respiratory disease, such as asthma, should avoid prolonged outdoor exertion; everyone else,
especially children, should limit prolonged outdoor exertion.



Purple (201–300) indicates air quality is “very unhealthy.” Active children and adults, and
people with respiratory disease, such as asthma, should avoid prolonged outdoor exertion;
everyone else, especially children, should limit outdoor exertion.



Maroon (301–500) indicates air quality is “hazardous.” This would trigger health warnings of
emergency conditions, and the entire population is more likely to be affected.

The Air Quality Index numbers refer to specific amounts of pollution in the air. They are based on
the federal air quality standards for ozone, CO, NO2, SO2, PM10, and PM2.5. In most cases, the federal
standard for these air pollutants corresponds to the number 100 on the index chart. Thus, if the
concentration of any of these pollutants rises above its respective standard, the air quality can be
unhealthy for the public. In determining the air quality forecast, local air districts, including
BAAQMD, use the anticipated concentration measurements for each of the major pollutants,
convert them into index numbers, and determine the highest index for each zone in a district.
Readings below 100 on the Air Quality Index scale would not typically affect the health of the
general public. Levels above 300 rarely occur in the United States. Index statistics over recent years
indicate that air quality in the Bay Area is predominantly in the “Good” or Moderate” categories
and is healthy on most days for most people. Historical air district data indicate that the
San Francisco Bay Area Air Basin experienced air quality in the red level (unhealthy) on 13 days
between the years 2013 and 2017. The October 2017 fires in Northern California resulted in the
federal 24-hour PM2.5 standard being exceeded on up to seven days just in the first part of the

231
232

CARB, Lead & Health, 2019, https://ww2.arb.ca.gov/resources/lead-and-health, accessed May 5, 2019.
CARB, Lead & Health, 2019, https://ww2.arb.ca.gov/resources/lead-and-health, accessed May 5, 2019.
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month of October 2017 in certain counties.233 Northern California fires in November and December
of 2018 resulted in violations of the federal 24-hour PM2.5 standard, although data for 2018 have yet
to be tabulated by CARB and BAAQMD. Even though the air district’s data have not been validated
yet, these levels of PM2.5 in many counties have been the highest levels recorded in recent times.
As a result, the index in several neighboring counties reached the “very unhealthy” designation,
ranging from values of 201 to 300. During that period, the air district issued “Spare the Air” alerts
and recommended that individuals stay inside with windows closed and refrain from significant
outdoor activity. While these wildfires were extraordinary events, they appear to be occurring with
increasing frequency in the Bay Area (since 2000, 15 of the state’s 20 largest and most destructive
wildfires on record have occurred).234
As shown in Table 3.D-3, Air Quality Index Statistics for the San Francisco Bay Area Air Basin, the
basin had a total of 15 orange-level (unhealthy for sensitive groups) days in 2013, 11 days in 2014,
19 days in 2015, 13 days in 2016, and nine days in 2017. Between 2013 and 2017, the air basin experienced
a total of 13 red-level (unhealthy) days and in 2017, three purple-level (very unhealthy) days, the latter
of which was likely caused by the October 2017 Northern California fires.
TABLE 3.D-3
AIR QUALITY INDEX STATISTICS FOR THE SAN FRANCISCO BAY AREA AIR BASIN
Air Quality Index Statistics for
San Francisco Bay Area Air Basin

Number of Days by Year
2013

2014

2015

2016

2017

Unhealthy for Sensitive Groups (Orange)

15

11

19

13

9

Unhealthy (Red)

1

1

0

2

9

Very Unhealthy (Purple)

0

0

0

0

3

SOURCE:

BAAQMD, 2018.

Toxic Air Contaminants and Local Health Risks and Hazards
In addition to criteria air pollutants, individual projects may emit toxic air contaminants (TACs).
TACs collectively refer to a diverse group of air pollutants that may cause chronic (i.e., of long
duration) and acute (i.e., severe but short-term) adverse effects on human health, including
carcinogenic effects. Human health effects of TACs include birth defects, neurological damage,
cancer, and death. There are hundreds of different types of TACs with varying degrees of toxicity.
Thus, individual TACs vary greatly in the health risk they present; at a given level of exposure,
one TAC may pose a hazard that is many times greater than another.
Unlike criteria air pollutants, TACs are not subject to ambient air quality standards but are
regulated by BAAQMD using a risk-based approach to determine which sources and which
pollutants to control as well as the degree of control. A health risk assessment is an analysis that
estimates human health exposure to toxic substances, and when considered together with

233

234

BAAQMD, Air Monitoring Data, http://www.baaqmd.gov/about-air-quality/current-air-quality/air-monitoringdata?DataViewFormat=monthly&DataView=tech&StartDate=10/24/2017&Parameter=316, accessed February 12, 2019.
Cal Fire, Incident Information, January 2019, http://cdfdata.fire.ca.gov/incidents/incidents_statsevents, accessed April 2019.
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information regarding the toxic potency of the substances, a health risk assessment provides
quantitative estimates of health risks.235
Exposures to fine PM (PM2.5) are strongly associated with mortality, respiratory diseases, and poor
lung development in children, and other health effects, such as hospitalization for
cardiopulmonary disease.236 DPM, a byproduct of diesel fuel combustion, is also of concern. CARB
identified DPM as a TAC in 1998, primarily based on evidence demonstrating cancer effects in
humans.237 The estimated cancer risk from exposure to diesel exhaust is much higher than the risk
associated with any other TAC routinely measured in the region.

San Francisco Modeling of Air Pollution Exposure Zones
In an effort to identify areas of San Francisco most adversely affected by sources of TACs and
elevated concentrations of particulate matter, the City and County of San Francisco partnered with
BAAQMD to inventory and assess air pollution exposure from vehicles, stationary sources, and
area sources within San Francisco. Citywide dispersion modeling was conducted using
AERMOD238 to assess the emissions from the following primary sources: vehicles on local
roadways, permitted stationary sources, port and maritime sources, and diesel emissions from
Caltrain. Emissions of PM10 (DPM is assumed equivalent to PM10), PM2.5, and total organic gases
(TOGs) were modeled on a 20 by 20–meter receptor grid covering the entire city. The citywide
modeling results represent a comprehensive assessment of existing cumulative exposures to air
pollution throughout the city. The methodology and technical documentation for modeling
citywide air pollution are available in the document entitled, The San Francisco Community Risk
Reduction Plan: Technical Support Documentation.239
Model results were used to identify areas in the city with poor air quality, which are designated as
the Air Pollutant Exposure Zone (APEZ), based on the following health-protective criteria:
(1) cumulative PM2.5 concentrations greater than 10 µg/m3 and/or (2) excess cancer risk from the
contribution of emissions from all modeled sources greater than 100 per one million persons
exposed. See below for evidence supporting these standards.
An additional health vulnerability layer was incorporated in the APEZ for those San Francisco ZIP
codes in the worst quintile of Bay Area Health Vulnerability scores (ZIP Codes 94102, 94103, 94105,
94124, and 94130). In these areas, the standard for identifying areas as being within the zone were
lowered to: (1) excess cancer risk from the contribution of emissions from all modeled sources

235

236

237

238

239

In general, a health risk assessment is required if BAAQMD concludes that projected emissions of a specific air
toxic compound from a proposed new or modified source suggest a potential public health risk. The applicant
is then subject to a health risk assessment for the source in question. Such an assessment generally evaluates
chronic, long-term effects, estimating the increased risk of cancer as a result of exposure to one or more TACs.
San Francisco Department of Public Health, Assessment and Mitigation of Air Pollutant Health Effects from IntraUrban Roadways: Guidance for Land Use Planning and Environmental Review, May 2008.
CARB, Fact Sheet, “The Toxic Air Contaminant Identification Process: Toxic Air Contaminant Emissions from
Diesel-fueled Engines,” October 1998.
AERMOD is the U.S. EPA’s preferred or recommended steady state air dispersion plume model. For more
information on AERMOD and to download the AERMOD Implementation Guide, https://www.epa.gov/scram/airquality-dispersion-modeling-preferred-and-recommended-models, accessed February 12, 2019.
BAAQMD, San Francisco Department of Public Health, and San Francisco Planning Department, The San
Francisco Community Risk Reduction Plan: Technical Support Documentation, December 2012.
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greater than 90 per one million persons exposed and/or (2) cumulative PM2.5 concentrations greater
than 9 µg/m3.
Lastly, all parcels within 500 feet of a major freeway were also included in the APEZ, consistent with
findings in CARB’s Air Quality and Land Use Handbook: A Community Health Perspective, which
suggests air pollutant levels decrease substantially at approximately 500 feet from a freeway.240
Citywide modeling results identified that the project site is not located within the APEZ, including
it is not located within a health vulnerable zip code. The closest parcels to the project site within
the APEZ are those within 500 feet of I-280 bounded by Howth Street, Ocean Avenue, and Geneva
Avenue, located approximately 1,300 feet to the southeast of the project site.

Fine Particulate Matter
In April 2011, U.S. EPA published Policy Assessment for the Particulate Matter Review of the
National Ambient Air Quality Standards (Particulate Matter Policy Assessment). In this document,
U.S. EPA staff concluded that the then-current federal annual PM2.5 standard of 15 µg/m3 should
be revised to a level within the range of 13 to 11 µg/m3, with evidence strongly supporting a
standard within the range of 12 to 11 µg/m3. The APEZs for San Francisco are based on the health
protective PM2.5 standard of 11 µg/m3, as supported by the U.S. EPA’s Particulate Matter Policy
Assessment, although lowered to 10 µg/m3 to account for uncertainty in accurately predicting air
pollutant concentrations using emissions modeling programs.

Excess Cancer Risk
The 100 per one million persons exposed (100 excess cancer risk) criterion discussed above in the
“San Francisco Modeling of Air Pollution Exposure Zones” section is based on U.S. EPA guidance
for conducting air toxic analyses and making risk management decisions at the facility and
community-scale level.241 As described by BAAQMD, U.S. EPA considers a cancer risk of 100 per
one million or less to be within the “acceptable” range of cancer risk. Furthermore, in the 1989
preamble to the benzene National Emissions Standards for Hazardous Air Pollutants (NESHAP)
rulemaking,242 U.S. EPA states that it “… strives to provide maximum feasible protection against
risks to health from hazardous air pollutants by (1) protecting the greatest number of persons
possible to an individual lifetime risk level no higher than approximately one in one million and
(2) limiting to no higher than approximately one in ten thousand [100 in 1 million] the estimated
risk that a person living near a plant would have if he or she were exposed to the maximum
pollutant concentrations for 70 years.” The 100 per million excess cancer cases is also consistent

240

241

242

CARB, Air Quality and Land Use Handbook: A Community Health Perspective, April 2005,
http://www.arb.ca.gov/ch/handbook.pdf, accessed February 12, 2019.
BAAQMD, Revised Draft Options and Justification Report, California Environmental Quality Act Thresholds of
Significance, October 2009, p. 67, http://www.baaqmd.gov/~/media/files/planning-and-research/ceqa/revised-draft-ceqathresholds-justification-report-oct-2009.pdf?la=en, accessed February 12, 2019.
54 Federal Register 38044, September 14, 1989.
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with the ambient cancer risk in the most pristine portions of the Bay Area based on air district
regional modeling.243
In addition to monitoring criteria pollutants, both BAAQMD and CARB operate TAC monitoring
networks in the San Francisco Bay Area Air Basin. These stations measure 10 to 15 TACs, depending
on the specific station. The TACs selected for monitoring are those that traditionally have been found
in the highest concentrations in ambient air and therefore tend to produce the most significant risk.
The nearest air district ambient TAC monitoring station to the project area is the station at
10 Arkansas Street in San Francisco. The ambient concentrations of carcinogenic TACs measured at
the Arkansas Street station, approximately 3 miles northeast of the project site, are presented in
Table 3.D-4, 2017 Annual Average Ambient Concentrations of Carcinogenic Toxic Air
Contaminants Measured at BAAQMD Monitoring Station, 10 Arkansas Street, San Francisco. The
estimated cancer risk from a lifetime exposure (70 years) to these substances is also reported in the
table. When TAC measurements at this station are compared to ambient concentrations of various
TACs for the Bay Area as a whole, the cancer risks associated with mean TAC concentrations in San
Francisco are similar to those for the Bay Area as a whole. Therefore, the estimated average lifetime
cancer risk resulting from exposure to TAC concentrations monitored at the San Francisco station do
not appear to be any greater than for the Bay Area as a region.
TABLE 3.D-4
2017 ANNUAL AVERAGE AMBIENT CONCENTRATIONS OF CARCINOGENIC TOXIC AIR CONTAMINANTS
MEASURED AT BAAQMD MONITORING STATION, 10 ARKANSAS STREET, SAN FRANCISCO
Concentration

Cancer Risk per Milliona

Acetaldehyde

0.69

10

Benzene

0.216

56

1,3-Butadiene

0.036

39

Carbon Tetrachlorideb

0.093

71

Formaldehyde

1.64

35

Perchloroethylene

0.009

1

Methylene Chloride

0.114

1

Chloroform

0.028

2

Trichloroethylene

0.010

0.3

0.078

32

Substance

Gaseous TACs (ppb)

Particulate TACs (ng/m3)
Chromium (Hexavalent)b
Total Risk for All TACs
SOURCE:

248.3

CARB, Ambient Air Toxics Summary – 2016, http://www.arb.ca.gov/adam/toxics/sitesubstance.html, accessed February 12, 2019.

NOTES:
TACs = toxic air contaminants; ppb = part per billion; ng/m3 = nanograms per cubic meter
a Cancer risks were estimated by applying published unit risk values to the measured concentrations.
b 2016 data provided for this substance as 2017 data was insufficient per CARB.

243

BAAQMD, Revised Draft Options and Justification Report, California Environmental Quality Act Thresholds of
Significance, October 2009, p. 67.
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Roadway-Related Pollutants
Motor vehicles are responsible for a large share of air pollution, especially in California. Vehicle
tailpipe emissions contain diverse forms of particles and gases, and vehicles also contribute to
particulates by generating road dust and tire wear. Epidemiologic studies have demonstrated that
people living close to freeways or busy roadways have poorer health outcomes, including
increased asthma symptoms and respiratory infections, and decreased pulmonary function and
poor lung development in children. Air pollution monitoring conducted in conjunction with
epidemiologic studies has confirmed that roadway-related health effects vary with modeled
exposure to PM and NO2. In traffic-related studies, the additional noncancer health risk attributable
to roadway proximity was seen within 1,000 feet of the roadway and was strongest within
300 feet.244 As a result, CARB recommends that new sensitive land uses not be located within
500 feet of a freeway or urban roads carrying 100,000 vehicles per day. The project site is not located
within 500 feet of such a freeway or roadway.

Diesel Particulate Matter
CARB identified DPM as a TAC in 1998, primarily based on evidence demonstrating cancer effects
in humans. The exhaust from diesel engines includes hundreds of different gaseous and particulate
components, many of which are toxic. Mobile sources such as trucks and buses are among the
primary sources of diesel emissions, and concentrations of DPM are higher near heavily traveled
highways. The board estimated that as of 2000, the average Bay Area cancer risk from exposure to
DPM, based on a population-weighted average ambient DPM concentration, is approximately 480
in one million, which is much higher than the risk associated with any other toxic air pollutant
routinely measured in the region. The statewide risk from DPM as determined by the board
declined from 750 in one million in 1990 to 570 in one million in 1995; by 2012, the board estimated
the average statewide cancer risk from DPM at 520 in one million.245,246
In 2000, CARB approved a comprehensive Diesel Risk Reduction Plan to reduce diesel emissions
from both new and existing diesel-fueled vehicles and engines. Subsequent board regulations
apply to new trucks and diesel fuel. With new controls and fuel requirements, 60 trucks built in
2007 would have the same particulate exhaust emissions as one truck built in 1988.247 The
regulation is anticipated to result in an 80 percent decrease in statewide diesel health risk in 2020
as compared with the diesel risk in 2000. Despite notable emission reductions, the board
recommends that proximity to sources of DPM emissions be considered in the siting of new
sensitive land uses. The board notes that these recommendations are advisory and should not be
interpreted as defined “buffer zones,” and that local agencies must balance other considerations,
244

245

246

247

CARB, Air Quality and Land Use Handbook: A Community Health Perspective, April 2005. http://www.arb.ca.gov/ch/
handbook.pdf, accessed February 12, 2019.
CARB, California Almanac of Emissions and Air Quality - 2009 Edition, Table 5-44 and Figure 5-12,
http://www.arb.ca.gov/aqd/almanac/almanac09/chap509.htm, accessed February 12, 2019.
CARB, Overview: Diesel Exhaust and Health, https://ww2.arb.ca.gov/resources/overview-diesel-exhaust-and-health,
accessed May 5, 2019. This calculated cancer risk value from ambient air exposure in California can be
compared against the lifetime probability of being diagnosed with cancer in the United States, from all causes,
which for men is more than 40 percent (based on a sampling of 17 regions nationwide), or greater than 400,000
in one million, according to the American Cancer Society. (American Cancer Society, last revised October 1, 2014,
http://www.cancer.org/cancer//lifetime-probability-of-developing-or-dying-from-cancer.)
Pollution Engineering, New Clean Diesel Fuel Rules Start, July 2006.
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including transportation needs, the benefits of urban infill, community economic development
priorities, and other quality of life issues. With careful evaluation of exposure, health risks, and
affirmative steps to reduce risk where necessary, CARB’s position is that infill development, mixed
use, higher density, transit-oriented development, and other concepts that benefit regional air
quality can be compatible with protecting the health of individuals at the neighborhood level.248

Sensitive Receptors
Air quality does not affect every individual in the population in the same way, and some groups are
more sensitive to adverse health effects than others. More sensitive population groups include: the
elderly and the young; those with higher rates of respiratory disease, such as asthma and chronic
obstructive pulmonary disease; and those with other environmental or occupational health
exposures (e.g., indoor air quality) that affect cardiovascular or respiratory diseases. The air district
defines sensitive receptors as children, adults, and seniors occupying or residing in residential
dwellings, schools, daycare centers, hospitals, and senior-care facilities. Workers are not considered
sensitive receptors because all employers must follow regulations set forth by the Occupation Safety
and Health Administration to ensure the health and well-being of their employees.249
The proximity of sensitive receptors to motor vehicles is an air pollution concern, especially in
San Francisco where building setbacks are limited and roadway volumes are higher than most
other parts of the Bay Area. Vehicles also contribute to particulates by generating road dust and
through tire wear.
Existing sensitive receptors evaluated in this SEIR include a representative sample of known
residents (child and adult) in the surrounding neighborhood, and other sensitive receptors (school
children, daycare facilities, etc.) located in the surrounding community and along the expected
travel routes of the on-road delivery and haul trucks within the project vicinity. The health risk
impact analysis in this document also includes receptor locations out to a distance of 3,280 feet
(1,000 meters) from the project site, consistent with citywide health risk modeling discussed above.
In addition to the residential receptors, 10 schools and 16 daycare facilities within 3,280 feet of the
project site were identified.
The project site is not located within an area with risk factors that meet the APEZ criteria.
Background cancer risk values on the project site range from 8 to 22 in one million, with
background values ranging from 1 to 139 in one million within 3,280 feet (1,000 meters) of the site.
Background PM2.5 concentrations range from 8.3 to 8.6 µg/m3 on the project site, with background
values varying between 8.1 and 11.3 µg/m3 within 3,280 feet (1,000 meters) of the site. The nearest
offsite receptors within an APEZ are located approximately 1,100 feet to the southeast and are so
designated due to the proximity of I-280. Receptors within 3,280 feet (1,000 meters) of the project
boundary are located both within and outside of the APEZ and impacts are assessed accordingly
as discussed below in the “Approach to Analysis” section.

248

249

CARB, Air Quality and Land Use Handbook: A Community Health Perspective, April 2005,
http://www.arb.ca.gov/ch/.pdf, accessed February 12, 2019.
BAAQMD, Recommended Methods for Screening and Modeling Local Risks and Hazards, May 2011, p. 12.
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Existing Stationary Sources of Air Pollution
BAAQMD’s inventory of permitted stationary sources of emissions shows seven permitted
stationary emission facilities present within or near the 1,000-foot zone of influence250 of the project
site. The sources at these permitted facilities include three stationary diesel engines for power
generators, three gas stations, and fugitive TAC sources for the San Francisco Municipal Railway
at 2301 San Jose Avenue.251

Major Roadways Contributing to Air Pollution
Ocean Avenue and Geneva Avenue are arterial roadways within 3,280 feet (1,000 meters) of the
project site that carry at least 10,000 vehicles in annual average daily traffic based on the City’s
SF-CHAMP roadway model.252 This traffic contributes to concentrations of PM2.5, DPM, and other
air contaminants emitted from motor vehicles near the street level. I-280 is also located within
3,280 feet (1,000 meters) from the project site. Aside from the surrounding major roadways, there
are no other areas of mobile-source activity or otherwise “non-permitted” sources (e.g., railyards,
trucking distribution facilities, and high-volume fueling stations) located within 3,280 feet
(1,000 meters) of the project site.

3.D.5 Regulatory Framework
Federal Regulations
The 1970 Clean Air Act (last amended in 1990) requires that regional planning and air pollution
control agencies prepare a regional air quality plan to outline the measures by which both stationary
and mobile sources of pollutants are planned to be controlled in order to achieve all standards by the
deadlines specified in the act. These ambient air quality standards are intended to protect the public
health and welfare, and they specify the concentration of pollutants (with an ample margin of safety)
to which the public can be exposed without adverse health effects. They are designed in consideration
of those segments of the public most susceptible to respiratory distress, including asthmatics, the
very young, the elderly, people weak from other illness or disease, or persons engaged in strenuous
work or exercise. Healthy adults can tolerate occasional exposure to air pollution levels that are
somewhat above ambient air quality standards without the risk of adverse health effects.
The current attainment status for the San Francisco Bay Area Air Basin, with respect to federal
standards, is summarized in Table 3.D-2, p. 3.D-12. In general, the basin experiences low
concentrations of most pollutants when compared to federal standards, except for ozone and PM
(PM10 and PM2.5), for which standards are exceeded periodically (see Table 3.D-1, p. 3.D-5).

250

251

252

For assessing community risks and hazards, a 1,000-foot radius is recommended around the project property
boundary. BAAQMD recommends that any proposed project that includes the siting of a new source or receptor
assess associated impacts within 1,000 feet, taking into account both individual and nearby cumulative sources.
As explained above, the HRA evaluated sources within a larger area of 3,280 feet (1,000 meters).
Fugitive TAC sources include spray booths for transit vehicle repair, graffiti removal chemicals, a burnout
oven, and automotive cleaning chemicals for transit vehicles.
San Francisco County Transportation Authority, Chained Activity Modeling Process version 4.3.0, Average
Daily Traffic Volumes, provided to ESA, August 2, 2012.
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State Regulations
California Clean Air Act
Although the Federal Clean Air Act established national ambient air quality standards, individual
states retained the option to adopt more stringent standards and to include other pollution sources.
California had already established its own air quality standards when federal standards were
established, and because of the unique meteorological conditions in California, there is
considerable diversity between the state and national ambient air quality standards, as shown in
Table 3.D-2, p. 3.D-12. California ambient standards are at least as protective as national ambient
standards and are often more stringent.
In 1988, California passed the California Clean Air Act (California Health and Safety Code
sections 39600 et seq.), which, like its federal counterpart, required the designation of areas as in
attainment or in nonattainment, but based these designations on state ambient air quality
standards rather than the federal standards. As indicated in Table 3.D-2, p. 3.D-12, the
San Francisco Bay Area Air Basin is designated as “nonattainment” for state ozone, PM10, and PM2.5
standards, and is designated as “attainment” for the other pollutants.

Toxic Air Contaminants
In 2005, CARB approved a regulatory measure to reduce emissions of toxic and criteria pollutants
by limiting the idling of new heavy-duty diesel vehicles. The regulations generally limit idling of
commercial motor vehicles (including buses and trucks) within 100 feet of a school or residential
area for more than five consecutive minutes or periods aggregating more than five minutes in any
one hour. Buses or vehicles also must turn off their engines upon stopping at a school and must
not turn their engines on more than 30 seconds before beginning to depart from a school. Also,
state law Senate Bill 352 was adopted in 2003 and limits locating public schools within 500 feet of
a freeway or busy traffic corridor (Education Code section 17213; Public Resources Code
section 21151.8).

Title 24 (Building Energy-Efficiency Standards)
California Code of Regulations title 24 is the means by which California regulates energy
consumption. Title 24, Building Energy-Efficiency Standards, applies to energy consumed for
heating, cooling, ventilation, water heating, and lighting in new residential and nonresidential
buildings. The Title 24 standards, first adopted by the California Energy Commission in 1978, are
updated periodically to incorporate new energy efficiency technologies and methods.
The California Green Building Standards Code was adopted as part of Title 24 in 2008 and was last
updated in 2016. The code establishes voluntary standards for planning and design for energy
efficiency (in excess of the California Energy Code requirements), water conservation, material
conservation, sustainable site development, and internal air contaminants.
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The project sponsor is including sustainability elements within its sustainability plan addressing
renewable energy considerations. The project would, at minimum, comply with the state’s Title 24
energy efficiency requirements and the state Green Building Requirements (discussed below).
In May 2018, the California Energy Commission adopted its triennial (2019) update to the
California Energy Code (title 24 Building Energy-Efficiency Standards, part 6). The updated
standards were published in December 2018, and will be effective January 1, 2020.253 The 2019
Energy Standards focus on three key areas: residential photovoltaic systems, residential and
nonresidential ventilation requirements, and nonresidential lighting requirements. For ventilation,
the updates will increase air filtration requirements to a Minimum Efficiency Reporting Value (MERV)
of 13, necessary for filtering out the smallest category of potentially harmful particulates. This
filtration requirement applies to all habitable spaces in high-rise residential buildings,254
hotel/motel buildings, and nonresidential buildings other than healthcare facilities that are
mechanically heated or mechanically cooled.
The filtration requirement reduces indoor exposure to particulate matter including DPM and thus
will reduce cancer risk to occupants of applicable buildings for which an application for a building
permit or renewal of an existing permit is filed after January 1, 2020.

California Green Buildings Standards Code (CALGreen)
On July 17, 2008, the California Building Standards Commission adopted the nation's first green
building standards. The California Green Building Standards Code (24 California Code of
Regulations, part 11) was adopted as part of the California Building Standards Code (California
Code of Regulations title 24). The 2013 California Green Building Standards Code, also known as
the CALGreen Code, contains mandatory requirements for new residential and nonresidential
buildings (including buildings for retail, office, public schools and hospitals) throughout
California. The development of the CALGreen Code is intended to reduce energy and water
consumption, reduce construction waste; make buildings more efficient in the use of materials and
energy; and reduce environmental impacts during and after construction. As it pertains to the
Project, the CALGreen Code influences the Project’s natural gas use for heating and cooking and,
therefore, the criteria pollutant emissions associated with natural gas combustion.
The CALGreen Code provides standards for bicycle parking, carpool/vanpool/electric vehicle
spaces, light and glare reduction, grading and paving, energy efficient appliances, renewable
energy, graywater systems, water efficient plumbing fixtures, recycling and recycled materials,
pollutant controls (including moisture control and indoor air quality), acoustical controls,
stormwater management, building design, insulation, flooring, and framing, among others.

253

254

California Energy Commission, 2019 Building Energy Efficiency Standards, 2019,
https://www.energy.ca.gov/title24/2019standards/, accessed June 2019.
A high-rise residential building is defined as a building, other than a hotel/motel, of Occupancy Group R-2 or R-4
with four or more habitable stories.
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Regional Regulations
Bay Area Air Quality Management District
BAAQMD is the regional agency with jurisdiction over the nine-county San Francisco Bay Area
Air Basin, which includes San Francisco, Alameda, Contra Costa, Marin, San Mateo, Santa Clara,
and Napa counties and portions of Sonoma and Solano counties. It is responsible for attaining and
maintaining federal and state air quality standards in the basin. Specifically, it monitors ambient
air pollutant levels throughout the basin and develops and implements strategies to attain these
standards. It also establishes and enforces local air quality rules and regulations for these purposes.
A list of some of the applicable air district rules is provided below:


Regulation 2, Rule 2 (New Source Review): This regulation contains requirements for best
available control technology and emissions offsets.



Regulation 2, Rule 5 (New Source Review of TACs): This regulation outlines guidance for
evaluating TAC emissions and their potential health risks.



Regulation 6, Rule 1 (Particulate Matter): This regulation restricts emissions of particulate
matter darker than No. 1 on the Ringlemann Chart to less than three minutes in any one hour.



Regulation 7 (Odorous Substances): This regulation establishes general odor limitations on
odorous substances and specific emissions limitations on certain odorous compounds.



Regulation 8, Rule 3 (Architectural Coatings): This regulation limits the quantity of VOCs in
architectural coatings.



Regulation 9, Rule 6 (NOx emissions from natural gas–fired boilers and water heaters): This
regulation limits emissions of NOx generated by natural gas–fired boilers.



Regulation 9, Rule 8 (Stationary Internal-Combustion Engines): This regulation limits
emissions of NOx and CO from stationary internal-combustion engines of more than
50 horsepower (hp).



Regulation 11, Rule 2 (Hazardous Pollutants): This regulation limits emissions of asbestos
during demolition, renovation, milling, and manufacturing and establishes appropriate waste
disposal procedures.

Per its Engineering Policy and Procedure Manual,255 the air district requires implementation of best
available control technology for toxics and would deny an authority to construct or a permit to
operate for any new or modified source of TACs that exceeds a cancer risk of 10 in 1 million or a
chronic or acute hazard index of 1.0. The permitting process under the air district regulation 2, rule 5
requires a health risk screening analysis, the results of which are posted on the air district’s website.

Bay Area Air Quality Planning Relative to State and Federal Standards
Federal Air Quality Plan
Air quality plans developed to meet federal requirements are referred to as State Implementation
Plans. The federal and state clean air acts require plans to be developed for areas designated as
255

BAAQMD, Permit Handbook, 2018, p. 15, http://www.baaqmd.gov/~/media/files/engineering/permit-handbook/baaqmdpermit-handbook.pdf, accessed February 12, 2019.
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nonattainment (with the exception of areas designated as nonattainment for the state PM10
standard). The most recent Bay Area ozone plan prepared in response to federal air quality
planning requirements is the 2001 Ozone Attainment Plan.

California Air Quality Plan
Bay Area plans addressing state standards are prepared with the cooperation of BAAQMD, the
Metropolitan Transportation Commission (MTC), and the Association of Bay Area Governments
(ABAG). In April 2017, the air district adopted the 2017 Clean Air Plan256 whose primary goals are to
protect public health and to protect the climate. The plan includes a wide range of proposed control
measures to reduce combustion-related activities, decrease fossil fuel combustion, improve energy
efficiency, and decrease emissions of potent GHGs. The 2017 Clean Air Plan updates the Bay Area 2010
Clean Air Plan and complies with state air quality planning requirements as codified in the California
Health and Safety Code. The San Francisco Bay Area Air Basin is designated nonattainment for both
the one- and eight-hour state ozone standards. In addition, emissions of ozone precursors in the basin
contribute to air quality problems in neighboring air basins. Under these circumstances, state law
requires the Clean Air Plan to include all feasible measures to reduce emissions of ozone precursors
and to reduce the transport of ozone precursors to neighboring air basins.
The 2017 Clean Air Plan contains 85 measures to address reduction of several pollutants: ozone
precursors, particulate matter, air toxics, and/or GHGs. Other measures focus on a single type of
pollutant, potent GHGs such as methane and black carbon, or harmful fine particles that affect
public health. These control strategies are grouped into the following categories:


Stationary Source Measures;



Transportation Control Measures;



Energy Control Measures;



Building Control Measures;



Agricultural Control Measures;



Natural and Working Lands Control Measures;



Waste Management Control Measures;



Water Control Measures; and



Super-GHG Control Measures.

256

BAAQMD, Final 2017 Clean Air Plan: Spare the Air, Cool the Climate, 2017,
http://www.baaqmd.gov/~/media/files/planning-and-research/plans/2017-clean-air-plan/attachment-a_-proposed-finalcap-vol-1-pdf.pdf, accessed on February 12, 2019.
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Local Regulations
San Francisco General Plan
The San Francisco General Plan includes the 1997 Air Quality Element.257 The plan objectives are
as follows:


Objective 1: Adhere to State and Federal air quality standards and regional programs.



Objective 2: Reduce mobile sources of air pollution through implementation of the
Transportation Element of the General Plan.



Objective 3: Decrease the air quality impacts of development by coordination of land use and
transportation decisions.



Objective 4: Improve air quality by increasing public awareness regarding the negative health
effects of pollutants generated by stationary and mobile sources.



Objective 5: Minimize particulate matter emissions from road and construction sites.



Objective 6: Link the positive effects of energy conservation and waste management to
emission reductions.

San Francisco Construction Dust Control Ordinance
The City of San Francisco has adopted San Francisco Health Code article 22B and San Francisco
Building Code section 106.A.3.2.6, which together are the Construction Dust Control Ordinance.
The ordinance requires that all site preparation work, demolition, or other construction activities
within San Francisco that have the potential to create dust or to expose or disturb more than
10 cubic yards or 500 square feet of soil comply with specified dust control measures whether or
not the activity requires a permit from the San Francisco Department of Building Inspection. For
projects larger than 0.5 acre, the Construction Dust Control Ordinance requires that the project
sponsor submit a dust control plan for approval by the San Francisco Department of Public Health
prior to issuance of a building permit by San Francisco Department of Building Inspection or Port
of San Francisco.
Building permits will not be issued without written notification from the director of public health
that the applicant has a site-specific dust control plan, unless the director waives the requirement.
The Construction Dust Control Ordinance requires project sponsors and contractors responsible
for construction activities to control construction dust on the site or implement other practices that
result in equivalent dust control that are acceptable to the director of public health. Dust
suppression activities may include watering of all active construction areas sufficiently to prevent
dust from becoming airborne; increased watering frequency may be necessary whenever wind
speeds exceed 15 miles per hour. Reclaimed water must be used if required by article 21,
section 1100 et seq. of the San Francisco Public Works Code. The project site is 17.6 acres in size,
and therefore the project sponsor would be required to prepare a dust control plan.

257

San Francisco Planning Department, San Francisco General Plan, Air Quality Element, July 1997, updated in 2000.
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San Francisco Health Code Provisions for Urban Infill Development (Article 38)
San Francisco adopted article 38 of the San Francisco Health Code in 2008, with revisions that took
effect in December 2014. The revised code requires that sensitive land use developments within the
mapped APEZ incorporate MERV 13–equivalent ventilation systems to remove particulates from
outdoor air. This regulation also applies to conversion of uses to a sensitive use (residential, senior care
facilities, daycare centers, etc.). The project site is not currently identified as within an APEZ.258 See
Impact AQ-4, p. 3.D-65, for more information on the background of health risks on the project site.

3.D.6 Impacts and Mitigation Measures
Significance Criteria
San Francisco Administrative Code chapter 31 directs the department to identify environmental
effects of a project using as its base the environmental checklist form set forth in CEQA Guidelines
Appendix G. As it relates to air quality, Appendix G asks whether the proposed project would:


Conflict with or obstruct implementation of the applicable air quality plan;



Result in a cumulatively considerable net increase of any criteria pollutant for which the project
region is in nonattainment under an applicable federal or state ambient air quality standard;



Expose sensitive receptors to substantial pollutant concentrations; or



Result in other emissions (such as those leading to odors adversely affecting a substantial
number of people).

Approach to Analysis
Air quality analysis conducted for this impact assessment employs the emission factors, models
and tools distributed by a variety of agencies including CARB, the California Air Pollution Officers
Association (CAPCOA), the California Office of Environmental Health Hazard Assessment
(OEHHA) and U.S. EPA. Additionally, the analysis includes methods identified in the BAAQMD
CEQA Air Quality Guidelines (May 2017).

Project Features
This SEIR analyzes two different sets of options for the site’s residential density to capture a range
of possible development on the project site: The first is the Developer’s Proposed Option (1,100
dwelling units), proposed by Reservoir Community Partners LLC. The second is the Additional
Housing Option (1,550 dwelling units), developed by the City to fulfill the objectives of the San
Francisco General Plan (the general plan) to maximize affordable housing and housing in transitrich neighborhoods. Development under each of the two options would entail the same land uses
and street configurations, and similar site plans. Each of the two project options have an effect on
the quantity and timing of criteria pollutant emissions and health risks, as discussed in “Methods
for Analysis of Impacts,” p. 3.D-29.

258

San Francisco Department of Public Health, Air Pollution Exposure Zone Map, Inset 5,
https://www.sfdph.org/dph/files/EHSdocs/AirQuality/AirPollutantExposureZoneMap.pdf, accessed February 12, 2019.
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Construction Activities
Construction of the proposed project has the potential to create air quality impacts through the use
of heavy-duty construction equipment, construction workers’ vehicle trips, truck hauling trips, and
vendor truck trips. In addition, fugitive dust emissions would result from site disturbance
including grading and asphalt recycling, and fugitive ROG emissions would result from
application of architectural coatings and paving.
Mobile equipment such as excavators, graders, backhoes, loaders, dump trucks, compactors,
pavers, man lifts, and forklifts would be used for demolition, site clearing, excavation and grading,
but also for building construction, and/or hardscape and landscape materials installation.
Track/tire-mounted cranes and/or tower cranes would be used for building construction, including
but not limited to, steel and precast erection, and building façades. Miscellaneous stationary
equipment would include generators, air compressors, and cement/mortar mixers, and possibly
crushing and processing equipment. A variety of other smaller mechanical equipment would also
be used at the project site during the construction period, such as jackhammers/pavement breakers,
saw cutters, chopping saws, tile saws, stud impact guns, impact drills, torque wrenches, welding
machines, and concrete boom pumps. The proposed project would not require pile driving or
specialized compaction techniques for imported soil.259
Project construction would also generate offsite truck trips for deliveries of concrete and other
building materials, transportation of construction equipment to and from the site, hauling soils and
debris from the site, and street sweepers.

Project Operations, Stationary Sources, and Transportation Sources
The proposed project would generate operational emissions from a variety of sources, including
stationary sources (diesel emergency generators); area sources (natural gas combustion for heating
and cooking, consumer products, architectural coatings, and landscape equipment); and from
mobile sources (daily automobile and truck trips). Key operational elements of the proposed
project that could directly or indirectly result in air quality impacts include the following:


Traffic increases associated with long-term development of 3,163 vehicle trips per day in the
Developer’s proposed Option and 4,442 trips per day under the Additional Housing Option.260



Operation of emergency standby diesel generators) would introduce new stationary emissions
sources.261



Combustion of natural gas for heating and cooking.



Other area sources including consumer products, architectural coatings, and landscape equipment.



Travel and idling emissions associated with daily delivery and service vehicle trips.

259

260
261

Rockridge Geotechnical, Draft Preliminary Geotechnical Investigation Proposed Residential Development at Balboa
Reservoir Phelan and Ocean Avenues, San Francisco, California, prepared for BRIDGE Housing Corporation,
January 22, 2018.
Kittelson & Associates, Travel Demand Memorandum, April 29, 2019, Table 6.
It is assumed that there would be two emergency generators for the Developer’s Proposed Option and six for the
Additional Housing Option. They would be tested for 50 hours per year (consistent with BAAQMD permitting
limits), which is roughly equivalent to four hours per month. They would be located in the building basements
and their emissions would be ventilated at street-level and a minimum of 50 feet from the property line.
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Additional information on operational emissions sources is provided in the “Methods for Analysis
of Impacts,” p. 3.D-29, and also in Appendix E, Air Quality Technical Memorandum.

Transportation Demand Management Plan
The proposed project would include a transportation demand management (TDM) program that
would implement measures to reduce vehicle trips and encourage sustainable modes of
transportation. The TDM program may include both physical (e.g., bicycle and car-share parking) and
programmatic (e.g., incentives) measures. The TDM program would reduce operational air pollutant
emissions by reducing the number of vehicle trips that would otherwise be generated by the project.
However, the impact of the TDM program was not quantified in this SEIR due to a lack of certainty as
to effectiveness of the trip reduction measures, and criteria pollutant emissions reflect the scenario
without implementation of the TDM program.
Towards the goal of achieving a sustainable land use development, the TDM program would
prioritize pedestrian and bicycle access and implement measures to encourage alternative modes
of transportation. Onsite childcare and affordable housing would be among the features of the
TDM program. Sustainable modes of transportation would be encouraged through building a
walkable, mixed-use, transit-oriented development, encouraging bicycling and walking, and
reduced parking ratios for residential uses. Sidewalk and streetscapes would be designed to
prioritize safety for pedestrians and bicyclists.
Key strategies in the TDM plan include improved walking conditions and bike lanes, unbundled
parking, car-share parking, and other approaches to discourage use of single-occupant private vehicles.
See the additional discussion of the TDM plan in SEIR Section 3.B, Transportation and Circulation.

Methods for Analysis of Impacts
In general, the proposed project would result in two types of air quality impacts. First, the project
would result in air pollution through construction activity. Second, the project would generate air
pollutants during project operations, due to increased vehicle travel and new stationary sources
(i.e., new diesel emergency generators). This section describes the methods used to evaluate project
impacts related to consistency with the Clean Air Plan, emissions of criteria pollutants, and local
health risks and hazards.
Each of these categories of project impacts would result in: (1) impacts from criteria air pollutant
emissions, which are generally regional in nature, and (2) impacts associated with exposure to
TACs and PM2.5, which is a localized health impact expressed in terms of exposure to PM2.5 annual
average concentrations and the probability of contracting cancer per 100 in one million persons
exposed to TAC concentrations. The assessment of criteria air pollutant impacts addresses the
second and third bulleted significance criteria identified above. The assessment of localized health
risk and exposure to PM2.5 concentrations addresses the fourth bulleted significance criterion
identified above.
With respect to odors, the assessment method used is the screening distance approach. The
BAAQMD’s 2017 CEQA Guidelines provide guidance, in the form of screening distances, to help
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evaluate potential odor impacts. They identify potential odor sources of particular concern, such
as wastewater treatment plants, oil refineries, asphalt plants, chemical manufacturing,
painting/coating operations, coffee roasters, food processing facilities, recycling operations, and
metal smelters, and recommend buffer zones around them to avoid potential odor conflicts.
Air quality analysis conducted for this impact assessment uses the emission factors, models, and tools
distributed by a variety of agencies including CARB, the California Air Pollution Control Officers
Association, the California Office of Environmental Health Hazard Assessment (March 2015), and
U.S. EPA. Additionally, the analysis uses methods identified in BAAQMD’s CEQA Air Quality
Guidelines (May 2017). While the air district is currently developing an update to its CEQA Air Quality
Guidelines, which may or may not include changes to its recommended thresholds of significance, no
draft has yet been made public and therefore this analysis applies the most recent guidance available.
In the California Building Industry Association v. Bay Area Air Quality Management District case
decided in 2015,262 the California Supreme Court held that CEQA does not generally require lead
agencies to consider how existing environmental conditions might impact a project’s users or
residents, except where the project would significantly exacerbate an existing environmental
condition. Accordingly, the significance criterion above related to exposure of sensitive receptors
to substantial pollutant concentrations are valid only to the extent that the project significantly
exacerbates the air quality conditions. An impact is considered significant if the project would
significantly exacerbate existing or future air quality conditions.

Air Quality Plan
The applicable air quality plan is BAAQMD’s 2017 Clean Air Plan. Consistency with the Clean Air
Plan can be determined if the project supports the goals of the plan, includes applicable control
measures from the plan and would not disrupt or hinder implementation of any plan control
measures. Consistency with the Clean Air Plan is the basis for determining whether the proposed
project would conflict with or obstruct implementation of an applicable air quality plan, the first
bulleted significance criterion identified above.

Criteria Air Pollutants
As described above under Regulatory Framework, the air basin experiences low concentrations of
most pollutants when compared to federal or state standards and is designated as either in attainment
or unclassified for most criteria pollutants, with the exception of ozone, PM2.5, and PM10, for which
these pollutants are designated as non‐attainment for either the State or federal standards.
By definition, regional air pollution is largely a cumulative impact in that no single project is
sufficient in size to, by itself, result in nonattainment of air quality standards. Instead, a project’s
individual emissions are considered to contribute to the existing, cumulative air quality conditions.
If a project’s contribution to cumulative air quality conditions is considerable, then the project’s
impact on air quality would be considered significant.263

262

263

California Building Industry Association v. Bay Area Air Quality Management District, 62 Cal.4th 369. Opinion Filed
December 17, 2015.
BAAQMD, California Environmental Quality Act Air Quality Guidelines, May 2017.
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Table 3.D-5, Criteria Air Pollutant Thresholds, identifies criteria air pollutant significance
thresholds followed by a discussion of each threshold. Projects that would result in criteria
pollutant emissions below these significance thresholds would not violate an air quality standard,
contribute substantially to an air quality violation, or result in a cumulatively considerable net
increase in criteria air pollutants within the air basin.
TABLE 3.D-5
CRITERIA AIR POLLUTANT THRESHOLDS
Operational Thresholds
Construction Thresholds Average Daily Emissions
(pounds per day)

Average Daily
Emissions
(pounds per day)

Maximum Annual
Emissions
(tons per year)

ROG

54

54

10

NOx

54

54

10

PM10

82 (exhaust)

82

15

PM2.5

54 (exhaust)

54

10

Pollutant

Fugitive
Dust
SOURCE:

Construction Dust Ordinance or other Best Management
Practices

Not applicable

BAAQMD, CEQA Air Quality Guidelines, May 2017, www.baaqmd.gov.

The thresholds of significance for criteria air pollutants are based on substantial evidence presented
in Appendix D of the 2017 BAAQMD CEQA Air Quality Guidelines and the district’s 2009 Revised
Draft Options and Justification Report concerning CEQA thresholds.264
The significance thresholds are based on the state and federal Clean Air Acts’ emissions limits for
stationary sources. To ensure that new stationary sources do not cause or contribute to a violation
of an air quality standard, BAAQMD regulation 2, rule 2, requires that any new source that emits
criteria air pollutants above a specified emissions limit must offset those emissions. For ozone
precursors ROG and NOx, the offset emissions level is an annual average of 10 tons per year (or
54 pounds per day).265 These levels represent emissions below which new sources are not
anticipated to contribute to an air quality violation or result in a considerable net increase in criteria
air pollutants that could result in increased health effects.
The Federal New Source Review program was created under the federal Clean Air Act to ensure
that stationary sources of air pollution are constructed in a manner that is consistent with
attainment of federal health-based ambient air quality standards. For PM10 and PM2.5, the emissions
limit under the New Source Review program is 15 tons per year (82 pounds per day) and 10 tons
per year (54 pounds per day), respectively. These emissions limits represent levels at which a
source is not expected to have a significant impact on air quality.266

264

265

266

BAAQMD, California Environmental Quality Act Air Quality Guidelines, May 2017, p. 2-2; BAAQMD, Revised Draft
Options and Justification Report, California Environmental Quality Act Thresholds of Significance, October 2009, p. 17.
BAAQMD, Revised Draft Options and Justification Report, California Environmental Quality Act Thresholds of
Significance, October 2009, p. 17.
BAAQMD, Revised Draft Options and Justification Report, California Environmental Quality Act Thresholds of
Significance, October 2009, p. 16.
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Although these regulations apply to new or modified stationary sources, land use development
projects also generate ROG, NOx, PM10, and PM2.5 emissions from increases in vehicle trips, energy
use, architectural coating, and construction activities. Therefore, the identified thresholds are
applied to the construction and operational phases of land use projects. Those projects that would
result in emissions below these thresholds would not be considered to contribute to an existing or
projected air quality violation or result in a considerable net increase in ozone precursors or PM.
As discussed above, the proposed project includes two project options: the Developer’s Proposed
Option and the Additional Housing Option. Criteria pollutant emissions were estimated for each
option at the same level of detail to inform the public and decision makers about the potential air
quality impacts of each option.
Fugitive dust emissions are typically generated during construction phases. Studies have shown that
the application of best management practices (BMPs) at construction sites significantly controls
fugitive dust,267 and individual measures have been shown to reduce fugitive dust by anywhere from
30 to 90 percent.268 BAAQMD has identified eight BMPs to control fugitive dust emissions from
construction activities.269 San Francisco’s Construction Dust Control Ordinance requires a number of
fugitive dust control measures to ensure that construction projects do not result in visible dust. The
project would be subject to the Construction Dust Control Ordinance, which is the basis for
determining the significance of air quality impacts from fugitive dust emissions.

Construction Emissions of Criteria Air Pollutants
Mass average daily and annual combustion criteria pollutant and off-gassing emissions270 were
estimated using the emission factors from CARB’s OFFROAD and EMission FACtors 2017
(EMFAC2017) model.271,272 Emissions were evaluated consistent with the methodology used by the
California Emissions Estimator Model (CalEEMod) (version 2016.3.2), an emissions
estimation/evaluation model that was developed in collaboration with the air quality management
districts of California. CalEEMod separates the construction process into multiple phases to
account for various construction scenarios, including demolition, site preparation, grading,
building, architectural coating, and paving phases. From these construction phases, CalEEMod
estimates emissions from the following sources:


Off-road equipment;



On-road mobile vehicle trips associated with workers, vendors and hauling;



Fugitive dust emissions (PM10 and PM2.5) associated with demolition, excavation and grading,
truck loading and entrained road dust; and

267

268

269
270
271

272

Western Regional Air Partnership, WRAP Fugitive Dust Handbook, September 7, 2006,
wrapair.org/forums/dejf/fdh/content/FDHandbook_Rev_06.pdf, accessed April 23, 2018.
BAAQMD, Revised Draft Options and Justification Report, California Environmental Quality Act Thresholds of
Significance, October 2009, p. 27.
BAAQMD, California Environmental Quality Act Air Quality Guidelines, May 2011, p. 8-3.
For example, evaporative emissions of ROG from the application of architectural coatings and asphalt paving.
CARB, EMFAC2017, Version 1.0.2, effective March 1, 2018, https://www.arb.ca.gov/msei/msei.htm, accessed
February, 2018.
While CARB has published updated EMFAC2017 emission factors in December 2017, these updated factors
have not yet been approved by U.S. EPA. Refer to SEIR Appendix E for a technical memorandum on the
ramifications of using the latest U.S. EPA-approved model.
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ROG emissions associated with application of architectural coatings (paints and finishes) and
paving.

Total construction emissions by phase were calculated and converted from tons per year to pounds
per day using the estimated construction duration of each phase of construction for comparison
against the significance thresholds. As there would be an overlap of construction and operational
activities and variations in the duration of construction activities for each phase, estimated emissions
are compared to both the average daily and maximum annual thresholds in Table 3.D-7a, p. 3.D-45,
and Table 3.D-7b, p. 3.D-46. Refer to Appendix E, Air Quality Technical Memorandum, for a detailed
list of project-specific equipment considered and duration assumptions.
During the project’s approximately six-year construction period, construction activities would
result in emissions of ozone precursors and PM, as discussed below. Because operation of Phase 1
is anticipated to occur during construction of Phase 2, the construction analysis accounts for
Phase 1 operational emissions that would occur simultaneously with construction of Phase 2.
Therefore, operational emissions are evaluated after each of the two phases of construction and
upon buildout of each phase using the CalEEMod model. This allows for an analysis of the total
emissions that would occur from construction activities and simultaneous operations during the
six-year construction period.
The emissions estimates provided in this analysis are based on generally conservative assumptions,
including the expectation that a relatively large amount of construction takes place during a relatively
intensive and overlapping schedule. Because of this conservative assumption, actual average daily
or maximum annual emissions could be less than those estimated in this analysis. However, it is also
possible that construction could occur over a shorter duration with more intensive activity. In the
extreme case, construction could occur over a three-year period with Phases 1 and 2 occurring
simultaneously. In this scenario, average daily or maximum annual emissions could be greater than
those estimated in this analysis, and total annual emissions could increase.
The construction schedule and phasing were based on project-specific data provided by the project
sponsor. It was assumed that the Developer’s Proposed Option and Additional Housing Option
would have similar schedules and phasing. Off-road equipment for each phase was based on
project-specific data provided by the applicant. A separate off-road construction equipment fleet
was not provided by the sponsor for the Additional Housing Option. Consequently, to estimate
off-road construction emissions from the Additional Housing Option, a scaling factor was applied
to the daily off-road equipment operational hours for the Developer’s Proposed Option equipment
fleet. The scaling factor was based on the square footage ratio of the Developer’s Proposed Option
to the Additional Housing Option for each building (for example, Building C in Phase 1 would be
171,000 square feet under the Developer’s Proposed Option and 219,000 square feet under the
Additional Housing Option, so the scaling factor for construction equipment operating during
Building C construction is 219,000 ÷ 171,000 = 1.28). Therefore, the Additional Housing Option is
anticipated to result in greater criteria pollutant emissions during construction. A complete list of
the construction equipment for each phase, construction phase duration assumptions, and changes
to modeling default values used in this analysis is included in Appendix E, Air Quality Technical
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Memorandum. The assessment of construction air quality impacts considers each of the following
emissions sources:


Off-road construction vehicles and equipment (including generators and the asphalt recycling
plant);



Asphalt paving;



Application of architectural coatings; and



On-road vehicles (travel and idling).

Sources one through three were analyzed using CalEEMod methods, as described above. For on-road
vehicles, travel emissions were also analyzed using CalEEMod. Idling emissions from on-road vehicles,
including haul trucks, were estimated using emission factors from the EMFAC2017 model.273
See Appendix E, Air Quality Technical Memorandum, for additional detail regarding the
construction emissions modeling, including detailed construction schedule and equipment fleet,
vendor and haul truck travel assumptions, and architectural coating adjustments.

Operational Emissions of Criteria Air Pollutants
Mass average daily and annual mobile and area source emissions were estimated using the
CalEEMod (version 2016.3.2) emissions model. CalEEMod quantifies emissions from operational
activities based on the project land use types and user-defined inputs for project location,
operational year, and climate zone.
The project would generate operational emissions from a variety of sources, including stationary
sources (diesel emergency generators); area sources (natural gas combustion in stoves and
fireplaces in the townhomes, consumer products, architectural coatings, and landscape
equipment); and from mobile sources (daily automobile and truck trips). Potential emissions from
emergency diesel generators (stationary sources) were estimated based on emissions limits
established for new stationary emergency standby diesel-fueled internal combustion engines in
CARB’s Airborne Toxic Control Measure for Stationary Compression Ignition Engines final
regulation for model year 2008 and newer engines of 300 hp or greater and under 600 hp.274 It was
conservatively assumed that each building higher than 75 feet would require an emergency diesel
generator. This is conservative because emergency diesel generators are only required if the top
floor level is higher than 75 feet and the buildings under both proposed options are unlikely to
meet this criterion. The Developer’s Proposed Option would have two buildings greater than
75 feet, and therefore it was assumed that there would be two emergency diesel generators for this
option. The Additional Housing Option would have six buildings greater than 75 feet, and
therefore it was assumed that there would be six emergency diesel generators for this option. All
emergency generators would be 300 kilowatts (kW) or 400 hp, per information provided by the
project sponsor. Specifications for generators is not available but it is assumed that generators

273

274

CARB, EMFAC2017, Version 1.0.2, effective March 1, 2018, https://www.arb.ca.gov/msei/msei.htm, accessed
February 2018.
CARB, Final Regulation Order: Airborne Toxic Control Measure for Diesel Particulate Matter From Portable Engines
Rated At 50 Horsepower And Greater, February 11, 2011, https://www.arb.ca.gov/portable/perp/perpatcm.pdf, accessed
January 2019.
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would operate a maximum of 50 hours per year (consistent with emergency standby engine testing
limits established in BAAQMD regulation 9-8-330.3). Project operational emissions of criteria
pollutants from mobile sources, stationary sources (backup generators), and area sources are
summed to determine total operational emissions.
Area‐source and energy emissions were calculated using the CalEEMod model based on the type
and size of land uses associated with the proposed project, including the estimated number of
residents. Other area sources are consumer products, architectural coatings, and landscaping
equipment. San Francisco County-specific consumer product emission rate data275 were used in the
CalEEMod model to estimate daily VOC emissions. Total area source emissions depend on square
footage and the number dwelling units, and are therefore different for the Developer’s Proposed
Option and the Additional Housing Option.
Mobile‐source emissions would result from vehicle trips (auto and truck) associated with the
proposed project and were also calculated using the CalEEMod model based on the number of
vehicle trips identified in the transportation analysis conducted for the project.276 The transportation
study trip rates are primarily light-duty vehicles but would also include a small percentage of trucks.
According to the 2019 San Francisco Transportation Analysis (TIA) Guidelines,277 11.3 percent of
residential person trips and 0.5 percent of retail person trips are associated with delivery trips at the
curb (no trucks are anticipated for the childcare).278 Of these delivery trips, 11 percent would be made
by trucks.279 Consequently, about 4 percent of total vehicle trips for the project (excluding delivery
trips made at the loading docks; see below) would be associated with trucks. Therefore, the
CalEEMod default fleet mix was modified to reflect the anticipated fleet mix for the project. The lightduty vehicle fleet, including the light-duty auto (LDA), light-duty trucks 1 (LDT1), and light-duty
trucks 2 (LDT2) vehicle categories, was adjusted to represent approximately 96 percent of the total
vehicle fleet to exclude the 1 percent truck trips. The remaining CalEEMod truck vehicle types were
adjusted to represent approximately 4 percent of the total vehicle fleet. See Appendix E, Air Quality
Technical Memorandum, for additional detail regarding the vehicle fleet adjustments.
In addition, emissions associated with daily freight delivery and service vehicle trips to the
project’s loading docks were estimated outside of CalEEMod using emission factors from
EMFAC2017 by vehicle type. The number of daily delivery/service vehicle trips were estimated
based on the size of each land use and a truck trip generation rate specific to each land use as
specified in the traffic study. These loading dock trips would occur in addition to the vehicle trips
discussed above, which only include delivery trips at the curb. Emissions from delivery vehicles at
the loading docks were calculated for both travel and idling. Operational emission calculations for
275

276
277

278
279

San Francisco’s ROG emissions from consumer products in 2008 was 5.30 tons (California Air Resources Board,
2009 Estimated Annual Average Emissions, San Francisco County, https://www.arb.ca.gov/app/emsinv/emssumcat_
query.php?F_=2008&F_DIV=-4&F_SEASON=A&SP=2009&F_AREA=CO&F_CO=38&F_COAB, accessed September 26,
2018); and San Francisco's assumed square footage was 703,541,231 square feet. Therefore, the emission factor used
was 1.51e-5 lbs/(sq.ft.-day). The total building square footage the City of San Francisco Environmental Planning
Department relied upon in this calculation is San Francisco Planning Department 2011 Land Use data.
Kittelson & Associates, Travel Demand Memorandum, April 29, 2019, Table 6.
San Francisco Planning Department, Transportation Impact Analysis Guidelines, February 2019, Appendix F,
Attachment B: San Francisco Travel Demand Update: Data Collection and Analysis, Table 25
http://default.sfplanning.org/publications_reports/TIA_Guidelines.pdf, accessed April 2019.
Assumed Place Type 3 for residential and Place Type 2 for retail.
Teresa Whinery, Fehr & Peers, e-mail to Wade Wietgrefe, San Francisco Planning, March 13, 2019.
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entrained road dust are based on San Francisco-specific silt loadings.280 Mobile source emissions
depend on the number of vehicle trips for the proposed project, which differs for the Developer’s
Proposed Option and the Additional Housing Option.
A detailed quantification of operations‐related criteria air pollutant emissions was conducted for the
Developer’s Proposed Option and the Additional Housing Option at project build out, year 2027, as
well as at the completion of Phase 1 buildings in 2024. The criteria air pollutant significance thresholds
reflect when a project would contribute considerably to significant air quality impacts. Operational
emissions are added to construction emissions when they would occur concurrently (2024–2027).
See Appendix E, Air Quality Technical Memorandum, for additional detail regarding the
operational emissions modeling, including additional modeling assumptions for mobile sources
including trip rates and trip lengths, adjustments made to the area source model defaults, emission
calculation methods and assumptions for emergency generators, and methods used to calculate
emissions from freight/delivery loading dock vehicle trips.

Other Criteria Pollutants
Regional concentrations of CO in the Bay Area have not exceeded the state standards in the past
11 years and SO2 concentrations have never exceeded the standards. The primary source of CO
emissions from development projects is vehicle traffic. Construction-related SO2 emissions
represent a negligible portion of the total basinwide emissions and construction-related CO
emissions represent less than 5 percent of the Bay Area total basinwide CO emissions. As discussed
previously, the Bay Area is in attainment for both CO and SO2. Furthermore, the BAAQMD has
demonstrated, based on modeling, that in order to exceed the California ambient air quality
standard of 9.0 ppm (eight-hour average) or 20.0 ppm (one-hour average) for CO, project traffic in
addition to existing traffic would need to exceed 44,000 vehicles per hour at affected intersections
(or 24,000 vehicles per hour where vertical and/or horizontal mixing is limited). The transportation
analysis indicates that the intersection in the project area with the greatest volumes would be at
I-280 Northbound Ramps/Geneva Avenue and would range from 2,653 and 2,642 vehicles per hour
during the peak morning and evening periods, which is well below the 44,000 vehicles per hour.
Therefore, given the Bay Area’s attainment status and the limited CO and SO2 emissions that could
result from the project, the project would not result in a cumulatively considerable net increase in
CO or SO2, and quantitative analysis is not required.

Local Health Risks and Hazards
In addition to criteria air pollutants, the proposed project would emit TACs. The project-related
impact of toxic substances in soil that may become airborne, such as naturally occurring asbestos,
is discussed in initial study Section E.17, Hazards and Hazardous Materials.
As part of this project, a health risk assessment was conducted for the proposed project to estimate
health risks from exposures to TACs. The assessment examined sensitive receptors within
3,280 feet (1,000 meters) of the project boundary, used the citywide Community Risk Reduction
Plan (CRRP) model to identify existing background risk, included updated locations and emission
280

CARB, Miscellaneous Process Methodology 7.9, Entrained Road Travel, Paved Road Dust, revised April 2016.

August 2019

3.D-36

Balboa Reservoir Project Draft SEIR
Case No. 2018-007883ENV

3. Environmental Setting, Impacts, and Mitigation Measures
3.D. Air Quality

rates of existing stationary sources provided by the BAAQMD, and updated cancer risk values
based on the latest (2015) guidance by OEHHA.
The proposed project would locate new sensitive receptors (primarily residential land uses and a
daycare facility) under both of the analyzed scenarios. The entirety of the project site was assessed
as a potential sensitive receptor area using a 66-foot (20-meter) receptor grid. Refer to SEIR
Chapter 2, Project Description, Figure 2-4, Developer’s Proposed Option Site Plan and Height
Ranges, p. 2-15, and Figure 2-6, Proposed Additional Housing Option Site Plan and Height Ranges,
p. 2-18, for specific locations of proposed onsite residential uses. Exposure assessment guidance
assumes that people in residences would be exposed to air pollution 24 hours per day, 350 days
per year, for 30 years as the basis for calculating cancer risk in all health risk assessments.281
Therefore, the air pollutant exposure to residents typically results in the greatest adverse health
outcome for all population groups. However, the health risk assessment indicates that daycare
receptors could be exposed to greater health risks due to the noncontinuous source characteristics
of construction activities and the modeling adjustment factors needed to account for this.
As discussed previously, neither the onsite receptors nor the nearest offsite receptors are located
within an area that currently meets the APEZ criteria. For receptors not located in areas that meet
the APEZ criteria, a health risk assessment is conducted to determine whether the proposed project
would, in combination with other existing sources in the area, result in a given offsite or onsite
receptor meeting the APEZ criteria.
The threshold of significance used to evaluate health risks from new sources of TACs associated
with the project is based on the potential for the proposed project to substantially affect the extent
and severity of the APEZ at sensitive receptor locations. The health protective standards used for
determining the APEZ and evidence supporting these standards are discussed in the Setting
section above and were developed in consultation with BAAQMD staff as part of the preparation
of a Community Risk Reduction Plan.282 The project site is not within an identified health
vulnerable ZIP code; therefore the APEZ criteria for this location is based on: (1) cumulative PM2.5
concentrations greater than 10 µg/m3, and/or (2) excess cancer risk from the contribution of
emissions from all modeled sources greater than 100 per one million population.
For projects that could result in sensitive receptor locations meeting the APEZ criteria that
otherwise would not occur without the project, a proposed project that would emit PM2.5
concentration above 0.3 μg/m3 or result in an excess cancer risk greater than 10.0 per million would
be considered a significant impact. The 0.3 μg/m3 PM2.5 concentration and the excess cancer risk of
10.0 per million persons exposed are the levels below which the BAAQMD considers new sources
not to make a considerable contribution to cumulative health risks.283

281

282

283

California Environmental Protection Agency (CalEPA), Office of Environmental Health Hazard Assessment,
The Air Toxics Hot Spots Program Guidance Manual for Preparation of Health Risk Assessment, February 2015,
https://oehha.ca.gov/media/downloads/crnr/2015guidancemanual.pdf, accessed March 26, 2018.
San Francisco has prepared a Community Risk Reduction Plan. Extensive modeling has been conducted and is
documented in The San Francisco Community Risk Reduction Plan: Technical Support Documentation. This
modeling provides the technical basis for development of the Community Risk Reduction Plan.
BAAQMD, California Environmental Quality Act Air Quality Guidelines, May 2017, p. 2-2.
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For projects that could affect sensitive receptor locations that already meet the APEZ criteria
without the project, a proposed project that would emit PM2.5 concentration above 0.2 μg/m3 or
result in an excess cancer risk greater than 7.0 per million would be considered a significant impact.
The 0.2 μg/m3 PM2.5 concentration and the excess cancer risk of 7.0 per million persons exposed are
the levels below which the City considers new sources not to make a considerable contribution to
cumulative health risks.284 For the proposed project, these thresholds apply to offsite receptors that
are already located in the APEZ, such as those locations within 500 feet of I-280.
Table 3.D-6, Health Risk Thresholds, presents the health risk thresholds that are applied to the
proposed project.
TABLE 3.D-6
HEALTH RISK THRESHOLDS
Thresholds for Construction and Operation

PM2.5 (µg/m3)

Excess Cancer Risk
(cases per one
million population)

Outside Health Vulnerability ZIP codea

10

100

Within Health Vulnerability ZIP codea

9.0

90

Project contributions to sensitive receptor locations within the APEZb,c

0.2

9.0

Project contributions to sensitive receptor locations not within the APEZ
but brought into the APEZ as a result of the projectc,d

0.3

10.0

Affected Sensitive Receptors

Criteria for sensitive receptor located within the APEZ

SOURCES: BAAQMD, Revised Draft Options and Justification Report, California Environmental Quality Act Thresholds of Significance,
October 2009, p. 7, http://www.baaqmd.gov/~/media/files/planning-and-research/ceqa/revised-draft-ceqa-thresholdsjustification-report-oct-2009.pdf?la=en, accessed February 2019;
BAAQMD, California Environmental Quality Act Air Quality Guidelines, May 2017, p. 2-2,
http://www.baaqmd.gov/~/media/files/planning-and-research/ceqa/ceqa_guidelines_may2017-pdf.pdf?la=en, accessed
February 2019;
San Francisco Department of Public Health, Environmental Health, Planning, Memorandum to File regarding 2014 Air Pollutant
Exposure Zone Map, April 9, 2014;
Jerrett, M. et al., Spatial Analysis of Air Pollution and Mortality in Los Angeles, Epidemiology, 16:727-736, 2005.
NOTES:
PM2.5 = particulate matter less than or equal to 2.5 microns in diameter; µg/m3 = micrograms per cubic meter; APEZ = Air Pollutant
Exposure Zone
a See Section San Francisco Modeling of Air Pollution Exposure Zone discussion above.
b A 0.2 µg/m3 increase in PM2.5 would result in a 0.28 percent increase in non-injury mortality or an increase of about 21 excess deaths per
1,000,000 population per year from non-injury causes in San Francisco. This information is based on Jerrett, M. et al., Spatial Analysis of
Air Pollution and Mortality in Los Angeles, Epidemiology, 16:727-736, 2005. The excess cancer risk has been proportionally reduced to
result in a significance criterion of 7 per million persons exposed.
c San Francisco Department of Public Health, Environmental Health, Planning. 2014. Memorandum to File regarding 2014 Air Pollutant
Exposure Zone Map dated April 9, 2014
d BAAQMD, California Environmental Quality Act Air Quality Guidelines, 2017.

Health Risk Assessment Methods
A health risk assessment is used to determine if a particular chemical poses a significant risk to human
health and, if so, under what circumstances. The assessment prepared for this project focuses on PM2.5

284

San Francisco Department of Public Health, Environmental Health, Planning, Memorandum to File regarding
2014 Air Pollutant Exposure Zone Map, dated April 9, 2014.
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and TACs because these pose significant health impacts at the local level.285 The methods for the TAC
analysis were based on the most-recent BAAQMD Recommended Methods for Screening and
Modeling Local Risks and Hazards,286 which recommends the use of the U.S. EPA’s AERMOD model.
TAC Concentrations
Consistent with the Community Risk Reduction Plan-Health Risk Assessment (CRRP-HRA), the
air toxics analysis evaluated health risks and PM2.5 concentrations resulting from the proposed
project upon the surrounding community. For the proposed project, this would include
construction emissions over the course of buildout, operational traffic (which was assessed using
the CRRP-HRA modeling), operational heavy-duty delivery truck travel and idling, and stationary
sources (the emergency generators). The methods used to evaluate emissions for the proposed
project and cumulative health risk assessment are based on the most recent air district CEQA
Guidelines and the most recent Air Toxics Hot Spots Program Risk Assessment Guidelines.287
The cancer risk analysis in the health risk assessment for the project is based on DPM
concentrations from on- and off-road construction equipment, as well as the operational DPM
concentrations from the emergency generators and delivery trucks. Concentrations of TACs from
the proposed project construction emissions were estimated using the U.S. EPA’s preferred
atmospheric dispersion modeling system (AERMOD), as were project-related operational mobile
sources (vehicle traffic and delivery vehicles) and stationary sources (emergency generators and
delivery trucks). The most-recent version of the American Meteorological Society/U.S. EPA
regulatory air dispersion model (AERMOD version 9.6.5) was used to evaluate ambient air
concentrations of DPM and PM2.5 at on- and offsite receptors.288
AERMOD requires a number of inputs including meteorological data. For this project’s health risk
assessment, BAAQMD’s Mission Bay meteorological data for 2008 were used, which aligns with
the San Francisco CRRP-HRA Methodology.289 For detail with regard to terrain and land use
considerations, emission rates, source parameters, and risk characterization methods applied in
the assessment, please refer to Appendix E, Air Quality Technical Memorandum.
Sensitive Receptors
In order to evaluate health impacts to onsite and offsite receptors, receptors were placed at locations
co-located with the receptors used in the CRRP-HRA and within 3,280 feet (1,000 meters) of the
project site. Sensitive receptors were modeled at a height of 6 feet (1.8 meters), above terrain height,
a default breathing height for ground-floor receptors, consistent with the CRRP-HRA analysis.

285
286

287

288
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BAAQMD, California Environmental Quality Act Air Quality Guidelines, May 2017, p. 5-1.
BAAQMD, Recommended Methods for Screening and Modeling Local Risks and Hazards, May 2012,
http://www.baaqmd.gov/~/media/files/planning-and-research/ceqa/risk-modeling-approach-may-2012.pdf?la=en,
accessed April 23, 2018.
California State the Office of Environmental Health Hazard Assessment, The Air Toxics Hot Spots Program Guidance Manual
for Preparation of Health Risk Assessments, August 2015, http://www.oehha.ca.gov//hot_spots//.pdf, accessed April 23, 2018.
U.S. EPA, User's Guide for the AMS/U.S. EPA Regulatory Model – AERMOD, Office of Air Quality Planning and
Standards, Research Triangle Park, North Carolina (EPA-454/B-18-001, April 2018),
https://www3.epa.gov/ttn/scram/models/aermod/aermod_userguide.pdf, accessed February 2019.
BAAQMD, San Francisco Department of Public Health, and San Francisco Planning Department, The San
Francisco Community Risk Reduction Plan: Technical Support Document, December 2012.
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Offsite sensitive receptors were identified based on residential land use and/or zoning, and field
confirmation. Parcels that are characterized as “residential” using data from SF OpenData, the City
and County of San Francisco’s official open data portal290 as well as onsite locations categorized as
residential or those that could potentially be used for residential housing were modeled as sensitive
receptors. The project sponsor has indicated that a daycare facility would be located in Block B.
Offsite daycare facilities and schools were also identified and modeled. State health risk assessment
guidance assumes greater exposure durations for residential receptors than for child care facilities,
both of which are assumed to have children present. However, for exposure to construction
emissions, since construction represents a noncontinuous source, a modeling adjustment factor
was used for daycare and school receptors to determine the long-term average daily concentration
the daycare/school receptors may be breathing during their time at daycare and school.291 This can
result in greater health risks to daycare receptors than for residential receptors during construction
activities. Consequently, receptors were modeled depending on their specific type (residential,
daycare, and school) based on their location.
Exposure Assessment
TAC exposure and resulting health risks were quantified for both the Developer’s Proposed Option
and the Additional Housing Option. The exposure scenarios analyzed in the health risk assessment
include:
Scenario 1. Construction: offsite receptors (residents, daycare, and school) evaluated starting when
construction commences for Phase 0 and exposed to all construction emissions for
Phase 1 and Phase 2.
Scenario 2. Construction: onsite receptors (residents and daycare292) present at the project site once
Phase 1 is complete evaluated starting when construction for Phase 1 concludes and
exposed to all Phase 2 construction emissions.
Scenario 3. Operation: offsite receptors (residents, daycare, and school) evaluated starting when
construction commences and exposed to all construction emissions and 27 years of
operational emissions.
Scenario 4. Operation: onsite receptors (residents and daycare) present at the project site once
Phase 1 is complete evaluated starting when construction for Phase 1 concludes and
exposed to all Phase 2 construction emissions and 30 years of operational emissions.

290
291

292

San Francisco City and County, SF OpenData, 2016, https://data.sfgov.org/, accessed April 2018.
CalEPA, Office of Environmental Health Hazard Assessment, The Air Toxics Hot Spots Program Guidance
Manual for Preparation of Health Risk Assessment, February 2015,
https://oehha.ca.gov/media/downloads/crnr/2015guidancemanual.pdf, accessed March 26, 2018.
It was assumed that daycare receptors would be present at the site when Phase 1 construction is complete and
exposed to all Phase 2 construction emissions. Although the project phasing plan indicates that the daycare is
part of Phase 2 and would not be occupied until Phase 2 construction is complete (and therefore daycare
receptors would not be exposed to any construction emissions), the health risk assessment assumes that
daycare receptors would be present when Phase 1 is complete. This results in a highly conservative assessment
of daycare risk.
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Scenario 5. Operation: offsite (residents, daycare, and school) and onsite receptors (residents and
daycare) evaluated starting when full buildout operation commences and exposed to
30 years of operational emissions.
Health Risks
Excess lifetime cancer risks were estimated as the upper-bound incremental probability that an
individual will develop cancer over a lifetime as a direct result of exposure to potential carcinogens.
The estimated risk is expressed as a probability. The cancer risk attributed to a chemical is
calculated by multiplying the chemical intake or dose at the human exchange boundaries (e.g.,
lungs) by the chemical-specific cancer potency factor. Estimated excess cancer risks were calculated
using the sensitivity factors and breathing rates recommended by the Office of Environmental
Health Hazard Assessment.293
Children living offsite were assumed to be present at one location during the entire construction
period. Other offsite and onsite residents were assumed to be present at one location for 30 years,
consistent with the Office of Environmental Health Hazard Assessment guidance.
The health risk assessment evaluated excess cancer risk and PM2.5 concentrations as a result of
exposure to both construction and operational emissions.
As discussed in the criteria air pollutant analysis section above, the health risk estimates provided
in this analysis are based on generally conservative assumptions, including the expectation that a
relatively large amount of construction takes place during a relatively intensive and overlapping
schedule. Because of this conservative assumption, actual exposure to TACs and resulting health
risks could be less than those estimated in this analysis. However, it is also possible that
construction could occur over a shorter duration with more intensive activity (e.g., over a threeyear period with Phases 1 and 2 occurring simultaneously). In this scenario, although the total
exposure to TACs remains the same, more exposure would occur when receptors are younger and
thus more susceptible to TAC exposure (i.e., the 3rd trimester and 0-2 age groups show a much
higher cancer susceptibility than the 2-9 age groups; the compressed construction scenario would
shift more TAC exposure from the 2-9 age group to the 0-2 age group, increasing cancer risk for
these receptors). If this were to occur, the health risks at existing offsite sensitive receptor locations
would increase. Alternatively, construction of Phase 1 could be complete sooner than anticipated
in the health risk assessment, exposing new onsite receptors to greater TAC emissions from Phase 2
construction. Under an extended construction schedule, onsite receptors would be exposed to
construction for longer periods of time, which could result in increased health risks to onsite
receptors compared to what has been modeled.
The phasing of project implementation would be subject to changes due to market conditions and
other unanticipated factors, and construction could be complete as early as 2024 or extend beyond
2027. If construction is delayed or occurs over a longer period, extending beyond 2027, TAC
emissions and associated health risks could be reduced because of (1) newer and cleaner-burning

293

CalEPA, Office of Environmental Health Hazard Assessment, The Air Toxics Hot Spots Program Guidance
Manual for Preparation of Health Risk Assessment, February 2015,
https://oehha.ca.gov/media/downloads/crnr/2015guidancemanual.pdf, accessed March 26, 2018.
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construction equipment fleet mix and/or (2) a less intensive and overlapping buildout schedule
(i.e., fewer daily emissions occurring over a longer period). Conversely, if construction is
accelerated and occurs over a shorter period, health risks could increase for offsite receptors.
See Appendix E, Air Quality Technical Memorandum, for additional detail regarding the health
risk assessment, including calculation of TAC emission rates for each source, AERMOD dispersion
modeling parameters, sensitive receptor locations, and health risk calculations (including exposure
assumptions, toxicity assumptions, and cancer risk calculations).

Odors
This analysis evaluates whether the proposed project would create objectionable odors that would
affect a substantial number of people (e.g., by introducing new land uses that are typically
associated with odor complaints).

Methods for Analysis of Cumulative Impacts
By definition, regional air pollution is largely a cumulative impact in that no single project is
sufficient in size, by itself, to cause nonattainment of air quality standards. The contribution of a
project’s air emissions to regional air quality impacts is, by its nature, a cumulative effect.
Emissions from past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future projects in the vicinity also have
or will contribute to adverse regional air quality impacts on a cumulative basis. No single project
by itself would be sufficient in size to result in nonattainment of ambient air quality standards in
the San Francisco Bay Area Air Basin. Instead, a project’s individual emissions contribute to
existing cumulative air quality conditions.294 As described above, the project-level thresholds for
criteria air pollutants are based on levels by which new sources are not anticipated to contribute to
an air quality violation or result in a considerable net increase in criteria air pollutants. Therefore,
if a project’s emissions are below the project-level thresholds, the project would not result in a
considerable contribution to cumulative regional air quality impacts.
Similarly, the health risk assessment takes into account the cumulative contribution of localized
health risks to sensitive receptors from sources included in the citywide modeling plus the
proposed project’s sources. There are no future foreseeable projects whose emissions have not been
incorporated into the existing citywide health risk modeling. The City College facilities master plan
projects are discussed qualitatively. However, unlike criteria air pollutants, health risks are
localized impacts because beyond 1,000 feet from an emission source, pollutants disperse, and
pollutant levels tend to return to background levels.295 Thus, cumulative health risks are typically
assessed based on cumulative emissions sources within 1,000 feet of a project site, which, for
purposes of this SEIR, include I-280 and other BAAQMD-permitted stationary sources including
gas stations and diesel generators. Thus, because the project-level analysis includes health risks
from all known existing sources, the project-level analysis is also a cumulative health risk analysis.

294
295

BAAQMD, California Environmental Quality Act Air Quality Guidelines, May 2017, p. 2-1.
CARB, Air Quality and Land Use Handbook: A Community Health Perspective, April 2005 (hereinafter “ARB Air
Quality and Land Use Handbook”), http://www.arb.ca.gov/ch/handbook.pdf.
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Impact Evaluation
Impact AQ-1: During construction, the proposed project would not generate fugitive
dust that could violate an air quality particulate standard, contribute substantially to
an existing or projected particulate violation, or result in a cumulatively considerable
net increase in particulate concentrations. (Less than Significant)
Construction of the proposed project has the potential to create temporary air quality impacts
through emissions of fugitive dust. Fugitive dust emissions would result from site disturbance
including excavation, grading, trenching, and asphalt recycling. Project-related demolition,
excavation, grading, and other construction activities may cause wind-blown dust, which would
contribute particulate matter to the local atmosphere. The Construction Dust Control Ordinance,
described under “Local Regulations,” p. 3.D-26, requires all site preparation work, demolition, or
other construction activities within San Francisco that have the potential to create dust or expose
or disturb more than 10 cubic yards, or 500 square feet, of soil to comply with specified dust control
measures, whether or not the activity requires a permit from the director of public health.
Building permits will not be issued without written notification from the director of public health that
states that the applicant has a site-specific dust control plan. A dust control plan is required for projects
that would disturb 0.5 acre or more. Since the project site is 17.6 acres in size, a dust control plan is
required. The Construction Dust Control Ordinance requires the project sponsor and the contractors
who are responsible for construction activities to minimize visible dust on the site. Minimum dust
control measures that apply to all projects include watering all construction areas sufficiently to
prevent dust from becoming airborne; providing as much water as necessary to control dust (without
creating runoff) in any area of land clearing, earth movement, excavation, and other dust-generating
activity; during excavation and dirt- moving activities, wet sweep or vacuum the streets, sidewalks,
paths, and intersections where work is in progress at the end of the workday; covering any inactive
stockpiles greater than 10 cubic yards or 500 square feet of excavated materials, and using dust
enclosures, curtains, and dust collectors as necessary to control dust in the excavation area.
Other dust control measures in the required site-specific dust control plan could include but are
not limited to: wetting down the area around soil improvements; an analysis of wind direction;
placement of dust monitors; recordkeeping for particulate monitoring results; inspections and
record keeping for visible dust; and establishing a hotline for surrounding community members to
call and report visible dust problems. Reclaimed water must be used for watering down the
construction area if required by San Francisco Public Works Code article 21, section 1100 et seq.
City Ordinance 175-91 requires the use of non-potable water for soil compaction and dust control
undertaken in conjunction with any construction or demolition project occurring within the
boundaries of San Francisco, unless permission is obtained from the San Francisco Public Utilities
Commission (SFPUC). SFPUC operates a recycled water fill station at the Southeast Water
Pollution Control Plant, which provides recycled water at no charge.
In addition to the requirements listed above, the site-specific dust control plan would require the
project sponsor to submit a map to the director of public health that shows all sensitive receptors
within 1,000 feet of the site. The project sponsor would be required to designate an individual to
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monitor project compliance with these dust control requirements. Compliance with the regulations
and procedures set forth by the Construction Dust Control Ordinance would ensure that potential
dust-related air quality impacts during project construction would be less than significant.
Mitigation: None required.

Comparison of Impact AQ-1 to PEIR Impact Analysis
The PEIR identified construction-related air quality impacts as less than significant with
implementation of PEIR Mitigation Measure AQ-1, which would require implementing particulate
control measures at all construction sites. This measure would be implemented through
compliance with the requirements of the Construction Dust Control Ordinance, adopted in 2008.
Therefore, PEIR Mitigation Measure AQ-1 is superseded by the Construction Dust Control
Ordinance. Consequently, the proposed project would result in no new or substantially more
severe significant impacts related to construction dust than was previously identified in the PEIR.

Impact AQ-2a: During construction, the proposed project would generate criteria air
pollutants that would violate an air quality standard, contribute substantially to an
existing or projected air quality violation, or result in a cumulatively considerable net
increase in criteria air pollutants. (Significant and Unavoidable with Mitigation)
Construction of the proposed project has the potential to create temporary air quality impacts
through emissions of criteria air pollutants associated with the use of heavy-duty construction
equipment, construction workers’ vehicle trips, and truck hauling trips. Fugitive ROG emissions
would result from application of architectural coatings and paving. The assessment of construction
air quality impacts considers each of these potential sources. Demolition and construction activities
would require the use of heavy trucks, excavators, material loaders, cranes, and other mobile, and
stationary construction equipment. During the project’s approximately six-year construction period,
construction activities would result in emissions of ozone precursors and PM, as discussed below.
Unmitigated construction emissions of ROG and NOx would be approximately 25 percent greater
and PM emissions would be approximately 15 percent greater under the Additional Housing Option
as compared to the Developer’s Proposed Option on average over the entire construction period.
Construction-related emissions were calculated for both project options, as presented below.
Table 3.D-7a, Unmitigated Average Daily Construction Emissions by Year, presents
construction-period emissions for the proposed project for the Developer’s Proposed Option and
the Additional Housing Option. As shown in Table 3.D-7a, no construction-related emissions of
any air pollutant for the Developer’s Proposed Option would exceed the significance thresholds;
this would be a less-than-significant impact. However, as also shown in Table 3.D-7a, constructionrelated emissions of NOx for the Additional Housing Option would exceed significance thresholds
in 2022; this would be a significant impact.
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TABLE 3.D-7A
UNMITIGATED AVERAGE DAILY CONSTRUCTION EMISSIONS BY YEAR
Average Daily Emissions (pounds/day)a,b,c,d
Developer’s Proposed Option
Year/Source

ROG

NOx

PM10e

PM2.5e

Additional Housing Option
ROG

NOx

PM10e

PM2.5e

Significance Threshold

54

54

82

54

54

54

82

54

2021

3.4

32.5

1.2

1.2

3.4

32.5

1.2

1.2

2022

7.5

50.8

1.5

1.5

8.3

67.2

2.0

2.0

2023

12.8

25.4

0.4

0.4

16.5

31.1

0.3

0.3

2024

35.1

47.1

1.0

0.9

40.8

41.4

1.0

1.0

2025

5.0

25.9

0.5

0.5

7.4

30.7

0.5

0.5

2026

26.2

15.4

0.2

0.2

34.3

20.0

0.3

0.3

33.6

13.7

0.3

0.3

42.1

18.9

0.3

0.3

2027
SOURCE:

ESA, 2019. See SEIR Appendix E, Air Quality Technical Memorandum.

NOTES:
ROG = reactive organic gas; NOx = oxides of nitrogen; PM10 = particulate matter less than or equal to 10 microns in diameter; PM2.5 =
particulate matter less than or equal to 2.5 microns in diameter
a Bold values = threshold exceedance
b For each construction phase, annual emissions are divided over the number of construction days for the given phase, to determine
the average daily emissions. Average daily construction emissions in pounds per day are calculated by taking the total construction
emissions for a phase and dividing by the number of working days (260-262 construction working days in a year).
c Detailed construction emissions by phase can be found in SEIR Appendix E Tables 12 and 14.
d Totals may not match sums of intermediate values presented in this table or SEIR Appendix E tables due to rounding.
e Construction emissions of PM10 and PM2.5 include exhaust emissions only, because the San Francisco Dust Control Ordinance
mitigates all construction-related dust emissions.

The two largest sources of construction NOx emissions would be off-road construction equipment and
on-road vendor trips. At the start of construction in 2021, there are no vendor trips (this is the grading/
site prep phase) so NOx emissions are entirely a result of off-road equipment. Starting in 2022 with
vertical construction, on-road vendor trips emissions are greater than off-road construction equipment
emissions. For the Developer’s Proposed Option, in 2022 when construction emissions peak, off-road
construction equipment and vendor trips would represent approximately 67 percent and 31 percent
of total unmitigated NOx emissions, respectively. For the Developer’s Proposed Option, no pollutant
would exceed the significance thresholds during any year of construction; NOx emissions would peak
in 2022 at 50.8 lbs/day; this would also be a less-than-significant impact. However, for the Additional
Housing Option, the NOx threshold would be exceeded when the majority of construction activities
would occur in 2022 and would be 67.2 lbs/day; this would be a significant impact. Emissions of
construction-related ROG, PM10, and PM2.5 would be below significance thresholds (i.e., less-thansignificant impact) during all construction phases for both project options.
With regard to construction schedule and phasing, the analysis assumed that Phase 0 (site preparation
and grading) would require a full year, followed by Phase 1 construction for 30 months, followed by
Phase 2 construction for 30 months, for a full construction duration of six years. This is the longest
feasible timeline as anticipated by the project sponsor. However, as discussed in the “Methods for
Analysis of Impacts,” p. 3.D-29, and in SEIR Chapter 2, Project Description, depending on market
conditions and other unanticipated factors the project may be constructed over a shorter timeframe
and Phases 1 and 2 may occur concurrently instead of sequentially; such phasing may result in full
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project construction over three years instead of six years. If this were to occur, the same amount of
construction equipment and hours of operation would be required, but the activity would be
compressed into a shorter duration. Therefore, average daily construction emissions would increase,
increasing the NOx exceedances mentioned above.
It is estimated that this shortened construction schedule could result in average daily criteria pollutant
emissions that are 1.5 to 2.5 times greater than those presented in Table 3.D-7b, Unmitigated
Average Daily Construction Emissions by Year for the Compressed Construction Schedule. For
example, average daily NOx emissions for the Developer’s Proposed Option could be 120.4 pounds
per day in 2022 (vs. 50.8 pounds per day) or 56.8 pounds per day in 2023 (vs. 47.1 pounds per day in
2024); average daily NOx emissions for the Additional Housing Option could be 139.8 pounds per day
in 2022 (vs. 67.2 pounds per day) or 65.1 pounds per day in 2023 (vs. 41.4 pounds per day in 2024). In
addition, average daily ROG emissions for the Additional Housing Option could be 94.6 pounds per
day in 2023 (vs. 40.8 pounds per day in 2024), which would exceed the threshold for ROG. Therefore,
such potential shortening of the project construction schedule would likely increase the NOx impact.
The compressed schedule could also result in ROG impacts for the Additional Housing Option.
Table 3.D-7b shows potential unmitigated criteria pollutant emissions under this compressed
construction schedule, assuming Phase 0 construction occurs entirely in 2021, and Phase 1 and Phase 2
construction occur concurrently in 2022 and 2023.
TABLE 3.D-7B
UNMITIGATED AVERAGE DAILY CONSTRUCTION EMISSIONS BY YEAR FOR THE COMPRESSED CONSTRUCTION
SCHEDULE
Developer’s Proposed Optiona

Significance Threshold

Additional Housing Optiona

ROG

NOx

PM10b

PM2.5b

ROG

NOx

PM10b

PM2.5b

54

54

82

54

54

54

82

54

Average Daily Emissions (pounds/day)c,d,e
2021

3.7

35.5

1.3

1.3

3.7

35.5

1.3

1.3

2022

20.6

120.4

2.9

2.8

25.9

139.8

3.5

3.4

2023

76.1

56.8

0.9

0.9

94.6

65.1

1.0

1.0

SOURCE:

ESA, 2019.

NOTES:
ROG = reactive organic gas; NOx = oxides of nitrogen; PM10 = particulate matter less than or equal to 10 microns in diameter; PM2.5 =
particulate matter less than or equal to 2.5 microns in diameter
a Bold values = threshold exceedance
b Construction emissions of PM10 and PM2.5 include exhaust emissions only, because the San Francisco Dust Control Ordinance
mitigates all construction-related dust emissions.
c For each construction phase, annual emissions are divided over the number of construction days for the given phase, to determine
the average daily emissions. Average daily construction emissions in pounds per day are calculated by taking the total construction
emissions for a phase and dividing by the number of working days (260–262 construction working days in a year).
d Detailed construction emissions by phase can be found in SEIR Appendix E Table 16.
e Totals may not match sums of intermediate values presented in this table or SEIR Appendix E tables due to rounding.

Health Implications of Significant Impacts Related to Emissions of Ozone Precursors
ROG and NOx are ozone precursors, and the main health concern of exposure to ground-level
ozone is effects on the respiratory system, especially on lung function. Several factors influence
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these health impacts: the concentrations of ground-level ozone in the atmosphere; the duration of
exposure; the average volume of air breathed per minute; the length of intervals between shortterm exposures; and the sensitivity of the person to the exposure.296,297 The concentration of groundlevel ozone in the atmosphere is influenced by the volume of air available for dilution, the
temperature, and the intensity of ultraviolet light. In the Bay Area, the worst case conditions for
ozone formation occur in the summer and early fall on warm, windless, sunny days.298
Given these various factors, it is difficult to predict the magnitude of health effects from the
proposed project’s exceedance of significance criteria for regional ROG and NOx emissions. The
increase in construction emissions associated with the proposed project for the anticipated six-year
construction schedule represents a fraction of total San Francisco Bay Area Air Basin regional ROG
emissions (up to 4.6 tons per year or 0.018 tons per day for the Developer’s Proposed Option and
up to 5.4 tons per year or 0.021 tons per day for the Additional Housing Option compared to an
estimated 213 tons per day in the basin region in 2017)299 and NOx emissions (up to 6.6 tons per
year or 0.025 tons per day for the Developer’s Proposed Option and up to 8.7 tons per year or
0.034 tons per day for the Additional Housing Option compared to an estimated 244 tons per day
in the basin region in 2017). Although Table 3.D-1, p. 3.D-5, indicates that the most stringent
applicable ozone standards were not exceeded at the San Francisco-Arkansas Street monitoring
station between 2013 and 2017, the San Francisco Bay Area Air Basin as a whole experienced an
average of 9 days of ozone exceedance per year between 2013 and 2017.300 As shown in Table 3.D-3,
p. 3.D-15, the basin has averaged between nine and 19 days per year that are considered unhealthy
for sensitive groups and had 13 unhealthy (red) days in the last five years for which data are
available. On unhealthy days, persons are recommended to avoid both prolonged and heavyexertion outdoor activities.301 In addition, there were three days designated as very unhealthy
(purple) in 2017 during the October fires in the north bay.
For additional discussion of the proposed project’s contribution to potential cumulative health
effects associated with criteria pollutants, see Impact C-AQ-1, p. 3.D-88.
Mitigation of Construction-Related Air Quality Impacts
To address ROG and NOx emissions that would exceed significance thresholds during
construction of the Additional Housing Option, Mitigation Measures M-AQ-2a, Construction
Emissions Minimization; and M-AQ-2b, Low-VOC Architectural Coatings, shown below, have
been identified and would apply during all construction phases.

296

297

298
299

300

301

The World Bank Group, Pollution Prevention and Abatement Handbook 1998: Toward Cleaner Production, 1999,
pp. 227–230, https://www.ifc.org/wps/wcm/connect/dd7c9800488553e0b0b4f26a6515bb18/%E2%80%8C%E2%80%
8C%E2%80%8C%E2%80%8C%E2%80%8C%E2%80%8C.pdf?MOD=AJPERES, accessed February 13, 2019.
U.S. EPA, Air Quality Guide for Ozone, March 2015b, https://airnow.gov/index.cfm?action=pubs.aqiguideozone,
accessed February 13, 2019.
BAAQMD, California Environmental Quality Act Air Quality Guidelines, May 2017, p. C-15, accessed February 13, 2019.
CARB, CEPAM 2016 – Standard Emission Tool, February 15, 2017, https://www.arb.ca.gov/
app/emsinv/fcemssumcat/fcemssumcat2016.php, accessed February 13, 2019.
BAAQMD, Annual Bay Area Air Quality Summaries, 2017, http://www.baaqmd.gov/about-air-quality/air-qualitysummaries, accessed February 12, 23, 2018.
U.S. EPA, Air Quality Index, A Guide to Air Quality and Your Health, February 2014,
www.epa.gov/airnow/aqi_brochure_02_14.pdf, accessed February 13, 2019.
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Mitigation Measure M-AQ-2a: Construction Emissions Minimization. In the case of the
Developer’s Proposed Option under the compressed three-year construction schedule or
in the case of the Additional Housing Option under either the six-year construction
schedule or the compressed three-year construction schedule, the project sponsor or the
project sponsor’s contractor shall comply with the following:
A. Engine Requirements.
1.

All off-road equipment greater than 25 horsepower shall have engines that meet
Tier 4 Final off-road emission standards.

2.

Since grid power will be available, portable diesel engines shall be prohibited.

3.

Renewable diesel shall be used to fuel all diesel engines unless it can be
demonstrated to the Environmental Review Officer (ERO) that such fuel is not
compatible with on-road or off-road engines and that emissions of ROG and NOx
from the transport of fuel to the project site will offset its NOx reduction potential.

4.

Diesel engines, whether for off-road or on-road equipment, shall not be left idling
for more than two minutes, at any location, except as provided in exceptions to the
applicable state regulations regarding idling for off-road and on-road equipment
(e.g., traffic conditions, safe operating conditions). The contractor shall post legible
and visible signs in English, Spanish, and Chinese, in designated queuing areas
and at the construction site to remind operators of the two-minute idling limit.

5.

The contractor shall instruct construction workers and equipment operators on the
maintenance and tuning of construction equipment, and require that such workers
and operators properly maintain and tune equipment in accordance with
manufacturer specifications.

B. Waivers. The ERO may waive the equipment requirements of subsection (A)(1) if:
a particular piece of off-road equipment is technically not feasible; the equipment
would not produce desired emissions reduction due to expected operating modes;
installation of the equipment would create a safety hazard or impaired visibility for
the operator; or, there is a compelling emergency need to use other off-road
equipment. If the ERO grants the waiver, the contractor must use the next cleanest
piece of off-road equipment, according to the table below.
The ERO may waive the equipment requirements of Item A.1 if: a particular piece of offroad equipment with an engine meeting Tier 4 Final emission standards is not regionally
available to the satisfaction of the ERO. If seeking a waiver from this requirement, the
project sponsor must demonstrate to the satisfaction of the ERO that the health risks from
existing sources, project construction and operation, and cumulative sources do not
exceed a total of 10 µg/m3 or 100 excess cancer risks for any onsite or offsite receptor.
The ERO may waive the equipment requirements of Item A.2 if: an application has
been submitted to initiate onsite electrical power, portable diesel engines may be
temporarily operated for a period of up to three weeks until onsite electrical power
can be initiated or, there is a compelling emergency.
C. Construction Emissions Minimization Plan. Before starting onsite ground disturbing,
demolition, or construction activities, the contractor shall submit a Construction
Emissions Minimization Plan to the ERO for review and approval. The plan shall state,
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in reasonable detail, how the contractor will meet the requirements of Section A,
Engine Requirements.
1.

The Construction Emissions Minimization Plan shall include estimates of the
construction timeline by phase, with a description of each piece of off-road
equipment required for every construction phase. The description may include,
but is not limited to: equipment type, equipment manufacturer, equipment
identification number, engine model year, engine certification (tier rating),
horsepower, engine serial number, and expected fuel usage and hours of
operation. For off-road equipment using alternative fuels, the description shall
also specify the type of alternative fuel being used.

2.

The project sponsor shall ensure that all applicable requirements of the
Construction Emissions Minimization Plan have been incorporated into the
contract specifications. The plan shall include a certification statement that the
contractor agrees to comply fully with the plan.

3.

The contractor shall make the Construction Emissions Minimization Plan available
to the public for review onsite during working hours. The contractor shall post at
the construction site a legible and visible sign summarizing the plan. The sign shall
also state that the public may ask to inspect the plan for the project at any time
during working hours and shall explain how to request to inspect the plan. The
contractor shall post at least one copy of the sign in a visible location on each side
of the construction site facing a public right-of-way.

D. Monitoring. After start of construction activities, the contractor shall submit quarterly
reports to the ERO documenting compliance with the Construction Emissions
Minimization Plan. After completion of construction activities and prior to receiving a
final certificate of occupancy, the project sponsor shall submit to the ERO a final report
summarizing construction activities, including the start and end dates and duration of
each construction phase, and the specific information required in the plan.
Mitigation Measure M-AQ-2b: Low-VOC Architectural Coatings. The project sponsor shall
use low- and super-compliant VOC architectural coatings during construction. “Low-VOC”
refers to paints that meet the more stringent regulatory limits in South Coast Air Quality
Management District rule 1113; however, many manufacturers have reformulated to levels
well below these limits. These are referred to as “Super-Compliant” architectural coatings.
Residual Impact with Implementation of Mitigation Measure M-AQ-2a and Mitigation
Measure M-AQ-2b
Mitigation Measure M-AQ-2a would reduce ROG emissions from off-road construction equipment
by approximately 30 to 70 percent depending on the year. Emissions of NOx from off-road
construction equipment would be reduced by approximately 10 to 40 percent depending on the year.
The large reduction in construction emissions is a result of starting with fleetwide average emission
factors for the construction fleet from OFFROAD for the unmitigated scenario to applying Tier 4 Final
emission factors to off-road construction equipment for the mitigated scenario. The reason for the
large range in ROG and NOx reductions depending on the year is that off-road construction activity
varies substantially by year, and other construction emissions sources like haul trucks, vendor trucks,
and worker trips also vary by year. For a detailed breakdown of construction emissions by source,
please refer to SEIR Appendix E, Air Quality Technical Memorandum. Mitigation Measure M-AQ-2b
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would reduce ROG emissions from architectural coatings by approximately 90 percent during the
building construction sub-phases.
Mitigated emissions are presented in Table 3.D-8a, Mitigated Average Daily Construction
Emissions by Year. With implementation of Mitigation Measure M-AQ-2a and Mitigation Measure
M-AQ-2b, construction emissions of NOx would not exceed the significance thresholds for the
Developer’s Proposed Option; maximum mitigated emissions would be 30.3 pounds per day in
2024. With implementation of Mitigation Measure M-AQ-2a and Mitigation Measure M-AQ-2b,
construction emissions of NOx would not exceed the significance thresholds for the Additional
Housing Option at 31.1 pounds per day maximum in 2022. In addition, with implementation of
Mitigation Measure M-AQ-2a and Mitigation Measure M-AQ-2b, construction emissions of ROG
would not exceed the significance thresholds for either the Developer’s Proposed Option or the
Additional Housing Option. Implementation of these mitigation measures would not result in any
adverse environmental effects.
TABLE 3.D-8A
MITIGATED AVERAGE DAILY CONSTRUCTION EMISSIONS BY YEAR
Average Daily Emissions (pounds/day)a,b,c,d
Developer’s Proposed Option

Additional Housing Option

ROG

NOx

PM10e

PM2.5e

ROG

NOx

PM10e

PM2.5e

Significance Threshold

54

54

82

54

54

54

82

54

2021

2.1

8.5

0.3

0.3

2.1

8.5

0.3

0.3

2022

3.4

23.1

0.2

0.2

4.3

31.1

0.3

0.2

2023

3.5

19.1

0.1

0.1

4.7

26.3

0.1

0.1

2024

6.2

30.3

0.2

0.2

7.0

23.1

0.2

0.2

2025

2.3

17.5

0.1

0.1

3.2

21.5

0.1

0.1

2026

4.2

11.7

0.1

0.1

5.8

15.8

0.1

0.1

2027

4.7

9.7

0.1

0.1

6.4

13.8

0.1

0.1

Year/Source

SOURCE:

ESA, 2019. See Appendix E, Air Quality Technical Memorandum.

NOTES:
ROG = reactive organic gas; NOx = oxides of nitrogen; PM10 = particulate matter less than or equal to 10 microns in diameter; PM2.5 =
particulate matter less than or equal to 2.5 microns in diameter
a Bold values = threshold exceedance
b For each construction phase, annual emissions are divided over the number of construction days for the given phase, to determine the
average daily emissions. Average daily construction emissions in pounds per day are calculated by taking the total construction
emissions for a phase and dividing by the number of working days (260–262 construction working days in a year).
c Detailed construction emissions by phase can be found in SEIR Appendix E Tables 12 and 14.
d Totals may not match sums of intermediate values presented in this table or SEIR Appendix E tables due to rounding.
e Construction emissions of PM10 and PM2.5 include exhaust emissions only, because the San Francisco Dust Control Ordinance
mitigates all construction-related dust emissions.

As discussed above, because the construction schedule could be compressed into as little as three
years, average daily combined construction and operational emissions could increase substantially,
increasing the ROG and NOx emissions. It is estimated that this shortened construction schedule
could result in average daily criteria pollutant emissions that are 1.5 to 2.5 times greater than those
presented in Table 3.D-8a. For example, average daily mitigated NOx emissions for the Developer’s
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Proposed Option could be 69.6 pounds per day in 2022 (vs. 23.1 pounds per day); average daily
mitigated NOx emissions for the Additional Housing Option could be 78.5 pounds per day in 2022
(vs. 31.1 pounds per day). Therefore, the potential condensed project construction schedule and
phasing would likely increase the NOx impact. Table 3.D-8b, Mitigated Average Daily and Total
Annual Construction Emissions by Year for the Compressed Construction Schedule, shows
potential criteria pollutant emissions under this compressed construction schedule, assuming Phase 0
construction occurs entirely in 2021, Phase 1 construction occurs in 2022 and 2023, and Phase 2
construction occurs in 2022 and 2023, concurrent with Phase 1 construction.
TABLE 3.D-8B
MITIGATED AVERAGE DAILY AND TOTAL ANNUAL CONSTRUCTION EMISSIONS BY YEAR FOR THE COMPRESSED
CONSTRUCTION SCHEDULE
Developer’s Proposed Optiona

Additional Housing Optiona

ROG

NOx

PM10b

PM2.5b

ROG

NOx

PM10b

PM2.5b

54

54

82

54

54

54

82

54

Significance Threshold

Average Daily Emissions (pounds/day)c,d,e
2021

2.4

9.3

0.3

0.3

2.4

9.3

0.3

0.3

2022

8.7

69.6

0.4

0.4

11.2

78.5

0.5

0.5

2023

12.8

41.6

0.2

0.2

16.4

49.7

0.3

0.3

Total Annual Emissions (tons/year)c,d,e
2021

0.3

1.0

>0.1

0.0

0.3

1.0

>0.1

>0.1

2022

1.1

9.0

0.1

0.1

1.5

10.2

0.1

0.1

2023

1.7

5.4

>0.1

0.0

2.1

6.5

>0.1

>0.1

Total Annual Emissions Over Significance Threshold (offset requirement, tons/year)f
2021

0.0

0.0

0.0

0.0

0.0

0.0

0.0

0.0

2022

0.0

2.0

0.0

0.0

0.0

3.2

0.0

0.0

2023

0.0

0.0

0.0

0.0

0.0

0.0

0.0

0.0

Maximum

0.0

2.0

0.0

0.0

0.0

3.2

0.0

0.0

SOURCE:

ESA, 2019.

NOTES:
ROG = reactive organic gas; NOx = oxides of nitrogen; PM10 = particulate matter less than or equal to 10 microns in diameter; PM2.5 =
particulate matter less than or equal to 2.5 microns in diameter
a Bold values = threshold exceedance
b Construction emissions of PM10 and PM2.5 include exhaust emissions only, because the San Francisco Dust Control Ordinance
mitigates all construction-related dust emissions.
c For each construction phase, annual emissions are divided over the number of construction days for the given phase, to determine
the average daily emissions. Average daily construction emissions in pounds per day are calculated by taking the total construction
emissions for a phase and dividing by the number of working days (260–262 construction working days in a year).
d Detailed construction emissions by phase can be found in SEIR Appendix E Table 16.
e Totals may not match sums of intermediate values presented in this table or SEIR Appendix E tables due to rounding.
f Equation = average daily emissions – average daily significance threshold ÷ 2,000 pounds/ton * 260 work days per year. Note that
these values are not based on the total annual emissions and annual emissions thresholds; they are based on average daily
emissions and the average daily emissions thresholds.

The majority of mitigated NOx emissions during these years would be a result of vendor trucks
delivering construction materials to the site. For the Developer’s Proposed Option in 2022, vendor
trucks would represent 68 percent of NOx emissions while off-road equipment would represent
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27 percent. For the Additional Housing Option, in 2022 vendor trucks would represent 69 percent of
NOx emissions while off-road equipment would represent 27 percent. For the compressed
construction schedule, these ratios would be roughly equivalent. For the Developer’s Proposed Option
in 2022, vendor trucks are estimated to represent approximately 80 percent of NOx emissions while
off-road equipment are estimated represent approximately 14 percent. There are no other feasible
mitigation measures to reduce the NOx impact.
Because construction emissions could potentially exceed thresholds for both the Developer’s
Proposed Option and the Additional Housing Option under the compressed three-year construction
schedule, as shown in Table 3.D-8b, all feasible mitigation measures are identified. For NOx
emissions, the greatest threshold exceedances under the compressed construction schedule with
inclusion of all feasible mitigation would occur during 2022 when construction activity would peak
for Phase 1 construction and average daily emissions would be 15.6 pounds per day over the
54 pounds per day threshold for the Developer’s Proposed Option and 24.5 pounds per day over the
54 pounds per day for the Additional Housing Option. This equates to 2.0 tons per year and 3.2 tons
per year over the 10-ton-per-year threshold for the two project options.302 These exceedances are
addressed below in Mitigation Measures M-AQ-2c, On-Road Truck Emissions Minimization for
the Compressed Construction Schedule, and M-AQ-2d, Offset Construction Emissions for the
Compressed Schedule. The offset requirement is intended to offset the criteria air pollutant
emissions from construction and remaining above significance levels after implementing the
emission source reduction mitigation measures discussed. Note that both of these measures only
apply to construction emissions under the compressed construction schedule.
Mitigation Measure M-AQ-2c: On-Road Truck Emissions Minimization for the
Compressed Construction Schedule. Under the compressed three-year construction
schedule for either the Developer’s Proposed Option or the Additional Housing Option,
the project sponsor or the project sponsor’s contractor shall comply with the following:
A. Engine Requirements. The project sponsor shall ensure that all on-road heavy-duty
diesel trucks with a gross vehicle weight rating of 19,500 pounds or greater used at the
project site (such as haul trucks, water trucks, dump trucks, concrete trucks, and
vendor trucks) be model year 2014 or newer.
B. Waivers. The ERO may waive the engine year requirements of subsection (A) for onroad heavy duty diesel vendor trucks delivering materials to the project site, which
could include window, door, cabinet, or elevator equipment if each vendor truck
entering the project site is used only once for a single delivery of equipment or material
per building. If the ERO grants the waiver, the contractor must demonstrate that that
vendor truck would only be used once for a single delivery to the project site per
building.
302

The calculation is as follows: 15.6 pounds per day * 260 workdays ÷ 2,000 pounds per ton = 2.0 tons per year for
the Developer’s Proposed Option; 24.5 pounds per day * 260 workdays ÷ 2,000 pounds per ton = 3.2 tons per year
for the Additional Housing Option. Note that the calculation for annual tons is based on the average daily
emissions that exceed the average daily significance thresholds to account for the different averaging periods for
construction emissions (260 days per year) and operational emissions (365 days per year. The annual significance
thresholds for construction do not derive from the daily significance thresholds for construction (e.g., the average
daily significance threshold 54 lbs/day over 260 days/year of construction = 7.1 tons per year, which is less than
the annual significance threshold of 10 tons per year), which is another reason for this calculation.

August 2019

3.D-52

Balboa Reservoir Project Draft SEIR
Case No. 2018-007883ENV

3. Environmental Setting, Impacts, and Mitigation Measures
3.D. Air Quality

Waivers to the engine year requirements of subsection (A) shall not be included for
vendor trucks that import or off-haul soil, transport heavy earthmoving equipment, or
ready-mix concrete, or deliver lumber.
C. Construction Emissions Minimization Plan. The construction minimization requirements
of Mitigation Measure M-AQ-2a item (C).
D. Monitoring. The monitoring requirements of Mitigation Measure M-AQ-2a item (D).
Mitigation Measure M-AQ-2d: Offset Construction Emissions for the Compressed
Schedule. Under the compressed three-year construction schedule for either the Developer’s
Proposed Option or the Additional Housing Option, the project sponsor shall implement
this measure. Prior to issuance of the final certificate of occupancy for the final building
associated with Phase 1, the project sponsor, with the oversight of the ERO, shall either:
1.

Directly fund or implement a specific offset project within San Francisco if available to achieve
the equivalent to a one-time reduction of 2.0 tons per year of ozone precursors for the
Developer’s Proposed Option or 3.2 tons per year of ozone precursors for the Additional
Housing Option. To qualify under this mitigation measure, the specific emissions offset
project must result in emission reductions within the San Francisco Bay Area Air Basin
that would not otherwise be achieved through compliance with existing regulatory
requirements. A preferred offset project would be one implemented locally within the
City and County of San Francisco. Prior to implementing the offset project, it must be
approved by the ERO. The project sponsor shall notify the ERO within six months of
completion of the offset project for verification; or

2.

Pay mitigation offset fees to the Bay Area Air Quality Management District Bay Area Clean
Air Foundation. The mitigation offset fee, currently estimated at approximately $30,000
per weighted ton, plus an administrative fee of no more than 5 percent of the total offset,
shall fund one or more emissions reduction projects within the San Francisco Bay Area
Air Basin. The fee will be determined by the planning department, the project sponsor,
and the air district, and be based on the type of projects available at the time of the
payment. This fee is intended to fund emissions reduction projects to achieve reductions
of 2.0 tons per year of ozone precursors for the Developer’s Proposed Option or 3.2 tons
per year of ozone precursors for the Additional Housing Option, which is the amount
required to reduce emissions below significance levels after implementation of other
identified mitigation measures as currently calculated.
The agreement that specifies fees and timing of payment shall be signed by the project
sponsor, the air district, and the ERO prior to issuance of the first site permit. This
offset payment shall total the predicted 2.0 tons per year of ozone precursors for the
Developer’s Proposed Option or 3.2 tons per year of ozone precursors for the
Additional Housing Option above the 10-ton-per-year threshold after implementation
of Mitigation Measures M-AQ-2a, M-AQ-2b, and M-AQ-2c.
The total emission offset amount is calculated by summing the maximum daily
construction emissions of ROG and NOx (pounds/day), multiplying by 260 work days
per year, and converting to tons. The amount represents the total estimated
construction-related ROG and NOx emissions offsets required. No reductions are
needed for operations or overlapping construction and operations.
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Residual Impact with Implementation of Mitigation Measures M-AQ-2c and M-AQ-2d
Mitigation Measure M-AQ-2c requires that, under the compressed three-year construction schedule,
all heavy-duty trucks greater than 19,500 pounds must have model year 2014 or newer engines; this
includes vendor trucks that exceed this weight limit. This requirement would reduce both ROG and
NOx emissions from vendor trucks and therefore overall construction emissions. However, to be
conservative, Mitigation Measure M-AQ-2c was not quantified.
Mitigation Measure M-AQ-2d would offset emissions of ROG and NOx that would exceed the
respective thresholds of significance for these pollutants. Thus, these offsets, if implemented,
would reduce impacts to less-than-significant levels. The measure allows the project sponsor to
directly fund or implement an offset project; however, no such project has yet been identified.
Additionally, implementation of the emissions reduction project could be conducted by the air
district and is outside the jurisdiction and control of the City and not fully within the control of the
project sponsor. Therefore, the residual impact of project emissions during construction is
conservatively considered significant and unavoidable with mitigation, due to some limited
uncertainty in its implementation. This finding does assume that the project sponsor would
implement Mitigation Measures M-AQ-2a, M-AQ-2b, and M-AQ-2c, in addition to Mitigation
Measure M-AQ-2d. Although the specific offset projects are not known, it is anticipated that
implementation of this mitigation measure would not result in any adverse environmental effects.
Consequently, the results presented above show that construction of the project would have a
significant and unavoidable impact with regard to NOx emissions. No additional feasible
mitigation is available to reduce this impact.
Summary
The Developer’s Proposed Option would be less than significant under the assumed six-year
construction schedule. The Additional Housing Option under the assumed six-year schedule would
be reduced to less than significant with mitigation through the implementation of Mitigation
Measure M-AQ-2a and M-AQ-2b. Given the potential that the project could be developed under an
accelerated construction schedule of three years’ duration, the potential exists that construction
emissions of NOx would exceed the daily and annual significance thresholds even with mitigation,
which would be a significant impact (see Table 3.D-8b). Therefore, in the case of the Developer’s
Proposed Option or the Additional Housing Option under the compressed three-year construction
schedule, the project sponsor would also be required to implement Mitigation Measure M-AQ-2c,
which requires that all heavy-duty trucks greater than 19,500 pounds must have model year 2014 or
newer engines, and Mitigation Measure M-AQ-2d, which requires the project sponsor to implement
emission offsets. However, because implementation of the emissions offset project would be
conducted by the air district and would be outside the jurisdiction and control of the City and not
fully within the control of the project sponsor, because no specific emission reduction project has
been identified, and because the project may be constructed over a much shorter timeframe resulting
in higher NOx emissions than presented above, the impact with respect to criteria air pollutants is
conservatively considered significant and unavoidable with mitigation. These conclusions are
summarized in Table 3.D-9, Summary of Construction Criteria Pollutant Impacts (Impact AQ-2).
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Mitigation Measure M-AQ-2a: Construction Emissions Minimization (Impact AQ-2a,
p. 3.D-48).
Mitigation Measure M-AQ-2b: Low-VOC Architectural Coatings (Impact AQ-2a, p. 3.D-49).
Mitigation Measure M-AQ-2c: On-Road Truck Emissions Minimization for the
Compressed Construction Schedule (Impact AQ-2a, p. 3.D-52).
Mitigation Measure M-AQ-2d: Offset Construction Emissions under the Compressed
Schedule (Impact AQ-2a, p. 3.D-53).
Significance after Mitigation: Significant and Unavoidable.
TABLE 3.D-9
SUMMARY OF CONSTRUCTION CRITERIA POLLUTANT IMPACTS (IMPACT AQ-2)
Development
Scenario

Assumed
Duration

Mitigation Measures

Residual
Significance

Developer’s Proposed
Option

6 years

None required

Less than Significant

Additional Housing
Option

6 years

M-AQ-2a: Construction Emissions Minimization

Less than Significant

Developer’s Proposed
Option

3 years

M AQ 2b: Low-VOC Architectural Coatings
M-AQ-2a: Construction Emissions Minimization
M AQ 2b: Low-VOC Architectural Coatings

Significant and
Unavoidable

M AQ 2c: On-Road Truck Emissions Minimization for the
Compressed Construction Schedule
M AQ 2d: Offset Construction Emissions for the
Compressed Schedule
Additional Housing
Option

3 years

M-AQ-2a: Construction Emissions Minimization
M AQ 2b: Low-VOC Architectural Coatings

Significant and
Unavoidable

M AQ 2c: On-Road Truck Emissions Minimization for the
Compressed Construction Schedule
M AQ 2d: Offset Construction Emissions for the
Compressed Schedule

Comparison of Impact AQ-2a to PEIR Impact Analysis
The PEIR identified construction-related air quality impacts as less than significant with
implementation of PEIR Mitigation Measure AQ-1, which would require maintaining and
operating construction equipment so as to minimize exhaust emissions of particulates and other
pollutants at all construction sites. This measure would be implemented through Mitigation
Measure M-AQ-2a. Therefore, PEIR Mitigation Measure AQ-1 is superseded by Mitigation
Measure M-AQ-2a. Consequently, the proposed project would result in a new significant impact that
was not previously identified in the PEIR due to construction emissions of ROG and NOx exceeding
significance thresholds for criteria air pollutants.
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Impact AQ-2b: During construction phases that overlap with project operations, the
proposed project would generate criteria air pollutants that would violate an air quality
standard, contribute substantially to an existing or projected air quality violation, or
result in a cumulatively considerable net increase in criteria air pollutants. (Less than
Significant with Mitigation)
Because operation of Phase 1 would occur during construction of Phase 2, the analysis below
accounts for operational emissions associated with Phase 1 that would occur simultaneously with
construction of Phase 2.
Table 3.D-10a, Unmitigated Average Daily Construction and Operational Emissions by Year,
and Table 3.D-10b, Unmitigated Total Annual Construction and Operational Emissions by Year,
present combined construction and operational emissions for the proposed project for the
Developer’s Proposed Option and the Additional Housing Option for years when construction and
operations overlap (2024–2027). As shown in Table 3.D-10a, combined construction and
operational emissions of NOx for the Developer’s Proposed Option would exceed significance
thresholds in 2024; this would be a significant impact. As also shown in Table 3.D-10a, combined
construction and operational emissions of NOx for the Additional Housing Option would exceed
significance thresholds in 2024, and combined construction and operational emissions of ROG
would exceed significance thresholds in 2024, 2026, and 2027; this would also be a significant
impact.
As discussed in Impact AQ-2a, p. 3.D-44, the primary source of construction NOx emissions would
either be off-road construction equipment or on-road truck trips, and specifically vendor truck
trips, depending on the year (for the Developer’s Proposed Option in 2024, off-road construction
equipment and vendor trips represent approximately 44 percent and 35 percent total unmitigated
NOx emissions, respectively). The primary source of ROG emissions would be off-road
construction equipment or fugitive emissions from architectural coatings and asphalt paving
activities, depending on the year (for the Developer’s Proposed Option in 2024, off-road
construction equipment and architectural coatings represent approximately 6 percent and
86 percent of total unmitigated ROG emissions, respectively). ROG and NOx thresholds would be
exceeded when the majority of construction activities for Phase 2 would occur and would overlap
with Phase 1 operations; this would also be a significant impact. Emissions of construction-related
PM10 and PM2.5 would be below significance thresholds (i.e., less-than-significant impact) during all
construction phases.
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TABLE 3.D-10A
UNMITIGATED AVERAGE DAILY CONSTRUCTION AND OPERATIONAL EMISSIONS BY YEAR
Average Daily Emissions (pounds/day)a,b,c,d
Developer’s Proposed Option

Additional Housing Option

ROG

NOx

PM10e

PM2.5e

ROG

NOx

PM10e

PM2.5e

54

54

82

54

54

54

82

54

Construction

35.1

47.1

1.0

0.9

40.8

41.4

1.0

1.0

Operationf

18.1

8.4

10.0

3.0

21.6

11.0

13.2

3.9

53.2

55.5

11.0

3.9

62.5

52.4

14.3

4.9

Construction

5.0

25.9

0.5

0.5

7.4

30.7

0.5

0.5

Operationf

18.1

8.4

10.0

3.0

21.6

11.0

13.2

3.9

23.1

34.3

10.5

3.4

29.0

41.7

13.8

4.4

Construction

26.2

15.4

0.2

0.2

34.3

20.0

0.3

0.3

Operationf

18.1

8.4

10.0

3.0

21.6

11.0

13.2

3.9

44.3

23.8

10.3

3.2

55.9

31.1

13.5

4.2

Construction

33.6

13.7

0.3

0.3

42.1

18.9

0.3

0.3

Operationf,g

18.1

8.4

10.0

3.0

21.6

11.0

13.2

3.9

51.6

22.2

10.3

3.2

63.7

29.9

13.5

4.2

Year/Source

Significance Threshold
2024:

Total
2025:

Total
2026:

Total
2027:

Total
SOURCE:

ESA, 2019. See SEIR Appendix E, Air Quality Technical Memorandum.

NOTES:
ROG = reactive organic gas; NOx = oxides of nitrogen; PM10 = particulate matter less than or equal to 10 microns in diameter; PM2.5 =
particulate matter less than or equal to 2.5 microns in diameter
a Bold values = threshold exceedance
b For each construction phase, annual emissions are divided over the number of construction days for the given phase, to determine

c
d
e

f
g

the average daily emissions. Average daily construction emissions in pounds per day are calculated by taking the total construction
emissions for a phase and dividing by the number of working days (260-262 construction working days in a year).
Detailed construction emissions by phase can be found in SEIR Appendix E Tables 12 and 14; detailed operational emissions by
source can be found in SEIR Appendix E Tables 17 and 18.
Totals may not match sums of intermediate values presented in this table or SEIR Appendix E tables due to rounding.
Construction emissions of PM10 and PM2.5 include exhaust emissions only, because the San Francisco Dust Control Ordinance
mitigates all construction-related dust emissions. Operational emissions of PM10 and PM2.5 include both exhaust and fugitive dust.
Dust emissions for operations include road dust, brake wear, and tire wear from mobile sources.
See Table 3.D-12a, p. 3.D-63, for breakdown of operational emissions.
Average daily operational emissions in 2027 represent Phase 1 operations only, because only Phase 1 is operational while Phase 2
is under construction. Once Phase 2 is fully operational, Phase 1 construction emissions cease.
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TABLE 3.D-10B
UNMITIGATED TOTAL ANNUAL CONSTRUCTION AND OPERATIONAL EMISSIONS BY YEAR
Total Annual Emissions (tons/year)a,b,c,d
Developer’s Proposed Option

Additional Housing Option

ROG

NOx

PM10e

PM2.5e

ROG

NOx

PM10e

PM2.5e

10

10

15

10

10

10

15

10

Construction

4.6

6.2

0.1

0.1

5.4

5.4

0.1

0.1

Operationf

3.3

1.5

1.8

0.5

3.9

2.0

2.4

0.7

7.9

7.7

2.0

0.7

9.3

7.4

2.5

0.8

Construction

0.7

3.4

0.1

0.1

1.0

4.0

0.1

0.1

Operationf

3.3

1.5

1.8

0.5

3.9

2.0

2.4

0.7

4.0

4.9

1.9

0.6

4.9

6.0

2.5

0.8

Construction

3.4

2.0

0.0

0.0

4.5

2.6

0.0

0.0

Operationf

3.3

1.5

1.8

0.5

3.9

2.0

2.4

0.7

6.7

3.5

1.9

0.6

8.4

4.6

2.5

0.8

Construction

0.4

0.1

0.0

0.0

0.4

0.2

0.0

0.0

Operationf

5.4

2.3

3.1

0.9

6.8

3.3

4.4

1.3

5.8

2.5

3.1

0.9

7.3

3.5

4.4

1.3

Year/Source

Significance Threshold
2024:

Total
2025:

Total
2026:

Total
2027:

Total
SOURCE:

ESA, 2019. See Appendix E, Air Quality Technical Memorandum.

NOTES:
ROG = reactive organic gas; NOx = oxides of nitrogen; PM10 = particulate matter less than or equal to 10 microns in diameter; PM2.5 =
particulate matter less than or equal to 2.5 microns in diameter
a Bold values = threshold exceedance
b For each construction phase, annual emissions are divided over the number of construction days for the given phase, to determine the
average daily emissions. Average daily construction emissions in pounds per day are calculated by taking the total construction
emissions for a phase and dividing by the number of working days (260-262 construction working days in a year).
c Detailed construction emissions by phase can be found in SEIR Appendix E Tables 12 and 14; detailed operational emissions by
source can be found in SEIR Appendix E Tables 17 and 18.
d Totals may not match sums of intermediate values presented in this table or SEIR Appendix E tables due to rounding.
e Construction emissions of PM10 and PM2.5 include exhaust emissions only, because the San Francisco Dust Control Ordinance
mitigates all construction-related dust emissions. Operational emissions of PM10 and PM2.5 include both exhaust and fugitive dust. Dust
emissions for operations include road dust, brake wear, and tire wear from mobile sources.
f See Table 3.D-11b, p. 3.D-64, for a breakdown of operational emissions.

Health Implications of Significant Impacts Related to Emissions of Ozone Precursors
As discussed in Impact AQ-2a, p. 3.D-44, ROG and NOx are ozone precursors, and the main health
concern of exposure to ground-level ozone is effects on the respiratory system, especially on lung
function. However, several factors influence these health impacts. Given these various factors, it is
difficult to predict the magnitude of health effects from the proposed project’s exceedance of
significance criteria for regional ROG and NOx emissions.

August 2019

3.D-58

Balboa Reservoir Project Draft SEIR
Case No. 2018-007883ENV

3. Environmental Setting, Impacts, and Mitigation Measures
3.D. Air Quality

The increase in combined construction and operational emissions associated with the proposed
project represents a fraction of total San Francisco Bay Area Air Basin regional ROG emissions (up to
7.9 tons per year or 0.02 tons per day for the Developer’s Proposed Option and up to 9.3 tons per year
or 0.03 tons per day for the Additional Housing Option compared to an estimated 213 tons per day
in the basin region in 2017)303 and NOx emissions (up to 7.7 tons per year or 0.02 tons per day for the
Developer’s Proposed Option and up to 7.4 tons per year or 0.02 tons per day for the Additional
Housing Option compared to an estimated 244 tons per day in the basin region in 2017). Although
Table 3.D-1, p. 3.D-5, indicates that the most stringent applicable ozone standards were not exceeded
at the San Francisco-Arkansas Street monitoring station between 2013 and 2017, the San Francisco
Bay Area Air Basin experienced an average of 9 days of ozone exceedance per year between 2013 and
2017.304 As shown in Table 3.D-3, p. 3.D-15, the basin has averaged between nine and 19 days per year
that are considered unhealthy for sensitive groups and had 13 unhealthy (red) days in the last five
years for which data are available. On unhealthy days, persons are recommended to avoid both
prolonged and heavy-exertion outdoor activities.305 In addition, there were three days designated as
very unhealthy (purple) in 2017 during the October fires in the north bay.
For additional discussion of the proposed project’s contribution to potential cumulative health
effects associated with criteria pollutants, see Impact C-AQ-1, p. 3.D-88.
Mitigation of Combined Construction and Operational Air Quality Impacts
To address ROG and NOx emissions that would exceed significance thresholds during overlapping
construction and operations of the proposed project, Mitigation Measures M-AQ-2a, Construction
Emissions Minimization; and M-AQ-2b, Low-VOC Architectural Coatings have been identified
and would apply during all construction phases, including construction phases that overlap with
operational emissions.
Mitigated combined construction and operational emissions are presented in Table 3.D-11a,
Mitigated Average Daily Construction and Operational Emissions by Year, and Table 3.D-11b,
Mitigated Total Annual Construction and Operational Emissions by Year. Simultaneous emissions
from construction and operations under mitigated conditions would not exceed any significance
thresholds for either the Developer’s Proposed Option or the Additional Housing Option.
Mitigation Measures M-AQ-2a and M-AQ-2b would reduce construction and operational
emissions of ozone precursors below the thresholds of significance, as indicated in Table 3.D-11a
and Table 3.D-11b. As discussed above, the construction schedule could be compressed into as little
as three years; however, under this scenario, Phase 1 and Phase 2 would occur concurrently,
instead of sequentially. Therefore, under the compressed construction schedule, there would be no
overlap of construction and operational activities and no overlap in construction and operational
emissions.

303

304

305

CARB, CEPAM 2016 – Standard Emission Tool, February 15, 2017, https://www.arb.ca.gov/
app/emsinv/fcemssumcat/fcemssumcat2016.php, accessed February 13, 2019.
BAAQMD, Annual Bay Area Air Quality Summaries, 2017, http://www.baaqmd.gov/about-air-quality/air-qualitysummaries, accessed February 12, 23, 2018.
U.S. EPA, Air Quality Index, A Guide to Air Quality and Your Health, February 2014,
www.epa.gov/airnow/aqi_brochure_02_14.pdf, accessed February 13, 2019.
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TABLE 3.D-11A
MITIGATED AVERAGE DAILY CONSTRUCTION AND OPERATIONAL EMISSIONS BY YEAR
Average Daily Emissions (pounds/day)a,b,c,d
Developer’s Proposed Option

Additional Housing Option

ROG

NOx

ROG

PM2.5e

ROG

NOx

ROG

PM2.5e

54

54

82

54

54

54

82

54

Construction

6.2

30.3

0.2

0.2

7.0

23.1

0.2

0.2

Operationf

18.1

8.4

10.0

3.0

21.6

11.0

13.2

3.9

24.3

38.7

10.2

3.1

28.6

34.1

13.4

4.1

Construction

2.3

17.5

0.1

0.1

3.2

21.5

0.1

0.1

Operationf

18.1

8.4

10.0

3.0

21.6

11.0

13.2

3.9

20.4

26.0

10.1

3.1

24.9

32.5

13.3

4.0

Construction

4.2

11.7

0.1

0.1

5.8

15.8

0.1

0.1

Operationf

18.1

8.4

10.0

3.0

21.6

11.0

13.2

3.9

22.2

20.2

10.1

3.0

27.4

26.8

13.3

4.0

Construction

4.7

9.7

0.1

0.1

6.4

13.8

0.1

0.1

Operationf

18.1

8.4

10.0

3.0

21.6

11.0

13.2

3.9

22.8

18.1

10.1

3.0

28.0

24.8

13.3

4.0

Year/Source

Significance Threshold
2024:

Total
2025:

Total
2026:

Total
2027:

Total
SOURCE:

ESA, 2019. See Appendix E, Air Quality Technical Memorandum.

NOTES:
ROG = reactive organic gas; NOx = oxides of nitrogen; PM10 = particulate matter less than or equal to 10 microns in diameter; PM2.5 =
particulate matter less than or equal to 2.5 microns in diameter
a Bold values = threshold exceedance
b For each construction phase, annual emissions are divided over the number of construction days for the given phase, to determine the
average daily emissions. Average daily construction emissions in pounds per day are calculated by taking the total construction
emissions for a phase and dividing by the number of working days (260–262 construction working days in a year).
c Detailed construction emissions by phase can be found in SEIR Appendix E Tables 12 and 14; detailed operational emissions by
source can be found in SEIR Appendix E Tables 17 and 18.
d Totals may not match sums of intermediate values presented in this table or SEIR Appendix E tables due to rounding.
e Construction emissions of PM10 and PM2.5 include exhaust emissions only, because the San Francisco Dust Control Ordinance
mitigates all construction-related dust emissions. Operational emissions of PM10 and PM2.5 include both exhaust and fugitive dust. Dust
emissions for operations include road dust, brake wear, and tire wear from mobile sources.
f See Table 3.D-12a, p. 3.D-63, for breakdown of operational emissions.
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TABLE 3.D-11B
MITIGATED TOTAL ANNUAL CONSTRUCTION AND OPERATIONAL EMISSIONS BY YEAR
Total Annual Emissions (tons/year) a,b,c,d
Developer’s Proposed Option

Additional Housing Option

ROG

NOx

PM10

PM2.5e

ROG

NOx

PM10e

PM2.5e

10

10

15

10

10

10

15

10

0.8

4.0

0.0

0.0

0.9

3.0

0.0

0.0

3.3

1.5

1.8

0.5

3.9

2.0

2.4

0.7

4.1

5.5

1.9

0.6

4.9

5.0

2.4

0.7

Construction

0.3

2.3

0.0

0.0

0.4

2.8

0.0

0.0

Operationf

3.3

1.5

1.8

0.5

3.9

2.0

2.4

0.7

3.6

3.8

1.8

0.6

4.4

4.8

2.4

0.7

Construction

0.5

1.5

0.0

0.0

0.8

2.1

0.0

0.0

Operationf

3.3

1.5

1.8

0.5

3.9

2.0

2.4

0.7

3.8

3.1

1.8

0.5

4.7

4.1

2.4

0.7

Construction

0.0

0.1

0.0

0.0

0.1

0.1

0.0

0.0

Operationf

5.4

2.3

3.1

0.9

6.8

3.3

4.4

1.3

5.5

2.4

3.1

0.9

6.9

3.5

4.4

1.3

Year/Source

Significance Threshold
2024:
Construction
Operationf
Total
2025:

Total
2026:

Total
2027:

Total
SOURCE:

ESA, 2019. See Appendix E, Air Quality Technical Memorandum.

NOTES:
ROG = reactive organic gas; NOx = oxides of nitrogen; PM10 = particulate matter less than or equal to 10 microns in diameter; PM2.5 =
particulate matter less than or equal to 2.5 microns in diameter
a Bold values = threshold exceedance
b For each construction phase, annual emissions are divided over the number of construction days for the given phase, to determine
the average daily emissions. Average daily construction emissions in pounds per day are calculated by taking the total construction
emissions for a phase and dividing by the number of working days (260–262 construction working days in a year).
c Detailed construction emissions by phase can be found in SEIR Appendix E Tables 12 and 14; detailed operational emissions by
source can be found in SEIR Appendix E Tables 17 and 18.
d Totals may not match sums of intermediate values presented in this table or SEIR Appendix E tables due to rounding.
e Construction emissions of PM10 and PM2.5 include exhaust emissions only, because the San Francisco Dust Control Ordinance
mitigates all construction-related dust emissions. Operational emissions of PM10 and PM2.5 include both exhaust and fugitive dust.
Dust emissions for operations include road dust, brake wear, and tire wear from mobile sources.
f See Table 3.D-12a, p. 3.D-63, for breakdown of operational emissions.

Summary
As shown in Table 3.D-10a, combined construction and operational emissions of NOx for both the
Developer’s Proposed Option and the Additional Housing Option would exceed significance
thresholds; this would be a significant impact. Implementation of Mitigation Measures M-AQ-2a
and M-AQ-2b, pp. 3.D-48 and 3.D-49, would reduce construction-related and operational
emissions associated with the proposed project, as quantified in Table 3.D-11a and Table 3.D-11b.
These mitigation measures would reduce ROG and NOx below the significance thresholds.
Although the project could be developed under an accelerated construction schedule of as little as
three years’ duration, under this scenario there would be no overlapping construction and
operational emissions because Phase 1 and Phase 2 would occur at the same time and operational
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activities and associated emissions would not occur until full buildout once construction is
complete. Therefore, potential changes in the construction schedule would not result in a
significant and unavoidable impact. Consequently, the impact with respect to criteria air pollutants
would be less than significant with mitigation.
Mitigation Measure M-AQ-2a: Construction Emissions Minimization (Impact AQ-2a,
p. 3.D-48).
Mitigation Measure M-AQ-2b: Low-VOC Architectural Coatings (Impact AQ-2a, p. 3.D-49).
Significance after Mitigation: Less than Significant with Mitigation.

Comparison of Impact AQ-2b to PEIR Impact Analysis
The PEIR identified construction-related air quality impacts as less than significant with
implementation of PEIR Mitigation Measure AQ-1, which would require maintaining and
operating construction equipment so as to minimize exhaust emissions of particulates and other
pollutants at all construction sites. This measure would be implemented through Mitigation
Measure M-AQ-2a. Therefore, PEIR Mitigation Measure AQ-1 is superseded by Mitigation
Measure M-AQ-2a. Through implementation of all mitigation measures listed above, the proposed
project would have a less-than-significant impact related to overlapping construction and
operational emissions. Consequently, the proposed project would result in no new or substantially
more severe significant impacts related to overlapping construction and operational emissions
than was previously identified in the PEIR.

Impact AQ-3: During project operations, the proposed project would result in emissions
of criteria air pollutants, but not at levels that would violate an air quality standard,
contribute to an existing or projected air quality violation, or result in a cumulatively
considerable net increase in criteria air pollutants. (Less than Significant)
Operation of the proposed project has the potential to create air quality impacts, which would be
associated primarily with mobile, area, stationary, and energy sources. Motor vehicle traffic would
include daily resident vehicle trips, commercial employee commute trips, visitor, delivery truck, and
waste management truck trips. Area sources include landscaping equipment, and the off-gassing
associated with reapplication of architectural coatings, and consumer products (e.g., solvents,
cleaning supplies, cosmetics, toiletries). Foreseeable stationary sources would consist of emergency
diesel generators. Energy sources include natural gas combustion for stoves. Each of these sources
was taken into account in calculating the proposed project’s long-term operational emissions.
Estimated operational emissions under both project options are summarized in Table 3.D-12a,
Unmitigated Average Daily Operational Emissions by Source, and Table 3.D-12b, Unmitigated
Total Annual Operational Emissions by Source. Project design features incorporating
sustainability elements, including building energy efficiency measures such as natural gas appliance
efficiency, are included in the project analysis presented in Table 3.D-12a and Table 3.D-12b. As
shown in Table 3.D-12a and Table 3.D-12b, project operational emissions would be below thresholds
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of significance for all criteria pollutants for both Phase 1 operation in 2024 and full buildout operation
in 2027. This is a less-than-significant impact and no mitigation measures are required.
TABLE 3.D-12A
UNMITIGATED AVERAGE DAILY OPERATIONAL EMISSIONS BY SOURCE
Average Daily Emissions (pounds/day)b,c
Developer’s Proposed Option
Phase/Year/Sourcea

ROG

Significance Threshold

Additional Housing Option

NOx

PM10d

PM2.5d

ROG

NOx

PM10d

PM2.5d

54

54

82

54

54

54

82

54

Area

15.7

0.4

0.2

0.2

18.5

0.5

0.2

0.2

Energy

0.2

1.4

0.1

0.1

0.2

1.8

0.1

0.1

Mobile

2.1

3.1

9.6

2.6

2.8

4.1

12.7

3.4

Emergency Generators

<0.1

0.3

<0.1

<0.1

<0.1

0.8

<0.1

<0.1

Delivery Vehicles

<0.1

3.4

0.2

<0.1

<0.1

3.9

0.2

<0.1

18.1

8.4

10.0

3.0

21.6

11.0

13.2

3.9

Area

26.2

0.6

0.3

0.3

32.4

0.8

0.4

0.4

Energy

0.3

2.3

0.2

0.2

0.4

3.3

0.3

0.3

Mobile

3.1

4.6

16.4

4.4

4.3

6.6

22.9

6.2

Emergency Generators

<0.1

0.5

<0.1

<0.1

<0.1

1.5

<0.1

<0.1

Delivery Vehicles

<0.1

4.6

0.3

0.1

0.1

6.1

0.3

0.1

29.6

12.7

17.1

5.0

37.4

18.3

23.9

7.1

Phase 1 – 2024

Total

Full Buildout – 2027

Total
SOURCE:

ESA, 2019. See Appendix E, Air Quality Technical Memorandum.

NOTES:
ROG = reactive organic gas; NOx = oxides of nitrogen; PM10 = particulate matter less than or equal to 10 microns in diameter; PM2.5 =
particulate matter less than or equal to 2.5 microns in diameter; CalEEMod = CALifornia Emissions Estimator MODel
a Categories defined as follows:







Area = Emissions from landscaping equipment, consumer products, and architectural coatings. Refer to Appendix E, Air Quality
Technical Memorandum, for the land use type and sizes assumed in the modeling. Emissions were modeled using CalEEMod.
Energy = Emissions from natural gas combustion for space heating and cooking. Refer to Appendix E, Air Quality Technical
Memorandum, for the land use type and sizes assumed in the modeling. Emissions were modeled using CalEEMod.
Mobile = Operating emissions from daily residential, daycare, and restaurant auto trips. Refer to Appendix E, Air Quality
Technical Memorandum, for the daily vehicle trips and trip lengths by land use type. Emission from auto trips were
estimated using CalEEMod.
Emergency Generators = Operating emissions from diesel-powered emergency generators.
Delivery Vehicles = Operating emissions from daily office, retail, and restaurant delivery vehicles trips. Refer to
Appendix E, Air Quality Technical Memorandum, for the daily vehicle trips and trip lengths by land use type. Emissions were
estimated using emission factors from EMFAC2017.

b Bold values = threshold exceedance
c Note that totals may not match sums of intermediate values presented in this table or SEIR Appendix E tables due to rounding.
d PM10 and PM2.5 includes exhaust, road dust, brake wear, and tire wear.
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TABLE 3.D-12B
UNMITIGATED TOTAL ANNUAL OPERATIONAL EMISSIONS BY SOURCE
Total Annual Emissions (tons/year)b,c
Developer’s Proposed Option

Additional Housing Option

Phase/Year/Sourcea

ROG

NOx

PM10d

PM2.5d

ROG

NOx

PM10d

PM2.5d

Significance Threshold

10

10

15

10

10

10

15

10

Area

2.9

<0.1

<0.1

<0.1

3.4

<0.1

<0.1

<0.1

Energy

<0.1

0.2

<0.1

<0.1

<0.1

0.3

<0.1

<0.1

Mobile

0.4

0.6

1.8

0.5

0.5

0.8

2.3

0.6

Emergency Generators

<0.1

<0.1

<0.1

<0.1

<0.1

0.1

<0.1

<0.1

Delivery Vehicles

<0.1

0.6

<0.1

<0.1

<0.1

0.7

<0.1

<0.1

3.3

1.5

1.8

0.5

3.9

2.0

2.4

0.7

Area

4.8

0.1

<0.1

<0.1

5.9

0.1

<0.1

<0.1

Energy

<0.1

0.4

<0.1

<0.1

<0.1

0.6

<0.1

<0.1

Mobile

0.6

0.8

3.0

0.8

0.8

1.2

4.2

1.1

Emergency Generators

<0.1

<0.1

<0.1

<0.1

<0.1

0.3

<0.1

<0.1

Delivery Vehicles

<0.1

0.8

<0.1

<0.1

<0.1

1.1

<0.1

<0.1

5.4

2.3

3.1

0.9

6.8

3.3

4.4

1.3

Phase 1 – 2024

Total

Full Buildout – 2027

Total
SOURCE:

ESA, 2019. See Appendix E, Air Quality Technical Memorandum.

NOTES:
ROG = reactive organic gas; NOx = oxides of nitrogen; PM10 = particulate matter less than or equal to 10 microns in diameter; PM2.5 =
particulate matter less than or equal to 2.5 microns in diameter; CalEEMod = CALifornia Emissions Estimator MODel
a Categories defined as follows:







Area = Emissions from landscaping equipment, consumer products, and architectural coatings. Refer to Appendix E, Air Quality
Technical Memorandum, for the land use type and sizes assumed in the modeling. Emissions were modeled using CalEEMod.
Energy = Emissions from natural gas combustion for space heating and cooking. Refer to Appendix E, Air Quality Technical
Memorandum, for the land use type and sizes assumed in the modeling. Emissions were modeled using CalEEMod.
Mobile = Operating emissions from daily residential, daycare, and restaurant auto trips. Refer to Appendix E, Air Quality
Technical Memorandum, for the daily vehicle trips and trip lengths by land use type. Emission from auto trips were
estimated using CalEEMod.
Emergency Generators = Operating emissions from diesel-powered emergency generators.
Delivery Vehicles = Operating emissions from daily office, retail, and restaurant delivery vehicles trips. Refer to
Appendix E, Air Quality Technical Memorandum, for the daily vehicle trips and trip lengths by land use type. Emissions were
estimated using emission factors from EMFAC2017.

b Bold values = threshold exceedance
c Note that totals may not match sums of intermediate values presented in this table or SEIR Appendix E tables due to rounding.
d PM10 and PM2.5 includes exhaust, road dust, brake wear, and tire wear.

The majority of ROG emissions are generated from area sources, including architectural coatings,
consumer products, and landscaping. Of the area-source emissions, the majority of the ROG
emissions (approximately 76 percent) would be from consumer products, which are the various
solvents that are used in nonindustrial applications and emit VOCs during their use. These
typically include cleaning supplies, kitchen aerosols, cosmetics, and toiletries. Mobile-source
emissions are estimated to generate the second-highest amount of ROG emissions (approximately
10 percent). The majority of NOx emissions would be generated by mobile sources (approximately
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36 percent), natural gas combustion (approximately 18 percent), and use of emergency generators
(approximately 4 percent for the Developer’s Proposed Option and 8 percent for the Additional
Housing Option). The majority of PM10 and PM2.5 emissions would be generated by mobile sources
(approximately 96 percent), the vast majority of which is dust emissions from tire wear, brake wear,
and road dust (approximately 99 percent).
Because operational emissions do not exceed the significance thresholds for any criteria pollutant,
mitigation measures are not required to reduce operational emissions.

Comparison of Impact AQ-3 to PEIR Impact Analysis
The PEIR identified a potentially significant impact from operational vehicle emissions of particulate
matter. The PEIR concluded that the traffic increases associated with projected growth and
development in the plan area would not significantly degrade regional or local air quality except for
PM10, which would exceed the air district’s project-specific significance threshold in 2025 (the PEIR
was based on the air district’s 1999 threshold of 80 pounds per day of PM10). However, the PEIR
concluded that because the Area Plan would be consistent with BAAQMD-recommended strategies
to reduce VMT, and PM10 is correlated with VMT, trip lengths (and therefore VMT) would be
reduced. The PEIR Findings of Fact document identified no significant impacts associated with
traffic-related PM10 emissions. Therefore, it is inferred that the PEIR concluded that PM10 emissions
would be less than significant. In addition, the PEIR notes that PM10 emissions associated with the
Area Plan would be less than PM10 emissions associated with development occurring in outlying
areas, where trip lengths would be longer (resulting in greater VMT and therefore greater PM10
emissions), and that the Area Plan reduces trip lengths via other means. Therefore, the PEIR
concluded a less-than-significant impact associated with operational criteria pollutant emissions.
The PEIR also identified operation-related emissions of ROG and NOx as less than significant because
they were below the 1999 air district threshold of 80 pounds per day. The emissions calculated in the
PEIR for 2010 (Tier 1 projects) totaled 60.3 pounds per day of ROG and 55.7 pounds per day of NOx,
which both exceed the thresholds of significance of 54 pounds per day of ROG and NOx presented
in this SEIR. Regardless, the proposed project would result in a less-than-significant impact with
regard to operational emissions of criteria pollutants and no mitigation measures are required.
Therefore, the proposed project would result in no new or substantially more severe significant
impacts related to operational criteria pollutant emissions than was previously identified in the PEIR.

Impact AQ-4: Construction and operation of the proposed project would generate toxic
air contaminants, including DPM, which could expose sensitive receptors to
substantial pollutant concentrations. (Significant and Unavoidable with Mitigation)
Site preparation activities, such as demolition, excavation, grading, foundation construction, and
other ground‐disturbing construction activity, would affect localized air quality during the
construction phases of the proposed project. Short‐term emissions from construction equipment
during these site preparation activities would include directly emitted PM (PM2.5 and PM10) and
TACs such as DPM. Additionally, the long‐term operational emissions from the project’s mobile
and stationary sources, as described in Impact AQ‐3, p. 3.D-62, would include PM (PM2.5) and
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TACs such as DPM and some compounds or variations of ROGs. The generation of these short‐
and long‐term emissions could expose sensitive receptors to substantial pollutant concentrations
of TACs, resulting in a localized health risk. Therefore, a health risk assessment was conducted for
the proposed project to determine the health risk of project construction and operations to both
offsite and onsite receptors (see Appendix E, Air Quality Technical Memorandum, for detailed
presentation of methodology and assumptions).
Neither the proposed onsite receptors (residences and daycare facilities) nor the nearest offsite
receptors are located within an area that currently meets the APEZ criteria (100 in one million
excess cancer risk or a PM2.5 concentration of 10 µg/m3). For receptors not located in areas that meet
the APEZ criteria, a health risk assessment was conducted to determine whether the proposed
project would, in combination with other existing sources in the area, result in a given offsite or
onsite receptor meeting the APEZ criteria. If a receptor point meets the APEZ criteria, that
otherwise would not without the project, a project would result in a significant health risk impact
if the project would contribute to PM2.5 concentrations at or above 0.3 µg/m3 or result in an excess
cancer risk at or greater than 10.0 per one million persons exposed.
However, there are sensitive receptors located within 1,000 meters of the project site that currently
meet the APEZ criteria. These receptors are located within 500 feet of I-280. For receptors currently
located in areas that meet the APEZ criteria, a health risk assessment was also conducted to
determine whether the proposed project would contribute to PM2.5 concentrations at or above
0.2 µg/m3 or result in an excess cancer risk at or greater than 7.0 per one million persons exposed.
If these thresholds are exceeded for these APEZ receptors, the proposed project would result in a
significant health risk impact.
Excess Cancer Risk from Construction and Operation Emissions for Receptors Not in APEZ
under Existing Conditions
Offsite Receptors
The cancer risk analysis in the health risk assessment for the project is based on DPM
concentrations from construction on- and off-road equipment, as well as the operational DPM
concentrations from the emergency generators and project-generated vehicle emissions. The
assessment evaluated excess cancer risk and PM2.5 concentrations as a result of exposure to both
construction and operational emissions.
The maximum estimated excess lifetime cancer risk for each exposure scenario (see “Health Risk
Assessment Methods,” p. 3.D-38) for all sensitive receptor locations306 for receptors not in the APEZ
under existing conditions is presented in Table 3.D-13a, Lifetime Cancer Risk Receptors Not
Located in the APEZ but Would Be Located in the APEZ with the Proposed Project – Developer’s
Proposed Option, and Table 3.D-13b, Lifetime Cancer Risk for Receptors Not Located in the APEZ
but Would Be Located in the APEZ with the Proposed Project – Additional Housing Option.

306

The HRA includes receptor locations out to a distance of 3,280 feet (1,000 meters) from the project site,
consistent with citywide modeling. In addition to the residential receptors, ten schools and sixteen daycares
within 1,000 meters of the project site were identified. See Appendix E, Air Quality Supporting Information, for a
complete list of offsite sensitive receptors included in the analysis.
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TABLE 3.D-13A
LIFETIME CANCER RISK RECEPTORS NOT LOCATED IN THE APEZ BUT WOULD BE LOCATED IN THE APEZ
WITH THE PROPOSED PROJECT – DEVELOPER’S PROPOSED OPTION
Lifetime Excess Cancer Risk (in One Million)a,b
Mitigatedc

Unmitigated
Scenario / Receptor Type

Bkgd.

Project

Total

Project

Total

—

10.0d

100.0

10.0d

100.0

Resident (offsite)e

15.7

67.1

82.8

7.7

23.4

Resident (onsite)f

23.7

108.9

132.6

9.5

33.2

Daycare (offsite)f

21.9

87.5

109.4

11.6

33.5

Daycare (onsite)f

21.8

238.4

260.2

20.9

42.7

School (offsite)e

17.5

12.9

30.3

1.5

19.0

Resident (offsite)e

15.7

67.5

83.3

8.1

23.9

Resident (onsite)f

23.7

110.9

134.6

11.4

35.1

Daycare (offsite)f

21.9

87.7

109.6

11.8

33.6

Daycare (onsite)f

21.8

239.5

261.3

22.0

43.8

School (offsite)e

17.5

13.1

30.6

1.7

19.2

Resident (offsite)f

61.7

5.5

67.2

5.4

67.2

Resident (onsite)f

18.2

14.8

33.0

14.7

32.9

Daycare (offsite)f

41.3

1.2

42.5

0.7

22.6

Daycare (onsite)f

19.4

7.0

26.4

6.9

26.3

School (offsite)f

35.1

0.6

35.7

0.5

35.6

Significance Threshold
Construction

Construction + Operations

Operationse

SOURCE:

ESA, 2019. See Appendix E, Air Quality Technical Memorandum.

NOTES:
PM2.5 = particulate matter less than or equal to 2.5 microns in diameter; µg/m3 = micrograms per cubic meter; Bkgd. = background value
a Bold values = threshold exceedance
b All receptors within 500 feet of I-280 also included in the APEZ, regardless of their cancer risk value, which may be below the APEZ
criteria of 100 per million. This is consistent with CARB’s Air Quality and Land Use Handbook: A Community Health Perspective,
which suggests air pollutant levels decrease substantially at approximately 500 feet from a freeway.
c Mitigation measures include: (1) M-AQ-2a: all off-road construction equipment was modeled with Tier 4 Final engine emission
standards; and (2) M-AQ-4a: all emergency generators were modeled with Tier 4 engine emission standards.
d The project-level threshold only applies when the background risk plus the project risk exceeds 100; otherwise, the threshold does
not apply.
e Note that for these receptors, the unmitigated cancer risk from the proposed project combined with the background cancer risk would
be less than 100; therefore, the onsite MEISR would not be placed in a new APEZ, and the significance threshold for the project
contribution of 10.0 per 1 million would not apply.
f Note that for these receptors, the mitigated cancer risk from the proposed project combined with the background cancer risk would
be less than 100; therefore, the onsite MEISR would not be placed in a new APEZ, and the significance threshold for the project
contribution of 10.0 per 1 million would not apply.
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TABLE 3.D-13B
LIFETIME CANCER RISK FOR RECEPTORS NOT LOCATED IN THE APEZ BUT WOULD BE LOCATED IN THE APEZ
WITH THE PROPOSED PROJECT – ADDITIONAL HOUSING OPTION
Lifetime Excess Cancer Risk (in One Million)a,b

Scenario / Receptor Type

Bkgd.

Mitigatedc

Unmitigated
Project

Total

Project

Total

–

10.0d

100.0

10.0

100.0d

Resident (offsite)e

15.7

80.5

96.3

8.5

24.3

Resident (onsite)f

23.7

122.6

146.3

10.7

34.4

Daycare (offsite)f

21.9

101.7

123.6

12.6

34.5

Daycare (onsite)f

21.8

267.7

289.5

23.4

45.3

School (offsite)e

17.5

14.4

31.9

1.6

19.1

Resident (offsite)e

15.7

81.2

97.0

9.2

25.0

Resident (onsite)f

23.7

125.6

149.3

13.4

37.1

Daycare (offsite)f

21.9

102.0

123.8

12.8

34.7

Daycare (onsite)f

21.8

269.6

291.4

25.3

47.1

School (offsite)e

17.5

14.8

32.3

1.9

19.4

Resident (offsite)f

61.7

7.8

69.5

7.6

69.4

Resident (onsite)f

18.2

25.1

43.2

24.9

43.1

Daycare (offsite)f

41.3

1.8

43.0

1.1

23.0

Daycare (onsite)f

19.4

11.8

31.2

11.7

31.1

School (offsite)f

35.1

1.0

36.1

0.7

25.4

Significance Threshold
Construction

Construction + Operations

Operationse

SOURCE:

ESA, 2019. See Appendix E, Air Quality Technical Memorandum.

NOTES:
PM2.5 = particulate matter less than or equal to 2.5 microns in diameter; µg/m3 = micrograms per cubic meter; Bkgd. = background value
a Bold values = threshold exceedance
b All receptors within 500 feet of I-280 also included in the APEZ, regardless of their cancer risk value, which may be below the APEZ
criteria of 100 per million. This is consistent with CARB’s Air Quality and Land Use Handbook: A Community Health Perspective,
which suggests air pollutant levels decrease substantially at approximately 500 feet from a freeway.
c Mitigation measures include: (1) M-AQ-2a: all off-road construction equipment was modeled with Tier 4 Final engine emission
standards; and (2) M-AQ-4a: all emergency generators were modeled with Tier 4 engine emission standards.
d The project-level threshold only applies when the background risk plus the project risk exceeds 100; otherwise, the threshold does
not apply.
e Note that for these receptors, the unmitigated cancer risk from the proposed project combined with the background cancer risk would
be less than 100; therefore, the onsite MEISR would not be placed in a new APEZ, and the significance threshold for the project
contribution of 10.0 per 1 million would not apply.
f Note that for these receptors, the mitigated cancer risk from the proposed project combined with the background cancer risk would
be less than 100; therefore, the onsite MEISR would not be placed in a new APEZ, and the significance threshold for the project
contribution of 10.0 per 1 million would not apply.
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Offsite receptors considered in the health risk assessment include existing offsite receptors not currently
located in the APEZ. There are no planned future offsite receptors expected within 1,000 meters of the
project site. The majority of project-generated excess cancer risk at the Maximum Exposed Individual
Sensitive Receptor (MEISR) would be attributable to construction emissions. The project’s emissions
would combine with existing background concentrations and would exceed the APEZ excess cancer
risk criteria of an excess cancer risk of 100 per one million persons exposed, with the project contributing
cancer risks of up to 87.7 per million and 102.0 per million at offsite daycare locations for the Developer’s
Proposed Option and the Additional Housing Option, respectively. The project’s excess cancer risk
contribution would exceed the significance threshold of 10. Therefore, without mitigation, the impact
with regard to increased cancer risk would be significant for offsite receptors not located in the APEZ.
Table 3.D-13a and Table 3.D-12b also show the cancer risk under the mitigated condition, which
includes emission reductions quantified for Mitigation Measures M-AQ-2a, p. 3.D-48, and
M-AQ-4a, p. 3.D-71. Mitigation Measure M-AQ-2a would reduce off-road DPM emissions by 88 to
89 percent and Mitigation Measure M-AQ-4a would reduce generator DPM emissions by
93 percent. Construction emissions contribute over 90 percent of the unmitigated project’s health
risk (see Appendix E, Air Quality Technical Memorandum, for additional detail).
For the offsite MEISR (daycare receptor), the mitigated lifetime excess cancer risk under proposed
project conditions for the Developer’s Proposed Option of 11.8 combined with the background
cancer risk of 21.9 would equal 33.5, which is less than 100; the mitigated lifetime excess cancer risk
under proposed project conditions for the Additional Housing Option of 12.8 combined with the
background cancer risk of 21.9 would equal 34.7, which is also less than 100; therefore, under
mitigated conditions, the offsite MEISR would not be placed in a new APEZ under either project
option, and the significance threshold for the project contribution of 10.0 per 1 million would not
apply. Consequently, implementation of Mitigation Measure M-AQ-2a alone would be sufficient
to reduce this impact to a less-than-significant level, and the excess cancer risk impact on offsite
receptors not located in the APEZ would be less than significant with mitigation.
As discussed under Impact AQ-2a, p. 3.D-44, the project may be constructed over a total of three
years instead of six years. If this were to occur, the excess lifetime cancer risk at offsite sensitive
receptor locations would increase, potentially worsening the impact. While the total exposure to
TACs remains the same in this compressed construction scenario, more exposure would occur
when sensitive receptors are younger and, thus, more susceptible to TAC exposure (i.e., the 3rd
trimester and 0–2 age groups show a much higher cancer susceptibility than the 2–9 age groups;
the compressed construction scenario would shift more TAC exposure from the 2–9 age group to
the 0–2 age group, increasing cancer risk for these receptors). It is estimated that cancer risks could
increase at least 40 percent for the offsite MEISR not in the APEZ under existing conditions as a
result of the compressed the three-year construction schedule, leading to mitigated cancer risks of
17 to 18 per million for the Developer’s Proposed Option and 19 to 20 per million for the Additional
Housing Option. This would further contribute to the impact, but is not expected to increase the
impact to a significant and unavoidable with mitigation level.
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Onsite Receptors
The proposed project would include development of residential units and daycare facilities, which
are considered sensitive land uses for purposes of the air quality evaluation. The proposed project
would result in construction-related TAC emissions that would affect the occupants of Phase 1 of
the proposed project and diesel backup generators may also impact these future residents and
daycare receptors. This analysis conservatively assumes that the daycare would be fully
operational and occupied as part of Phase 1, even though the daycare would be part of Block B in
Phase 2 and will likely not be operational and occupied until the proposed project is fully built-out
in 2027 with the completion of Phase 2. This was assumed to provide a worst-case analysis of health
risks to the onsite daycare receptor in the event that the daycare would be occupied in Phase 1 and
exposed to all of Phase 2 construction TAC emissions. The daycare receptors may not be exposed
to any construction emissions at the project site.
The estimated excess cancer risk from the emissions at the onsite maximum exposed individual
sensitive receptor are also presented in Table 3.D-13a, p. 3.D-67. The project’s emissions would
combine with existing background concentrations and would exceed the APEZ excess cancer risk
criteria of 100 per one million persons exposed, with the project contributing cancer risks up to 110.9
per million for onsite residential receptors and 239.5 per million for onsite daycare receptors for the
Developer’s Proposed Option and 125.6 per million for onsite residential receptors and 269.6 per
million for onsite daycare receptors for the Additional Housing Option. The project’s contribution,
for both project options, would exceed the significance threshold of 10. Therefore, the impact with
regard to increased cancer risk would be significant for onsite receptors not located in the APEZ.
Table 3.D-13a, p. 3.D-67, and Table 3.D-12b, p. 3.D-68, also show the cancer risk under the
mitigated condition, which includes emission reductions quantified for Mitigation Measures
M-AQ-2a, p. 3.D-48, and M-AQ-4a, p. 3.D-71. For the onsite MEISR (daycare receptor), the
mitigated lifetime excess cancer risk under proposed project conditions for the Developer’s
Proposed Option of 22.0 combined with the background cancer risk of 21.8 would equal 43.8, which
is less than 100; the mitigated lifetime excess cancer risk under proposed project conditions for the
Additional Housing Option of 25.3 combined with the background cancer risk of 21.8 would equal
47.1, which is also less than 100; therefore, under mitigated conditions, the onsite daycare MEISR
would not be placed in a new APEZ under either project option, and the significance threshold for
the project contribution of 10.0 per 1 million would not apply. As shown in Table 3.D-13a and
Table 3.D-12b, implementation of these mitigation measures would be sufficient to reduce this
impact to a less-than-significant level, and the excess cancer risk impact on onsite receptors not
located in the APEZ would be less than significant with mitigation.
It should be noted that if construction durations and phases are spread out over a longer period of
time, this could result in increased health risks to onsite receptors compared to what has been
modeled. Under an extended construction schedule, onsite receptors would be exposed to
construction for longer periods of time, which could result in a significant impact. However, it
should also be noted that by the time the project buildings are constructed, it is likely that MERV
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13 filtration would be required by the Building Code.307 This would result in less than significant
health risk impacts to new onsite sensitive receptors.
In addition, in the unlikely event that the daycare would be completed in Phase 1 and be operational
during Phase 2 construction, the potential for future health risk impacts from exposure of daycare
receptors to Phase 2 construction TAC emissions would be potentially significant, especially given the
potential that the project could be developed under an accelerated construction schedule of as little as
three years’ duration, increasing the DPM exposure of daycare receptors.
Implementation of Mitigation Measures M-AQ-4a, Diesel Backup Generator Specifications, and
M-AQ-4b, Install MERV 13 Filters at the Daycare Facility, would reduce impacts related to TAC
emissions at the daycare facility to a less-than-significant level. Mitigation Measure M-AQ-4b
requires that the project sponsor install a mechanical ventilation system at the onsite daycare
facility capable of achieving the protection from particulate matter equivalent to that associated
with a MERV 13 filtration. MERV 13 air filters are considered high-efficiency filters able to remove
80 percent of fine particulate matter from indoor air.308 According to MTC and ABAG, MERV 13
air filters may reduce PM2.5 concentrations from stationary and mobile sources by approximately
53 percent and cancer risk by 42 percent.309 However, the ability of the filters to reduce cancer risk
and PM2.5 exposure for onsite receptors depends on a variety of factors, including how often
receptors are indoors versus outdoors, how often they have their widows open while indoors, and
how frequently they are using the HVAC systems that utilize the filters. Based on this uncertainty,
this measure was not quantified in terms of cancer risk and PM2.5 concentration reduction.
Nevertheless, this measure would reduce cancer risk and PM2.5 exposure by at least 40 to
50 percent, and implementation of this measure would therefore reduce the potentially significant
impact to less than significant levels.
Mitigation Measure M-AQ-4a: Diesel Backup Generator Specifications. To reduce ROG
and NOx associated with operation of the proposed project, the project sponsor shall
implement the following measures:
A. All new diesel backup generators shall:

307

308

309

310

1.

Have engines that meet or exceed California Air Resources Board Tier 4 off‐road
emission standards which have the lowest NOx emissions of commercially
available generators; and

2.

Be fueled with renewable diesel, if commercially available,310 which has been
demonstrated to reduce NOx emissions by approximately 10 percent.

Section 120 of the adopted 2019 California Energy Code, which takes effect in 2020, will require MERV-13
filtration in multi-family residential buildings of four or more stories.
CARB, Air Cleaning Devices for the Home Frequently Asked Questions, July 2014,
https://www.arb.ca.gov/research/indoor/acdsumm.pdf, accessed February 20, 2019.
Metropolitan Transportation Commission and the Association of Bay Area Governments, Plan Bay Area 2040
Public Review Draft Environmental Impact Report, Appendix G, Air Quality Analysis Methodology, 2017,
http://2040.planbayarea.org/cdn/farfuture/JYdaDtCFhYPSw0puV1UfrplCju6evvhMo2Zc8FCxsmU/1499353075/sites/de
fault/files/2017-07/PBA%202040%20DEIR_Appendices_0_0.pdf, accessed February 20, 2019.
Neste MY renewable diesel is available in the Bay Area through Western States Oil.
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B. All new diesel backup generators shall have an annual maintenance testing limit of
50 hours, subject to any further restrictions as may be imposed by the Bay Area Air
Quality Management District in its permitting process.
C. For each new diesel backup generator permit submitted to Bay Area Air Quality
Management District for the project, the project sponsor shall submit the anticipated
location and engine specifications to the San Francisco Planning Department ERO for
review and approval prior to issuance of a permit for the generator from the San
Francisco Department of Building Inspection. Once operational, all diesel backup
generators shall be maintained in good working order for the life of the equipment
and any future replacement of the diesel backup generators shall be required to be
consistent with these emissions specifications. The operator of the facility at which the
generator is located shall be required to maintain records of the testing schedule for
each diesel backup generator for the life of that diesel backup generator and to provide
this information for review to the planning department within three months of
requesting such information.
Residual Impact with Implementation of Mitigation Measure M-AQ-4a
Implementation of Mitigation Measure M-AQ-4a would reduce DPM and PM2.5 emissions from
generators by 93 percent, thereby reducing lifetime excess cancer risk and average annual PM2.5
concentrations associated with emergency generator TAC emissions. Implementation of this
mitigation measure would not result in significant adverse environmental effects.
Mitigation Measure M-AQ-4b: Install MERV 13 Filters at the Daycare Facility. If the
daycare facility is constructed as part of Phase 1 and is operational while Phase 2 is under
construction, the project sponsor shall install a mechanical ventilation system at the onsite
daycare facility located in Block B capable of achieving the protection from particulate matter
(PM2.5) equivalent to that associated with a Minimum Efficiency Reporting Value (MERV) 13
filtration (as defined by American Society of Heating, Refrigerating and Air-Conditioning
Engineers [ASHRAE] standard 52.2). The system must meet the requirements of San
Francisco Health Code article 38 and San Francisco Building Code section 1203.5.
Residual Impact with Implementation of Mitigation Measure M-AQ-4b
In the event that the daycare is operational at the completion of Phase 1 and exposed to Phase 2
construction emissions, installing MERV 13 air filters (or equivalent) at the new onsite daycare
location would reduce TAC exposure and resulting lifetime excess cancer risk for daycare
receptors. This mitigation measure would reduce PM concentrations and cancer risk at the daycare
sensitive receptor location by 40 to 50 percent (when accounting for time spent outdoors; the filters
are over 80 percent effective in removing PM from the air). Consequently, construction-related
health risks from the project would need to increase by roughly a factor of 3 or 4 to exceed the
cancer risk threshold for the daycare receptors. Even with worst-case construction phasing
assumptions for the onsite daycare receptor, cancer risks are not anticipated to increase even
twofold from the current values. Therefore, the health risks to onsite daycare sensitive receptors
would be less than significant.
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Excess Cancer Risk from Construction and Operation Emissions for Receptors in APEZ under
Existing Conditions
Offsite Receptors
The maximum estimated excess lifetime cancer risk for each exposure scenario (see “Health Risk
Assessment Methods,” p. 3.D-38) for all sensitive receptors in the APEZ under existing conditions is
presented in Table 3.D-14a, Lifetime Cancer Risk for Receptors Located in the APEZ –
Developer’s Proposed Option, and Table 3.D-14b, Lifetime Cancer Risk for Receptors Located
in the APEZ – Additional Housing Option.
TABLE 3.D-14A
LIFETIME CANCER RISK FOR RECEPTORS LOCATED IN THE APEZ – DEVELOPER’S PROPOSED OPTION
Lifetime Excess Cancer Riska,b

Scenario / Receptor Typed

Bkgd.

Mitigatedc

Unmitigated
Project

Total

Project

Total

—

7.0

—

7.0

—

Resident (offsite)

74.0

4.2

78.2

0.5

74.5

School (offsite)

36.6

1.1

37.7

0.1

36.7

Resident (offsite)

74.0

4.4

78.4

1.4

58.0

School (offsite)

36.6

1.3

37.8

0.3

36.8

Resident (offsite)

56.6

2.4

59.0

2.4

59.0

School (offsite)

36.6

0.2

36.8

0.2

36.8

Significance Threshold
Construction

Construction + Operations

Operations

SOURCE:

ESA, 2019. See Appendix E, Air Quality Technical Memorandum.

NOTES:
PM2.5 = particulate matter less than or equal to 2.5 microns in diameter; µg/m3 = micrograms per cubic meter; Bkgd. = background
value; n/a = Not applicable; i.e., for this receptor type, there are no receptors that are currently located in the APEZ.
a Bold values = threshold exceedance
b All receptors within 500 feet of I-280 also included in the APEZ, regardless of their cancer risk value, which may be below the APEZ
criteria of 100 per million. This is consistent with CARB’s Air Quality and Land Use Handbook: A Community Health Perspective,
which suggests air pollutant levels decrease substantially at approximately 500 feet from a freeway.
c Mitigation measures include: (1) M-AQ-2a: all off-road construction equipment was modeled with Tier 4 Final engine emission
standards; and (2) M-AQ-4a: all emergency generators were modeled with Tier 4 engine emission standards.
d Only receptor types that are already in the APEZ are shown in the table; there are no onsite residents, offsite daycare, and onsite
daycare receptors in the modeling domain that are already located in the APEZ.

Offsite receptors considered in the health risk assessment include existing offsite receptors
currently located in the APEZ due to their proximity to I-280 (within 500 feet). These tables do not
show receptors types that are not already in the APEZ, including onsite residents, offsite daycare,
and onsite daycare; risks to these receptors are discussed above. The majority of project-generated
excess cancer risk at the MEISR would be attributable to construction emissions. For these receptor
locations, the project would contribute cancer risks of up to 4.4 per million and 5.4 per million at
offsite resident locations for the Developer’s Proposed Option and the Additional Housing Option,
respectively. The project’s excess cancer risk contribution would not exceed the significance
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threshold of 7.0 in a million. Therefore, the impact with regard to increased cancer risk would be
less than significant for offsite receptors located in the APEZ.
TABLE 3.D-14B
LIFETIME CANCER RISK FOR RECEPTORS LOCATED IN THE APEZ – ADDITIONAL HOUSING OPTION
Lifetime Excess Cancer Riska,b

Scenario / Receptor Typed

Bkgd.

Mitigatedc

Unmitigated
Project

Total

Project

Total

—

7.0

—

7.0

7

Resident (offsite)

74.0

4.9

78.9

0.6

74.6

School (offsite)

36.6

1.3

37.8

0.1

36.7

Resident (offsite)

74.0

5.4

79.4

1.8

58.5

School (offsite)

36.6

1.5

38.0

0.3

36.9

Resident (offsite)

56.6

3.4

60.0

3.4

60.0

School (offsite)

36.6

0.3

36.9

0.3

36.9

Significance Threshold
Construction

Construction + Operations

Operations

SOURCE:

ESA, 2019. See Appendix E, Air Quality Technical Memorandum.

NOTES:
PM2.5 = particulate matter less than or equal to 2.5 microns in diameter; µg/m3 = micrograms per cubic meter; Bkgd. = background
value; n/a = Not applicable; i.e., for this receptor type, there are no receptors that are currently located in the APEZ.
a Bold values = threshold exceedance
b All receptors within 500 feet of I-280 also included in the APEZ, regardless of their cancer risk value, which may be below the APEZ
criteria of 100 per million. This is consistent with CARB’s Air Quality and Land Use Handbook: A Community Health Perspective,
which suggests air pollutant levels decrease substantially at approximately 500 feet from a freeway.
c Mitigation measures include: (1) M-AQ-2a: all off-road construction equipment was modeled with Tier 4 Final engine emission
standards; and (2) M-AQ-4a: all emergency generators were modeled with Tier 4 engine emission standards.
d Only receptor types that are already in the APEZ are shown in the table; there are no onsite residents, offsite daycare, and onsite
daycare receptors in the modeling domain that are already located in the APEZ.

Although mitigation measures are not required to reduce the impact to offsite sensitive receptors
located in the APEZ, Table 3.D-14a and Table 3.D-14b also show the cancer risk under the mitigated
condition, which includes emission reductions quantified for Mitigation Measures M-AQ-2a, p. 3.D48, and M-AQ-4a, p. 3.D-71, which are required to reduce impacts to receptors not in the APEZ under
existing conditions and to reduce construction-generated emissions of criteria pollutants.
Construction emissions contribute over 90 percent of the unmitigated project’s health risk at the
MEISR (see Appendix E, Air Quality Technical Memorandum, for additional detail).
Implementation of Mitigation Measure M-AQ-2a would reduce cancer risk at the offsite receptor
locations currently located in the APEZ further below the significance thresholds. As shown in
Table 3.D-14a and Table 3.D-14b, under mitigated conditions, the project would contribute cancer
risks at the unmitigated MEISR of up to 1.4 per million and 1.9 per million at offsite resident
locations for the Developer’s Proposed Option and the Additional Housing Option, respectively.
It is worth noting that under mitigated conditions, the offsite MEISR is a different receptor location
than under unmitigated conditions; in other words, the greatest cancer risk for mitigated emissions

August 2019

3.D-74

Balboa Reservoir Project Draft SEIR
Case No. 2018-007883ENV

3. Environmental Setting, Impacts, and Mitigation Measures
3.D. Air Quality

occurs at a different location than greatest cancer risk under unmitigated conditions. This is
because the reduction in construction emissions from mitigation results in operational emissions
being a relatively larger share of total emissions, and thus the mitigated MEISR occurs during the
project operations phase. The project would contribute cancer risks at the mitigated MEISR of up
to 2.4 per million and 3.4 per million at offsite resident locations for the Developer’s Proposed
Option and the Additional Housing Option, respectively.
As discussed above, the project may be constructed over a total of three years instead of six years.
If this were to occur, the excess lifetime cancer risk at offsite sensitive receptor locations would
increase. While the total exposure to TACs remains the same in this compressed construction
scenario, more exposure would occur when sensitive receptors are younger and, thus, more
susceptible to TAC exposure. It is estimated that cancer risks could increase at least 30 percent for
the offsite MEISR currently located in the APEZ under the three-year construction schedule,
leading to mitigated cancer risks of 7 to 8 per million for the Developer’s Proposed Option and 10
to 11 per million for the Additional Housing Option. Although the cancer risk for both the
Developer’s Proposed Option and the Additional Housing Option under the anticipated
construction schedule would be less than the threshold of 7.0 in a million, because the construction
schedule is subject to change, this impact would be conservatively considered significant.
Therefore, the excess cancer risk impact on offsite receptors would be significant and unavoidable
with mitigation.
Onsite Receptors
There are currently no onsite receptors located in the APEZ under existing conditions. Therefore,
no analysis was conducted.
PM2.5 Concentrations from Construction and Operation Emissions for Receptors Not in APEZ
under Existing Conditions
Offsite Receptors
The maximum estimated annual average PM2.5 concentrations from all project sources at offsite
receptor locations not in the APEZ under existing conditions are presented in Appendix E, Air
Quality Technical Memorandum, Tables 31 and 33. The project’s emissions would combine with
existing background concentrations and would exceed the APEZ criteria of either an annual
average PM2.5 concentration of 10.0 µg/m3, or a total lifetime excess cancer risk of 100.0 per
million,311 with the project contributing PM2.5 concentrations of up to 0.38 µg/m3 and 0.43 µg/m3 at
offsite daycare locations for the Developer’s Proposed Option and the Additional Housing Option,
respectively. The project’s annual average PM2.5 concentrations would exceed the significance
threshold of 0.3 µg/m3. Therefore, without mitigation, the impact with regard to PM2.5
concentrations would be significant for offsite receptors not located in the APEZ.
Tables 31 and 33 in Appendix E, Air Quality Technical Memorandum, also show the annual
average PM2.5 concentrations under the mitigated condition, which includes emission reductions
311

The APEZ is defined for receptor locations that meet the criteria for either lifetime excess cancer risk or annual
average PM2.5 concentrations. For example, if the lifetime excess cancer risk is 105 per million and the annual
average PM2.5 concentration is 9.5 µg/m3, and the receptor would be in the APEZ even though the annual
average PM2.5 concentration does not exceed the APEZ criteria of 10.0 µg/m3.
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quantified for Mitigation Measures M-AQ-2a, p. 3.D-48, and M-AQ-4a, p. 3.D-71. Mitigation
Measure M-AQ-2a would reduce off-road PM2.5 exhaust emissions by 80 to 85 percent, and
Mitigation Measure M-AQ-4a would reduce generator PM2.5 exhaust emissions by 93 percent.
Construction emissions contribute over 90 percent of the unmitigated project’s PM2.5
concentrations (see Appendix E for additional detail).
For the offsite MEISR (daycare), the maximum mitigated annual average PM2.5 concentrations under
the Developer’s Proposed Option of 0.04 µg/m3 combined with background annual average PM2.5
concentrations of 8.49 would equal 8.53, which is less than 10.0; and the maximum mitigated annual
average PM2.5 concentrations under proposed project conditions for the Additional Housing Option
of 0.04 µg/m3 combined with background annual average PM2.5 concentrations of 8.49 would equal
8.53, which is less than 10.0. Therefore, under mitigated conditions, the offsite MEISR would not be
placed in a new APEZ under either project option, and the significance threshold for the project
contribution of an annual average PM2.5 concentration of 0.3 µg/m3 would not apply. Consequently,
implementation of Mitigation Measure M-AQ-2a alone would be sufficient to reduce this impact to
a less-than-significant level, and the annual average PM2.5 concentration impact on offsite receptors
not located in the APEZ would be less than significant with mitigation.
As noted above, the project may be constructed over a total of three years instead of six years. If
this were to occur, the annual average PM2.5 concentrations at offsite sensitive receptor locations
would increase. While the total PM2.5 emissions remain the same in this compressed construction
scenario, annual average PM2.5 concentrations would increase because the construction duration
would be shorter. It is estimated that annual average PM2.5 concentrations could increase at least
50 percent for the offsite MEISR currently located in the APEZ under the three-year construction
schedule, leading to mitigated annual average PM2.5 concentrations of approximately 0.05 µg/m3
for the Developer’s Proposed Option and approximately 0.06 µg/m3 for the Additional Housing
Option. Therefore, the annual average PM2.5 concentration impact on offsite receptors not located
in the APEZ would be less than significant with mitigation.
Onsite Receptors
The maximum estimated annual average PM2.5 concentrations from all project sources at onsite receptor
locations are presented in Tables 31 and 33 in Appendix E, Air Quality Technical Memorandum. The
project’s emissions would combine with existing background concentrations and would exceed the
APEZ criteria of an annual average PM2.5 concentration of 10 µg/m3, or a total lifetime excess cancer risk
of 100 per million,312 with the project contributing PM2.5 concentrations up to 1.33 µg/m3 for onsite
residential receptors and 1.33 µg/m3 for onsite daycare receptors for the Developer’s Proposed Option
and 1.49 µg/m3 for onsite residential receptors and 1.50 µg/m3 for onsite daycare receptors for the
Additional Housing Option. The project’s annual average PM2.5 concentrations would exceed the
significance threshold of 0.3 µg/m3. Therefore, without mitigation, the impact with regard to PM2.5
concentrations would be significant for onsite receptors not located in the APEZ.

312

The APEZ is defined for receptor locations that meet the criteria for either lifetime excess cancer risk or annual
average PM2.5 concentrations. For example, if the lifetime excess cancer risk is 105 per million and the annual
average PM2.5 concentration is 9.5 µg/m3, and the receptor would be in the APEZ even though the annual
average PM2.5 concentration does not exceed the APEZ criteria of 10.0 µg/m3.
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As noted above, this analysis conservatively assumes that the daycare would be fully operational and
occupied as part of Phase 1 and exposed to all Phase 2 construction TAC emissions. However, the
daycare would be part of Block B in Phase 2 and will likely not be operational and occupied until the
proposed projects is fully built-out in 2027 with the completion of Phase 2. This was assumed to
provide a worst-case analysis of health risks to the onsite daycare receptor in the event that the
daycare would be occupied in Phase 1 and exposed to all of Phase 2 construction TAC emissions.
Likely, the daycare receptors would not be exposed to any construction emissions at the project site.
Tables 31 and 33 in Appendix E, Air Quality Technical Memorandum, also shows the annual
average PM2.5 concentrations under the mitigated condition, which includes emission reductions
quantified for Mitigation Measures M-AQ-2a, p. 3.D-48, and M-AQ-4a, p. 3.D-71. For the onsite
resident MEISRs, the maximum modeled mitigated annual average PM2.5 concentrations under
proposed project conditions for the Developer’s Proposed Option of 0.12 µg/m3 combined with
background annual average PM2.5 concentrations of 8.48 would equal 8.60, which is less than 10.0;
and the maximum mitigated annual average PM2.5 concentrations under proposed project
conditions for the Additional Housing Option of 0.14 µg/m3 combined with background annual
average PM2.5 concentrations of 8.48 would equal 8.62, which is less than 10.0. Therefore, under
mitigated conditions, the onsite MEISR would not be placed in a new APEZ under either project
option, and the significance threshold for the project contribution of an annual average PM2.5
concentration of 0.3 µg/m3 would not apply. Consequently, implementation of these mitigation
measures would be sufficient to reduce this impact to a less-than-significant level, and the annual
average PM2.5 concentration impact on onsite receptors not located in the APEZ would be less than
significant with mitigation.
It should be noted that if construction durations and phases are spread out over a longer period of
time, this could result in increased PM2.5 concentrations to onsite receptors compared to what has
been modeled. Under an extended construction schedule, onsite receptors could be exposed to
construction for longer periods of time, which could result in a significant and unavoidable impact.
However, it should also be noted that by the time the project buildings are constructed, it is likely
that MERV 13 filtration would be required by the Building Code.313 This would presumably result
in less than significant health risk impacts to new onsite sensitive receptors.
PM2.5 Concentrations from Construction and Operation Emissions for Receptors in APEZ
under Existing Conditions
Offsite Receptors
The maximum estimated annual average PM2.5 concentrations from all project sources at offsite
receptor locations in the APEZ under existing conditions are presented in Tables 35 and 37 in
Appendix E, Air Quality Technical Memorandum. For these receptor locations, the project would
contribute PM2.5 concentrations of 0.02 µg/m3 and 0.03 µg/m3 at offsite resident locations for the
Developer’s Proposed Option and the Additional Housing Option, respectively. These values
would not exceed the significance threshold of 0.2 µg/m3. Therefore, the impact with regard to
PM2.5 concentrations would be less than significant for offsite receptors located in the APEZ.

313

Currently being confirmed.
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However, Tables 35 and 37 in Appendix E also show the annual average PM2.5 concentrations
under the mitigated condition, which includes emission reductions quantified for Mitigation
Measures M-AQ-2a, p. 3.D-48, and M-AQ-4a, p. 3.D-71. These mitigation measures are required to
reduce the excess cancer risk impact. The annual average PM2.5 concentrations from the proposed
project would be reduced as a result of these mitigation measures, as shown in Table 3.D-14a,
p. 3.D-73, and Table 3.D-14b, p. 3.D-74. Therefore, the PM2.5 concentration impact on offsite
receptors located in the APEZ would be less than significant.
As noted above, the project may be constructed over a total of three years instead of six years. If this
were to occur, the annual average PM2.5 concentrations at offsite sensitive receptor locations would
increase, contributing further to the impact. While the total PM2.5 emissions remain the same in this
compressed construction scenario, annual average PM2.5 concentrations would increase because the
construction duration would be shorter. It is estimated that annual average PM2.5 concentrations
could increase at least 50 percent for the offsite MEISR currently located in the APEZ under the threeyear construction schedule, leading to mitigated annual average PM2.5 concentrations of
approximately 0.05 µg/m3 for the Developer’s Proposed Option and approximately 0.06 µg/m3 for
the Additional Housing Option. Therefore, the annual average PM2.5 concentration impact on offsite
receptors located in the APEZ would be less than significant with mitigation.
Onsite Receptors
There are currently no onsite receptors located in the APEZ under existing conditions, so no
analysis was conducted.
Summary
Impact AQ-4 addresses the potential for construction and operation of the proposed project to
generate TACs at levels that would expose either offsite or onsite sensitive receptors to substantial
pollutant concentrations. The health risk assessment conducted for this analysis determined that
impacts associated with excess cancer risk at both offsite and onsite receptors would exceed
significance thresholds without mitigation. These threshold exceedances occur at receptor locations
that are not located in the APEZ under existing conditions, but would be located in the APEZ with
contribution from the proposed project. Implementation of Mitigation Measures M-AQ-2a, p. 3.D-48,
and M-AQ-4a, p. 3.D-71, would reduce this impact to a less-than-significant level, as quantified in
Table 3.D-12a, p. 3.D-63; Table 3.D-11b, p. 3.D-64; Table 3.D-13a, p. 3.D-67; and Table 3.D-12b,
p. 3.D-68. In addition, Mitigation Measures M-AQ-4b, p. 3.D-72, would reduce the impact on onsite
daycare receptors, but would have no impact on either offsite or onsite residential receptors. Both the
Developer’s Proposed Option and the Additional Housing Option under the assumed six-year
schedule would be less than significant with mitigation through the implementation of Mitigation
Measure M-AQ-2a and M-AQ-4a. However, the health risks to existing offsite sensitive receptors
may exceed the cancer risk thresholds under the worst-case three-year construction phasing
scenario, as presented in Table 3.D-12a and Table 3.D-11b; therefore, this impact would be
significant and unavoidable with mitigation.
As discussed above, the project may be constructed over a shorter timeframe than assumed in this
analysis. This could result in increased cancer risks to offsite receptors as well as increased PM2.5
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concentrations for both offsite and onsite receptors. Therefore, potential changes in the
construction schedule could result in a significant and unavoidable impact.
For the reasons stated above, the impact associated with the project’s potential to expose sensitive
receptors to substantial pollutant concentrations would be significant and unavoidable with mitigation.
These conclusions are summarized in Table 3.D-15, Summary of Air Quality Health Risks
(Impact AQ-4).
Mitigation Measure M-AQ-2a: Construction Emissions Minimization (Impact AQ-2a,
p. 3.D-48).
Mitigation Measure M-AQ-4a: Diesel Backup Generator Specifications (Impact AQ-4,
p. 3.D-71).
Mitigation Measure M-AQ-4b: Install MERV 13 Filters at the Daycare Facility
(Impact AQ-4, p. 3.D-72).
Significance after Mitigation: Significant and Unavoidable
TABLE 3.D-15
SUMMARY OF AIR QUALITY HEALTH RISKS (IMPACT AQ-4)
Development
Scenario

Assumed
Duration

Mitigation Measures

Residual
Significance

Developer’s
Proposed Option

6 years

M-AQ-2a: Construction Emissions Minimization

Less than Significant

M AQ 4a: Diesel Backup Generator Specifications
M AQ 4b: Install MERV 13 Filters at the Daycare Facility [if
operational during Phase 2 construction]

Additional Housing
Option

6 years

M-AQ-2a: Construction Emissions Minimization

Less than Significant

M AQ 4a: Diesel Backup Generator Specifications
M AQ 4b: Install MERV 13 Filters at the Daycare Facility [if
operational during Phase 2 construction]

Developer’s
Proposed Option

3 years

Additional Housing
Option

3 years

M-AQ-2a: Construction Emissions Minimization
M AQ 4a: Diesel Backup Generator Specifications
M-AQ-2a: Construction Emissions Minimization
M AQ 4a: Diesel Backup Generator Specifications

Significant and
Unavoidable
Significant and
Unavoidable

Comparison of Impact AQ-4 to PEIR Impact Analysis
The PEIR stated that the Phelan Loop Site Project may result in a potentially significant impact,
although health risks would decline over time and the impact could be reduced to a less-thansignificant level through the installation of upgraded ventilation systems in residential units as
required by Mitigation Measure AQ-2. The PEIR also stated that Mitigation Measure AQ-2 would
reduce exposure of future residents within the project area to TAC emissions, but did not determine
whether the impact would be reduced to a less-than-significant level. However, the PEIR Findings of
Fact document identified no significant impacts associated with health risks. Therefore, it is inferred
that the PEIR concluded that health risk impacts would be less than significant with implementation
of PEIR Mitigation Measure AQ-2. PEIR Mitigation Measure AQ-2 was identified to ensure than
residential development proposed in the following areas shall include a project-specific analysis of
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PM2.5 and shall, if warranted, incorporate upgraded ventilation systems to minimize exposure of
future residents to fine particulate matter (which includes DPM): (1) within 500 feet of the I-280
freeway; (2) adjacent to the proposed bus layover facility on the Phelan Loop Site; (3) any active
recreation areas such as playgrounds that are proposed as part of any future residential development
in either of these areas; and (4) any other location where total daily traffic volumes from all roadways
within 500 feet of such location exceed 100,000 vehicles.
The health risk assessment conducted for the proposed project implements PEIR Mitigation Measure
AQ-2, and no new future onsite receptors would be located within 500 feet of I-280. Although PEIR
Mitigation Measure AQ-2 would reduce exposure of future residents to TACs, actual exposure would
vary between residents depending on their length of exposure, and these actual risks were not known
when the PEIR was prepared. Although the PEIR did not determine whether the impact would be
reduced to a less-than-significant level with implementation of Mitigation Measure AQ-2, the PEIR
Findings of Fact document identified no significant impacts associated with health risks; therefore, it
is inferred that the PEIR concluded that this measure would be sufficient to reduce impacts to lessthan-significant levels. As described in Impact AQ-4, p. 3.D-65, health risks to existing offsite
sensitive receptors would be significant and unavoidable with mitigation. Consequently, the
proposed project would result in a new significant impact than was previously identified in the PEIR
related to exposing sensitive receptors to substantial pollutant concentrations associated with toxic
air contaminants, including DPM, generated by proposed project operations.

Impact AQ-5: The proposed project could conflict with implementation of the Bay Area
2017 Clean Air Plan. (Less than Significant with Mitigation)
The consistency of the project with the adopted air quality plan is both a project-level effect and a
cumulative effect. Therefore, there is not a separate cumulative impact with regard to consistency.
The most recently adopted air quality plan for the San Francisco Bay Area Air Basin is the 2017
Clean Air Plan. The Clean Air Plan is a road map that demonstrates how the Bay Area will, in
accordance with the requirements of the California Clean Air Act, implement all feasible measures
to reduce ozone. It also provides a control strategy to reduce ozone, PM, air toxics, and GHGs. In
determining consistency with the Clean Air Plan, this analysis considers whether the project would
(1) support the primary goals of the Clean Air Plan, (2) include applicable control measures from
the Clean Air Plan, and (3) avoid disrupting or hindering implementation of control measures
identified in the Clean Air Plan.
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The 2017 Clean Air Plan’s primary goals are to protect public health and protect the climate, and it
contains 85 measures some of which address the reduction of GHGs. These control strategies are
grouped into the following categories:


Stationary source measures;



Natural and working lands control measures;



Transportation control measures;



Waste management control measures;



Energy control measures;



Water control measures; and



Building control measures;



Super GHG control measures.



Agricultural control measures;

The Clean Air Plan recognizes that, to a great extent, community design314 dictates individual travel
modes and that a key long‐term control strategy to reduce emissions of criteria pollutants, air
toxics, and GHGs from motor vehicles is to channel future Bay Area growth into communities
where goods and services are located nearby and people have a range of viable transportation
options. To this end, the Clean Air Plan includes 85 control measures aimed at reducing air
pollutants and GHGs in the San Francisco Bay Area Air Basin. Many of these measures address
stationary sources and will be implemented by BAAQMD using its permit authority and therefore
are not suited to implementation through local planning efforts or project approval actions. The
potentially applicable Clean Air Plan measures are identified in Table 3.D-16, Project Consistency
with Applicable Control Measures of the 2017 Clean Air Plan. This table identifies each control
strategy and correlates it to specific elements of the proposed project or explains why the strategy
does or does not apply to the proposed project.
As shown in Table 3.D-16, certain mitigation measures incorporated into the project support
applicable control measures from the 2017 Clean Air Plan. With implementation of these mitigation
measures, the proposed project would comply with applicable control strategies contained in the
2017 Clean Air Plan for the basin, and the impact would be less than significant with mitigation.
Specifically, implementation of the following mitigation measures would reduce this impact to a
less-than-significant level: Mitigation Measures M-AQ-2a, M-AQ-2b, M-AQ-2c, and M-AQ-2d,
pp. 3.D-48 to 3.D-53, along with M-AQ-4a, p. 3.D-71, and M-AQ-4b, p. 3.D-72.
TABLE 3.D-16
PROJECT CONSISTENCY WITH APPLICABLE CONTROL MEASURES OF THE 2017 CLEAN AIR PLAN

Control
Measure
SS25 – Coatings,
Solvents,
Lubricants,
Sealants and
Adhesives

314

Existing or Proposed
Implementation Mechanism

Measure Description
SS25 will reduce emissions of ROG
from architectural coatings and other
materials by proposing more stringent
ROG limits as appropriate.

Under Mitigation Measure M-AQ-2b,
p. 3.D-49, would require low- and
super-compliant VOC architectural
coatings during construction, which
exceed the BAAQMD regulatory
limits for architectural coatings.

Consistency of
Proposed
Project
with Measure
Yes with
Mitigation
Measure
M-AQ-2b, p. 3.D49,

For people who live (and/or work) in low-density, car-oriented developments, the motor vehicle is often the
only viable transportation option. In such situations, even the most robust strategy to promote alternative
modes of travel can have, at best, only a very modest effect. In contrast, compact communities with a mixture
of land uses make it much easier to walk, cycle, or take transit for at least some daily trips.
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Control
Measure

Existing or Proposed
Implementation Mechanism

Measure Description

Consistency of
Proposed
Project
with Measure

SS32 –
Emergency
Backup
Generators

S32 will reduce emissions of DPM,
TACs, and criteria pollutants from
emergency backup generators by
enforcing Rule 11-18, resulting in
reduced health risks to impacted
individuals. This measure will also
have climate protection benefits
through reduces GHG emissions.

Under Mitigation Measure M-AQ-4a,
p. 3.D-71, all new diesel backup
generators shall meet Tier 4 Final
standards and be fueled with
renewable diesel, if available. This
would exceed the requirements of
Rule 11-18.

Yes with
Mitigation
Measure
M-AQ-4a, p. 3.D71.

TR5 – Transit
Efficiency and
Use

TR5 will improve transit efficiency and
make transit more convenient for
riders through continued operation of
511 Transit, full implementation of
Clipper® fare payment system and
the Transit Hub Signage Program.

As part of the proposed TDM Plan for
the proposed project, the project
would provide real-time transportation
information displays in building lobbies
at each major entrance/exit showing
transit lines, walk time to transit stops,
availability of onsite car-share
vehicles.

Yes

TR7 – Safe
Routes to
Schools and
Safe Routes to
Transit

TR7 will facilitate safe routes to schools
and transit by providing funds and
working with transportation agencies,
local governments, schools, and
communities to implement safe access
for pedestrians and cyclists. Likely
projects will include implementation of
youth outreach and educational
programs to encourage walking and
cycling, the construction of bicycle
facilities and improvements to
pedestrian facilities.

The TDM Plan would prioritize
pedestrian and bicycle access and
implement measures to encourage
alternative modes of transportation
by building a dense, walkable, mixeduse, transit-oriented development,
and prioritizing safety, especially for
bicyclists and pedestrians.

Yes

TR9 – Bicycle
and Pedestrian
Access and
Facilities

The bicycle component of TR9 strives
to expand bicycle facilities serving
employment sites, educational and
cultural facilities, residential areas,
shopping districts, and other activity
centers. Typical improvements include
bike lanes, routes, paths, and bicycle
parking facilities. The bicycle
component also includes a bike share
pilot project that was developed to
assess the feasibility of bicycle
sharing as a first- and last-mile transit
option.

The proposed project would provide
a class II (bike lanes) or class IV
(separated bikeway) facility on Lee
Avenue and class III facilities (bike
route, or shared lanes) would be
provided on interior streets, North,
South, and West streets and the
Access Road at the north end of the
site. Shared access for pedestrians
and bicyclists would be provided at
the shared public way Plymouth
Avenue/SFPUC Open Space.

Yes

The pedestrian component of this
measure is intended to improve
pedestrian facilities and encourage
walking by funding projects that
improve pedestrian access to transit,
employment sites, and major activity
centers. Improvements may include
sidewalks/paths, benches, reduced
street width and intersection turning
radii, crosswalks with activated
signals, curb extensions/bulbs, buffers
between sidewalks and traffic lanes,
and street trees.
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Both project options would provide
class 1 bicycle parking on the ground
floor or in the first below-grade level
of each buildings. Class 2 bicycle
parking spaces would be located
within public right-of-way adjacent to
each building entrance or in the
publicly accessible open space. The
Developer’s Proposed Option would
provide at least 936 class 1 and 75
class 2 bicycle parking spaces. The
Additional Housing Option would
provide at least 1,100 class 1 and 80
class 2 bicycle parking spaces.
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Control
Measure
TR10 – Land
Use Strategies

Measure Description
This measure supports land use
patterns that reduce VMT and
associated emissions and exposure to
TACs, especially within infill locations
and impacted communities.

Existing or Proposed
Implementation Mechanism

Consistency of
Proposed
Project
with Measure

The proposed project proposes
building a dense, walkable, mixeduse, transit-oriented development,
and prioritizing safety, especially for
bicyclists and pedestrians consistent
with the regional goals and targets
expressed in the Plan Bay Area 2040
Sustainable Communities Strategy.

Yes with
Mitigation
Measures
M-AQ-2a, p. 3.D48; M-AQ-4a,
p. 3.D-71; and
M-AQ-4b, p. 3.D72.

As discussed in Impact AQ-4, land
use changes proposed by the project
would not result in significant TAC
exposure for new onsite sensitive
receptors with implementation of
mitigation measures.
TR13 – Parking
Policies

This control measure outlines how
MTC and the Air District, in
cooperation with regional agency
partners, will (1) take actions at the
regional level to implement parking
policies that will benefit air quality, and
(2) encourage and support local
agency parking policies to reduce
motor vehicle travel and promote
focused growth.

The project’s TDM Plan would
unbundle parking costs from all
leases and sales and ensure that the
users of parking are the ones who
ultimately pay for it. The TDM Plan
would also establish maximum
parking ratios that are lower than the
transportation analysis zone average
for residential uses.

Yes

TR14 – Cars and
Light Trucks

This control measures summarizes
actions by the Air District, MTC, local
businesses, city and county
governments, and state and federal
agencies to expand the use of Zero
Emission Vehicles and Plug-in Electric
passenger vehicles and light-duty
trucks within the Bay Area.

San Francisco Green Building
Requirements require new large
commercial projects, new high-rise
residential projects and commercial
interior projects to provide designated
parking for low-emitting, fuel efficient,
and carpool/van pool vehicles and
mark 8 percent of parking stalls for
such vehicles.

Yes.

TR15 – Public
Outreach and
Education

TR15 includes activities to encourage
Bay Area residents to make choices
that benefit air quality. This measure
includes various public outreach
campaigns to educate the public
about the health effects of air pollution
and the air quality benefits of reducing
motor-vehicle trips and choosing
transportation modes that reduce
motor vehicle emissions. The
measure includes outreach and
education regarding electric vehicles,
smart driving, carpooling, vanpooling,
taking public transit, biking, walking,
and telecommuting.

As part of a broader transportation
marketing campaign, the proposed
project would provide new residents
and employees with a transportation
welcome packet upon move-in or
upon starting work at the site. These
informational packets would be
continuously updated as local
transportation options change. The
site’s transportation staff would also
engage in ongoing efforts to provide
information on and market the use of
non-auto modes.

Yes
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Control
Measure

Existing or Proposed
Implementation Mechanism

Measure Description

Consistency of
Proposed
Project
with Measure

TR22 –
Construction,
Freight and
Farming
Equipment

TR22 directs BAAQMD to work to
reduce emissions from off-road
equipment used in the construction,
freight handling and farming industries
by pursuing the following strategies:
(1) offering financial incentives
between 2017 and 2030 to retrofit
engines with diesel particulate filters
or upgrade to equipment with electric
or Tier IV off-road engines; (2) work
with CARB, the California Energy
Commission and others to develop
more fuel-efficient off-road engines
and drive trains; and (3) work with
local communities to encourage use
of renewable electricity and fuels.

Under Mitigation Measure M-AQ-2a,
p. 3.D-48, the project sponsor or its
contractors would meet Tier 4 Final
standards for all construction
equipment greater than 25 hp. It also
requires use of renewable diesel in
construction equipment.

Yes with
Mitigation
Measure
M-AQ-2a, p. 3.D48.

EN1 –
Decarbonize
Electricity
Production

EN1 focuses on lowering carbon
emissions by switching the fuel
sources used in electricity generation.
The measure would promote and
expedite a transition away from fossil
fuels used in electricity generation
(i.e., natural gas) to a greater reliance
on renewable energy sources (e.g.,
wind, solar). In addition, this measure
would promote an increase in
cogeneration, which results in useful
heat in addition to electricity
generation from a single fuel source.

2019 title 24 requires high-rise
multifamily buildings with ten
habitable stories or fewer to be solar
ready. Additionally, CleanPowerSF is
San Francisco’s Community Choice
Aggregation program that enables
users in the City to opt into energy
programs from 100 percent
renewable resources although this is
a voluntary election of the
homeowner. The proposed project
would meet the requirements through
use of solar and living roofs.

Yes

BL1 – Green
Buildings

BL1 seeks to increase energy
efficiency and the use of onsite
renewable energy—as well as
decarbonize existing end uses—for all
types of existing and future buildings.
The measure includes policy
assistance, incentives, diffusion of
public information, and targeted
engagement and facilitation of
partnerships in order to increase
energy efficiency and onsite
renewable energy in the buildings
sector

The proposed project would establish
a sustainability plan that outlines
performance and monitoring criteria
for its operation. The project would
comply with the state’s title 24 and
San Francisco Green Building Code
requirements for energy efficiency.
The project sponsor would evaluate
renewable energy approaches such
as solar and living roofs as part of the
sustainability plan to be included in
the proposed project. The project
would pursue Leadership in Energy
and Environmental Design™
(LEED®) Gold® certification for the
proposed buildings

Yes.

BL4 – Urban
Heat Island

This control measure aims to reduce
the “urban heat island” phenomenon
by increasing the application of “cool
roofing” and “cool paving”
technologies, as well as increasing
the prevalence of urban forests and
vegetation, through voluntary
approaches and educational outreach.

The proposed project would meet the
requirements through use of solar
and living roofs.

Yes
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Control
Measure

Existing or Proposed
Implementation Mechanism

Measure Description

Consistency of
Proposed
Project
with Measure

NW2 – Urban
Tree Planting

NW2 promotes the planting of trees in
urbanized settings to take advantage
of the myriad benefits provided by
these trees, including: shading to
reduce both the “urban heat island”
phenomenon and the need for space
cooling, and the absorption of ambient
criteria air pollutants as well as carbon
dioxide.

The proposed project would comply
with Public Works Code
section 806(d) by placing new street
trees along street frontages, provide
sidewalk landscaping.

Yes

WA3 –
Green Waste
Diversion; and
WA4 – Recycling
and Waste
Reduction

WA3 seeks to reduce the total amount
of green waste being disposed in
landfills by supporting the diversion of
green waste to other uses, while WA4
seeks to reduce greenhouse gas
emissions by diverting recyclables
and other materials from landfill.

The proposed project would comply
with San Francisco’s Green Building
Requirements by providing for
recycling, compost, and solid waste
collection and loading that is
convenient for all users.

Yes

WR2 –
Support Water
Conservation

WR2 seeks to promote water
conservation, including reduced water
consumption and increased onsite
water recycling, in residential,
commercial and industrial buildings for
the purpose of reducing greenhouse
gas emissions.

The proposed project would be
subject to specific requirements
because it includes a new landscape
area greater than or equal to
500 square feet. This requires that
landscape projects be installed,
constructed, operated, and
maintained in accordance with rules
adopted by the SFPUC that establish
a water budget for outdoor water
consumption. The proposed project
would comply with all standards in
the Residential Water Conservation
Ordinance by meeting at least the
minimum standards specified in the
ordinance as applicable and/or
required. For residential high-rise
buildings this is a 30% reduction
compared to that of the 2006
Plumbing Code.

Yes

The project sponsor would install a
non-potable water system to provide
the project site with non-potable
water needs, such as irrigation and/or
toilet and urinal flushing.
SOURCE:

BAAQMD, Clean Air Plan: Spare the Air, Cool the Climate, 2017.

NOTE: The TDM measures are subject to refinement

The proposed project’s impact with respect to GHGs is addressed in the initial study (see SEIR
Appendix B), which found that the proposed project would be compliant with the San Francisco’s
Greenhouse Gas Reduction Strategy and thus would not result in any significant impacts
associated with an increase in GHGs or conflict with measures adopted for the purpose of reducing
such emissions.
In addition to the measures listed in Table 3.D-16, transportation control measures that are identified
in the Clean Air Plan are implemented by the San Francisco General Plan and the San Francisco
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Planning Code (e.g., through the City’s Transit First Policy, the bicycle parking requirements, and
transit impact development fees). Additionally, the project would incorporate a TDM plan. As
indicated in Table 3.D-16, implementation of the TDM plan would ensure the project includes
relevant transportation control measures specified in the Clean Air Plan, further ensuring consistency
with the plan and reducing this impact to a less-than-significant level.
Examples of a project that could cause the disruption or delay of Clean Air Plan control measures
are projects that would preclude the extension of a transit line or bike path, or projects that propose
excessive parking beyond parking requirements. The project proposes a development that would
be a dense, walkable urban area near a concentration of regional and local transit service, including
a Muni light rail stop at Geneva Avenue and San Jose Avenue, approximately 0.5 mile from the
project site, and the Balboa Park BART less than 0.5 mile from the project site. The proposed project
site is designated as a Priority Development Area pursuant to Plan Bay Area. This designation
applies to new development areas that would support the day-to-day needs of residents and
workers in a pedestrian-friendly environment served by transit. The proposed project would
include bike lanes, bike-safety-oriented street design, and bike-parking facilities to promote
bicycling on and around the project site.
The proposed project would provide up to 550 residential parking spaces and 750 public parking
spaces for the Developer’s Proposed Option and up to 650 residential parking spaces and no public
parking spaces for the Additional Housing Option. Given the project’s location in proximity to
high-quality local transit services with connections to regional transit, the implementation of TDM
measures, and the availability of on- and off-street public parking facilities, the Developer’s
Proposed Option and Additional Housing Option would not create a substantial parking deficit.
Consequently, the proposed project does not propose excessive parking beyond city parking
requirements.
As described above, without mitigation measures identified in this SEIR, the proposed project
would not support all of the primary goals of the Clean Air Plan, but would not interfere with,
disrupt or hinder implementation of the Clean Air Plan. However, with implementation of
mitigation measures identified in this SEIR and compliance with applicable regulations as
described in Table 3.D-16, p. 3.D-81, the project would include applicable control measures from
the Clean Air Plan, thereby supporting the primary goals of the Clean Air Plan, and the project
would not interfere with, disrupt, or hinder implementation of the Clean Air Plan. Therefore, this
impact would be less than significant with mitigation.
Mitigation Measure M-AQ-2a: Construction Emissions Minimization (Impact AQ-2a,
p. 3.D-48).
Mitigation Measure M-AQ-2b: Low-VOC Architectural Coatings (Impact AQ-2a, p. 3.D-49).
Mitigation Measure M-AQ-4a: Diesel Backup Generator Specifications (Impact AQ-4,
p. 3.D-71).
Mitigation Measure M-AQ-4b: Install MERV 13 Filters at the Daycare Facility
(Impact AQ-4, p. 3.D-72).
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Significance after Mitigation: Less than Significant

Comparison of Impact AQ-5 to PEIR Impact Analysis
The PEIR determined that implementation of the area plan would not result in a significant impact
on regional air quality planning efforts. At the time of the PEIR, the Bay Area 2005 Ozone Strategy
was the air district’s most recently adopted regional air quality plan.315 Based on the updated
approach to analysis, the proposed project would support the primary goals of the 2017 Clean Air
Plan and impacts would be less than significant with mitigation. Therefore, the proposed project
would result in no new or substantially more severe significant impacts related to consistency with
the Clean Air Plan than was previously identified in the PEIR.

Impact AQ-6: The proposed project would not create objectionable odors that would
affect a substantial number of people. (Less than Significant)
Existing uses on the project site are entirely vacant buildings and facilities and are not an existing
odor source. During construction, the various diesel‐powered vehicles and equipment in use onsite
would create localized odors. These odors would be temporary and depend on specific
construction activities occurring at certain times and are not likely to be noticeable for extended
periods of time beyond the boundaries of the project site. Therefore, the potential for diesel odor
impacts is considered less than significant.
Although there may be some potential for small-scale, localized odor issues to emerge around
project sources such as solid waste collection, wastewater or stormwater collection/conveyance,
food preparation, etc., substantial odor sources and consequent effects on onsite and offsite
sensitive receptors would be unlikely. BAAQMD regulation 7 places general limitations on
odorous substances and specific emission limitations on certain odorous compounds and applies
to restaurants that employ more than five persons. Therefore, because the project would be
required to implement odor controls as required by applicable regulations, odor impacts would be
less than significant.
Mitigation: None required.

Comparison of Impact AQ-6 to PEIR Impact Analysis
The PEIR discussion was focused on odor sources such as diesel exhaust and increasing the number
of residents near pollutant emission and odor sources such as the I-280 and major roadways. The
PEIR concluded that odor impacts would be less than significant with PEIR Mitigation Measure
AQ-2, which requires upgraded ventilation systems that would allow residents to close windows
and ventilate/filter air mechanically and minimize exposure of future residents to odors. Through
compliance with applicable regulations, the proposed project would have a less-than-significant
impact related to odors. Therefore, the project would result in no new or substantially more severe
significant impacts related to odors than was previously identified in the PEIR.

315

San Francisco Planning Department, Balboa Park Station Area Plan Final Environmental Impact Report,
December 4, 2008, p. 254.
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Cumulative Impacts
This section discusses the cumulative impacts to air quality that could result from the proposed
project in conjunction with cumulative projects.

Impact C-AQ-1: The proposed project, in combination with reasonably foreseeable
future projects, would contribute to cumulative regional air quality impacts.
(Significant and Unavoidable with Mitigation)
The contribution of a project's individual air emissions to regional air quality impacts is, by its
nature, a cumulative effect. Emissions from past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future
projects in the region also have or will contribute to adverse regional air quality impacts on a
cumulative basis, resulting in a potentially significant cumulative air quality impact. No single
project by itself would be sufficient in size to result in nonattainment of ambient air quality
standards. Instead, a project’s individual emissions contribute to existing cumulative air quality
conditions and associated health effects, and while its emissions may be individually limited, it could
be cumulatively considerable when taken in combination with past, present, and future development
projects.316

Project Contribution to Cumulative Health Effects
A CEQA air quality analysis of criteria air pollutants is based on significance thresholds that were
set at emission levels tied to the region’s attainment status.317 As described above, the CEQA
significance thresholds are emission levels above which stationary air pollutant sources permitted
by the BAAQMD (typically, industrial facilities, refineries, and the like) must offset their emissions
through purchase of emissions “offsets” from other facilities that have reduced emissions, either
through installation of emissions controls or removal of an emissions source. Such offset levels
allow for regional development while keeping the cumulative effects of new sources at a level that
will not impede attainment of the NAAQS. Therefore, a CEQA air quality analysis of criteria air
pollutants is essentially an analysis of regional, cumulative air quality impacts and a given project’s
contribution to those impacts.
As described in SEIR Section 3.D.4, Environmental Setting, p. 3.D-3, compliance with the ambient
air quality standards indicates that regional air quality can be considered protective of public
health. However, as also explained in Section 3.D.4, the ambient air quality standards are expressed
in terms of the concentrations of individual pollutants within the air. And, with certain exceptions,
it is not readily feasible, given current air quality modeling tools, to calculate an individual project’s
effect on ambient pollutant concentrations. Exceptions include CO, which is directly emitted from
tailpipes and the concentration of which can be calculated proximate to locations such as highvolume intersections, where CO concentrations are typically highest. However, according to the
316
317

BAAQMD, California Environmental Quality Act Air Quality Guidelines, May 2017, p. 2-1.
SJVAPCD, Application for Leave to File Brief of Amicus Curiae Brief of San Joaquin Valley Unified Air
Pollution Control District in Support of Defendant and Respondent, County of Fresno and Real Party in
Interest and Respondent, Friant Ranch, L.P. In the Supreme Court of California. Sierra Club, Revive the San
Joaquin, and League of Women Voters of Fresno v. County of Fresno, 2015.
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BAAQMD, CO emissions and concentrations have decreased dramatically in the nearly 45 years
since introduction of the catalytic converter, and no exceedance of either state or national standards
for CO has been recorded in the Bay Area since 1991.318 Accordingly, modeling of CO
concentrations is seldom required. Another exception is fine particulate matter. Concentrations of
PM2.5 are frequently used as a proxy for DPM in health risk assessments, which is a separate type
of air quality analysis from that for criteria pollutants discussed herein.319
Ozone, however, is a regional pollutant for which project-specific concentration modeling is not
reliable given current modeling limitations. Because of the complexity of ozone formation and the
nonlinear relationship of ozone concentration with its precursor gases, and given the state of
environmental science modeling in use at this time, it is infeasible to reliably convert specific mass
emissions levels (i.e., weight) of NOx or ROGs emitted in a particular area (or by a particular
project) to a particular concentration of ozone in that area.320 Meteorology, the presence of sunlight,
seasonal impacts, and other complex chemical factors all combine to determine the ultimate
concentration and location of ozone.321,322 Furthermore, available models are designed to determine
regional, population-wide health impacts, and cannot accurately quantify ozone-related health
impacts caused by NOx or ROG emissions from the local level, and in particular not at the level of
an individual project.323
As a result, project-level mass (weight) emission thresholds have been established for ozone
precursors (NOx and ROG) and other criteria pollutants precisely because it is not possible to
readily convert mass emissions at the project-level to pollutant concentrations. As explained by the
BAAQMD in its 2009 report justifying its CEQA significance thresholds, the thresholds for the
ozone precursors ROG and NOx are tied to the BAAQMD’s offset requirements for ozone
precursors based on the fact that the Bay Area is not in attainment with the federal ozone standard
and therefore such an approach is appropriate “to prevent further deterioration of ambient air
quality and thus has nexus and proportionality to prevention of a regionally cumulative significant
impact (e.g., worsened status of nonattainment).”324 As explained above, attainment can be
considered protective of public health, thus providing a strong link between a mass emission
318
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323
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BAAQMD, California Environmental Quality Act Air Quality Guidelines, 2017, p. 6-1; http://www.baaqmd.gov/~/
media/files/planning-and-research/ceqa/ceqa_guidelines_may2017-pdf.pdf?la=en, accessed February 11, 2019.
A separate HRA was prepared for this project to assess human exposure to DPM and PM2.5, the results of
which can be found in Impact AQ-4.
SJVAPCD, Application for Leave to File Brief of Amicus Curiae Brief of San Joaquin Valley Unified Air
Pollution Control District in Support of Defendant and Respondent, County of Fresno and Real Party in
Interest and Respondent, Friant Ranch, L.P. In the Supreme Court of California. Sierra Club, Revive the San
Joaquin, and League of Women Voters of Fresno v. County of Fresno, 2015.
SCAQMD, Application of the South Coast Air Quality Management District for Leave to File Brief of Amicus
Curiae in Support of Neither Party and Brief of Amicus Curiae. In the Supreme Court of California. Sierra Club,
Revive the San Joaquin, and League of Women Voters of Fresno v. County of Fresno, 2015.
SJVAPCD, Application for Leave to File Brief of Amicus Curiae Brief of San Joaquin Valley Unified Air
Pollution Control District in Support of Defendant and Respondent, County of Fresno and Real Party in
Interest and Respondent, Friant Ranch, L.P. In the Supreme Court of California. Sierra Club, Revive the San
Joaquin, and League of Women Voters of Fresno v. County of Fresno, 2015.
SJVAPCD, Application for Leave to File Brief of Amicus Curiae Brief of San Joaquin Valley Unified Air
Pollution Control District in Support of Defendant and Respondent, County of Fresno and Real Party in
Interest and Respondent, Friant Ranch, L.P. In the Supreme Court of California. Sierra Club, Revive the San
Joaquin, and League of Women Voters of Fresno v. County of Fresno, 2015.
BAAQMD, “Revised Draft Options and Justification Report: California Environmental Quality Act Thresholds
of Significance,” October 2009, http://www.baaqmd.gov/~/media/files/planning-and-research/ceqa/revised-draft-ceqathresholds-justification-report-oct-2009.pdf?la=en, reviewed February 11, 2019.
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threshold and avoidance of health effects. For PM10 and PM2.5, the BAAQMD established CEQA
significance thresholds based on the federal New Source Review program for new stationary
sources of pollution, which contains stricter thresholds than does BAAQMD’s offset program for
these pollutants. “These thresholds represent the emission levels above which a project’s
individual emissions would result in a considerable adverse contribution to the [San Francisco Bay
Area Air Basin]’s existing air quality conditions.”325 As with ROG and NOx discussed above, these
thresholds likewise provide a connection between a mass emission threshold and avoidance of
health effects.

Summary
As described above and in the Approach to Analysis section, p. 3.D-27, the project-level thresholds
for criteria air pollutants are based on levels by which new sources are not anticipated to contribute
to an air quality violation or result in a considerable net increase in criteria air pollutants. Therefore,
because the proposed project’s emissions exceed the project-level thresholds as explained in
Impacts AQ-2a and AQ-2b, pp. 3.D-44 and 3.D-56, respectively, the project would result in a
considerable contribution to cumulative regional air quality impacts, a significant impact. As
discussed above, implementation of Mitigation Measures M‐AQ‐2a through M-AQ-2d, pp. 3.D-48
to 3.D-53, would reduce the severity of this impact; however, because of uncertainties in the
implementation of these measures (particularly Mitigation Measure M-AQ-2d), these measures
would not reduce the project’s contribution to the cumulative impact to a less-than‐significant level
for the same reasons described in Impacts AQ-2a and AQ-2b. Therefore, the project’s emissions of
criteria air pollutants would be cumulatively considerable, and this cumulative impact would be
significant and unavoidable with mitigation.
Mitigation Measure M-AQ-2a: Construction Emissions Minimization (Impact AQ-2a,
p. 3.D-48).
Mitigation Measure M-AQ-2b: Low-VOC Architectural Coatings (Impact AQ-2a, p. 3.D-49).
Mitigation Measure M-AQ-2c: On-Road Truck Emissions Minimization for the
Compressed Construction Schedule (Impact AQ-2a, p. 3.D-52).
Mitigation Measure M-AQ-2d: Offset Construction Emissions (Impact AQ-2b, p. 3.D53).
Mitigation Measure M-AQ-4a: Diesel Backup Generator Specifications (Impact AQ-4,
p. 3.D-71)
Significance after Mitigation: Significant and Unavoidable.

Comparison of Impact C-AQ-1 to PEIR Impact Analysis
The PEIR did not identify separate cumulative impacts, but rather considered all air quality impacts
as cumulative. However, the PEIR did identify a significant impact from operational vehicle
325

BAAQMD, “Revised Draft Options and Justification Report: California Environmental Quality Act Thresholds
of Significance,” October 2009, http://www.baaqmd.gov/~/media/files/planning-and-research/ceqa/revised-draft-ceqathresholds-justification-report-oct-2009.pdf?la=en, reviewed February 11, 2019.
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emissions of PM10. Nevertheless, the PEIR concluded that because the Area Plan would be consistent
with BAAQMD-recommended strategies to reduce VMT, and PM10 is correlated with VMT, trip
lengths (and therefore VMT) would be reduced. Because the PEIR Findings of Fact document
identified no significant impacts associated with traffic-related PM10 emissions, it is inferred that the
PEIR found that PM10 emissions would be less than significant. In addition, the PEIR notes that PM10
emissions associated with the Area Plan would be less than PM10 emissions associated with
development occurring in outlying areas, where trip lengths would be longer (resulting in greater
VMT and therefore greater PM10 emissions), and that the Area Plan reduces trip lengths via other
means. Because the proposed project’s emissions exceed the project-level thresholds as explained in
Impacts AQ-2a and AQ-2b, pp. 3.D-44 and 3.D-56, respectively, the proposed project would result in
a considerable contribution to cumulative regional air quality impacts, a significant impact.
Therefore, the proposed project would result in a new significant impact related to cumulative criteria
pollutant emissions that was not previously identified in the PEIR.

Impact C‐AQ‐2: The proposed project, in combination with reasonably foreseeable
future projects, could contribute to cumulative health risk impacts on sensitive
receptors. (Significant and Unavoidable with Mitigation)
As described in Impact AQ-4, p. 3.D-65, the health risk assessment conducted for this SEIR takes
into account the contribution of existing localized health risks to sensitive receptors from sources
included in the citywide modeling plus the proposed project’s sources. There are, however, other
reasonably foreseeable future projects, whose emissions have not been incorporated into the
existing citywide health risk modeling. Additionally, the city has modeled health risks under 2040
conditions that account for anticipated growth in vehicle trips and also take into account the
implementation of vehicle emission regulations.
BAAQMD has identified a distance of 1,000 feet as an appropriate zone of influence for assessing
health risk impacts326 and specifies that cumulative sources represent the combined total risk values
of each individual source within the 1,000-foot evaluation zone. However, as discussed above, the
HRA includes receptor locations out to a distance of 1,000 meters from the project site consistent
with citywide health risk modeling. Consequently, the cumulative analysis presented below
includes projects within 1,000 meters of the project site boundary.
Cumulative projects are identified in SEIR Section 3.A, Impact Overview, Table 3.A-1, Cumulative
Projects in the Project Vicinity, p. 3.A-11. The cumulative projects within 1,000 meters of the project
site considered within the zone of influence of identified maximally impacted offsite receptors in
the project-level analysis are identified in Table 3.D-17, Cumulative Projects within 1,000 Meters
of Maximally Impacted Offsite Receptors. Each of these projects were reviewed using a
combination of Google Earth street view and environmental documentation available through the
San Francisco Planning Department to determine whether construction activity is complete or, if

326

BAAQMD, California Environmental Quality Act Air Quality Guidelines, May 2017, p. 5-2.
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not, what determinations were made in CEQA-related documentation with respect to construction
air quality emissions and health risks.
TABLE 3.D-17
CUMULATIVE PROJECTS WITHIN 1,000 METERS OF MAXIMALLY IMPACTED OFFSITE RECEPTORS
Cumulative Project
No. (from Table 3.A-1)

SOURCE:

Project Name (Case File
No.)

Status as of
February 2019

How considered

1

2340 San Jose Avenue
(Upper Yard) (2017012151PRJ)

Building permit
issued

Construction is estimated to be complete in
2021, before onsite receptors are presenta

2

2301 San Jose Avenue
(Geneva Office Building –
Geneva Car Barn and
Powerhouse) (2012.0262E)

Under
construction

Construction to be complete in 2019b
before onsite receptors are present

3

1601–1631 Ocean Avenue
and 1271 Capitol Avenue
(2009.1050ENV)

Under
environmental
review

No information is available regarding
construction or operation.

4

350 Ocean Avenue (2017001961ENV)

Under
environmental
review

The Preliminary Project Assessment
determined that the project is below the
BAAQMD construction and operational
screening levels for criteria air pollutants
and an analysis of the project's criteria air
pollutant emissions is not likely to be
required.

5

City College Facilities
Master Plan

Construction could occur at the same time
as the proposed project and could be
operational before construction of the
proposed project is complete.

San Francisco Planning Department, City College of San Francisco, 2019.

NOTES:
a Unknown Author, Balboa Upper Yard – Concept Schedule, April 30, 2018, https://sfplanning.org/resource/permits-my-neighborhood,
accessed February 25, 2019.
b Friends of the Geneva Car Barn & Powerhouse, Project Page, http://www.genevacarbarn.org/, accessed February 25, 2019.

As indicated in Table 3.D-17, there are two projects which either involve no construction or for
which construction is complete (or will be complete before new onsite receptors are present) and
therefore construction-related emissions are not a cumulative consideration. Two of these
cumulative projects have undergone environmental reviews that determined that their
construction-related emissions and risks were not substantial. The final project that is reasonably
foreseeable is the City College facilities master plan on the east basin that could overlap with the
proposed project’s construction timeframe. This provides a plan for facilities development at the
Ocean Campus which includes some projects within 900 feet of the project site. These projects
could include the City College Performing Arts Center located on the west site of Frida Kahlo Way,
approximately 300 feet from the Balboa Reservoir project site and approximately 300 feet from the
closest existing sensitive receptors to the north. The Performing Arts Center is anticipated to be
under construction for 24 months from 2021 to 2023, and operational by 2023. The City College
facilities master plan could add new sensitive receptors in the form of new student residents and a
new childcare center; these receptors could potentially be exposed to the project’s construction and
operational TAC emissions if the new receptors are present in the near future. However, the
project-level HRA identified residential sensitive receptors directly north and northeast of the
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project, school receptors at the Archbishop Riordan High School, and daycare receptors at the Little
Lemon nursery school; these receptors are close to where the new City College facilities master
plan receptors might be located. This cumulative analysis acknowledges the possibility that these
projects could generate construction-related TAC emissions at the same time as the proposed
project. No additional information or environmental review materials are available for the City
College facilities master plan.
Citywide modeling of future health risks under 2040 conditions has been conducted by the City.
This modeling includes transportation emissions for year 2040 and was based on growth
projections that would have reasonably accounted for the traffic emissions from projects listed in
SEIR Section 3.A, Impact Overview. Background (without project) cancer risk and PM2.5
concentrations in 2040 are expected to decrease due to improved vehicle fleets and the
electrification of Caltrain. Additionally, any backup diesel generators or other stationary sources
that may be proposed by cumulative projects would need to meet BAAQMD permit requirements;
therefore, emissions from these sources would be limited. Impact AQ-4 therefore presents a worstcase cumulative health risk analysis.
Citywide modeling for year 2040 does not include construction emissions because these are
variable and difficult to predict. Cumulative year 2040 conditions without the project show lower
background risks than the existing baseline cancer risks and consequently, addition of the
proposed project’s mitigated cancer risk to 2040 conditions would similarly not result in new
locations meeting the APEZ criteria that otherwise would not without the project with mitigation.
However, as discussed in Impact AQ-4, p. 3.D-65, the proposed project’s impact with regard to
increased cancer risk would be significant for offsite receptors currently located in the APEZ under
existing conditions. Therefore, the project plus cumulative development projects and background
risks in 2040 could potentially result in significant health risk impacts similar to those presented in
Impact AQ-4.
The proposed project would be required to implement Mitigation Measure M‐AQ‐2a, p. 3.D-48,
which could reduce construction‐period emissions. Additionally, Mitigation Measure M-AQ‐2d,
p. 3.D-53, would limit diesel generator emissions. Implementation of these mitigation measures
would reduce the project’s contribution to cumulative air quality impacts, but not to a less‐than‐
significant level. Therefore, cumulative health risk impacts would be significant and unavoidable
with mitigation.

Summary
In summary, the proposed project in combination with nearby cumulative projects and 2040
background conditions could result in a significant health risk impact on offsite and onsite sensitive
receptors with respect to increased cancer risk. This impact would be reduced with incorporation
of Mitigation Measures M-AQ-2a, p. 3.D-48; M-AQ-4a, p. 3.D-71; and M-AQ-4b, p. 3.D-72, but not
to less-than-significant levels. Therefore, this impact would be significant and unavoidable with
mitigation.
Mitigation Measures M-AQ-2a: Construction Emissions Minimization (Impact AQ-2a,
p. 3.D-48).
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Mitigation Measure M-AQ-4a: Diesel Backup Generator Specifications (Impact AQ-4,
p. 3.D-71)
Mitigation Measure M-AQ-4b: Install MERV 13 Filters at the Daycare Facility
(Impact AQ-4, p. 3.D-72).
Significance after Mitigation: Significant and Unavoidable

Comparison of Impact C-AQ-2 to PEIR Impact Analysis
The PEIR did not identify separate cumulative impacts, but rather considered all air quality
impacts as cumulative. The PEIR stated that the Phelan Loop Site Project (now 1100 Ocean Avenue)
may result in a potentially significant impact, though health risks would decline over time and the
impact could be reduced to a less-than-significant level through the installation of upgraded
ventilation systems in residential units as required by PEIR Mitigation Measure AQ-2. The PEIR
also stated that PEIR Mitigation Measure AQ-2 would reduce exposure of future residents within
the project area to TAC emissions, but did not determine whether the impact would be reduced to
a less-than-significant level. However, because the PEIR Findings of Fact document identified no
significant impacts associated with health risks, it is inferred that the PEIR concluded that health
risk impacts would be less than significant with implementation of PEIR Mitigation Measure AQ-2.
Because the proposed project’s impact with regard to increased cancer risk as discussed in
Impact AQ-4, p. 3.D-65, would be significant for offsite receptors, the proposed project would
result in a considerable contribution to cumulative health risk impacts on sensitive receptors, a
significant impact. Therefore, the proposed project would result in a new significant impact related
to cumulative health risks that was not previously identified in the PEIR.
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CHAPTER 4

Other CEQA Issues
4.A Growth-Inducing Impacts
The California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) Guidelines require that an environmental impact
report (EIR) evaluate the growth-inducing impacts of a proposed action (section 15126.2(d)). A
growth-inducing impact is defined in the CEQA Guidelines section 15126.2(d) as:
[T]he ways in which the proposed project could foster economic or population growth, or
the construction of additional housing, either directly or indirectly, in the surrounding
environment. Included in this are projects which would remove obstacles to population
growth … It must not be assumed that growth in any area is necessarily beneficial,
detrimental, or of little significance to the environment.
A project can have direct and/or indirect growth-inducement potential. Direct growth inducement
would result if a project involved construction of new housing that would result in new residents
moving to the area. A project can have indirect growth-inducement potential if it were to establish
substantial new permanent employment opportunities (e.g., commercial, industrial or
governmental enterprises) or if it were to involve a substantial construction effort with substantial
short-term employment opportunities and indirectly stimulate the need for additional housing and
services to support the new employment demand. Similarly, under CEQA, a project would
indirectly induce growth if it were to remove an obstacle to additional growth and development,
such as removing a constraint on required public services, utilities, or infrastructure facility.
Increases in population could tax existing community service facilities, requiring construction of
new facilities that could cause significant environmental effects. The CEQA Guidelines also require
analysis of the characteristics of projects that may encourage and facilitate other activities that
could significantly affect the environment, either individually or cumulatively.
The project site is located within the Balboa Park Priority Development Area, one of the 10 designated
Priority Development Areas in San Francisco. Priority Development Areas are locally identified areas
located near transit and having infill development opportunities; they are part of a regional planning
initiative led by the Association of Bay Area Governments (ABAG) and the Metropolitan
Transportation Commission (MTC). The initiative links land use and transportation planning and
promotes a connected and more compact land use pattern. Under the initiative, future growth in the
region would be focused in the community-identified Priority Development Areas.
Priority Development Areas are also important components of Plan Bay Area, which is the regional
planning effort undertaken in response to the Sustainable Communities Strategy (Senate Bill 375),
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a state law passed in 2008. Plan Bay Area focuses much of the region’s projected growth within the
Priority Development Areas. San Francisco elected officials and agency staff have participated in
the Sustainable Communities Strategy development process since its inception, and the San
Francisco Planning Department updates the City and County of San Francisco’s (the City’s) longrange land use allocation every four years based on the most recent ABAG forecast for the
Sustainable Communities Strategy.
As discussed in subsequent EIR (SEIR) Appendix B, Initial Study, Section E.3, Population and
Housing, Impact PH-1, p. B-18, the addition of 1,100 or 1,550 residential units would increase the
residential population on the site by 2,530 to 3,565 persons. The proposed project would result in
1,380 and 2,415 more residents than originally analyzed in the PEIR for the Developer’s Proposed
Option and the Additional Housing Option, respectively. ABAG’s population projection for the
Balboa Park Priority Development Area is 9,855 in 2040, compared to a 2010 population of 3,819.327
The project proposes a maximum of 1,550 residential units, which would represent approximately
23 percent of the housing unit growth within the Balboa Park Priority Development Area during
that period. ABAG also projected a citywide population growth of 280,465 persons between 2010
and 2040 (from 805,235 in 2010 to 1,085,700 in 2040).328 As described under Impact PH-2, the
population increase attributable to the proposed project would represent up to 0.6 percent of the
projected increase in citywide growth and less than 0.1 percent of the projected increase in the Bay
Area–wide population growth. The growth projections in the Balboa Park Priority Development
Area represent planned growth in the city, as Priority Development Areas are locally designated
areas within existing communities that have been identified and approved by local cities or
counties for future growth.
As also described in Impact PH-2, the proposed retail space and childcare facility/community space
would generate an estimated 30 jobs. The jobs created by the proposed project would represent an
increase of approximately 12 percent of the maximum number of jobs envisioned in the plan area.
However, the increase in jobs from the proposed project would represent less than 1 percent of
citywide job growth and would not represent a substantial increase in growth as compared to the
anticipated employment growth of 190,780 jobs expected for the city from 2010–2040.329 Thus, while
development of the project would represent growth, the generation of new jobs would not
encourage substantial new growth that is not currently projected for San Francisco. Further, as
addressed under their respective topics in the initial study, this project-related growth would be
served by existing utilities, infrastructure, and public services.
The increase in the residential and employment population on the project site would not result in
a substantial or unplanned increase in the population of the project vicinity or the city because it

327

328

329

Metropolitan Transportation Commission (MTC), Plan Bay Area (2013) Forecast by Priority Development
Area: Balboa Park, http://opendata.mtc.ca.gov/datasets, November 2018. While the Plan Bay Area 2040 is the most
current regional planning document, it does not provide explicit updated population forecasts at the Priority
Development Area level; therefore, this analysis considers data as included in the 2013 Plan Bay Area to
estimate planned growth in the Balboa Park Priority Development Area.
ABAG, Projections 2013, December 2013. The Plan Bay Area 2040 indicates that its projections for the region as a
whole represent a moderate increase over 2040 estimates from the 2013 Plan Bay Area and incorporate the
region’s strong growth since 2010; thus, analyzing growth based on the 2013 Plan Bay Area provides a more
conservative growth analysis.
ABAG, Projections 2013, December 2013.
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would be located on an infill site in an urbanized area. Growth associated with the project site
would be consistent with the City’s identification of Balboa Park as an area of San Francisco where
future growth will be focused. Although the proposed project would construct new internal
roadways and site infrastructure, the proposed project would not result in the extension of
infrastructure systems beyond what is needed to serve project-specific demand. The proposed
project would not result in the construction of a residential project in an undeveloped area; or
remove obstacles to population growth such as the provision of major new public services to an
area where those services are not currently available.
Based on this analysis, the project would not have a substantial growth-inducing impact, and no
mitigation is required.

4.B Significant and Unavoidable Impacts
CEQA Guidelines section 15126.2(b) requires that an EIR describe any significant impacts that
cannot be avoided, even with the implementation of feasible mitigation measures. As described in
SEIR Chapter 3, Environmental Setting, Impacts, and Mitigation Measures, the impacts listed
below would be considered significant and unavoidable, even with implementation of feasible
mitigation measures. With the exception of the impacts listed below, all other project impacts
would be either less than significant or reduced to less-than-significant levels by implementation
of the identified mitigation measures.

4.B.1 Transportation and Circulation
Operation of the proposed project, including proposed street network changes, would impact
existing passenger and freight loading zones along Lee Avenue between Ocean Avenue and the
project site, and may create potentially hazardous conditions for people bicycling and may
substantially delay public transit. No feasible mitigation measures were identified, and this impact
is considered significant and unavoidable. (Impact TR-6b)
The proposed project, in combination with reasonably foreseeable future projects, would increase
vehicle traffic and transit ridership. Given the uncertainty regarding growth associated with
implementation of City College facilities master plan projects, this impact is conservatively
considered a significant cumulative impact and the project’s contribution to this impact would be
cumulatively considerable. Mitigation would require the project sponsor to monitor transit travel
times and implement measures to meet the transit travel time performance standard; however, given
the uncertainty regarding the effectiveness of TDM measures and if SFMTA would approve other
measures under their jurisdiction, even with implementation of the mitigation measure, this impact
is conservatively considered to remain significant and unavoidable with mitigation. (Impact C-TR-4)
Operation of the proposed project, including proposed street network changes, in combination with
reasonably foreseeable future projects, would impact existing passenger and freight loading zones
along Lee Avenue between Ocean Avenue and the project site, and may create potentially hazardous
conditions for people bicycling and may substantially delay public transit. The project’s contribution to
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this impact would be cumulatively considerable. No feasible mitigation measures were identified, and
this impact is considered significant and unavoidable. (Impact C-TR-6b)

4.B.2 Noise and Vibration
Project construction would cause a substantial temporary or periodic increase in ambient noise
levels at noise-sensitive receptors above levels existing without the project. Mitigation including
construction noise control measures would lessen the severity of the impact, but not to a less-thansignificant level. This impact is significant and unavoidable with mitigation. (Impact NO-1)
Construction of the proposed project, in combination with construction of other cumulative
development, would cause a substantial temporary or periodic increase in ambient noise levels at
noise-sensitive receptors, due to overlapping construction activities in proximity to existing offsite
receptors, resulting in a significant cumulative impact. The project’s contribution to this impact
would be cumulatively considerable without mitigation. Mitigation including construction noise
control measures would lessen the severity of the impact, but not to a less-than-significant level.
(Impact C-NO-1)

4.B.3 Air Quality
During project construction (including during construction of Phase 2 that overlaps with Phase 1
project operations), the proposed project would not generate criteria air pollutants at levels that
would violate air quality standards for reactive organic gases (ROG) and nitrogen oxides (NOx),
contribute substantially to an existing or projected air quality violation, or result in a cumulatively
considerable net increase in criteria air pollutants. However, due to the unknowns associated with
construction phasing depending on market conditions and other unanticipated factors that could
result in increases in criteria pollutant emissions, ROG and NOx emissions are conservatively
assumed to exceed the significance thresholds during the construction period (ROG and NOx
emissions during construction of Phase 2 that overlaps with Phase 1 project operations would not
exceed the significance thresholds). Mitigation measures to (1) minimize construction emissions for
off-road construction equipment, (2) require use of low-VOC architectural coatings during
construction, (3) minimize construction emissions for on-road construction trucks for the
compressed construction schedule, and (4) fund or implement a program that would offset the
construction emissions for the compressed construction schedule to substantially lessen the
severity of the impact, would reduce the impact of criteria pollutant emissions. However, due to
the unknowns associated with implementing an emission offset program and construction phasing
depending on market conditions and other unanticipated factors, this impact is conservatively
considered significant and unavoidable, with mitigation. (Impact AQ-2a)
During project construction (including during construction of Phase 2 that overlaps with Phase 1
project operations), the proposed project would generate toxic air contaminants (TACs) at levels
that would expose either offsite or onsite sensitive receptors to substantial pollutant
concentrations. The health risk assessment conducted for the proposed project determined that
impacts associated with excess cancer risk at both offsite and onsite receptors would exceed
significance thresholds without mitigation. Mitigation measures to (1) minimize construction
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emissions for off-road construction equipment, (2) require emission reductions for diesel backup
generators, and (3) require installation of MERV 13 filters at the onsite daycare facility would
reduce the impact on offsite and onsite sensitive receptors. However, due to the unknowns
associated with construction phasing that depend on market conditions and other unanticipated
factors that could result in increases in exposure and health risks, health risks at offsite receptor
locations are conservatively assumed to still exceed the significance thresholds, and impacts would
therefore be considered significant and unavoidable, with mitigation. (Impact AQ-4)
The proposed project, in combination with past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future
development in the project area, would contribute to cumulative regional air quality impacts and
cumulative health risk impacts on sensitive receptors. Mitigation measures to (1) minimize
construction emissions for off- and on-road equipment and vehicles, (2) require use of low-VOC
architectural coatings, (3) minimize construction emissions for on-road construction trucks for the
compressed construction schedule, (4) fund or implement a program that would offset the
construction emissions for the compressed construction schedule to substantially lessen the
severity of the impact, (5) require emission reductions for diesel back-up generators, and
(6) require installation of MERV 13 filters at the onsite daycare facility would reduce regional air
quality impacts and cumulative health risk impacts on sensitive receptors. However, due to the
unknowns associated with implementing an emission offset program and the unknowns
associated with construction phasing depending on market conditions and other unanticipated
factors which could result in increased exposure and health risks, this impact is conservatively
considered significant and unavoidable, with mitigation. (Impacts C-AQ-1 and C-AQ-2)

4.C Significant Irreversible Environmental Impacts
In accordance with CEQA section 21100(b)(2)(B) and CEQA Guidelines section 15126.2(c), an EIR
must identify any significant irreversible environmental changes that could result from
implementation of the proposed project. This may include current or future uses of nonrenewable
resources, and secondary or growth-inducing impacts that commit future uses of nonrenewable
resources, and secondary or growth-inducing impacts that commit future generations to similar uses.
According to the CEQA Guidelines, irretrievable commitments of resources should be evaluated to
assure that such current consumption is justified. In general, such irreversible commitments include
resources such as energy consumed and construction materials used in construction of a proposed
project, as well as the energy and natural resources (notably water) that would be required to sustain
a project and its inhabitants or occupants over the usable life of the project.
Construction of the proposed project would require the use of energy, including energy produced
from nonrenewable resources, and energy would be consumed during the operational period of
the proposed project. Construction would also require the commitment of construction materials,
such as steel, aluminum, and other metals, concrete, masonry, lumber, sand and gravel, and other
such materials, as well as water. The proposed project would commit future generations to an
irreversible commitment of energy, primarily in the form of fossil fuels for heating and cooling of
buildings, for automobile and truck fuel, and for energy production. The project would require an
ongoing commitment of potable water for building occupants and landscaping.

Balboa Reservoir Project Draft SEIR
Case No. 2018-007883ENV

4-5

August 2019

4. Other CEQA Issues
4.C. Significant Irreversible Environmental Impacts

New buildings in California are required to conform to energy conservation standards specified in
California Code of Regulations title 24, which are among the most stringent in the United States.
The standards establish energy budgets for different types of residential and nonresidential
buildings with which all new buildings must comply. In addition, to ensure that all buildings are
healthy, sustainable places to live, work, and learn, the San Francisco Green Building Code
requirements are designed to reduce energy and water use, divert waste from landfills, encourage
alternate modes of transportation, and support the health and comfort of building occupants in
San Francisco. New construction in San Francisco must meet all applicable California and local
building codes, provide onsite facilities for recycling and composting, and meet the City’s green
building requirements tied to the Leadership in Energy and Environmental Design and GreenPoint
Rated green building rating systems, all of which would ensure that natural resources are
conserved or recycled to the maximum extent feasible and that greenhouse gas emissions resulting
from the project would be minimized. Even with implementation of conservation measures, the
consumption of natural resources, including electricity and natural gas, would generally increase
with implementation of the proposed project. However, the proposed project would not involve
the wasteful, inefficient, or unnecessary consumption of energy resources, as discussed in the
initial study (see Appendix B, Initial Study, Section E.20, Energy, p. B-126). Overall, this
development would be expected to use less energy and water over the lifetime of the proposed
buildings than comparable structures not built to these same standards.
As further described in SEIR Appendix B, Initial Study, Section E.13, Utilities and Service Systems,
Impact UT-1, p. B-59, while the proposed project would incrementally increase the demand for
water in San Francisco, the proposed project would not make a considerable contribution to a
cumulative impact on water supply, and the impact would be less than significant. While potable
water use would increase, the proposed project would be designed to incorporate waterconserving measures, such as low-flush toilets and urinals, as required by the San Francisco Green
Building Ordinance and the City’s Non-potable Water Ordinance. During construction activities,
water may be used for soil compaction and dust control activities. However, as discussed under
SEIR Section 3.D, Air Quality, San Francisco Public Works Code article 21 restricts the use of
potable water for soil compaction and dust control activities undertaken in conjunction, unless
permission is obtained from the San Francisco Public Utilities Commission. Therefore, while the
consumption of water would increase as the result of construction and operation of the proposed
project, the proposed project would not involve the wasteful, inefficient, or unnecessary use of
water resources, as discussed in SEIR Appendix B, Initial Study.
Development of the proposed project, an infill project within a developed urban area, would not
substantially alter the pattern of land use or transportation in the project vicinity and, therefore,
would not commit future generations of the project site and vicinity to any particular land use or
transportation pattern, nor would it mean that the project site could not be feasibly redeveloped
again at some unknown date in the future.
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4.D Areas of Known Controversy and Issues to Be
Resolved
On October 10, 2018, the San Francisco Planning Department issued a notice of preparation (NOP)
of an EIR on the proposed Balboa Reservoir project and made the NOP available on its website.
SEIR Chapter 1, Introduction, describes the public review process and summarizes the comments
received on the NOP. The NOP was sent to governmental agencies, organizations, and persons
interested in the proposed project to initiate the 30-day public scoping period for this SEIR, which
started on October 10, 2018, and ended on November 12, 2018. A scoping meeting was held on
October 30, 2018, to solicit comments on the scope of this SEIR, including the initial study.
Based on the comments received, controversial issues for the proposed project include:


The maximum number of housing units that should be analyzed in the subsequent EIR, either
as a variant of the proposed project or an alternative to the proposed project;



Use of the site for other potential land uses such as expansion of City College or preserving the
site as open space;



Sufficiency of impact analysis in a subsequent EIR;



Impacts related to affordable housing and jobs-housing balance;



Effects of project operations on public transportation, pedestrian access, and vehicle traffic;



Secondary environmental effected related to displacement of City College parking currently at
the project site and changes in parking availability during operations;



Impacts from exposure to air pollutants during construction and operation;



Cumulative impacts resulting from construction of the proposed project and other adjacent
projects;



Effects of construction or operational noise on surrounding educational facilities;



Effects of the project on public services, including emergency response;



Sufficiency of existing or proposed utilities to support proposed project; and



Aesthetic effects of the proposed development, including height of buildings compared to
surrounding areas including Westwood Park.
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CHAPTER 5

Variants
The project sponsor (Reservoir Community Partners LLC) has requested that this subsequent
environmental impact report (SEIR) include an environmental analysis of variants to the
Developer’s Proposed Option. Variants are variations of the proposed project at the same project
site, with the same objectives, background, and development controls, but with a specific variation
that may or may not reduce environmental impacts. Therefore, this chapter describes and analyzes
the associated environmental impacts for the following four variants to the proposed project:


Variant 1, Aboveground Public Parking, would locate the 750-space public parking garage
above grade on Blocks A and B, with residential units wrapped around the garage.



Variant 2, South Street Alignment and Aboveground Public Parking at North End of Site,
would shift South Street to the southernmost portion of the site and locate the 750-space public
parking garage above grade on Block G, with residential units wrapped around the garage.



Variant 3, Assumes Pedestrians and Bicycles Would Not Access the Site via San Ramon Way.



Variant 4, North Street Extension, would shift the offsite north access road from Frida Kahlo
Way to align with the project site’s North Street.

These variants modify limited features or aspects of the project, unlike the alternatives to the
project (described and analyzed in SEIR Chapter 6, Alternatives), which analyze different
approaches to developing the project site to address significant impacts that would result from the
project. All four variants are being considered by Reservoir Community Partners LLC for the
Developer’s Proposed Option, while Variant 4 is the only variant under consideration for the
Additional Housing Option. Each variant would be available for selection, including potentially a
combination of variants, by the project sponsor and decision makers as part of an approval action.
For some environmental topics, the impacts under a variant would be the same as those of the
proposed project. However, in some cases, the impacts of the proposed project under a particular
variant would differ somewhat from the impacts identified for the proposed project in SEIR
Chapter 3, Environmental Setting, Impacts, and Mitigation Measures, and in SEIR Appendix B,
Initial Study. Unless otherwise stated, all mitigation measures described in Chapter 3 and in the
initial study that would be required to reduce impacts associated with the proposed project would
also be applicable to each of the variants.
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5.A Variant 1: Aboveground Public Parking
5.A.1 Description
Variant 1 would not include changes to the land use program, intensity of development, or street
configuration for the Developer’s Proposed Option. Under this variant, the 750-space multilevel
public parking garage would be constructed above grade instead of below grade on Blocks A and
B and would be wrapped by housing. As a result, some building components at Blocks A and B
would be taller than the Developer’s Proposed Option. However, as shown in Figure 5-1, Variant 1
Site Plan and Height Ranges, the maximum height (seven stories) would not change between the
Developer’s Proposed Option and Variant 1; rather, under this variant, it is anticipated that the
entirety of Blocks A and B would be built to a height of seven stories (78 feet). As with the
Developer’s Proposed Option, vehicle access to the public parking garage under this variant would
be from South Street (see Figure 5-2, Variant 1 Parking Facilities Plan).
Under Variant 1, demolition of the berm, grading, excavation, construction of site infrastructure, and
vertical construction activities would have the same phases and timing as the Developer’s Proposed
Option. The variant would not change aspects of the Developer’s Proposed Option related to
demolition, site preparation, and the construction of the internal circulation, open space, or other
improvements. However, the cut and fill for Variant 1 would require a net import of approximately
9,000 cubic yards of soil. The haul truck trips under Variant 1 would be approximately 15 percent of
the 56,000 cubic yards for the Developer’s Proposed Option. No additional construction beyond what
is assumed for the Developer’s Proposed Option would be required. Under this variant, the project
footprint would not be altered, and no additional excavation would be necessary.

5.A.2 Impact Analysis
Environmental Topics Not Requiring Further Analysis under Variant 1
Under this variant, the 750-space multilevel public parking garage would be constructed above
grade instead of below grade on Blocks A and B and would be wrapped by housing. Although
some building components at Blocks A and B would be taller than the Developer’s Proposed
Option, the overall site plan, mix of land uses, and intensity of development would be the same as
the Developer’s Proposed Option. Therefore, land use and land use planning impacts would be
unchanged from those of the Sponsor’s Proposed Option and would be less than significant.
Variant 1 and the Developer’s Proposed Option would have the same mix of land use types (i.e.,
residential, retail, community facilities/child care, open space). Variant 1 would not change the number of
residential units or space allocation of the retail and community facilities/childcare uses. As a result, the
number of onsite residents, employees, and construction-related employees would be the same for
Variant 1 and the Developer’s Proposed Option, as would the conclusions regarding less-than-significant
impacts associated with population and housing. Impacts on public services, utilities and service systems,
and recreation, which are based largely on the increased demand associated with population and housing
growth, would be the same under Variant 1 and the Developer’s Proposed Option.
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Figure 5-1: Site Plan and Height Ranges - Variant 1
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This variant would have similar construction phases and timing as the Developer’s Proposed
Option and would require similar construction activities. Although this variant would not require
excavation for a below-grade public parking garage, the entire site would still require grading and
ground disturbance. Therefore, Variant 1 would not result in any meaningful difference in
potential physical environmental impacts related to cultural resources, biological resources,
geology and soils, hydrology and water quality, and hazards and hazardous materials because the
impact analysis in SEIR Appendix B, Initial Study, considers surface and subsurface impacts across
the project site, and the analysis, mitigation measures, and conclusions would be the same.
With respect to wind, Variant 1 would result in a four- to five-story change in building height, from
two to three stories up to seven stories, at the western edge of Block B, facing West Street. This
would be a step up in height greater than under the Developer’s Proposed Option and potentially
greater than under the Additional Housing Option, depending on the ultimate design of specific
buildings. This exposed building wall would be 40 to 50 feet tall and would face into the prevailing
westerly winds. This exposed building wall could result in somewhat greater winds at its base,
and particularly at the southwest corner of the building, than would be the case under the two
principal development options. However, the Blocks A and B building under this variant would
not be considered to extend substantially above adjacent structures and would result in a sevenstory building proximate to the existing five-story building at 1200 Ocean Avenue. Therefore, it
would not be expected to result in pedestrian wind hazards, and therefore wind effects would be
less than significant, as with both project options.
Concerning shadow, the increased building height under Variant 1, compared to the Developer’s
Proposed Option, would occur primarily at the western end of the Blocks A and B building. Because
shadow would only reach Unity Plaza very late in the day in late spring and early summer when
shadows are already near their maximum length, this variant would not substantially affect shadows
cast on Unity Plaza. Other shadow cast under Variant 1 would be similar to that cast by the Developer’s
Proposed Option. Shadow effects would be less than significant, as with both project options.
All mitigation measures identified for the topics above under the Developer’s Proposed Option
would be applicable to this variant. Therefore, these environmental topics require no further
analysis under Variant 1.

Transportation and Circulation
Demolition, excavation, site grading, and construction activities under Variant 1 would be
conducted according to the same construction phases as under the Developer’s Proposed Option.
However, the excavation assumed for the below-grade public parking garage for the Developer’s
Proposed Option would not occur under this variant. Therefore, Variant 1 would reduce the
number of construction-related truck traffic compared to the Developer’s Proposed Option. As
discussed under Impact TR-1 for the Developer’s Proposed Option, this variant would also use the
same construction truck traffic routes (e.g., I-280 and Ocean Avenue and Frida Kahlo Way to access
the project site). The phased impacts associated with construction-related traffic of the Developer’s
Proposed Option are described under Impact TR-1. Impact TR-1’s impact analysis would be
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applicable to this variant because the amount of construction truck traffic specific to the
implementation of this variant would have the same less than significant conclusion.
Variant 1 would not result in substantial increases in operational VMT because it would have the
same mix of land use types (i.e., residential, retail, childcare facility, community space, open space)
and would not alter the development scenario for the Developer’s Proposed Option. Therefore,
Variant 1 would have a less-than-significant impact on VMT.
The modifications to the parking program under this variant (i.e., above-grade parking instead of
below-grade parking) would not result in any changes to the number/type of parking spaces
provided or vehicular access or circulation patterns. There would be no change to transit, pedestrian,
bicycle, commercial or passenger loading, or emergency access effects from Variant 1 compared to
the Developer’s Proposed Option. Operational-related project-level and cumulative transportation
and circulation impacts under Variant 1 would be substantially the same as those discussed for the
Developer’s Proposed Option (see SEIR Section 3.B, Transportation and Circulation). Thus, the
operational-related mitigation measure identified for the Developer’s Proposed Option would be
applicable to Variant 1 (Mitigation Measure M-C-TR-4, Monitor Cumulative Transit Travel Times
and Implement Measures to Reduce Transit Delay [under Impact C-TR-4], p. S-3.B-96). Existing plus
project and cumulative loading impacts along Lee Avenue between the project site and Ocean
Avenue would be significant and unavoidable. Impacts associated with cumulative transit delay
would be significant and unavoidable with mitigation.
Based on the above, project-level and cumulative transportation and circulation impacts under
Variant 1 would be similar to those identified under the Developer’s Proposed Option (see SEIR
Section 3.B, Transportation and Circulation). Implementation of the Variant 1 would not result in
new or more severe impacts, would not change the analysis or conclusions in that section, and no
new mitigation measures would be required.

Noise and Vibration
Demolition, excavation, site grading, and construction activities under Variant 1 would be conducted
according to the same construction phases as under the Developer’s Proposed Option. Therefore, this
variant would result in the same amount of construction noise as the proposed project and Mitigation
Measure M-NO-1, Construction Noise Control Measures, p. 3.C-30, would apply to Variant 1.
Excavation assumed for the below-grade public parking garage for the Developer’s Proposed Option
would not occur under this variant. Therefore, Variant 1 would reduce the number of constructionrelated truck trips and their associated roadside noise level increases compared to the Developer’s
Proposed Option. Implementation of construction-related noise control measures in Mitigation
Measure M-NO-1 would reduce the project’s temporary or periodic increases in ambient noise levels
to the extent feasible. Similar to the proposed project options, given that there would still be periods
of peak construction activity exceeding the “Ambient + 10 dBA” standard at the nearest sensitive
receptor locations for occasional periods when activity would be conducted at the property lines
nearest to receptors, these occurrences would occur in all three phases of construction over an
extended period of up to six years. Construction noise impacts to noise-sensitive receptors would be
significant and unavoidable with mitigation.
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Variant 1 would have the same mix of land use types (i.e., residential, retail, childcare facility,
community space, open space), same trip generation, and fixed mechanical equipment and would
result in the same operational noise impacts. Therefore, Mitigation Measure M-NO-3, Fixed
Mechanical Equipment Noise Controls, p. 3.C-36, would apply to Variant 1. Both project-level and
cumulative impacts associated with fixed mechanical noise equipment would be less than
significant with mitigation. Based on the above, project-level and cumulative noise impacts under
Variant 1 would be similar to those identified under the Developer’s Proposed Option (see SEIR
Section 3.C, Noise). Implementation of the Variant 1 would not result in new or more severe
impacts, would not change the analysis or conclusions in that section, and no new mitigation
measures would be required.

Air Quality
Demolition, excavation, site grading, and construction activities under Variant 1 would be conducted
according to the same construction phases as under the Developer’s Proposed Option. However, the
excavation assumed for the below-grade public parking garage for the Developer’s Proposed Option
would not occur under this variant. Therefore, Variant 1 would reduce the number of constructionrelated truck trips and their associated criteria pollutant and TAC emissions compared to the
Developer’s Proposed Option. As discussed under Impact AQ-2a, p. 3.D-44, construction-related
emissions for the Developer’s Proposed Option would not exceed any significance thresholds.
Therefore, this would be a less-than-significant impact. However, as discussed in the “Methods for
Analysis of Impacts,” p. 3.D-29, and in SEIR Chapter 2, Project Description, depending on market
conditions and other unanticipated factors, the project may be constructed over a shorter timeframe
and Phases 1 and 2 may occur concurrently instead of sequentially; such phasing may result in full
project construction over three years instead of six years. If this were to occur, the same amount of
construction equipment and hours of operation would be required, but the activity would be
compressed into a shorter duration. Therefore, average daily construction emissions would increase.
Under this compressed schedule, and as discussed under Impact AQ-2a, p. 3.D-44, constructionrelated emissions of NOx for the Developer’s Proposed Option would exceed significance thresholds
in 2022. Therefore, this would be a significant impact. In addition, as discussed under Impact AQ-2b,
p. 3.D-56, overlapping construction and operational emissions for the Developer’s Proposed Option
would exceed significance thresholds for NOx in 2024. Therefore, this would be a significant impact.
The exceedances are driven by off-road construction equipment and vendor trucks. For example, in
2023, off-road construction equipment and vendor trips represent approximately 49 percent and
47 percent of total unmitigated NOx emissions, respectively, for the Developer’s Proposed Option.
Haul trucks only represent 12 percent of total NOx emissions in 2024 for the Developer’s Proposed
Option. Therefore, the reduction in haul truck emissions associated with Variant 1 is not anticipated
to reduce NOx to below the thresholds of significance. Thus, all construction-related and operationalrelated mitigation measures identified for the Developer’s Proposed Option would be applicable to
Variant 1 (i.e., Mitigation Measures M-AQ-2a, Construction Emissions Minimization, p. 3.D-48;
M-AQ-2b, Low-VOC Architectural Coatings, p. 3.D-49; M-AQ-2c, On-Road Truck Emissions
Minimization for the Compressed Construction Schedule, p. 3.D-52; and M-AQ-2d, Offset
Construction and Operational Emissions for the Compressed Construction Schedule, p. 3.D-53).
Similar to the proposed project, Impact AQ-2a would be significant and unavoidable with
mitigation, while Impact AQ-2b would be less than significant with mitigation.
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With regard to exposure of sensitive receptors to substantial pollutant concentrations associated with
project-related TAC emissions, construction-related TAC emissions would be the same as under the
Developer’s Proposed Option with the exception of haul truck TAC emissions. Operational TAC
emissions and exposure would be identical to the Developer’s Proposed Option. However, lifetime
excess cancer risks are driven by off-road construction equipment, which represents over 90 percent
of total construction-related lifetime excess cancer risk and average annual PM2.5 concentrations at
the MEISR locations. As discussed under Impact AQ-4, p. 3.D-81, for receptors currently located in
the APEZ, the excess cancer risk impact on offsite receptors under the Developer’s Proposed Option
would be significant and unavoidable with mitigation. Because haul trucks represent a small
percentage of total DPM emissions and associated cancer risk, the reduction in haul truck emissions
associated with Variant 1 are not anticipated to reduce DPM emissions and cancer risks to below the
thresholds of significance. Thus, all construction-related and operational-related mitigation measures
identified for the Developer’s Proposed Option would be applicable to Variant 1 (i.e., Mitigation
Measures M-AQ-2a, p. 3.D-48; M-AQ-4a, p. 3.D-71; and M-AQ-4b, Install MERV 13 Filters at the
Daycare Facility, p. 3.D-72). Similar to the proposed project, this impact would be significant and
unavoidable with mitigation.
Variant 1 would not result in substantial increases in operational criteria pollutant or TAC
emissions because it would have the same mix of land use types (i.e., residential, retail, community
facilities/child care, open space), same trip generation and a would not result in new or different
operational emissions sources than those analyzed under the Developer’s Proposed Option.
Based on the above, project-level and cumulative air quality impacts under Variant 1 would be
similar to those identified under the Developer’s Proposed Option (see SEIR Section 3.D, Air
Quality). Implementation of the Variant 1 would not result in new or more severe impacts, would
not change the analysis or conclusions in that section, and no new mitigation measures would be
required.
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5.B Variant 2: South Street Alignment and
Aboveground Public Parking at North End of Site
5.B.1 Description
Variant 2 would have the same mix of land uses, square footages, and construction and operational
characteristics as the Developer’s Proposed Option, except the 750-space multilevel public parking
garage would be constructed aboveground on Block G towards the north end of the site and would
be wrapped by housing. South Street would be shifted south and occupy SFPUC’s 80-foot-wide strip
of land located along the southern edge of the site and south of Blocks A and B. As a result of this
change in configuration, Blocks A, C, and D would have slightly different footprints. The maximum
height (seven stories) would not change between the Developer’s Proposed Option and Variant 2.
As with the Developer’s Proposed Option, vehicle access to parking on Block G would be from North
Street under Variant 2. Because of the South Street alignment under this variant, vehicle access to
parking on Block A would be from the north side of South Street instead of the south side under the
Developer’s Proposed Option (see Figure 5-3, Variant 2 Site Plan and Parking Facilities Plan).
Under Variant 2, demolition of the berm, grading, excavation, construction of site infrastructure,
and vertical construction activities would have the same phases and timing as the Developer’s
Proposed Option. The variant would not change aspects of the Developer’s Proposed Option
related to demolition, excavation, site preparation, and the construction of the internal circulation,
open space, or other improvements. The cut-and-fill excavation to a depth of approximately 20 feet
assumed for the below-grade public parking garage for the Developer’s Proposed Option would
not occur under this variant. However, the cut and fill for Variant 2 would require a net import of
approximately 9,000 cubic yards of soil. The haul truck trips under Variant 2 would be
approximately 15 percent of the 56,000 cubic yards for the Developer’s Proposed Option. No
additional construction beyond what is assumed for the Developer’s Proposed Option would be
required. Under this variant, the project footprint would not be altered, and no additional
excavation would be necessary.

5.B.2 Impact Analysis
Environmental Topics Not Requiring Further Analysis under Variant 2
Variant 2 and the Developer’s Proposed Option would have the same mix of land use types (i.e.,
residential, retail, community facilities/child care, open space). Variant 2 would not change the
number of residential units or space allocation of the retail and community facilities/child-care
uses. As a result, the number of onsite residents, employees, and construction-related employees
would be the same for Variant 2 and the Developer’s Proposed Option, as would the conclusions
regarding less-than-significant impacts associated with population and housing. Impacts on public
services, utilities and service systems, and recreation, which are based largely on the increased
demand associated with population and housing growth, would be the same under Variant 2 and
the Developer’s Proposed Option.
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Figure 5-4: Parking Facilities Plan - Variant 2

Figure 5-3
Variant 2 Site Plan and Parking Facilities Plan
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This variant would have the same construction phases and timing as the Developer’s Proposed
Option and would require similar construction activities. Construction related to the public
parking garage would occur during Phase 2, as under the Developer’s Proposed Option, except it
would be at the north end of the site. Although this variant would not require excavation for a
below-grade public parking garage, the entire site would still require grading and ground
disturbance. Therefore, Variant 2 would not result in any meaningful difference in potential
physical environmental impacts related to cultural resources, biological resources, geology and
soils, hydrology and water quality, and hazards and hazardous materials because the impact
analysis in SEIR Appendix B, Initial Study, considers surface and subsurface impacts across the
project site and the analysis, mitigation measures, and conclusions would be the same.
Wind effects of Variant 2 would be essentially the same as those of the Developer’s Proposed Option
because building heights would be the same. Although the configurations of Blocks A and C, and to
a lesser extent, Block D, would vary from those under the Developer’s Proposed Option, these
changes would result in only incremental changes in pedestrian winds. In particular, Block C would
present less of its building façade directly into the prevailing westerly winds, thereby likely resulting
in incrementally better pedestrian wind conditions around the base of the building. The change in
Block A configuration would affect the trailing edge of the building relative to the prevailing winds,
and would not substantially affect pedestrian wind conditions. As with both project options, no wind
hazards would be anticipated, and wind effects would be less than significant.
Shadow on Unity Plaza would be unchanged compared to that with the Developer’s Proposed
Option because project shadow on the plaza would be entirely the result of the project’s southerly
and southeasterly building facades and corners, and these would not change under Variant 2.
Other shadow cast under Variant 2 would be similar to that cast by the Developer’s Proposed
Option. As with both project options, shadow effects would be less than significant.
All mitigation measures identified for the topics above under the Developer’s Proposed Option
would be applicable to this variant. Therefore, these environmental topics require no further
analysis under Variant 2.

Transportation and Circulation
Demolition, excavation, site grading, and construction activities under Variant 2 would be
conducted according to the same construction phases as under the Developer’s Proposed Option.
Excavation assumed for the below-grade public parking garage for the Developer’s Proposed
Option would not occur. Construction-related truck trips for the import of soil would be less than
the truck trips associated with the soils export for the Developer’s Proposed Option. As discussed
under Impact TR-1 for the Developer’s Proposed Option, this variant would use the same
construction truck traffic routes (e.g., I-280 and Ocean Avenue and Frida Kahlo Way to access the
project site). The phased and less-than-significant impacts associated with construction-related
traffic of the Developer’s Proposed Option are described under Impact TR-1. Impact TR-1’s
analysis would be applicable to this variant because the amount of construction truck traffic
specific to the implementation of this variant would have the same less than significant conclusion.
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Variant 2 would not result in substantial increases in operational VMT because it would have the
same mix of land use types (i.e., residential, retail, community facilities/child care, open space) and
would not alter the development scenario for the Developer’s Proposed Option. Therefore,
Variant 2 would have a less-than-significant impact on VMT.
The proposed modifications to the parking program under this variant (i.e., relocating the garage
from the south end of the site to the north end of the site) would not result in any changes to the
number/type of parking spaces provided, and as with the Developer’s Proposed Option, vehicle
access to parking on Block G would be from North Street under Variant 2. The relocation of the
proposed public parking garage to the north end of the site would change circulation patterns for
people parking in the garage. For example, people driving to the public parking on Block G would
access the site from Frida Kahlo Way instead of Lee Avenue extension.
Under Variant 2, vehicle access to parking on Block A would be from the north side of South Street.
Vehicle access to parking on Block A would be located on the opposite end of the block from the
proposed on-street passenger loading area near the proposed entrance to the childcare facility,
thereby reducing potential for conflicts between vehicles and people conducting drop-off/pick-up.
However, as shown in Figure 5-3, p. 5-10, the proposed driveway is located near the intersection
of South Street and Lee Avenue, increasing potential for vehicle queues to spill back and affect
operations at the nearby intersection compared to the Developer’s Proposed Option. Given the
conceptual site plan and street network within the project site, the proposed variant street network
design would be subject to more detailed design review, and the proposed driveway should be
located to provide adequate sight distance for drivers, people walking, and bicyclists while
accommodating the expected vehicle queue without spilling back onto South Street or Lee Avenue.
Overall, these site access and circulation changes under Variant 2 would not change transit,
pedestrian, bicycle, commercial or passenger loading, or emergency access effects. Operationalrelated project-level and cumulative transportation and circulation impacts under Variant 2 would
be substantially the same as those discussed for the Developer’s Proposed Option (see SEIR
Section 3.B, Transportation and Circulation). Thus, all operational-related mitigation measures
identified for the Developer’s Proposed Option would be applicable to Variant 2 (i.e., Mitigation
Measure M-C-TR-4, p. 3.B-96). Significant and unavoidable secondary loading impacts would be
slightly less substantial under Variant 2 than with the proposed project options due to a reduction
in project-generated trips at the Ocean Avenue/Lee Avenue intersection. However, existing plus
project and cumulative loading impacts along Lee Avenue between the project site and Ocean
Avenue would be significant and unavoidable. Impacts associated with cumulative transit delay
would be significant and unavoidable with mitigation.
Based on the above, project-level and cumulative transportation and circulation impacts under
Variant 2 would be similar to those identified under the Developer’s Proposed Option (see SEIR
Section 3.B, Transportation and Circulation). Implementation of Variant 2 would not result in new
or more severe impacts, would not change the analysis or conclusions in that section, and no new
mitigation measures would be required.
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Noise and Vibration
Demolition, excavation, site grading, and construction activities under Variant 2 would be
conducted according to the same construction phases as under the Developer’s Proposed Option.
Because South Street would be shifted to occupy SFPUC’s 80-foot-wide right-of-way located along
the southern edge of the site, construction would occur closer to the sensitive receptors located at
1100–1150 Ocean Avenue. Therefore, construction noise impacts at this receptor would be
increased to a similar level as those predicted to occur at sensitive receptors along Plymouth
Avenue to the west of the project site. The excavation assumed for the below-grade public parking
garage for the Developer’s Proposed Option would not occur under this variant. While
construction-related truck trips associated with soil import would be substantially less than the
truck trips associated with the soil export under the Developer’s Proposed Option, truck noise
would be overshadowed by that contributed by off-road equipment. Therefore, this variant would
result in the same amount of construction noise as the proposed project and Mitigation Measure
M-NO-1, p. 3.C-30, would apply to Variant 1, although the number of receptors exposed to the
maximum predicted noise level would be increased. Implementation of construction-related noise
control measures in Mitigation Measure M-NO-1 would reduce the project’s temporary or periodic
increases in ambient noise levels to the extent feasible. Similar to the proposed project options,
given that there would still be periods of peak construction activity exceeding the “Ambient +
10 dBA” standard at the nearest sensitive receptor locations for occasional periods when activity
would be conducted at the property lines nearest to receptors, these occurrences would occur in
all three phases of construction over an extended period of up to six years. Construction noise
impacts to noise-sensitive receptors would be significant and unavoidable with mitigation.
Variant 2 would have the same mix of land use types (i.e., residential, retail, childcare facility,
community space, open space), same trip generation, and fixed mechanical equipment and would
result in the same operational noise impacts. Therefore, Mitigation Measure M-NO-3, p. 3.C-36,
would apply to Variant 2. Both project-level and cumulative impacts associated with fixed
mechanical noise equipment would be less than significant with mitigation. Based on the above,
project-level and cumulative noise impacts under Variant 2 would be similar to those identified
under the Developer’s Proposed Option (see SEIR Section 3.C, Noise). Implementation of the
Variant 2 would not result in new or more severe impacts, would not change the analysis or
conclusions in that section, and no new mitigation measures would be required.

Air Quality
Demolition, excavation, site grading, and construction activities under Variant 2 would be conducted
according to the same construction phases as under the Developer’s Proposed Option. However, the
excavation assumed for the below-grade public parking garage for the Developer’s Proposed Option
would not occur under this variant. Construction-related truck trips for soil import would be less
than the Developer’s Proposed Option. Therefore, Variant 2 would reduce the number of
construction-related truck trips and their associated criteria pollutant and TAC emissions compared
to the Developer’s Proposed Option. As discussed under Impact AQ-2a, p. 3.D-44, constructionrelated emissions for the Developer’s Proposed Option would not exceed significance any thresholds.
Therefore, this would be a less-than-significant impact. However, as discussed in the “Methods for
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Analysis of Impacts,” p. 3.D-44 and 3.D-56, and in SEIR Chapter 2, Project Description, the project
may be constructed over a shorter timeframe, resulting in full project construction over three years
instead of six years. If this were to occur, the same amount of construction equipment and hours of
operation would be required, but the activity would be compressed into a shorter duration.
Therefore, average daily construction emissions would increase. Under this compressed schedule,
and as discussed under Impact AQ-2a, pp. 3.D-44, construction-related emissions of NOx for the
Developer’s Proposed Option would exceed significance thresholds in 2022. Therefore, this would
be a significant impact. In addition, as discussed under Impact AQ-2b, p. 3.D-56, overlapping
construction and operational emissions for the Developer’s Proposed Option would exceed
significance thresholds for NOx in 2024. Therefore, this would be a significant impact.
The exceedances are driven by off-road construction equipment and vendor trucks. For example,
in 2024, off-road construction equipment and vendor trips represent approximately 49 percent and
47 percent of total unmitigated NOx emissions, respectively, for the Developer’s Proposed Option.
Haul trucks only represent 12 percent of total NOx emissions in 2024 for the Developer’s Proposed
Option. Therefore, the reduction in haul truck emissions associated with Variant 2 are not
anticipated to reduce NOx to below the thresholds of significance. Thus, all construction-related
and operational-related mitigation measures identified for the Developer’s Proposed Option
would be applicable to Variant 2 (i.e., Mitigation Measures M-AQ-2a, p. 3.D-48; M-AQ-2b, p. 3.D49; M-AQ-2c, p. 3.D-52; and M-AQ-2d, p. 3.D-53). Similar to the proposed project, Impact AQ-2a
would be significant and unavoidable with mitigation, while Impact AQ-2b would be less than
significant with mitigation.
With regard to exposure of sensitive receptors to substantial pollutant concentrations associated with
project-related TAC emissions, construction-related TAC emissions would be the same as under the
Developer’s Proposed Option with the exception of haul truck TAC emissions. Operational TAC
emissions and exposure would be identical to the Developer’s Proposed Option. However, lifetime
excess cancer risks are driven by off-road construction equipment, which represents over 90 percent
of total construction-related lifetime excess cancer risk and average annual PM2.5 concentrations at
the MEISR locations. As discussed under Impact AQ-4, p. 3.D-65, for receptors currently located in
the APEZ, the excess cancer risk impact on offsite receptors under the Developer’s Proposed Option
would be significant and unavoidable with mitigation. Because haul trucks represent a small
percentage of total DPM emissions and associated cancer risk, the reduction in haul truck emissions
associated with Variant 2 are not anticipated to reduce DPM emissions and cancer risks to below the
thresholds of significance. Thus, all construction-related and operational-related mitigation measures
identified for the Developer’s Proposed Option would be applicable to Variant 2 (i.e., Mitigation
Measures M-AQ-2a, p. 3.D-48; M-AQ-4a, p. 3.D-71; and M-AQ-4b, p. 3.D-72). Similar to the proposed
project, this impact would be significant and unavoidable with mitigation.
Variant 2 would not result in substantial increases in operational criteria pollutant or TAC
emissions because it would have the same mix of land use types (i.e., residential, retail, community
facilities/child care, open space), same trip generation and a would not result in new or different
operational emissions sources than those analyzed under the Developer’s Proposed Option.
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Based on the above, project-level and cumulative air quality impacts under Variant 2 would be similar
to those identified under the Developer’s Proposed Option (see SEIR Section 3.D, Air Quality).
Implementation of the Variant 2 would not result in new or more severe impacts, would not change the
analysis or conclusions in that section, and no new mitigation measures would be required.
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5.C Variant 3: Assumes Pedestrians and Bicycles Would
Not Access the Site via San Ramon Way
5.C.1 Description
Under Variant 3, there would be no pedestrian or bicycle facilities connecting the project site to San
Ramon Way. The site plan, building footprints, building heights, and construction characteristics
would be the same as the Developer’s Proposed Option. No additional construction beyond what
is assumed for the project would be required.

5.C.2 Impact Analysis
Environmental Topics Not Requiring Further Analysis under Variant 3
Variant 3 would not change the site plan, mix of land uses, building footprints, building heights,
residential unit counts, or the space allocation of uses of the Developer’s Proposed Option. The
construction activities, equipment, phasing, and durations for Variant 3 would be the same as the
Developer’s Proposed Option. Therefore, the physical environmental effects and conclusions
related to construction and operation of this variant would be substantially be the same as those
identified for the Developer’s Proposed Option for the following: population and housing, cultural
resources, tribal cultural resources, noise, air quality, greenhouse gas (GHG) emissions, wind and
shadow, recreation, utilities and service systems, public services, biological resources, geology and
soils, hydrology and water quality, and hazards and hazardous materials. All mitigation measures
identified for these topics for the Developer’s Proposed Option would be applicable to Variant 3.

Land Use and Land Use Planning
Similar to the Developer’s Proposed Option, Variant 3 would extend a network of pedestrian and
bicycle facilities through the project site except at San Ramon Way. Variant 3 could conflict with
portions of Balboa Park Station Area Plan objective 5.1 and policy 5.1.1 regarding the creation of
new public open spaces. Policy 5.1.1 includes design guidelines for the open space at the Balboa
Reservoir site. With respect to adjacent areas, the design guidelines in policy 5.1.1 states: “[d]evelop
clearly marked access gates, pedestrian pathways, and visual site lines aligned with the streets of
adjoining neighborhoods” and “[p]ay careful attention to the design of edges between the open
space and surrounding neighborhoods as well as Riordan High School. It is important to provide
access into the park from the surrounding neighborhoods while respecting the privacy of adjacent
homes. Trees and shrubs should be planted to provide a buffer between the houses that abut the
reservoir site to the west. Entrances to the park should align with existing streets for direct
pedestrian access and to extend clear views into the park from public streets.”
Currently, there is no direct pedestrian or vehicular access to the project site from the south or west.
Thus, the lack of access from the west under Variant 3 would be similar to existing conditions. Not
including pedestrian and bicycle access at San Ramon Way could potentially conflict with
policy 5.1.1 as this variant would not provide connectivity between the project site’s open space
and neighborhood to the west. However, conflicts between a proposed project and adopted plans,
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policies, and regulations do not, in and of themselves, indicate a significant effect on the
environment within the context of CEQA. The decision makers will consider other potential
inconsistencies with the general plan (of which the area plan is a part) when deciding to approve
or disapprove a proposed project. The staff reports and approval motions prepared for the decision
makers as part of the entitlements approval process will include a comprehensive project analysis
and findings regarding the consistency of the proposed project with applicable plans, policies, and
regulations independent of the environmental review process. To the extent that physical
environmental impacts may result from such inconsistencies, these impacts are analyzed in the EIR
and initial study. Circulation impacts resulting from no pedestrian and bicycle access at San Ramon
Way under Variant 3 are analyzed in the following “Transportation and Circulation” section.

Transportation and Circulation
Demolition, excavation, site grading, and construction activities under Variant 3 would be
conducted according to the same construction phases as under the Developer’s Proposed Option.
Therefore, this variant would result in the same less than significant construction-related impacts.
Variant 3 would not result in substantial increases in operational VMT because it would have the
same mix of land use types (i.e., residential, retail, community facilities/child care, open space) and
would not alter the development scenario for the Developer’s Proposed Option. Therefore,
Variant 3 would have a less-than-significant impact on VMT.
Pedestrian and bicycle access to the site is not currently provided via San Ramon Way. Compared to
the Developer’s Proposed Option, the proposed modifications to site access for people walking and
biking (i.e., removing pedestrian and bicycle access at San Ramon Way) would limit access and
connectivity for people walking and bicycling to and from the site. Removing pedestrian and bicycle
access at San Ramon Way would result in circuitous routing and longer travel distances for people
to (or through) the site from the west. Variant 3 would also result in an increased number of people
walking and bicycling to the site along Plymouth, Brighton, or Lee avenues, which serve higher
volumes of vehicle traffic. Under Variant 3, bicycle and pedestrian access and connectivity to and
through the site would be limited and walking and bicycling to areas west of the site would be less
convenient than under the Developer’s Proposed Option, but not change the existing condition.
Overall, these site access and circulation changes would not change transit, pedestrian, bicycle,
commercial or passenger loading, or emergency access effects from Variant 3. Operational-related
project-level and cumulative transportation and circulation impacts under Variant 3 would be
substantially the same as those discussed for the Developer’s Proposed Option (see SEIR
Section 3.B, Transportation and Circulation). Thus, all operational-related mitigation measures
identified for the Developer’s Proposed Option would be applicable to Variant 3 (i.e., Mitigation
Measure M-C-TR-4, p. 3.B-96). Existing plus project and cumulative loading impacts along Lee
Avenue between the project site and Ocean Avenue would be significant and unavoidable.
Impacts associated with cumulative transit delay would be significant and unavoidable with
mitigation.
Based on the above, project-level and cumulative transportation and circulation impacts under
Variant 3 would be similar to those identified under the Developer’s Proposed Option (see SEIR
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Section 3.B, Transportation and Circulation). Implementation of Variant 3 would not result in new
or more severe impacts, would not change the analysis or conclusions in that section, and no new
mitigation measures would be required.
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5.D Variant 4: North Street Extension
5.D.1 Description
Variant 4 would be applicable to both project options. The Developer’s Proposed Option and the
Additional Housing Option would have the same configuration under this variant, except North
Street would be extended through the east basin site and would connect to Frida Kahlo Way. Under
this variant both project options would have the same mix of land uses, square footages, and
construction and operational characteristics. Vehicle, bicycle, and pedestrian circulation to and
from the site would not change, except instead of the access road along the north side of the east
basin, the North Street Extension would provide east–west access from Frida Kahlo Way, as shown
in Figure 5-4, Variant 4 Site Plan.
The North Street Extension would displace approximately 110 spaces at City College’s surface
parking lot on the east basin. The loss of the parking spaces would be offset by relocating surface
parking spaces to the area currently occupied by the access road at the north end of the east basin.
Under Variant 4, the existing east–west access road connecting the west basin to Frida Kahlo Way
would be closed off and would require relocating the traffic signal currently at the access
road/Frida Kahlo Way intersection south to the new North Street/Frida Kahlo Way intersection.
Under Variant 4, the Lee Avenue/North Street intersection would be controlled by a stop sign.
The North Street Extension would include a 10.5-foot-wide vehicle travel lane in each direction, a
5-foot-wide bicycle facility, and 6.5-foot-wide sidewalks on both sides of the street. An 8-foot-wide
parking lane would be provided on one or both sides of the street, providing more on-street curb
spaces than the proposed project options. The North Street Extension right-of-way would be
approximately 72 feet wide. The sidewalks would be buffered from vehicular traffic by a 4-footwide planting strip and 2-foot-wide courtesy strip. As with the proposed project options, the street
network designs would be required to undergo detailed design and review to ensure that they are
designed to meet city design standards. The street designs would be subject to approval by SFMTA,
San Francisco Department of Public Works, and the San Francisco Fire Department, along with
other city agencies, to ensure that the streets are designed consistent with city policies and design
standards. The interior streets would also be regulated by SFMTA with regard to loading and
parking spaces.
No additional construction beyond what is assumed for the project would be required. Under
Variant 4, the project footprint for both options would not be altered, and no additional height or
excavation would be necessary.
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5.D.2 Impact Analysis
Environmental Topics Not Requiring Further Analysis under Variant 4
Variant 4 would not change the site plan, mix of land uses, building footprints, building heights,
residential unit counts, or the space allocation of uses of either proposed project option. The
construction activities, equipment, phasing, and durations for Variant 4 would be the same as for
both proposed project options. Therefore, the physical environmental effects and conclusions
related to construction and operation of the of this variant would substantially be the same as those
identified for both the Developer’s Proposed Option and the Additional Housing Option for the
following: land use and land use planning, population and housing, cultural resources, GHG
emissions, wind and shadow, recreation, utilities and service systems, public services, biological
resources, geology and soils, hydrology and water quality, and hazards and hazardous materials.
All mitigation measures identified for these topics under both proposed project options would be
applicable to Variant 4.

Transportation and Circulation
Demolition, excavation, site grading, and construction activities under Variant 4 would be conducted
according to the same construction phases as under the Developer’s Proposed Option. As discussed
under Impact TR-1 for the Developer’s Proposed Option, this variant would use the same
construction truck traffic routes (e.g., I-280 and Ocean Avenue and Frida Kahlo Way to access the
project site). The phased and less-than-significant impacts associated with construction-related traffic
of the Developer’s Proposed Option are described under Impact TR-1. Impact TR-1’s analysis would
be applicable to this variant because the amount of construction truck traffic specific to the
implementation of this variant would result in the same less than significant conclusion.
Variant 4 would not result in substantial increases in operational VMT because it would have the
same mix of land use types (i.e., residential, retail, community facilities/child care, open space) and
would not alter the development scenario for the Developer’s Proposed Option. Therefore,
Variant 4 would have a less-than-significant impact on VMT.
Under Variant 4, east–west vehicle, bicycle, and pedestrian access to the site from Frida Kahlo Way
would be provided by the North Street Extension. The traffic signal would be relocated from the
current North Access Road and Frida Kahlo Way intersection to the new North Street
Extension/Frida Kahlo Way/Cloud Circle (North) intersection. The North Street Extension would
provide a direct connection between the project site and Cloud Circle and City College campus. The
relocation would provide an opportunity to lengthen the northbound left-turn pocket on Frida Kahlo
Way, which is currently limited by the KEEP CLEAR markings at the Frida Kahlo Way and Cloud
Circle (N) intersection. Based on observations conducted during the weekday a.m. peak period at the
North Access Road and Frida Kahlo Way intersection, the northbound left-turn pocket was seen to
regularly exceed capacity with vehicles waiting multiple cycles to turn left into the east basin surface
parking lot, and occasionally spilling back and blocking the adjacent northbound travel lane on Frida
Kahlo Way. Given the conceptual site plan, the variant’s proposed intersection relocation would be
subject to undergo more detailed design review and the proposed intersection geometry (i.e.,
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northbound left-turn pocket length) and signal timing should be designed to accommodate the
expected vehicle queue without spilling back into the adjacent travel lane on Frida Kahlo Way.
Overall, these site access and circulation changes would not change transit, pedestrian, bicycle,
commercial or passenger loading, or emergency access effects from Variant 4. Operational-related
project-level and cumulative transportation and circulation impacts under Variant 4 would be
substantially the same as those discussed for the Developer’s Proposed Option (see SEIR Section 3.B,
Transportation and Circulation). Thus, all operational-related mitigation measures identified for the
Developer’s Proposed Option would be applicable to Variant 4 (i.e., Mitigation Measure M-C-TR-4,
p. 3.B-96). Existing plus project and cumulative loading impacts along Lee Avenue between the
project site and Ocean Avenue would be significant and unavoidable. Impacts associated with
cumulative transit delay would be significant and unavoidable with mitigation.
The proposed modifications to the parking program under this variant (i.e., relocation of
approximately 110 spaces at City College’s surface parking lot) would not result in any changes to
the number/type of parking spaces provided. Additional on-street parking will be provided on one
or both sides of the North Street extension.
Based on the above, project-level and cumulative transportation and circulation impacts under
Variant 4 would be similar to those identified under the Developer’s Proposed Option (see SEIR
Section 3.B, Transportation and Circulation). Implementation of Variant 4 would not result in new
or more severe impacts, would not change the analysis or conclusions in that section, and no new
mitigation measures would be required.

Noise and Vibration
Demolition, excavation, site grading, and construction activities under Variant 4 would be
conducted according to the same construction phases as under the Developer’s Proposed Option
and would have the same significant impacts as identified in Impact NO-1 as discussed for the
Developer’s Proposed Option.
Because there would still be a significant construction noise impact under this variant, Mitigation
Measure M-NO-1, p. 3.C-30, would apply to Variant 4. Implementation of construction-related
noise control measures in Mitigation Measure M-NO-1 would reduce the temporary or periodic
increases in ambient noise levels to the extent feasible. Similar to the Developer’s Proposed Option,
given that there would still be periods of peak construction activity exceeding the “Ambient +
10 dBA” standard at the nearest sensitive receptor locations for occasional periods when activity
would be conducted at the property lines nearest to receptors, these occurrences would occur in
all three phases of construction over an extended period of up to six years. Construction noise
impacts to noise-sensitive receptors would be significant and unavoidable with mitigation.
Variant 4 would not result in substantial increases in operational noise because it would have the
same mix of land use types (i.e., residential, retail, childcare facility, community space, open space),
same trip generation, and fixed mechanical equipment and a would not result in new or different
operational noise sources than those analyzed under the Developer’s Proposed Option. Therefore,
Mitigation Measure M-NO-3, p. 3.C-36, would apply to Variant 4. Both project-level and
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cumulative impacts associated with fixed mechanical noise equipment would be less than
significant with mitigation. This variant would, however, construct a new street extension
approximately 200 feet south of Archbishop Riordan High School and 400 feet north of the City
College Multi-Use Building. These distances and the limited traffic volumes that would potentially
use this roadway extension would be sufficient that these school uses would still be within the
normally acceptable land use category for classroom uses (up to 65 Ldn).
Based on the above, project-level and cumulative transportation and circulation impacts under
Variant 4 would be similar to those identified under the Developer’s Proposed Option (see SEIR
Section 3.C, Noise). Implementation of Variant 4 would not result in new or more severe impacts,
would not change the analysis or conclusions in that section, and no new mitigation measures
would be required.

Air Quality
Demolition, excavation, site grading, and construction activities under Variant 4 would be
conducted according to the same construction phases as under the Developer’s Proposed Option
and would have the same impacts as identified in Impacts AQ-1 through AQ-6 and C-AQ-1
through C-AQ-2 as discussed for the Developer’s Proposed Option. As discussed under
Impact AQ-2a, p. 3.D-44, construction-related emissions for the Developer’s Proposed Option
would not exceed any significance thresholds. Therefore, this would be a less-than-significant
impact. However, as discussed above, the project may be constructed over a shorter timeframe,
resulting in full project construction over three years instead of six years. If this were to occur, the
same amount of construction equipment and hours of operation would be required, but the activity
would be compressed into a shorter duration. Therefore, average daily construction emissions would
increase. Under this compressed schedule, and as discussed under Impact AQ-2a pp. 3.D-44,
construction-related emissions of NOx for the Developer’s Proposed Option would exceed
significance thresholds in 2022. Therefore, this would be a significant impact. In addition, as
discussed under Impact AQ-2b, p. 3.D-56, overlapping construction and operational emissions for
the Developer’s Proposed Option would exceed significance thresholds for NOx in 2024. Therefore,
this would be a significant impact. Thus, all construction-related and operational-related mitigation
measures identified for the Developer’s Proposed Option would be applicable to Variant 4 (i.e.,
Mitigation Measures M-AQ-2a, p. 3.D-48; M-AQ-2b, p. 3.D-49; M-AQ-2c, p. 3.D-52; and M-AQ-2d,
p. 3.D-53). Similar to the proposed project, Impact AQ-2a would be significant and unavoidable
with mitigation, while Impact AQ-2b would be less than significant with mitigation.
With regard to exposure of sensitive receptors to substantial pollutant concentrations associated
with project-related TAC emissions, construction-related TAC emissions would be the same as
under the Developer’s Proposed Option. Operational TAC emissions and exposure would be
identical to the Developer’s Proposed Option. As discussed under Impact AQ-4, p. 3.D-65, for
receptors currently located in the APEZ, the excess cancer risk impact on offsite receptors under
the Developer’s Proposed Option would be significant and unavoidable with mitigation. Thus, all
construction-related and operational-related mitigation measures identified for the Developer’s
Proposed Option would be applicable to Variant 4 (i.e., Mitigation Measure M-AQ-2a, p. 3.D-48;
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Mitigation Measure M-AQ-4a, p. 3.D-71; and Mitigation Measure M-AQ-4b, p. 3.D-72). Similar to
the proposed project, this impact would be significant and unavoidable with mitigation.
Variant 4 would not result in substantial increases in operational criteria pollutant or TAC
emissions because it would have the same mix of land use types (i.e., residential, retail, community
facilities/child care, open space), same trip generation and a would not result in new or different
operational emissions sources than those analyzed under the Developer’s Proposed Option.
Based on the above, project-level and cumulative air quality impacts under Variant 4 would be
similar to those identified under the Developer’s Proposed Option (see SEIR Section 3.D, Air Quality).
Implementation of the Variant 4 would not result in new or more severe impacts, would not change
the analysis or conclusions in that section, and no new mitigation measures would be required.
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CHAPTER 6

Alternatives
6.A Introduction
This chapter presents the alternatives analysis as required by the California Environmental Quality
Act (CEQA) for the proposed Balboa Reservoir Project (proposed project). The discussion includes
a review of the alternatives analyzed in the Balboa Park Station Area Plan Final Environmental
Impact Report (PEIR), followed by the methodology used to select alternatives to the proposed
project for detailed CEQA analysis, with the intent of developing potentially feasible alternatives
that could avoid or substantially lessen the significant impacts identified for the proposed project
while still meeting most of the project objectives. This chapter identifies a reasonable range of
alternatives that meet these criteria, and these alternatives are evaluated for their comparative
merits with respect to minimizing adverse environmental effects. For the alternatives selected for
detailed analysis, this chapter evaluates the alternatives’ impacts against existing environmental
conditions and compares the potential impacts of the alternatives with those of the proposed
project options. Based on this analysis, this chapter then identifies the environmentally superior
alternative. Finally, other alternative concepts that were considered but eliminated from detailed
consideration are described along with the reasons for their elimination.

6.A.1 Organization of This Chapter
This chapter is divided into five main sections.


Section 6.A, Introduction, p. 6-1, is this introductory section, which includes a summary of state
requirements for the analysis of alternatives.



Section 6.B, Descriptions of Alternatives Selected for Analysis, p. 6-7, describes the basis for
selecting the alternatives analyzed in this SEIR; it reviews the project objectives, summarizes the
significant impacts of the project that were identified in SEIR Chapter 3, Environmental Setting,
Impacts, and Mitigation Measures, and describes the alternatives screening and selection
process.



Section 6.C, Alternatives Analysis, p. 6-11, provides a detailed description of each of the selected
alternatives; presents the detailed alternatives analysis and evaluates the environmental impacts
of each of the alternatives, compared to those of the proposed project and relative to each other;
and summarizes their ability to meet the project objectives.



Section 6.D, Environmentally Superior Alternative, p. 6-49, identifies the environmentally
superior alternative.



The last section, Section 6.E, Alternatives Considered but Rejected, p. 6-56, discusses alternative
concepts considered but rejected from further study.
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6.A.2 CEQA Requirements for Alternatives Analysis
CEQA Guidelines section 15126.6(a) states that an environmental impact report (EIR) must
describe and evaluate a reasonable range of alternatives to the proposed project that would feasibly
attain most of the project’s basic objectives, but that would avoid or substantially lessen any
identified significant adverse environmental effects of the project. An EIR is not required to
consider every conceivable alternative to a proposed project. Rather, it must consider a reasonable
range of potentially feasible alternatives that will foster informed decision-making and public
participation.
CEQA, the CEQA Guidelines, and the case law on the subject have found that feasibility can be
based on a range of factors and influences. CEQA Guidelines section 15364 defines “feasibility” as
“capable of being accomplished in a successful manner within a reasonable period of time, taking
into account economic, environmental, legal, social, and technological factors.” CEQA Guidelines
section 15126.6(f)(1) states that the factors that may be taken into account when addressing the
feasibility of alternatives include site suitability, economic viability, availability of infrastructure,
general plan consistency, other plans or regulatory limitations, jurisdictional boundaries (projects
with a regionally significant impact should consider the regional context), and whether the
proponent can reasonably acquire, control, or otherwise have access to the alternative site (if the
site is not already owned by the proponent).
The EIR must evaluate the comparative merits of the alternatives and include sufficient
information about each alternative to allow meaningful evaluation, analysis, and comparison with
the proposed project. Specifically, the CEQA Guidelines set forth the following criteria for selecting
and evaluating alternatives:


“An EIR shall describe a range of reasonable alternatives to the project, or to the location of the
project, which would feasibly attain most of the basic objectives of the project but would avoid
or substantially lessen any of the significant effects of the project, and evaluate the comparative
merits of the alternatives. An EIR need not consider every conceivable alternative to a project.
Rather it must consider a reasonable range of potentially feasible alternatives that will foster
informed decision making and public participation. An EIR is not required to consider
alternatives which are infeasible.” (CEQA Guidelines section 15126.6(a))



“[T]he discussion of alternatives shall focus on alternatives to the project or its location which
are capable of avoiding or substantially lessening any significant effects of the project, even if
these alternatives would impede to some degree the attainment of the project objectives, or
would be more costly.” (CEQA Guidelines section 15126.6(b))



“The range of potential alternatives shall include those that could feasibly accomplish most of
the basic objectives of the project and could avoid or substantially lessen one or more of the
significant effects.” (CEQA Guidelines section 15126.6(c))



“The specific alternative of ‘no project’ shall also be evaluated along with its impact.” (CEQA
Guidelines section 15126.6(e)(1))



“The alternatives shall be limited to ones that would avoid or substantially lessen any of the
significant effects of the project. Of those alternatives, the EIR need examine in detail only the
ones that the lead agency determines could feasibly attain most of the basic objectives of the
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project. The range of feasible alternatives shall be selected and discussed in a manner to foster
meaningful public participation and informed decision-making.” (CEQA Guidelines
section 15126.6(f))

6.A.3 Alternatives Selection
This section describes the basis for determining the range of CEQA alternatives and identifies the
specific alternatives that are analyzed in this EIR.

Project Objectives
As presented in SEIR Chapter 2, Project Description, the City and County of San Francisco and the
SFPUC, as the current owner of the project site, and Reservoir Community Partners LLC, the
project sponsor, identified nine shared objectives associated with the Balboa Reservoir project, and
one additional objective for the City and SFPUC. The project objectives are used in the
identification, selection, and evaluation of alternatives. As noted above, an EIR need only consider
alternatives that would feasibly accomplish most of the project’s basic objectives.

Summary of Significant Impacts
As stated in the CEQA Guidelines section 15126.6(a), alternatives to a project selected for analysis
in an EIR must substantially lessen or avoid any of the significant environmental impacts
associated with the project. The following summarizes the conclusions for potentially significant
and significant impacts identified in SEIR Chapter 3 and Appendix B, Initial Study.

Significant and Unavoidable Impacts
The proposed project was determined to have the following significant and unavoidable impacts,
even with implementation of feasible mitigation measures, as described in detail in SEIR Chapter 3.

Transportation and Circulation


The proposed project’s physical changes to Lee Avenue could result in secondary effects if
there is a resulting deficit in freight loading supply serving Whole Foods and other nearby
uses. These secondary effects could impact existing de facto passenger and freight loading
zones, and may create potentially hazardous conditions for people bicycling or significant
delay public transit. No feasible mitigation measures were identified and this impact is
considered significant and unavoidable. (Impact TR-6b)



The proposed project, in combination with reasonably foreseeable future development, would
increase vehicle traffic and transit ridership. Given the uncertainty regarding growth
associated with implementation of City College facilities master plan projects, this impact is
conservatively considered a significant cumulative impact and the project’s contribution to this
impact would be cumulatively considerable. Mitigation would require the project sponsor to
monitor transit travel times and implement measures to meet the transit travel time
performance standard; however, given the uncertainty regarding the effectiveness of TDM
measures and if SFMTA would approve other measures under their jurisdiction, even with
implementation of Mitigation Measure M-C-TR-4, this impact is conservatively considered to
remain significant and unavoidable with mitigation. (Impact C-TR-4)
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The proposed project, in combination with reasonably foreseeable future projects, would result
in a reduction in on-street loading supply on Lee Avenue, such that the loading demand along
Lee Avenue would not be accommodated within the on-street loading supply, would impact
existing passenger and freight loading zones, and may create potentially hazardous conditions
for people bicycling or substantially delay public transit. The project’s contribution to this
impact would be cumulatively considerable. No feasible mitigation measures were identified
and this impact is considered significant and unavoidable. (Impact C-TR-6b)

Noise


Project construction would cause a substantial temporary or periodic increase in ambient noise
levels at noise-sensitive receptors above levels existing without the project. Mitigation
including construction noise control measures would lessen the severity of the impact, but not
to a less-than-significant level. This impact is significant and unavoidable with mitigation.
(Impact NO-1)



Construction of the proposed project, in combination with construction of other cumulative
development, would cause a substantial temporary or periodic increase in ambient noise levels
at noise-sensitive receptors, due to overlapping construction activities in proximity to
receptors, resulting in a significant cumulative impact. The project’s contribution to this impact
would be cumulatively considerable without mitigation. Mitigation to implement construction
noise control measures would lessen the severity of the impact, but not to a less-thansignificant level. (Impact C-NO-1)

Air Quality


During project construction (including during construction of Phase 2 that overlaps with Phase 1
project operations), the proposed project would not generate criteria air pollutants at levels that
would violate air quality standards for reactive organic gases (ROG) and nitrogen oxides (NOx),
contribute substantially to an existing or projected air quality violation, or result in a
cumulatively considerable net increase in criteria air pollutants. However, due to the unknowns
associated with construction phasing depending on market conditions and other unanticipated
factors which could result in increases in criteria pollutant emissions, ROG and NOx emissions
are conservatively assumed to exceed the significance thresholds during the construction
period (ROG and NOx emissions during construction of Phase 2 that overlaps with Phase 1
project operations would not exceed the significance thresholds). Mitigation measures would
substantially lessen the severity of the impact; however, due to the unknowns associated with
implementing an emission offset program and construction phasing depending on market
conditions and other unanticipated factors, this impact is conservatively considered significant
and unavoidable with mitigation. (Impact AQ-2a)



During project construction (including during construction of Phase 2 that overlaps with
Phase 1 project operations), the proposed project would generate toxic air contaminants
(TACs) at levels that would expose either offsite or onsite sensitive receptors to substantial
pollutant concentrations. The health risk assessment conducted for the proposed project
determined that impacts associated with excess cancer risk at both offsite and onsite receptors
would exceed significance thresholds without mitigation. Mitigation measures would reduce
the impact on offsite and onsite sensitive receptors. However, due to the unknowns associated
with construction phasing depending on market conditions and other unanticipated factors
which could result in increases in exposure and health risks, health risks at offsite receptor
locations are conservatively assumed to still exceed the significance thresholds, and impacts
would therefore be considered significant and unavoidable with mitigation. (Impact AQ-4)
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The proposed project, in combination with reasonably foreseeable future development in the
project area, would contribute to cumulative regional air quality impacts and cumulative
health risk impacts on sensitive receptors. Mitigation measures would lessen the severity of
the impact; however, due to the unknowns associated with implementing an emission offset
program and the unknowns associated with construction phasing depending on market
conditions and other unanticipated factors which could result in increased exposure and health
risks, this impact is conservatively considered significant and unavoidable with mitigation.
(Impact C-AQ-1 and Impact C-AQ-2)

Alternatives Screening and Selection
Alternatives Screening
The alternatives selection process for the proposed project was focused on identifying strategies
that address the significant and unavoidable impacts of the proposed project. In addition, potential
alternatives were identified from review of scoping comments received following issuance of the
Notice of Preparation. The alternative strategies were then reviewed for their feasibility, and the
potentially feasible strategies were then screened for their ability to meet most of the project
objectives. This process resulted in the development of the project alternatives that were
determined to represent a reasonable range of alternatives as described and analyzed in this SEIR.

Strategies to Avoid or Lessen Significant Impacts
The significant and unavoidable impacts identified for the proposed project options can be broken
down into the following categories with respect to strategies to avoiding or lessening impacts
related to:


Secondary operational loading impacts



Transit delay



Noise and air quality effects of construction activities

These strategies were then used to formulate alternatives for analysis in this chapter.

Alternative Strategy to Address Secondary Loading Impacts
The significant and unavoidable transportation impact relates to the extension of Lee Avenue into
the project site, and reconfiguration of Lee Avenue between Ocean Avenue and the project site. As
described in SEIR Section 3.B, Transportation and Circulation, the proposed project would alter
the current status of Lee Avenue as a dead-end street and de facto loading zone for deliveries to
the Whole Foods grocery store at 1150 Ocean Avenue and to other nearby retail stores and
restaurants. That is, because Lee Avenue between Ocean Avenue and the project site has little
traffic other than cars heading to the Whole Foods garage and delivery trucks, trucks often park at
the curb along Lee Avenue (despite the presence of “No Parking” signs on both sides of the street)
to make deliveries. The curb is also used for passenger pickups and drop-offs. The reconfiguration
of Lee Avenue as part of the project to a through street providing access to and from the project
site would therefore effectively reduce the supply of on-street loading available to Whole Foods
and nearby land uses.
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If Whole Foods loading operations were to continue to occur on Lee Avenue, a loading deficit could
exist, which could result in secondary effects on people bicycling and public transit delay.
Examples include vehicles double parking for loading activities in Lee Avenue’s travel lanes, which
could create potentially hazardous conditions for people bicycling in those travel lanes, and queues
causing drivers to shift lanes along Ocean Avenue and cause delays to the K-Ingleside. Whole
Foods could internalize and manage some or all their loading demand, but there are no
observations or data to demonstrate that Whole Foods would be able to fully do so.
As noted in Chapter 2, Project Description, the proposed project includes the conversion of five
metered parking spaces (totaling 105 feet in length) along the Ocean Avenue frontage of 1150
Ocean Avenue to metered loading spaces between the hours of 6 a.m. and 2 p.m., subject to SFMTA
approval. However, this new proposed on-street space may not be convenient for all deliveries and
the potentially secondary impacts may still occur.
Strategies to reduce these operational secondary impacts include providing an additional point of
access to the project site, which would reduce the number of project-generated vehicle trips at the
Ocean Avenue/Lee Avenue intersection. Reducing the associated number of project-generated
vehicle trips on Lee Avenue would reduce, to some extent, the potential for hazardous conditions to
people bicycling and queueing that could occur at the intersection of Ocean and Lee avenues, which
in turn could affect the K Ingleside. However, it is not known and cannot be known at this time how
activity on Lee Avenue will occur in the future once the street is changed from a dead-end to a
through street. Moreover, on-street loading demand from Whole Foods and other nearby existing
uses, would be displaced regardless of the size of the project. Therefore, for purposes of a
conservative assessment, it is judged that this change resulting from the project, along with the
addition of project traffic, even if in a lesser volume, the project could cause potentially hazardous
conditions to people bicycling and delay transit.

Alternative Strategy to Address Transit Delay
The addition of vehicle and transit trips generated by the proposed project in combination with the
City College facilities master plan projects and other cumulative development is expected to
increase transit delay and could exceed the four-minute threshold. As a result, the proposed project
options, in combination with cumulative projects, could result in a significant cumulative public
transit delay impact given the uncertainty of City College’s contribution. The proposed project’s
contribution would be cumulative considerable at greater than two minutes of delay
As discussed under Impact C-TR-4, p. 3.B-94, given the uncertainty regarding the effectiveness of
TDM measures and if SFMTA would approve other measures under their jurisdiction, even with
implementation of Mitigation Measure M-C-TR-4, Monitor Cumulative Transit Travel Times and
Implement Measures to Reduce Transit Delay, p. 3.B-96, the proposed project options and variants
would result in a significant and unavoidable with mitigation cumulative impact with respect to
transit delay.
Strategies to reduce these operational impacts include providing an additional point of vehicular
access to the project site and reducing the density of the project. Providing an additional vehicular
access point would reduce the number of project-generated vehicle trips along transit routes.
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Reducing the associated number of project-generated vehicle trips along Ocean Avenue and Frida
Kahlo Way would reduce, to some extent, the potential for the project to have a considerable
contribution to increases in transit delay. Reducing the density of the project would reduce the
number of project-generated vehicle and transit trips. Reducing the number of project-generated
vehicle and transit trips would reduce, to some extent, the potential for the project to have a
considerable contribution to increases in transit delay. However, given the uncertainty in City
College facilities master plan projects contribution, there could be a cumulative impact to transit
delay to which the project could have a cumulatively considerable contribution.

Alternative Strategy to Address Construction-Related Impacts
Construction activities would result in significant and unavoidable impacts related to air quality and
noise. SEIR Section 3.D, Air Quality, identifies mitigation measures for construction air quality and
TACs, which include construction emissions minimization and an emission offsets program. These
measures represent feasible strategies to lessen air quality impacts of the proposed project, although
not to a less-than-significant level under the compressed construction schedule. An alternative
strategy to avoid this impact would be to require that the construction be phased sequentially over a
six-year period, with no compressed schedule.
SEIR Section 3.C, Noise, identifies mitigation to reduce construction-related noise impacts, which
include construction noise control measures, although significant effects would still result. The
construction-related impacts are associated with the scale and duration of the development. For both
air quality and noise impacts, one potential alternative strategy to avoid or lessen construction
impacts would be to reduce the scale of the project, which in turn could reduce the magnitude of
construction.

6.B Descriptions of Alternatives Selected for Analysis
Based on the screening process described above, the following four alternatives were selected for
detailed analysis in this SEIR:


Alternative A: No Project Alternative



Alternative B: Reduced Density Alternative



Alternative C: San Ramon Way Passenger Vehicle Access Alternative



Alternative D: Six-Year Construction Schedule Alternative

These four alternatives were determined to adequately represent the range of potentially feasible
alternatives required under CEQA for this project. These alternatives would lessen, and in some
cases avoid, significant and unavoidable adverse impacts related to air quality and transportation
that were identified for the proposed project. A “no project alternative” is included as
Alternative A, as required by CEQA, even though it would not meet the basic project objectives.
Alternatives B, C, and D are potentially feasible options that would meet most of the basic project
objectives. Other alternatives considered, but not carried forward for detailed analysis and the
reasons they were not carried forward, are described in Section 6.E, p. 6-56.
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Table 6-1, Characteristics of Proposed Project and Alternatives, summarizes and compares the
characteristics of the proposed project with those of Alternatives A through D. For comparison
purposes, Figures 6-1 through 6-3, presented in Section 6.C, pp. 6-15, 6-17, and 6-30, respectively,
depict Alternatives B and C. Alternative D would require applying sequential construction
phasing over six years without a compressed schedule. Table 6-2, Summary of Ability of
Alternatives to Meet Project Objectives, summarizes the ability of each of the alternatives to meet
the project objectives.
Detailed descriptions of each alternative are presented below, including the assumptions used in
analyzing their environmental impacts. For each alternative, the descriptions include the land use
plan, description of features different from the proposed project options, and construction
assumptions.
TABLE 6-1
CHARACTERISTICS OF PROPOSED PROJECT AND ALTERNATIVES
Proposed Project

Alternatives
Alternative C:
San Ramon
Way Passenger
Vehicle
Accessa

Alternative D:
Six-Year
Construction
Scheduleb

Developer’s
Proposed
Option

Additional
Housing
Option

Alternative A:
No Project

Alternative B:
Reduced
Density

Residential,
dwelling units

1,100

1,550

0

800

1,100–1,550

1,100–1,550

Residential,
gross square
feet

1,283,000

1,588,000

0

936,590c

1,283,000–
1,588,000

1,283,000–
1,588,000

Commercial
(retail), gross
square feet

7,500

7,500

0

7,500

7,500

7,500

Community
Facilities, gross
square feet

10,000

10,000

0

10,000

10,000

10,000

Parking, gross
square feet

339,900

231,000

143,930d

231,000–
339,900

231,000–
339,900

1,640,400

1,836,500

0

1,098,020

1,640,400–
1,836,500

1,640,400–
1,836,500

1,300
[550 residential
+ 750 public
garage]

650
[residential
only]

1,007

400
[residential
only]d

650–1,300

650–1,300

4.2

4.2

0

4.2

4.2

4.2

Characteristic

Land Use
Program

Total Building
Area

Parking
Parking, no. of
spaces

Open Space
Open Space,
acres
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Proposed Project

Developer’s
Proposed
Option

Characteristic

Alternatives

Additional
Housing
Option

Alternative A:
No Project

Alternative B:
Reduced
Density

Alternative C:
San Ramon
Way Passenger
Vehicle
Accessa

Alternative D:
Six-Year
Construction
Scheduleb

Building Characteristics
Stories, no.

2 to 7

2 to 8

—

2 to 6

2 to 8

2 to 8

Height, feet

28 to 78

28 to 88

—

28 to 68

28 to 88

28 to 88

Start Date

2021

2021

—

2021

2021

2021

End Date

2024 or 2027

2024 or
2027

—

2027

2027

2027

3–6

3–6

—

6

6

6

3

3

—

3

3

3

Construction

Total Duration,
years
Construction
phases

SOURCES: ESA, 2019; Van Meter Williams Pollack, 2019.
a The San Ramon Way Access Alternative could be implemented in conjunction with either the Developer’s Proposed Option or the
Additional Housing Option. Hence, development intensity is given as a range between that of the two options.
b Alternative D could be combined with the proposed project options.
c 800 units is approximately 73 percent of the Developer’s Proposed Option. Alternative B residential gross square footage is estimated
based on the percentage of the Developer’s Proposed Option.
d Similar to the Additional Housing Option, Alternative B would not provide a public parking garage. The residential parking for
Alternative B was calculated based on the same ratio as the Additional Housing Option (231,000 gsf / 650 spaces = 355.4 gsf/space x
400 Alternative B spaces = 142,160 gsf).

TABLE 6-2
SUMMARY OF ABILITY OF ALTERNATIVES TO MEET PROJECT OBJECTIVES

Alternative A:
No Project
Project Objectives

Alternative B:
Reduced
Density

Alternative C:
San Ramon
Way Passenger
Vehicle Access

Alternative D:
Six-Year
Construction
Schedule

Would the alternative meet this objective?

Implement the goals of the City’s 2014
Public Land for Housing program and the
Surplus Public Lands Initiative (Proposition
K), passed by the voters in November
2015, by replacing an underused surface
parking lot located on surplus public land
with a substantial amount of new housing,
including a high percentage of affordable
housing.

No

Partially due to
reduction in
residential units
(provides 300 and
750 less units
than the
Developer’s
Proposed Option
and Additional
Housing Option,
respectively)

Yes

Yes

Implement the objectives and goals of the
General Plan Housing Element and of the
2009 Balboa Park Station Area Plan that
calls for the development of a mixed-use
residential neighborhood on the west
reservoir to address the citywide demand
for housing.

No

Yes

Yes

Yes
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Alternative A:
No Project
Project Objectives

Alternative B:
Reduced
Density

Alternative C:
San Ramon
Way Passenger
Vehicle Access

Alternative D:
Six-Year
Construction
Schedule

Would the alternative meet this objective?

Contribute to the City’s goal of creating
5,000 housing units each year on a site
specifically identified in the general plan for
additional housing in close proximity to
local and regional public transportation by
maximizing the number of housing units in
the project.

No

Partially due to
reduction in
residential units

Yes

Yes

Build a high-quality residential community
with a wide range of building types and
heights, and a range of dwelling unit type
and tenure, which will provide new
residents with the greatest variety of
housing options.

No

Partially due to
reduction in
residential units

Yes

Yes

Build a mixed-income community with a
high percentage of affordable units to
provide housing options for households at
a range of income levels, and by doing so
facilitate a neighborhood that fosters
personal connections across income
ranges.

No

Partially due to
reduction in
residential units

Yes

Yes

Replace the reservoir’s abandoned
infrastructure with new infrastructure
improvements, including new streets and
sidewalks, bicycle and pedestrian
amenities, pedestrian paseos and multiuse
paths, water, sewer and gas/electric
utilities, new fire hydrant infrastructure and
an extension of the City’s Auxiliary Water
Supply System (AWSS), and community
facilities including one new public park,
another major open space, a community
center, and a childcare facility.

No

Yes

Yes

Yes

Establish pedestrian and bicycle
connections from the Project site to
adjacent neighborhoods including City
College of San Francisco, Ocean Avenue,
Sunnyside and Westwood Park, and
increase and improve pedestrian access to
transit connections in the area including
Bay Area Rapid Transit (BART), Municipal
Railway (Muni) light-rail and bus lines, and
Muni’s City College Terminal.

No

Yes

Yes

Yes

As stated in the City’s Balboa Reservoir
Request for Proposals, work with City
College to address parking needs by
identifying parking and transportation
solutions.

No

Yes

Yes

Yes
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Alternative A:
No Project
Project Objectives

Alternative B:
Reduced
Density

Alternative C:
San Ramon
Way Passenger
Vehicle Access

Alternative D:
Six-Year
Construction
Schedule

Would the alternative meet this objective?

Develop a project that is financially feasible
and able to support the financial investment
that will be required to realize it, including
equity and debt return levels that will be
required by investors and lenders to
finance residential developments, as well
as eligibility for required federal, state,
regional, and local sources of subsidy for
infrastructure and utility construction and
affordable housing.

No

Financial
feasibility
unknown

Yes

Yes

The City and SFPUC have the following
additional objective:

No

Unknown

Yes

Yes



Provide SFPUC’s water utility
ratepayers with fair market value for
this utility land asset as required by the
City’s Charter and applicable law.

6.C Alternatives Analysis
This section presents the detailed analysis of the impacts of the selected alternatives compared to
the proposed project. For each of the three alternatives, this section presents a description of the
alternative, assesses the ability of the alternative to meet each of the project objectives, and analyzes
the impacts of the alternative compared to those of the proposed project. The impact analysis is
based on the same environmental setting and significance criteria as presented for each resource
topic in SEIR Chapter 3 and uses the same approach to analysis. Except as noted, the impact
analysis of the alternatives is qualitative, relative to the identified impacts of the project, and the
reader is referred to Chapter 3 and the initial study for the more detailed analysis.

Alternative A: No Project
As required by CEQA Guidelines section 15126.6(e), a no project alternative is evaluated in this
SEIR to allow decision-makers to compare the environmental effects of approving the proposed
project with the effects of not approving the project. CEQA Guidelines section 15126.6(e)(2)
requires that the no project alternative analysis “discuss the existing conditions … as well as what
would be reasonably expected to occur in the foreseeable future if the project were not approved,
based on current plans and policies and consistent with the available infrastructure and
community services.” The no project alternative would not preclude development of the site by
another project in the future. Currently, there are no other development proposals pending at the
project site. Therefore, pursuant to CEQA Guidelines section 15126.6(e)(3)(B), the no project
alternative for purposes of this analysis is considered “no build” wherein the existing
environmental setting is maintained and is “the circumstance in which the project does not
proceed.”
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Description of the No Project Alternative
Under Alternative A, the Balboa Reservoir site would not be developed with either of the proposed
project options described in SEIR Chapter 2, or the variants described in SEIR Chapter 5, Variants.
Under Alternative A, there would be no change to the existing site circulation. The surface parking
lot would not be altered, and the existing 1,007 surface vehicular parking spaces would remain.
The project site would be accessed from the North Access Road as under existing conditions. In
addition, the Lee Avenue extension, new infrastructure, and streetscape and open space
improvements would not be constructed.
The existing development controls on the project site would continue to govern site development
and would not be changed. There would be no amendments to the general plan, planning code, or
zoning map. No changes related to a new Balboa Reservoir Special Use District or design standards
and guidelines would occur. The project site would remain under the existing P (Public) Use
District and the 40-X and 65-A Height and Bulk Districts. Any specific detail about the
characteristics of future development under the No Project Alternative would be speculative.

Impacts of the No Project Alternative
This environmental analysis assumes that the existing use on the project site would not change and
that the existing physical conditions described in SEIR Chapter 3 and in SEIR Appendix B, Initial
Study, Section E, Evaluation of Environmental Effects, would remain the same. If Alternative A
were to proceed, no changes would be implemented, and none of the impacts associated with the
proposed project options or variants, as described in SEIR Chapter 3, SEIR Chapter 5, and initial
study Section E, would occur. However, incremental changes would be expected to occur in the
vicinity of the project site as nearby reasonably foreseeable cumulative projects (see Table 3.A-1,
Cumulative Projects in the Project Vicinity, p. 3.A-11) are approved, constructed, and occupied.
With no change to existing site conditions under Alternative A, land use activity on the project site
would not contribute to significant cumulative impacts beyond existing levels.

Transportation and Circulation
Travel Demand and Transportation Network Changes
With existing land uses retained and no changes to the transportation network, transportation and
circulation conditions would remain as they are under existing conditions.

Construction Impacts
Alternative A would not generate construction-related truck traffic or worker trips to and from the
project site. Therefore, this alternative would not have any construction-related impacts under
existing plus project and cumulative conditions.

Operational Impacts
Alternative A would not result in any increases in operations-related travel to and from the project
site over existing conditions, and therefore would have less-than-significant project-specific impacts
on vehicle miles traveled, traffic hazards, transit, pedestrian or bicycle travel, loading within the site,
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and emergency vehicle access. The significant loading impact (Impact TR-6b, p. 3.B-85) that would
be attributable to the proposed project options and variants would not occur for Alternative A.

Cumulative Impacts
Alternative A would not contribute to any cumulative impacts on vehicle miles traveled, traffic
hazards, pedestrian or bicycle travel, emergency vehicle access, or project-specific construction as
none were identified. The significant cumulative transit impact (Impact C-TR-4, p. 3.B-94), and the
significant cumulative loading impact (Impact C-TR-6b, p. 3.B-101) that would be attributable to
the proposed project options and variants would not occur for Alternative A. Therefore, the
mitigation measure identified for the proposed project options and variants (Mitigation Measure
M-C-TR-4, Monitor Cumulative Transit Travel Times and Implement Measures to Reduce Transit
Delay, p. 3.B-96) would not be applicable.

Noise
Under Alternative A, the project site would continue to be used as an overflow parking lot and site
conditions would not change. The significant construction-related noise increases (Impact NO-1),
and significant operational noise increases from stationary equipment (Impact NO-3) that would
be attributable to the proposed project options or project variants would not occur. The mitigation
measures identified for the proposed project and project variants (Mitigation Measures M-NO-1,
Construction Noise Control Measures, p. 3.C-30; and M-NO-3, Fixed Mechanical Equipment Noise
Controls, p. 3.C-36) would not be applicable, as no new construction would occur. Compared to
the proposed project options, Alternative A would not have any project-level noise and vibration
impacts, and would not contribute to any cumulative impacts related to noise and vibration.

Air Quality
Under Alternative A, the project site would continue to be used as an overflow parking lot and site
conditions would not change. The significant construction-related criteria pollutant increases
(Impact AQ-2a, p. 3.D-44), the significant health risk impact (Impact AQ-4, p. 3.D-65), the
significant cumulative regional air quality impacts (Impact C-AQ-1, p. 3.D-88), and the significant
cumulative regional health risk impacts (Impact C-AQ-2, p. 3.D-91) that would be attributable to
the proposed project options and variants would not occur for Alternative A. The mitigation
measures identified for the proposed project and variants (Mitigation Measures M-AQ-2a,
Construction Emissions Minimization, p. 3.D-48; M-AQ-2b, Low-VOC Architectural Coatings,
p. 3.D-49; M-AQ-2c, On-Road Truck Emissions Minimization for the Compressed Construction
Schedule, p. 3.D-52; M-AQ-2d, Offset Construction and Operational Emissions for the Compressed
Schedule, p. 3.D-53; M-AQ-4a, Diesel Backup Generator Specifications, p. 3.D-71; and Mitigation
Measure M-AQ-4b, Install MERV 13 Filters at the Daycare Facility, p. 3.D-72) would not be
applicable, as no new construction or operational activities would occur. Compared to the
proposed project, Alternative A would not have any project-level air quality or health risk impacts,
and would not contribute to any cumulative impacts related to air quality or health risk.

Initial Study Topics
The initial study (Appendix B) and Chapter 5, Variants, of this SEIR concluded that the proposed
project options and variants would have no impacts, less-than-significant impacts, or less-than-
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significant impacts with mitigation in the following analysis areas: land use and land use planning,
aesthetics, population and housing, cultural resources, tribal cultural resources, greenhouse gas
emissions, wind, shadow, recreation, utilities and service systems, public services, biological
resources, geology and soils, hydrology and water quality, hazards/hazardous materials, mineral
resources, energy, agriculture and forestry resources, and wildfire.
Alternative A would result in no impacts related to any of these environmental topics, because this
alternative would result in no changes to existing site conditions. Because there would be no
ground disturbance or new construction at the site under Alternative A, mitigation measures
presented in the initial study would not be required under Alternative A.

Ability of the No Project Alternative to Meet Project Objectives
It is assumed that other proposed residential community projects at the site would also not be built
under the No Project Alternative, as the project options and other alternatives address differences
in residential community density and layout. As shown in Table 6-2, p. 6-9, the No Project
Alternative would not meet any of the project objectives. The project site would remain under the
existing P (Public) Use District and the 40-X and 65-A Height and Bulk Districts, and no mixed-use
residential community would be built at the project site. The reservoir’s abandoned infrastructure
would not be replaced with new infrastructure improvements. The No Project Alternative would
not implement the goals of the City’s 2014 Public Land for Housing program, the Surplus Public
Lands Initiative, the General Plan Housing Element, or the 2009 Balboa Park Station Area Plan.

Conclusion
Under Alternative A, none of the impacts associated with the proposed project options, as
described in Chapter 3 and in Appendix B, the initial study, would occur. The existing surface
parking lot would be retained in its current condition; no new buildings, infrastructure, open space,
or streetscape improvements would be constructed. There would be no change to existing site
circulation. Alternative A would have no significant impacts related to air quality, or
transportation and circulation. Therefore, the No Project Alternative would avoid the significant
and unavoidable impacts for the proposed project.

Alternative B: Reduced Density Alternative
Alternative B is the Reduced Density Alternative, shown in Figure 6-1, Alternative B: Reduced
Density Alternative Site Plan and Height Ranges (800 Units). The purpose of this alternative is
to avoid or substantially reduce the significant and unavoidable construction-related impacts on
noise and air quality, loading impacts, and cumulative transit delay impacts identified in SEIR
Chapter 3 for the proposed project options and summarized in Section 6.A.3, Alternatives
Selection, p. 6-3.
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Figure 6-1
Alternative B: Reduced Density Alternative
Site Plan and Height Ranges (800 Units)
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Description of the Reduced Density Alternative
Alternative B would be identical to the proposed project options with respect to the types of land
uses, street configurations, and site plan block configurations. Under Alternative B, it is assumed
that the site would be developed with approximately 936,590 gross square feet of residential uses
(800 dwelling units, or 300 and 750 fewer than the Developer’s Proposed Option and Additional
Housing Option, respectively). This alternative would include 7,500 gross square feet of retail space
and 10,000 gross square feet of childcare and community space, as under both proposed project
options. Similar to the Additional Housing Option, Alternative B would not include a public
parking garage. There would be approximately 143,930 gross square feet of parking (87,070 and
195,970 gross square feet less than the Additional Housing Option and Developer’s Proposed
Option, respectively), providing 400 residential parking spaces (150 and 250 fewer than the
Additional Housing Option and Developer’s Proposed Option, respectively). Figure 6-2,
Alternative B: Reduced Density Alternative Parking Facilities and Street Parking Plan,
illustrates the proposed off-street parking locations.
Overall, the total building area would be approximately 542,380 to 738,480 gross square feet less
than the amount of development in the Developer’s Proposed Option and the Additional Housing
Option, respectively. The total building area would be about 66 percent of the Developer’s
Proposed Option and 59 percent of the Additional Housing Option.
In general, and as shown in Figure 6-1, building heights would be reduced compared to both
proposed project options. Building heights on Blocks A through G would be reduced by one story
compared to the Developer’s Proposed Option and by two stories compared to the Additional
Housing Option. Blocks TH1, TH2, and H would remain the same as under the Developer’s
proposed option, with building heights up to 35 feet. The building heights for Blocks A through G
for Alternative B would range in height from 25 to 68 feet.
Similar to the proposed project options, this alternative would include approximately 4 acres of
open space. The open spaces and parks would be connected by new internal networks such as
pedestrian passages, sidewalks, and roadways. As with the proposed project options, the SFPUC
would retain ownership of an 80-foot-wide strip of land located along the southern edge of the site
where an underground water transmission pipeline is located.
The transportation and circulation improvements under Alternative B would be identical to those
under the proposed project options, including the Lee Avenue extension, interior streets,
streetscape improvements, bicycle facilities, and Ocean Avenue streetscape modifications.
Operations of the retail, childcare and community facilities space under Alternative B would be
essentially the same as that for both proposed project options. The reduction in the number of
residential units under Alternative B would also reduce the number of vehicle, pedestrian, and
bicycle trips compared to the proposed project options.
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Figure 6-2
Alternative B: Reduced Density Alternative
Parking Facilities and Street Parking Plan
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Construction
Construction of Alternative B would be similar to the proposed project options, though reduced in
both magnitude and duration. In general, the same types of construction activities and equipment
would be required. Similar to the proposed project options, it is anticipated that construction
would start in 2021 and be completed in 2027. Similar to both proposed project options, the initial
phase (Phase 0) for Alternative B would include demolition of the west side berm and north and
east embankments, followed by grading, excavation, and construction of site infrastructure over
12 months from 2021 to 2022. Two phases of vertical construction would follow, each lasting
approximately 24 to 30 months. The construction activities during Phases 1 and 2 would include,
but not be limited to, finish grading, excavation for subgrade parking, construction of building
foundations, building construction, architectural coatings, and paving. Construction of Phase 1
(400 units) would occur from 2022 to 2024. Construction of Phase 2 (400 units) would occur from
2024 to 2027, after Phase 1 is complete. Buildings constructed in Phase 1 would be occupied during
construction of Phase 2. Like the proposed project, the phasing of project implementation would
be subject to changes due to market conditions and other unanticipated factors. Therefore,
construction could be accelerated and complete as early as 2023 or extend beyond 2027.
No public parking garage is proposed under Alternative B. Therefore, this alternative would not
require 56,000 cubic yards of excavation export under the Developer’s Proposed Option. However,
similar to the Additional Housing Option, Alternative B would require a net import of 9,000 cubic
yards of fill to balance the site.

Impacts of the Reduced Density Alternative
For the purposes of this alternatives analysis, it is assumed that Alternative B would incorporate
the same design standards and guidelines, infrastructure improvements, and transportation
management planning assumptions as those under the proposed project options. Impacts of
Alternative B would be similar to or less than those of the proposed project with respect to nearly
all resource areas. In all cases, the same mitigation measures identified for the proposed project
options would apply to the Reduced Density Alternative. The impacts of the Reduced Density
Alternative as compared to those of the proposed project are summarized below by resource topic.

Transportation and Circulation
Travel Demand and Transportation Network Changes
The transportation and circulation changes under Alternative B would be identical to those under
the proposed project options, including the Lee Avenue extension, interior streets, streetscape
improvements, and bicycle access ways. Alternative B would be identical to the proposed project
options with respect to the type of land uses, street configurations, and site plan block
configurations. However, under Alternative B, it is assumed that the site would be developed with
800 residential units and 400 vehicle parking spaces for residential use. As with the proposed
project options, Alternative B would include 10,000 square feet of childcare space and 7,500 square
feet of retail space.
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The travel demand for Alternative B was estimated for weekday daily and weekday a.m. and p.m.
peak periods assuming the same unit and bedroom mix as with the Developer’s Proposed Option
and Additional Housing Option. A comparison of the daily vehicle and person-trips of the
proposed project options with Alternative B is provided in Table 6-3, Daily Vehicle and PersonTrips of the Proposed Project Options and Alternative B.
TABLE 6-3
DAILY VEHICLE AND PERSON-TRIPS OF THE PROPOSED PROJECT OPTIONS AND ALTERNATIVE B
Vehicle Trips

Person-Trips

Daily

A.M. Peak
Hour

P.M. Peak
Hour

Daily

A.M. Peak
Hour

P.M. Peak
Hour

Alternative B

2,393

196

248

8,425

655

825

Developer’s
Proposed
Option

3,168

249

318

10,985

828

1,052

Difference

-775

-53

-70

-2,560

-173

-227

24% reduction

21% reduction

22% reduction

23% reduction

21% reduction

22% reduction

Alternative B

2,393

196

248

8,425

655

825

Additional
Housing
Option

4,442

329

423

14,825

1,088

1,394

Difference

-2,049

-133

-175

-6,400

-433

-569

46% reduction

40% reduction

41% reduction

43% reduction

40% reduction

41% reduction

SOURCES: SF Guidelines, 2019. ITE, 10th Edition, 2017, Kittelson & Associates Inc., 2019.

Alternative B would generate 8,425 person trips and 2,393 vehicle trips on a daily basis, 655 person
trips and 196 vehicle trips during the weekday a.m. peak hour, and 825 person trips and 248 vehicle
trips during the weekday p.m. peak hour. Because of its reduced land use program compared to
the proposed project and project variant, Alternative B would result in 24, 21, and 22 percent fewer
vehicle trips as compared to the Developer’s Proposed Option on a daily, weekday a.m. and p.m.
peak hour basis, respectively. Additionally, because Alternative B would not include a public
parking garage, existing vehicle traffic destined for the existing surface parking located in the west
basin (project site) would not be redistributed. Alternative B would result in 46, 40, and 41 percent
fewer vehicle trips as compared to the Additional Housing Option on a daily, weekday a.m. and
p.m. peak hour basis, respectively.

Construction Impacts
Alternative B would be constructed in three phases over a three- or six-year period, similar to the
proposed project options. Because of its reduced scale of the construction program compared to the
proposed project options, Alternative B would result in fewer and less substantial construction
effects. As with the proposed project options, Alternative B would also result in a less-thansignificant construction-related transportation impact. PEIR Improvement Measure (Construction)
is superseded by the requirements of the blue book regulations, which include the development of a
construction management plan and review and approval by the SFMTA and public works to address
overall coordination of construction activities, transportation-related circulation, access, and staging.
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Operational Impacts
As a result of the reduced land use program and associated reduction in person and vehicle trips
generated by Alternative B, Alternative B would result in reduced operational effects compared to
those described for the proposed project options and therefore would have less-than-significant
project-specific impacts on vehicle miles traveled, traffic hazards, transit, pedestrian or bicycle
travel, loading within the site, and emergency vehicle access.
As with the proposed project, Alternative B would extend Lee Avenue into the project site, altering
Lee Avenue’s current status as a dead-end street and de facto loading area for passenger pickup
and drop-off and freight deliveries. This reconfiguration of Lee Avenue would reduce the supply
of on-street loading available to Whole Foods and nearby land uses. Like the project, this
alternative would convert five metered parking spaces (105 linear feet) to commercial loading
along Ocean Avenue between Lee Avenue and Brighton Avenue. Alternative B would reduce
project-generated traffic volumes at the Ocean Avenue/Lee Avenue intersection compared to the
proposed project options. Although traffic volumes would be reduced at the Ocean Avenue/Lee
Avenue intersection under Alternative B, as with the proposed project options, Alternative B
operations would affect existing freight loading activity and passenger loading/unloading, and
could create hazardous conditions to people bicycling or significant delay that may affect transit.
Therefore, as with the proposed project options, Alternative B would result in significant
secondary effects with respect to loading, but to a lesser extent because Alternative B would reduce
project-generated traffic volumes on Lee Avenue compared to the proposed project options. As
discussed under Impact TR-6b, p. 3.B-85, given the uncertainty regarding the ability of the existing
loading demand to be accommodated and the lack of feasible mitigation measures, as with the
proposed project options, Alternative B would result in a significant and unavoidable impact with
respect to loading along Lee Avenue between Ocean Avenue and the project site.

Cumulative Impacts
Alternative B would not contribute to any cumulative impacts on vehicle miles traveled, traffic
hazards, pedestrian or bicycle travel, loading within the site, emergency vehicle access, or projectspecific construction as none were identified.
Alternative B would reduce project-generated traffic volumes and transit trips compared to the
proposed project options. However, as discussed under Impact C-TR-4, p. 3.B-94, the cumulative
growth in traffic volumes and transit trips associated with implementation of the City College facilities
master plan is uncertain at this time and the transit delay contribution from City College in
combination with Alternative B is unknown. For the purposes of a more conservative analysis, the
addition of vehicle and transit trips generated by Alternative B in combination with the facilities
master plan projects and other cumulative development is expected to increase transit delay and
exceed the four-minute threshold. As a result, Alternative B, in combination with cumulative projects,
would result in significant cumulative transit impacts related to transit delay. Although proposed
project traffic volumes would be reduced under Alternative B, as with the proposed project options
and variants, Alternative B operations could contribute considerably to significant cumulative transit
impacts related to transit delay, but to a lesser extent. As discussed under Impact C-TR-4, p. 3.B-94,
given the uncertainty regarding the effectiveness of TDM measures and if SFMTA would approve
other measures under their jurisdiction, even with implementation of Mitigation Measure M-C-TR-4,
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Monitor Cumulative Transit Travel Times and Implement Measures to Reduce Transit Delay, p. 3.B96, as with the proposed project options and variants, Alternative B would result in a significant and
unavoidable with mitigation cumulative impact with respect to transit delay.
As with the proposed project options and variants, Alternative B would extend Lee Avenue into the
project site, altering Lee Avenue’s current status as a dead-end street and de facto loading area for
passenger pickup and drop-off and freight deliveries. This reconfiguration of Lee Avenue would
reduce the supply of on-street loading available to Whole Foods and nearby land uses. Like the
proposed project options, this alternative would convert five metered parking spaces (105 linear feet)
to commercial loading along Ocean Avenue between Lee Avenue and Brighton Avenue. Under
cumulative conditions, freight and passenger loading activity on the surrounding street network
would increase as a result of development projects within the study area. Although Alternative B
would reduce project-generated traffic volumes at the Ocean Avenue/Lee Avenue intersection
compared to the proposed project options, as with the proposed project options, Alternative B
operations would affect existing freight loading activity and passenger loading/unloading, and could
create hazardous conditions to people bicycling or significant delay that may affect transit. Therefore,
as with the proposed project options, Alternative B in combination with cumulative projects would
result in significant secondary effects with respect to loading. Alternative B operations could
contribute considerably to significant cumulative transit impacts related to public transit delay, but
to a lesser extent because Alternative B would reduce project-generated traffic volumes on Lee
Avenue compared to the proposed project options. As discussed under Impact C-TR-6b, p. 3.B-101,
given the uncertainty regarding the ability of the existing loading demand to be accommodated and
the lack of feasible mitigation measures, as with the proposed project options and variants,
Alternative B would result in a significant and unavoidable cumulative impact with respect to
loading along Lee Avenue between Ocean Avenue and the project site.

Noise
Compared to the proposed project options, under Alternative B, Phase 0 would be the same but
would result in less construction activity for Phases 1 and 2 because of the reduced scale of the
buildings.

Construction Noise
The construction program for Alternative B would be generally the same as with the proposed
project and with the same phasing over a three- or six-year period. The type of construction
equipment and use characteristics would not change because demolition, excavation, and
construction activities, even though more limited, would still occur. Thus, the potential to generate
occasional temporary noise increases of at least 10 dBA over ambient levels at offsite locations
along Ocean Avenue, Plymouth Avenue, and at Archbishop Riordan High School and future onsite
receptors would remain (see Impact NO-1, p. 3.C-23), and the noise impacts from these activities
under Alternative B would also be significant and unavoidable. Similar to the proposed project
options and variants, Phase 1 project operations would overlap with Phase 2 construction. The
construction noise reduction strategies identified under Mitigation Measure M-NO-1 would
reduce the construction noise impact at off-site and on-site sensitive receptor but, as with the
proposed project options and variants, this impact would remain significant and unavoidable with
mitigation.
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Construction Vibration
Under Alternative B, as with the proposed project options and variants, construction activities that
generate groundborne vibration would occur, e.g., the use of excavators and vibratory rollers, but
existing distances of construction areas from buildings would be sufficient to attenuate vibrations
to less-than-significant levels.

Operational Noise
Fixed Mechanical Equipment
Under Alternative B, emergency diesel generators that would be required under the proposed
project would not be required for Alternative B. HVAC equipment would still likely be located on
the rooftops. As with the proposed project and project variants, Mitigation Measure M-NO-3,
p. 3.C-36, would still be required under Alternative B for rooftop equipment to ensure that proper
enclosures or other sound muffling measures would be implemented to meet regulatory
requirements established in the City’s Noise Ordinance. Therefore, like the proposed project and
variants, this impact would be less than significant with mitigation.
Traffic Noise
The mix of uses in Alternative B would be the same as the proposed project options. However, as
described above under Transportation and Circulation, Alternative B would result in 24 and
46 percent fewer daily vehicle trips compared to the Developer’s Proposed Option and Additional
Housing Option, respectively. Therefore, the traffic noise increase would be less than the reported
traffic noise increases attributable to the proposed project options and variants, and would be less
than significant (see Impact NO-4, p. 3.C-36).

Cumulative Impacts
Construction-related cumulative noise and vibration impacts under Alternative B would be similar
to those of the proposed project options and variants in combination with noise from construction
of other nearby projects of City College during the buildout period for the alternative, and noise
impacts would continue to be significant and unavoidable with mitigation (see Impact C-NO-1,
p. 3.C-38).
Operational cumulative conditions with the proposed project options and variants, a traffic noise
increase would also not be cumulatively considerable as was identified resulting in a less-thansignificant cumulative noise impact (see Impact C-NO-2, p. 3.C-40). Alternative B would result in
24 and 46 percent fewer daily vehicle trips compared to the Developer’s Proposed Option and
Additional Housing Option, respectively, and would also have cumulative noise impacts with
operation of Alternative B that would be less than significant.
Like the proposed project, cumulative mechanical equipment noise would have the potential to be
a cumulative impact, but with implementation of Mitigation Measure M-NO-3, p. 3.C-36, the
project’s impact under this alternative would not be cumulatively considerable.
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Air Quality
Air quality impacts of the proposed project options are described in SEIR Section 3.D, Air Quality,
and as described below, air quality impacts of the alternatives would be similar.

Construction Impacts: Fugitive Dust Emissions
As with the proposed project, construction activities under Alternative B would be required to
comply with the City’s Construction Dust Control Ordinance, and to implement specified dust
control measures. Compliance with the regulations and procedures set forth by the Construction
Dust Control Ordinance would ensure that like the proposed project options, potential dust related
air quality impacts for Alternative B would be less than significant.

Construction and Overlapping Operational Impacts: Criteria Air Pollutant Emissions
As discussed under Impact AQ-2a, p. 3.D-44, construction-related emissions for the Developer’s
Proposed Option would not exceed any significance thresholds. Therefore, this would be a lessthan-significant impact. However, construction-related emissions for the Additional Housing
Option would exceed significance thresholds for NOx in 2022, resulting in a significant impact. In
addition, as discussed under Impact AQ-2b, p. 3.D-56, overlapping construction and operational
emissions for the Developer’s Proposed Option would exceed significance thresholds for NOx in
2024, and overlapping construction and operational emissions for the Additional Housing Option
would exceed significance thresholds for NOx in 2024, 2026, and 2027. Therefore, this would be a
significant impact.
In addition, as discussed above, depending on market conditions and other unanticipated factors,
the project may be constructed over a shorter timeframe and Phases 1 and 2 may occur
concurrently instead of sequentially; such phasing may result in full project construction over three
years instead of six years. If this were to occur, the same amount of construction equipment and
hours of operation would be required, but the activity would be compressed into a shorter
duration. Therefore, average daily construction emissions would increase. Under this compressed
schedule, and as discussed under Impact AQ-2a, pp. 3.D-44, construction-related emissions of
NOx for the Developer’s Proposed Option would exceed significance thresholds in 2022. Therefore,
this would be a significant impact. The exceedances are driven by off-road construction equipment
and vendor trucks. For example, in 2023, off-road construction equipment and vendor trips
represent approximately 49 and 47 percent of total unmitigated NOx emissions, respectively, for
the Developer’s Proposed Option.
Alternative B would require less construction activity than the proposed project, given that there
would be fewer units to build and smaller building sizes. The total building area for Alternative B
would be about 66 percent of the Developer’s Proposed Option and 59 percent of the Additional
Housing Option; therefore, it is anticipated that total construction emissions for Alternative B,
including for off-road equipment and vendor trips, would also be less than the emissions for the
Developer’s Proposed Option and the Additional Housing Option. However, average daily
emissions for Alternative B could remain the same as the proposed project options, although the
overall duration of construction may be shorter.
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In addition, as discussed above, because the construction schedule for the proposed project options
could be compressed into as little as three years, a similar compressed construction schedule could
ensue with Alternative B and average daily construction emissions could increase substantially,
compared to those with the currently proposed schedule. This would increase NOx emissions and
further exceedances of the applicable significance criteria. For the proposed project options, it is
anticipated that this shortened construction schedule could result in average daily criteria pollutant
emissions that are 1.5 to 2.5 times greater than those presented in SEIR Section 3.D, Air Quality. The
same reasoning applies to Alternative B; a shortened construction schedule of 1.5 to two years could
result in daily criteria pollutant emissions that are 1.5 to 2.5 times greater than would occur under a
compressed construction schedule.
Consequently, the reduced construction activity for Alternative B could still result in NOx emissions
in excess of the thresholds of significance. Thus, all construction-related and operational-related
mitigation measures identified for the Developer’s Proposed Option would be applicable to
Alternative B (i.e., Mitigation Measures M-AQ-2a, Construction Emissions Minimization, p. 3.D-48;
M-AQ-2b, Low-VOC Architectural Coatings, p. 3.D-49; M-AQ-2c, On-Road Truck Emissions
Minimization for the Compressed Construction Schedule, p. 3.D-52; and M-AQ-2d, Offset
Construction and Operational Emissions for the Compressed Schedule, p. 3.D-53). Similar to the
proposed project options, Impact AQ-2a would be significant and unavoidable with mitigation,
while Impact AQ-2b would be less than significant with mitigation.

Operational Impacts: Criteria Air Pollutant Emissions
For the proposed project options, operational emissions would be below thresholds of significance
for all criteria pollutants for both Phase 1 operation in 2024 and full buildout operation in 2027.
This is a less-than-significant impact and no mitigation measures are required. Additionally, as
discussed under Impact AQ-2b, p. 3.D-56, to reduce combined construction plus operational
emissions of NOx, Mitigation Measures M-AQ-2c to M-AQ-2d, pp. 3.D-52 and 3.D-53, would
reduce operational emissions associated with the proposed project. However, these mitigation
measures are not required to reduce operational emissions by themselves to less-than-significant
levels.
Alternative B is anticipated to have lower operational emissions than the proposed project, due to
reduced energy use associated with fewer units and conditioned floor space, reduced vehicle trips
and associated mobile source emissions, reduced area source emission due to lower architectural
coating needs and consumer product use, and potentially reduced stationary source emissions due
to fewer emergency generators (likely because this alternative would develop shorter buildings
than either project option). Because operational emissions for Alternative B are not anticipated to
exceed the significance thresholds for any criteria pollutant, mitigation measures are not required
to reduce operational emissions. However, mitigation measures have been identified to reduce
combined construction plus operational emissions as discussed under Impact AQ-2b, p. 3.D-56.
Thus, the operational-related mitigation measure identified for the proposed project would be
applicable to Alternative B (i.e., Mitigation Measures AQ-2d, Offset Construction and Operational
Emissions for the Compressed Schedule, p. 3.D-53. With incorporation of these mitigation
measures, operational ROG and NOx emissions would be reduced further below the significance
thresholds, and this impact would be less than significant with mitigation.
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Toxic Air Contaminants, Construction and Operation
Construction and operation of the proposed project options would generate TACs, including diesel
particulate matter (DPM), which could expose both offsite and onsite sensitive receptors to a
localized health risk. Similar to the proposed project, construction and operation of Alternative B
would generate TACs, including DPM. However, as discussed above, Alternative B would result
in only approximately 66 percent of the square footage of development of the Developer’s
Proposed Option; therefore, it is anticipated that total construction-related DPM emissions for
Alternative B would also be less than the DPM emissions for the Developer’s Proposed Option and
the Additional Housing Option is. Similarly, Alternative B would generate fewer vehicle trips than
the proposed project, and building heights would be reduced to less than 68 feet, which would
eliminate the need for backup diesel generators for all buildings; therefore, Alternative B would
result in less operational emissions of DPM and PM2.5.
As explained in Section 3.D, Air Quality, for both offsite and onsite receptors not in the air pollutant
exposure zone (APEZ), lifetime cancer risk for the proposed project (both options) was found to be
less than significant with mitigation, while for offsite receptors already in the APEZ, the
unmitigated lifetime cancer risk was found to be less than significant based on modeling; however,
because of the potential for a compressed construction schedule, the lifetime cancer risk to off-site
receptors already in the APEZ was conservatively judged to be significant and unavoidable. (The
compressed construction schedule would not sufficiently increase risk for receptors not currently
in the APEZ so as to result in a significant impact after mitigation.)
Given the relative magnitude of development under Alternative B, it is likely that increased cancer
risk would be significant in the absence of mitigation. However, with implementation of Mitigation
Measures M-AQ-2a, Construction Emissions Minimization, p. 3.D-48; M-AQ-4a, Diesel Backup
Generator Specifications, p. 3.D-71; and M-AQ-4b, Install MERV 13 Filters at the Daycare Facility,
p. 3.D-72, lifetime cancer risk to offsite and onsite receptors not in the APEZ under Alternative B
would be less than significant with mitigation. With respect to offsite receptors already in the APEZ,
lifetime cancer risk under Alternative B would be lower than that of the proposed project options due
to less construction and operational activity. However, because the construction schedule may be
compressed, potentially increasing the exposure of offsite receptors, impacts related to construction
and operational exposure to TACs for receptors in the APEZ would be significant and unavoidable
with mitigation. Unlike the proposed project options, Mitigation Measure M-AQ-4a would not be
required under this alternative because building heights would be reduced to the extent that backup
diesel generators would not be required for any buildings. Similar to conditions with the project
options, annual average PM2.5 concentrations under Alternative B would be less than significant
with mitigation (Mitigation Measures M-AQ-2a, M-AQ-4a, and M-AQ-4b) for receptors not in the
APEZ and less than significant for receptors in the APEZ.

Consistency with Clean Air Plan
Alternative B would be required to comply with the City’s Transportation Demand Management
(TDM) ordinance, which would require preparation and implementation of a TDM plan. Similar to
the proposed project, Alternative B would require additional mitigation measures to ensure
consistency with the Clean Air Plan, and with inclusion of such mitigation measures, this impact
would be less than significant with mitigation. In addition to any TDM-related measures, it would
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be expected that Mitigation Measures M-AQ-2a, Construction Emissions Minimization, p. 3.D-48;
M-AQ-2b, Low-VOC Architectural Coatings, p. 3.D-49; and M-AQ-4b, Install MERV 13 Filters at the
Daycare Facility, p. 3.D-72, would apply to Alternative B.

Odors
Like the proposed project, Alternative B would not create objectionable odors that would affect a
substantial number of people. As described for the project, for Alternative B, construction odors
associated with diesel-powered vehicles and equipment would be temporary and not likely to
extend beyond the project site. During operations, small-scale localized odor issues could occur
(e.g., near sources such as solid waste collection, food preparation, etc.), but Alternative B would
be required to implement odor controls as required by applicable Bay Area Air Quality
Management District regulations that place limitations on odorous substances. Therefore, for
Alternative B, odor impacts would be less than significant.

Cumulative Impacts: Regional Air Quality
No single project by itself would be sufficient in size to result in non-attainment of ambient air
quality standards. Instead, a project’s individual emissions contribute to existing cumulative air
quality conditions.330 However, the project-level thresholds for criteria air pollutants are based on
levels by which new sources are not anticipated to contribute to an air quality violation or result in
a considerable net increase in criteria air pollutants. Therefore, because emissions from
Alternative B are anticipated to exceed the project-level thresholds as explained above,
Alternative B would result in a considerable contribution to cumulative regional air quality
impacts, a significant impact. Implementation of Mitigation Measures M-AQ-2a through M-AQ-2f,
would reduce the severity of this impact; however, because of uncertainties in the implementation
of these measures (particularly Mitigation Measure M-AQ-2d), these measures would not reduce
the project’s contribution to the cumulative impact to a less-than‐significant level. Therefore,
emissions of criteria air pollutants associated with Alternative B would be cumulatively
considerable, and this cumulative impact would be significant and unavoidable with mitigation.

Cumulative Impacts: Health Risks
Alternative B would result in fewer vehicle trips and would not include backup diesel generators,
and would, therefore, result in the same cumulative impact determination for PM2.5 impact as the
proposed project: less than significant with mitigation for all receptors. Additionally, Alternative B
would also contribute to a cumulative health risk impact for lifetime cancer risk for offsite and onsite
receptors not in the APEZ, but the contribution would be less than significant with implementation
of Mitigation Measures M-AQ-2a, Construction Emissions Minimization, p. 3.D-48, and M-AQ-4a,
Diesel Backup Generator Specifications, p. 3.D-71. However, Alternative B would also contribute to
a cumulative health risk impact for lifetime cancer risk for offsite receptors in the APEZ, and the
contribution is conservatively considered significant and unavoidable, despite implementation of
Mitigation Measures M-AQ-2a and M-AQ-4a. Thus, overall, contribution of Alternative B to the
cumulative health risk impact would be significant and unavoidable with mitigation.

330

BAAQMD, CEQA Air Quality Guidelines, May 2017, p. 2-1.
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Initial Study Topics
The initial study (Appendix B) and Chapter 5, Variants, of this SEIR concluded that the proposed
project options and variants would have no impacts, less-than-significant impacts, or less-thansignificant impacts with mitigation in the following analysis areas: land use and land use planning,
aesthetics, population and housing, cultural resources, tribal cultural resources, greenhouse gas
emissions, wind, shadow, recreation, utilities and service systems, public services, biological
resources, geology and soils, hydrology and water quality, hazards/hazardous materials, mineral
resources, energy, agriculture and forestry resources, and wildfire.
Alternative B would have fewer residential units than the proposed project options and variants,
but would have similar amounts of excavation and ground disturbance compared to the
Additional Housing Option, because no below grade parking garage is proposed. The number of
onsite residents, employees, and construction-related employees would be fewer than the
proposed project options or variants. Impacts of Alternative B would be the less than or similar as
those of the proposed project options and variants, described in Appendix B, Initial Study, and
Chapter 5, Variants, for the following topics: aesthetics, population and housing, cultural
resources, tribal cultural resources, greenhouse gas emissions, wind, shadow, recreation, utilities
and service systems, public services, biological resources, geology and soils, hydrology and water
quality, hazards and hazardous materials, mineral resources, energy, agriculture and forest
resources, and wildfire. The mitigation measures presented in the initial study would be required
under Alternative B.

Ability of the Reduced Density Alternative to Meet Project Objectives
As shown in Table 6-2, p. 6-9, the Reduced Density Alternative (Alternative B) would meet most of the
project objectives, but to a lesser degree than the proposed project options. Alternative B would replace
an underused surface parking lot on surplus public land with 800 residential units, implementing the
goals of the Public Lands of Housing program, General Plan Housing Element, and the 2009 Balboa
Park Station Area Plan. This alternative would construct new housing in proximity to local and
regional public transportation and would provide pedestrian and bicycle connections from the project
site to adjacent neighborhoods. Alternative B would increase the City’s housing supply with 800 units
and would contribute to progress towards the City’s housing goals, but to a lesser extent than the
proposed project options (300 and 750 fewer than the Additional Housing Option and Developer’s
Proposed Option, respectively). Similar to the proposed project options, Alternative B would replace
the reservoir’s abandoned infrastructure with new infrastructure improvements including new
streets, sidewalks, bicycle and pedestrian amenities, utilities, and community facilities. Alternative B
would meet the project objectives, but to a lesser degree than the proposed project options, given that
Alternative B would not maximize the number of housing units in the project. The financial feasibility
of the Reduced Density Alternative is unknown.

Conclusion
Alternative B would not avoid or substantially lessen any of the significant and unavoidable
impacts that were identified for the proposed project options or variants. Nor would Alternative B
result in changes to the significance determinations identified for the proposed project, and all
mitigation measures would apply to this alternative. However, Alternative B would have slightly
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less severe significant impacts than the proposed project options and variants (i.e., the significance
determination would be the same but the severity would be reduced) with respect to the following:


Significant and unavoidable secondary loading impacts would be slightly less substantial than
with the proposed project options due to a reduction in project-generated trips at the Ocean
Avenue/Lee Avenue intersection; however, given the uncertainty regarding the ability of the
existing loading demand to be accommodated and the lack of feasible mitigation measures, as
with the proposed project options, the impact would remain significant and unavoidable even
with mitigation.



Significant and unavoidable cumulative transit delay impacts would be slightly less substantial
than with the proposed project options due to a reduction in project-generated vehicle and transit
trips; however, as a result of the addition of vehicle and transit trips generated by Alternative B in
combination with City College facilities master plan projects and other cumulative development,
and given the uncertainty regarding implementation of transit delay reduction measures and
growth associated with implementation of the City College Facilities Master Plan, cumulative
transit delay impacts would remain significant and unavoidable even with mitigation.



Significant and unavoidable cumulative loading impacts would be slightly less substantial
than with the proposed project options due to a reduction in project-generated trips at the
Ocean Avenue/Lee Avenue intersection; however, given the uncertainty regarding the ability
of the future loading demand to be accommodated and the lack of feasible mitigation
measures, as with the proposed project options, the cumulative impact would remain
significant and unavoidable.



Significant and unavoidable construction-related increases in ambient noise levels to sensitive
receptors would be less than those of the proposed project due to the reduction in the duration
and magnitude of construction, but noise levels would still be above thresholds and the impact
would remain significant and unavoidable even with mitigation.



Significant and unavoidable cumulative construction-related noise increases would be lessened
compared to those with the project due to the reduced contribution to cumulative construction
activities, but the impact would still be significant and unavoidable with mitigation.



Significant and unavoidable impacts related to construction-related criteria air pollutant
emissions would be less substantial than with the proposed project options due to the reduced
square footage of development, but emission levels would still exceed thresholds, and the
impact would remain significant and unavoidable even with mitigation.



Significant and unavoidable impacts related to construction-generated exposure of sensitive
receptors to substantial pollutant concentrations and resulting excess cancer risk would be less
substantial than with the proposed project options due to reduced construction activity but
would remain significant and unavoidable due to the potential compressed construction
schedule, even with mitigation.



Significant and unavoidable contribution to cumulative regional air quality impacts would be
less substantial than with the proposed project options due to the reduced square footage of
development, but emission levels would still exceed thresholds, and the impact would remain
significant and unavoidable even with mitigation.

Significant impacts that could be mitigated to less than significant that were identified for the
proposed project options and would still apply to Alternative B include impacts related to:
archeological resources, human remains, tribal cultural resources, operational noise levels of
stationary equipment, Clean Air Plan consistency, and paleontological resources.
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Alternative C: San Ramon Way Passenger Vehicle Access Alternative
Alternative C is the San Ramon Way Passenger Vehicle Access Alternative, shown in Figure 6-3,
Alternative C: San Ramon Way Passenger Vehicle Access. The purpose of this alternative is threefold: (1) to address numerous public comments requesting that vehicle access to the project site
from San Ramon Way be considered; (2) to lessen potentially hazardous conditions or significant
delay due to the project’s reconfiguration of Lee Avenue, which would preclude the current use of
the curbside for truck deliveries; and (3) to lessen potential cumulative transit delay.

Description of the San Ramon Way Passenger Vehicle Access Alternative
Alternative C is the San Ramon Way Passenger Vehicle Access Alternative, which would provide
access for light vehicles (i.e., passenger cars and vans, but not heavy trucks)331 to the project site
from the west and could be combined with either of the proposed project options. Alternative C
would have the same mix of land uses, site plans, building footprints, building heights, square
footages, and construction characteristics as the proposed project options. Vehicle, bicycle, and
pedestrian circulation to and from the site from the south and east would not change. However,
instead of bicycle and pedestrian-only access at San Ramon Way, Alternative C would also include
vehicular (non-truck) access, providing access to and from the west.
San Ramon Way currently terminates just west of the project site; it does not extend all the way to
the project site boundary, as the Westwood Park Association (homeowners’ association for the
Westwood Park neighborhood that is west of the project site) owns an approximately 10-foot-wide
parcel between the end of the street and the project site. Therefore, in order for this alternative to
be implemented, the city would have to purchase or otherwise secure access through this parcel.
San Ramon Way is approximately 26 feet wide with a 6-foot-wide sidewalk on the north side and a
7- to 10-foot-wide sidewalk on the south side. Parking is currently allowed on both sides of the street.
Under Alternative C, the current dimensions of San Ramon Way would be retained and extended
through the project site, ending at West Street. Given the San Francisco Fire Department
requirement332 for a 26-foot-wide clear path of travel, the need to accommodate two-way vehicle
traffic and increase in vehicle traffic along San Ramon Way associated with Alternative C, it is
assumed that six on-street parking spaces each on the north and south sides of San Ramon Way (a
total of 12) would be removed under this alternative. San Ramon Way would have a 13-foot-wide
single lane of travel in each direction, a 6-foot-wide sidewalk on the north side, and a 7- to 10-footwide sidewalk on the south side. San Ramon Way from West Street to Plymouth Avenue would be
a shared roadway that would include class III bicycle facilities (sharrows) within the vehicular lanes.

331
332

See further discussion regarding this restriction below.
2010 San Francisco Fire Code sections 503 and Appendix D, Section D105, https://sf-fire.org/501-street-widthsemergency-access, accessed June 18, 2019.
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Figure 2-16: Proposed Dedicated and Shared Bicycle Circulation

Figure 6-3
Alternative C: San Ramon Way Passenger Vehicle Access
6-30
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Alternative C would have the same land uses as the proposed project and could be implemented
with either project option. Therefore, this alternative would provide between 1,100 and 1,550
residential units, 7,500 square feet of commercial space, and 10,000 square feet of community space,
along with between 650 and 1,300 off-street parking spaces in buildings up to 78 or 88 feet in height,
depending on option.
San Francisco Transportation Code section 501(b) limits the operation of a vehicle with gross
weight in excess of 6,000 pounds (3 tons) in the Westwood Park area streets. Therefore, vehicles
exceeding the weight limit would be prohibited from traveling on San Ramon Way into or out of
the project site, like existing conditions. However, exemptions to San Francisco Transportation
Code section 501(b) apply for vehicles such as emergency vehicles and commercial vehicles making
deliveries by direct route to and from that portion of the restricted streets.
Construction
Construction of Alternative C would be similar to the proposed project options, both in magnitude
and duration. In general, the same types of construction activities and equipment would be
required. Construction trucks and equipment would access the project site from the north access
road, similar to the proposed project options. As part of this alternative, construction truck traffic
would be prohibited from using San Ramon Way to and from the project site. Construction of
Alternative C would take about the same amount of time as the proposed project options. It is
anticipated that construction would start in 2021 and be completed in 2024 or 2027, the same threeor six-year construction duration as the proposed project. Construction would occur in three
phases, similar to the proposed project. Like the proposed project, actual construction dates would
be subject to changes due to market conditions and other unanticipated factors. Therefore,
construction could be completed as early as 2024 or extend beyond 2027. Similar to the proposed
project options, if construction occurs over a shorter period than shown in SEIR Chapter 2,
Table 2-2, Preliminary Construction Schedule by Phase, p. 2-38 (e.g., Phases 1 and 2 occurring
simultaneously following Phase 0), a relatively larger amount of construction would take place
during a relatively shorter period of time, thereby increasing the typical daily construction activity.

Impacts of the San Ramon Way Passenger Vehicle Access Alternative
Transportation and Circulation
Travel Demand and Transportation Network Changes
Alternative C would have the same size and mix of land uses as the proposed project options.
Therefore, the person-trip and vehicle-trip generation and number of trips people would make to
and from the project would be the same as those of the proposed project options (see SEIR
Table 3.B-10 to Table 3.B-14, pp. 3.B-40 to 3.B-44). However, because San Ramon Way would be
open to non-truck vehicular access under Alternative C, some vehicles would take different paths
of travel than would be the case with the proposed project options.
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The trip assignment (assumed travel routes for vehicle trips) for Alternative C was developed for
weekday a.m. and p.m. peak periods using the following process:


Identify the origin/destination districts where project-generated vehicles would be most likely
to use the San Ramon Way access based on existing travel patterns and route/travel time data
from Google Maps.



Calculate the number of inbound and outbound vehicle trips traveling between the project site
and each identified district.



Reassign these vehicle trips to the surrounding street network and study intersections based
on existing travel patterns and route/travel time data from Google Maps.

Based on review of existing travel patterns and route/travel time data, vehicle trips originating
from or destined to the Richmond, Sunset, Outer Mission/Hills, North Bay, and Marina Western
districts were reassigned from either the Frida Kahlo Way/North Access or Ocean Avenue/Lee
Avenue entrances to the new San Ramon Way entrance.
Developer’s Proposed Option
Some vehicle trips generated by the Developer’s Proposed Option were relocated to San Ramon
Way under Alternative C, as shown in Table 6-4, Relocation of the Developer’s Housing Option
Project-Generated Vehicle Trips.
TABLE 6-4
RELOCATION OF THE DEVELOPER’S HOUSING OPTION PROJECT-GENERATED VEHICLE TRIPS
Weekday a.m. Peak Hour
Site Entrance

Weekday p.m. Peak Hour

Inbound

Outbound

Total

Inbound

Outbound

Total

13

18

31

34

14

48

North Access Road

-1

-2

-3

-6

-3

-9

Lee Avenue

-12

-16

-28

-28

-11

-39

-13

-18

-31

-34

-14

-48

San Ramon Way

Relocated Vehicle Trips

Total
SOURCE:

Kittelson & Associates Inc., 2019.

As shown in Table 6-4, under this alternative, 31 vehicles (approximately 12 percent of projectgenerated vehicle trips) would utilize the San Ramon Way access during the weekday a.m. peak
hour and 48 vehicles (15 percent of project-generated vehicle trips) would utilize the San Ramon
Way access during the weekday p.m. peak hour. During the weekday a.m. peak hour, 13 vehicles
would enter and 18 vehicles would exit the site at that location. During the weekday p.m. peak
hour, 34 vehicles would enter and 14 vehicles would exit the site at that location.
As shown in Table 6-4, this increase in vehicle traffic utilizing the San Ramon Way access would
correspond to a decrease in the same number of vehicles utilizing the Frida Kahlo Way/North
Access and Ocean Avenue/Lee Avenue access. Project-generated vehicle trips at the Frida Kahlo
Way/North Access intersection would be reduced by three vehicles (one entering and one exiting)
(3 percent of project-generated vehicle traffic at this intersection) during the weekday a.m. peak
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hour and nine vehicles (six entering and three exiting) (8 percent of project-generated vehicle
traffic) during the weekday p.m. peak hour. Project-generated vehicle trips at the Ocean
Avenue/Lee Avenue intersection would be reduced by 28 vehicles (12 entering and 16 exiting)
(19 percent of project-generated vehicle traffic at this intersection) during the weekday a.m. peak
hour and 39 vehicles (28 entering and 11 exiting) (19 percent of project-generated traffic) during
the weekday p.m. peak hour.
Additional Housing Option
Some vehicle trips generated by the Additional Housing Option were relocated to San Ramon Way
under Alternative C, as shown in Table 6-5, Relocation of the Additional Housing Option
Project-Generated Vehicle Trips. Under this alternative, approximately 41 vehicles (12 percent of
project-generated vehicle trips) would utilize the San Ramon Way access during the weekday a.m.
peak hour and (62 vehicles) 15 percent of project-generated vehicle trips would utilize the San
Ramon Way access during the weekday p.m. peak hour. During the weekday a.m. peak hour, 16
vehicles would enter and 25 vehicles would exit the site at that location. During the weekday p.m.
peak hour, 45 vehicles would enter and 17 vehicles would exit the site at that location.
TABLE 6-5
RELOCATION OF THE ADDITIONAL HOUSING OPTION PROJECT-GENERATED VEHICLE TRIPS
Weekday a.m. Peak Hour
Site Entrance

Weekday p.m. Peak Hour

Inbound

Outbound

Total

Inbound

Outbound

Total

16

25

41

45

17

62

North Access Road

-1

-11

-12

-3

-8

-11

Lee Avenue

-15

-14

-29

-42

-9

-51

Total

-16

-25

-41

-45

-17

-62

San Ramon Way

Relocated Vehicle Trips

SOURCE:

Kittelson & Associates Inc., 2019.

As shown in Table 6-5, this increase in vehicle traffic utilizing the San Ramon Way access would
correspond to a decrease in the same number of vehicles utilizing the Frida Kahlo Way/North
Access and Ocean Avenue/Lee Avenue access. Project-generated vehicle trips at the Frida Kahlo
Way/North Access intersection would be reduced by 12 vehicles (one entering and 11 exiting)
(9 percent of project-generated vehicle traffic) during the weekday a.m. peak hour and 11 vehicles
(three entering and eight exiting) (7 percent of project-generated vehicle traffic) during the
weekday p.m. peak hour. Project-generated vehicle trips at the Ocean Avenue/Lee Avenue
intersection would be reduced by 29 vehicles (15 entering and 14 exiting) (15 percent of projectgenerated vehicle traffic) during the weekday a.m. peak hour and 51 vehicles (42 entering and 29
exiting) (19 percent of project-generated vehicle traffic) during the weekday p.m. peak hour.

Construction Impacts
As with the proposed project options, Alternative C would be constructed in three phases over a
three or six-year period. Construction truck traffic, truck routing, and construction worker vehicle
parking would all occur as under the proposed project options. Construction truck traffic would
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be prohibited from using San Ramon Way to and from the project site. Therefore, constructionperiod transportation effects would be the same under this alternative as with the proposed project
options and variants. All requirements applicable to the proposed project options and variants
would be applicable to Alternative C. Therefore, as with the proposed project options and variants,
Alternative C would also result in a less-than-significant construction-related transportation
impact. PEIR Improvement Measure (Construction) is superseded by the requirements of the blue
book regulations, which include the development of a construction management plan and review
and approval by the SFMTA and public works to address overall coordination of construction
activities, transportation-related circulation, access, and staging.

Operational Impacts
As shown in Table 6-5, this increase in vehicle traffic utilizing the San Ramon Way access would
correspond to a decrease in the same number of vehicles utilizing the Frida Kahlo Way/North
Access and Ocean Avenue/Lee Avenue access. Project-generated vehicle trips at the Frida Kahlo
Way/North Access intersection would be reduced by 12 vehicles (one entering and 11 exiting)
(9 percent of project-generated vehicle traffic) during the weekday a.m. peak hour and 11 vehicles
(three entering and eight exiting) (7 percent of project-generated vehicle traffic) during the
weekday p.m. peak hour. Project-generated vehicle trips at the Ocean Avenue/Lee Avenue
intersection would be reduced by 29 vehicles (15 entering and 14 exiting) (15 percent of projectgenerated vehicle traffic) during the weekday a.m. peak hour and 51 vehicles (42 entering and 29
exiting) (19 percent of project-generated vehicle traffic) during the weekday p.m. peak hour.
Potentially Hazardous Conditions Impacts
Intersection turning movement counts collected at San Ramon Way/Plymouth Avenue/Southwood
Drive on August 28, 2018, show that there are a total of 268 vehicles at the five-legged all-way stop
controlled intersection during the weekday a.m. peak hour, including three vehicles (one
eastbound/inbound and two westbound/outbound) traveling on San Ramon Way between Plymouth
Avenue and the project site. During the weekday p.m. peak hour, there are a total of 226 vehicles at
this intersection, including five vehicles (four eastbound/inbound and one westbound/outbound)
traveling on San Ramon Way between Plymouth Avenue and the project site.
San Ramon Way between Plymouth Avenue and the project site is approximately 26 feet wide with
a 6-foot-wide sidewalk on the north side and a 7- to 10-foot-wide sidewalk on the south side. There
are currently two active curb cuts serving the adjacent residential buildings and residential permit
parking is provided on both sides of the street. Provision of on-street parking narrows the effective
roadway width to approximately 10 feet wide in some locations, and two-way vehicle travel is not
feasible on this segment. Currently when there is oncoming traffic, one vehicle must find space to
pull over and wait for the other vehicle to pass before continuing. These instances are rare and this is
not an issue under existing conditions due to the low traffic volumes on the segment.
As discussed above, under Alternative C with the Developer’s Proposed Option a total of 31
vehicles (13 inbound, 18 outbound) would utilize the San Ramon Way entrance during the
weekday a.m. peak hour and 48 vehicles (34 inbound, 14 outbound) would utilize the San Ramon
Way entrance during the p.m. peak hour. Under Alternative C with the Additional Housing
Option a total of 41 vehicles (16 inbound, 25 outbound) would utilize the San Ramon Way entrance

August 2019

6-34

Balboa Reservoir Project Draft SEIR
Case No. 2018-007883ENV

6. Alternatives
6.C. Alternatives Analysis

during the weekday a.m. peak hour and 62 vehicles (45 inbound, 17 outbound) would utilize the
San Ramon Way entrance during the p.m. peak hour.
The Developer’s Proposed Option would increase vehicle traffic at the San Ramon Way/Plymouth
Avenue/Southwood Drive intersection by about 12 percent during the weekday a.m. peak hour
and by about 21 percent during the weekday p.m. peak hour. The Additional Housing Option
would increase vehicle traffic at the San Ramon Way/Plymouth Avenue/Southwood Drive
intersection by about 15 percent during the weekday a.m. peak hour and by about 27 percent
during the weekday p.m. peak hour. Beyond this intersection, the majority of project-generated
vehicles would travel along Plymouth Avenue to and from the project site.
Assuming removal of parking on both sides of San Ramon Way between Plymouth Avenue and the
project site and striping two 12- to 13-foot wide travel lanes and class III bicycle facilities (sharrows),
this level of vehicle traffic could be accommodated on San Ramon Way. Given the width of the travel
lanes and the relatively low level of vehicle traffic volumes on this segment under existing plus
project conditions (a maximum of 67 vehicles [49 inbound/westbound, 18 outbound/eastbound]
during the weekday p.m. peak hour with the Additional Housing Option) the proposed project is
not expected to pose potentially hazardous conditions due to the low traffic volumes.
The primary access points for people walking to the project site would be from the northern
extension of Lee Avenue, through Unity Plaza, the pedestrian paseos connecting to Brighton
Avenue and San Ramon Way, and the shared use path connecting to Plymouth Avenue. The
addition of project-generated vehicle traffic to San Ramon Way under Alternative C would
increase the potential for conflicts between project-generated vehicles and people walking to the
site. However, drivers would generally be traveling at speeds less than 25 miles per hour and
would have unobstructed sightlines and/or substantial sight distance to see people walking on the
sidewalk and bicycling along the shared roadway. Therefore, Alternative C would not create
potentially hazardous conditions for people walking or bicycling.
The addition of project-generated vehicle traffic to the surrounding streets, including Plymouth
Avenue, Southwood Drive, and San Ramon Way west of Plymouth Avenue, would result in slower
vehicle speeds on these streets. Given the narrow width of these streets, 25 to 26 feet with on-street
parking on both sides, the addition of vehicle traffic generated by the project would increase
instances of oncoming traffic and where there is not sufficient space for vehicles to pass side-byside, one driver would need to pull over and yield to allow the other driver to pass. When opposing
traffic volume increases, particularly on narrow streets where drivers must either pull over and
stop to let other vehicles pass or where the perception of street width is too narrow to judge
accurately, there is a strong correlation with reduced average travel speed.333 On-street parking
density plays an important role in defining the effective width of the street. On narrow streets such
as these, with a relatively high density of parking, the effective width can be as narrow as a single
travel lane forcing a driver to pull over and stop when an opposing vehicle is encountered. While
the increase in traffic volumes and related reduction in travel speed may increase the potential for
sideswipe incidents, because it would reduce travel speeds, it would likely create a more
333

Daisa, James M. and Peers, John B. ITE Journal, Narrow Residential Streets: Do They Really Slow Down Speeds?,
available at https://nacto.org/docs/usdg/narrow_residential_streets_daisa.pdf, accessed April 24, 2019.
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comfortable environment for people walking and bicycling, and overall, Alternative C would not
create potentially hazardous conditions for people driving.
Alternative C would reduce the project-generated traffic volumes at the Ocean Avenue/Lee
Avenue intersection under both proposed project options and compared to the Developer’s
Proposed Option and Additional Housing Option would result in less frequent and shorter
duration of vehicles blocking the City College Terminal and would not create potentially
hazardous conditions for public transit operations.
As discussed above, because the project would not create potentially hazardous conditions for
people walking, bicycling, driving or public transit operations, impacts of Alternative C would be
less than significant.
Accessibility and Emergency Access Impacts
Alternative C does not involve any changes to the roadway network or include any design features
that would interfere with accessibility of people walking or bicycling to and from the project site,
and adjoining areas, or result in inadequate emergency access.
With the assumed modifications to San Ramon Way, specifically removal of parking on both sides
of the street east of Plymouth Street, the street would provide sufficient clear width (approximately
26 feet) for emergency vehicle access and to meet fire department requirements.334 San Ramon Way
would provide one additional evacuation and emergency access point to the project site and nearby
hospitals as compared to existing conditions and conditions with the proposed project options and
variants.
Alternative C would reduce the project-generated traffic volumes at the Ocean Avenue/Lee
Avenue intersection under both proposed project options and, compared to the Developer’s
Proposed Option and Additional Housing Option, would result in less frequent and shorter
duration of vehicles blocking the fire department station 15 entrance and would not result in
inadequate emergency access.
Under existing conditions there are a total of 268 vehicles and 226 vehicles at the Plymouth
Avenue/San Ramon Way/Southwood Drive intersection during the weekday a.m. and p.m. peak
hours, respectively. Alternative C would increase traffic volumes at this intersection by a
maximum of 62 vehicles during the weekday p.m. peak hours under the Additional Housing
Option. Alternative C would result in an increase in vehicle traffic above existing conditions and
result in slower vehicle speeds on streets within the Westwood Park neighborhood, including
Plymouth Avenue, Southwood Drive, and San Ramon Way west of Plymouth Avenue. Given the
narrow width of these streets, 25 to 26 feet with on-street parking on both sides, the addition of
vehicle traffic generated by the project would increase instances of oncoming traffic and where
there is not sufficient space for vehicles to pass side-by-side, one driver would need to pull over
and yield to allow the other driver to pass. Drivers would pull over into available on-street parking
spaces or driveway curb cuts.

334

San Francisco Fire Code section 503.2.1, http://sf-fire.org/501-street-widths-emergency-access, accessed May 25, 2018.
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Based on data collected along Plymouth Avenue between Ocean Avenue and Greenwood Avenue,
parking utilization ranges between 40 percent and 88 percent with between 37 and 81 vehicle
parking spaces available during the weekday a.m. (9 a.m.), midday (2 p.m.), and p.m. (8 p.m.)
periods.335 Additionally, there are multiple driveway curb cuts with frequent spacing along
Plymouth Avenue. Assuming the maximum number of project-generated vehicle trips using the
San Ramon Way entrance (62 vehicles) accessed the site via Plymouth Avenue between Monterey
Boulevard and San Ramon Way (45 inbound/southbound, 17 outbound/northbound) during the
weekday p.m. peak hour, there would be a total of 168 vehicles traveling southbound and 103
vehicles traveling northbound on this segment of San Ramon Way. This is a conservative
assumption, given that drivers would not be concentrated along Plymouth Avenue north of the
project site and would access the site using other streets, including Plymouth Avenue between
Ocean Avenue and San Ramon Way. While the addition of vehicle traffic generated by the project
would increase instances of oncoming traffic, drivers would have sufficient opportunities to pull
over into available on-street parking spaces or driveway curb cuts. In the event of an emergency,
drivers would be able to pull out of the way of emergency vehicles, and the addition of projectgenerated vehicle traffic would not significantly impede emergency vehicle travel. Therefore, the
proposed project would not result in inadequate emergency access and impacts of Alternative C
would be less than significant.
Transit Impacts
As with the proposed project options and variants, Alternative C would not result in the relocation
or removal of any existing transit stops or other changes that would alter transit service.
Alternative C would generate the same number of transit trips distributed to the same transit lines
and would therefore result in the same amount of passenger boarding delay as the proposed
project options. The project-generated vehicle trips would be redistributed under Alternative C
such that there would be fewer vehicle trips traveling along Ocean Avenue and Frida Kahlo Way.
Therefore, compared to the proposed project options, Alternative C would result in less traffic
congestion and transit delay. Additionally, Alternative C would reduce the project-generated
traffic volumes at the Ocean Avenue/Lee Avenue intersection under both proposed project options
and compared to the Developer’s Proposed Option and Additional Housing Option would result
in less frequent and shorter duration of vehicles blocking the City College Terminal.
Given the considerations described above, Alternative C would have a less-than-significant
impact on transit delay.
VMT Impacts
The vehicle miles traveled for Alternative C is the same as under the proposed project options. The
existing average daily VMT per capita for residential, retail, and office uses are more than
15 percent below the existing and future regional averages. Therefore, as with the proposed project
options and variants, Alternative C would have a less-than-significant impact related to VMT.

335

IDAX, On-Street Parking Utilization Data, February 2019.
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Loading Impacts
As with the proposed project and variants, Alternative C would extend Lee Avenue into the project
site, altering Lee Avenue’s current status as a dead-end street and de facto freight loading area, as
well as its use for passenger loading. This reconfiguration of Lee Avenue would effectively reduce
the supply of on-street loading available to Whole Foods and nearby land uses, notwithstanding
the fact that the current loading activity is not in compliance with the conditions of approval for
the 1150 Ocean Avenue project. Like the proposed project options, Alternative C would also
convert five metered parking spaces (105 linear feet) to commercial loading along Ocean Avenue
between Lee Avenue and Brighton Avenue.
The addition of vehicular access at San Ramon Way would alter travel patterns to and from the
project site. As described above, Alternative C would reduce project-generated traffic volumes at
the Ocean Avenue/Lee Avenue intersection by 28 vehicles during the weekday a.m. peak hour and
39 vehicles during the weekday p.m. peak hour for the Developer’s Proposed Option, and by 29
vehicles during the weekday a.m. peak hour and 51 vehicles during the weekday p.m. peak hour
for the Additional Housing Option. Project-generated traffic volumes would be reduced by
19 percent at the Ocean Avenue/Lee Avenue intersection under Alternative C, which would
meaningfully reduce the potential for conflicts between loading activities compared to that of the
project options. Nevertheless, as with the proposed project options and variants, Alternative C
operations could adversely affect freight loading/unloading and passenger pick-up and drop-off
may create hazardous conditions for people walking or bicycling, and could result in increased
queues that delay transit and other vehicles, but to a lesser extent than the proposed project options
and variants. Therefore, as such, as with the proposed project options and variants, Alternative C
would result in significant secondary effects with respect to loading. As discussed under
Impact TR-4, p. 3.B-73, no feasible mitigation measures were identified and Alternative C would
result in a significant and unavoidable impact with respect to loading.
Cumulative Impacts
Alternative C would not contribute to any cumulative impacts on vehicle miles traveled, traffic
hazards, pedestrian or bicycle travel, loading within the site, emergency vehicle access, or projectspecific construction as none were identified.
As discussed under Impact C-TR-4, p. 3.B-94, the cumulative growth in traffic volumes and transit
trips associated with implementation of the City College facilities master plan is uncertain at this time
and the transit delay contribution from City College in combination with the proposed project
options is uncertain. For the purposes of a more conservative analysis, the addition of vehicle and
transit trips generated by Alternative C in combination with City College facilities master plan
projects and other cumulative development is expected to increase transit delay and exceed the fourminute threshold. As a result, Alternative C, in combination with cumulative projects, could
contribute considerably to significant cumulative transit impacts related to transit delay and given
the uncertainty of City College’s contribution, the cumulative transit impact is significant and
unavoidable. Although traffic volumes would be redistributed under Alternative C, as with the
proposed project options and variants, Alternative C operations could contribute considerably to
significant cumulative transit impacts related to transit delay. As discussed under Impact C-TR-4,
p. 3.B-94, given the uncertainty regarding the effectiveness of TDM measures and if SFMTA would
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approve other measures under their jurisdiction, even with implementation of Mitigation Measure
M-C-TR-4, Monitor Cumulative Transit Travel Times and Implement Measures to Reduce Transit
Delay, p. 3.B-96, as with the proposed project options and variants, Alternative C would result in
a significant and unavoidable with mitigation cumulative impact with respect to transit delay.
As with the proposed project options and variants, Alternative C would extend Lee Avenue into the
project site, altering Lee Avenue’s current status as a dead-end street and de facto loading area for
passenger pickup and drop-off and freight deliveries. This reconfiguration of Lee Avenue would
reduce the supply of on-street loading available to Whole Foods and nearby land uses. Like the
project, this alternative would convert five metered parking spaces (105 linear feet) to commercial
loading along Ocean Avenue between Lee Avenue and Brighton Avenue. Under cumulative
conditions, freight and passenger loading activity on the surrounding street network would increase
as a result of development projects within the study area. Although Alternative C would reduce
project-generated traffic volumes at the Ocean Avenue/Lee Avenue intersection compared to the
proposed project options, as with the proposed project options and variants, Alternative C operations
would affect existing freight loading activity and passenger loading/unloading, and could create
hazardous conditions for people bicycling or significant delay that may affect transit. Therefore, as
with the proposed project options and variants, Alternative C in combination with cumulative
projects would result in significant secondary effects with respect to loading, but to a lesser extent
because Alternative C would reduce project-generated traffic volumes on Lee Avenue compared
to the proposed project options. As discussed under Impact C-TR-6b, p. 3.B-101, given the
uncertainty regarding the ability of the existing loading demand to be accommodated and the lack
of feasible mitigation measures, as with the proposed project options, Alternative C would result in
a significant and unavoidable cumulative impact with respect to loading along Lee Avenue between
Ocean Avenue and the project site.

Noise
Compared to the proposed project options, under Alternative C there would be the same amount of
demolition and construction activity. There would be a negligible amount of additional construction
for the San Ramon Way access point. The construction program for Alternative C would be the same
as with the proposed project options. Therefore, impacts of Alternative C would the same as those of
the proposed project options and variants. Construction-related and operational-related mitigation
measures identified for the proposed project options and variants would be applicable to
Alternative C (i.e., Mitigation Measure M-NO-1, Construction Noise Control Measures, p. 3.C-30;
and Mitigation Measure M-NO-3, Fixed Mechanical Equipment Noise Controls, p. 3.C-36).
Alternative C impacts for construction noise would be significant and unavoidable with mitigation
(Impact NO-1, p. 3.C-23, and Impact C-NO-1, p. 3.C-38); construction vibration would be less than
significant (Impact NO-2, p. 3.C-32), and operational noise related to fixed mechanical equipment
would be less than significant with mitigation (Impact NO-3, p. 3.C-33).

Operational Traffic
The mix of uses in Alternative C would be the same as the mix in the proposed project and project
variants. However, trip distribution would change with the added ingress and egress point of San
Ramon Way. Specifically, the San Ramon way access point would result in 29 additional vehicles
on Plymouth Avenue between San Ramon Way and Monterey Boulevard during the a.m. peak
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traffic hour and 45 additional vehicles during the p.m. peak traffic hour in the Developers Project
Option and 59 additional vehicles during the p.m. peak traffic hour in the Additional Housing
Option. Using available data for the segment of Plymouth Avenue between Ocean Avenue and
Southwood Drive,336 roadside noise levels under this alternative for the Developer’s Proposed
Option and Additional Housing Option would increase by 1.0 and 1.3 dBA, respectively. These
increases would be imperceptible to most people and would be well below the applicable threshold
of 5 dBA, resulting in a less-than-significant impact with respect to roadside traffic noise.
Therefore, the traffic noise increase would be less than significant for Alternative C.

Cumulative Impacts
Under cumulative conditions with the proposed project options, noise impacts would be less than
significant (see Impact C-NO-2, p. 3.C-40). Alternative C would result in the same or smaller
contributions to cumulative roadways of concern (Frida Kahlo Way and City College North) due
to the availability of the San Ramon access point on all roadways except San Ramon Way and
Plymouth Avenue. Neither the Developers Proposed Option nor the Additional Housing Option,
in combination with cumulative traffic growth in from the City College facilities master plan
projects, would result in a cumulatively considerable contribution to localized roadside noise levels
along cumulative roadways of concern. Therefore, cumulative noise impacts with operation of
Alternative C would continue to be less than significant.
Like the proposed project, cumulative mechanical equipment noise would have the potential to be
a cumulative impact but with implementation of Mitigation Measure M-NO-3, p. 3.C-36, the
project’s impact under this alternative would not be cumulatively considerable.

Air Quality
Compared to the proposed project options, under Alternative C there would be the same amount
of demolition and construction activity. As with the proposed project options and variants,
construction activities under Alternative C would be required to comply with the Construction
Dust Control Ordinance, and to implement specified dust control measures. Therefore, fugitive
dust impacts of Alternative C would the same as those of the proposed project options, as described
in Impact AQ-1, p. 3.D-43, and potential dust related air quality impacts for Alternative C would
be less than significant. In addition, the construction program for Alternative C would be the same
as with the proposed project options. Therefore, construction impacts of Alternative C would the
same as those of the proposed project options, as described in Impact AQ-2a and Impact AQ-2b,
pp. 3.D-44 and 3.D-56, respectively. Thus, all construction-related and operational-related
mitigation measures identified for the proposed project options and variants would be applicable
to Alternative C (i.e., Mitigation Measures M-AQ-2a, Construction Emissions Minimization,
p. 3.D-48; M-AQ-2b, Low-VOC Architectural Coatings, p. 3.D-49; M-AQ-2c, On-Road Truck
Emissions Minimization for the Compressed Construction Schedule, p. 3.D-52; and M-AQ-2d, Offset
Construction and Operational Emissions for the Compressed Schedule, p. 3.D-53). Similar to the
proposed project options and variants, Impact AQ-2a would be significant and unavoidable with
mitigation, while Impact AQ-2b would be less than significant with mitigation.

336

Leahy, Amanda, Kittleson Associates, e-mail communication to ESA on April 25, 2019.
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Alternative C would also have the same land uses as the proposed project options and variants.
Therefore, operational impacts of Alternative C would the same as those of the proposed project
options, as described in Impact AQ-3, p. 3.D-62. However, mitigation measures have been
identified to reduce combined construction and operational emissions, as discussed under
Impact AQ-2b, p. 3.D-56. Thus, the operational-related mitigation measure identified for the
proposed project would be applicable to Alternative C (i.e., Mitigation Measures M-AQ-2d, Offset
Construction and Operational Emissions for the Compressed Schedule, p. 3.D-53. With
incorporation of these mitigation measures, operational ROG and NOx emissions would be
reduced further below the significance thresholds, and this impact would remain at less-thansignificant levels.
Alternative C would be required to comply with the City’s Transportation Demand Management
(TDM) ordinance, which would require preparation and implementation of a TDM plan. Similar
to the proposed project, Alternative C would require additional mitigation measures to ensure
consistency with the Clean Air Plan, and with inclusion of such mitigation measures, this impact
would be less than significant with mitigation.
Like the proposed project options and variants, Alternative C would not create objectionable odors
that would affect a substantial number of people, as discussed in Impact AQ-6, p. 3.D-87.
Therefore, for Alternative C, odor impacts would be less than significant.
Because emissions from Alternative C are anticipated to exceed the project-level thresholds as
explained above, Alternative C would result in a considerable contribution to cumulative regional
air quality impacts, a significant impact. Therefore, emissions of criteria air pollutants associated
with Alternative C would be cumulatively considerable, and this cumulative impact would be
significant and unavoidable with mitigation.

TACs, Construction and Operation
Construction and operation of the proposed project would generate TACs, including DPM, which
could expose both offsite and onsite sensitive receptors to a localized health risk. Similar to the
proposed project, construction and operation of Alternative C would generate TACs, including
DPM. Given that Alternative C would have the same construction and operational activity as the
proposed project, it is anticipated that Alternative C would result in similar construction and
operational emissions of DPM and PM2.5.
Under Alternative C, because San Ramon Way would be open to vehicular access, the location or
assignment of vehicle trips would be different compared to the proposed project options. Some
vehicle traffic would use San Ramon Way to access the site, potentially increasing the exposure of
both offsite residential receptors along San Ramon Way as well as onsite residential sensitive
receptors close to the San Ramon Way ingress / egress point (such as the townhomes) to DPM and
TACs contained in total organic compounds (TOG) from gasoline vehicle exhaust associated with
this traffic. However, as discussed above, most trucks (all during construction and only those that
allow exceptions during operation) are restricted from traveling on San Ramon Way into or out of
the project site. Therefore, exposure of these offsite and onsite residential sensitive receptors to
DPM emissions would be minimal. The cancer risk associated with TOG emissions from gasoline
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vehicle exhaust is extremely small compared with cancer risk associated with DPM from
construction activity (0.1 to 0.2 percent of the total construction plus operations risk at any of the
maximally exposed receptors), so it is not anticipated that the new TAC/TOG exposure associated
with Alternative C would increase cancer risks at any offsite residential sensitive receptor near San
Ramon Way. For operational risk only, the lifetime excess cancer risk due to operational vehicle
TOG exposure at offsite sensitive receptor locations along the roadways where vehicles will travel
for the proposed project, such as near Lee Avenue, ranges from 0.2 to 0.4; it is expected that the
increased cancer risk from Alternative C along San Ramon Way would be lower. Therefore, the
new exposure associated with TAC emissions from vehicles traveling along San Ramon Way for
Alternative C would be less than significant.
Given that Alternative C would develop the same land uses as the proposed project options,
increased cancer risk under Alternative C would be significant in the absence of mitigation, as with
the project options and variants. However, with implementation of Mitigation Measures M-AQ-2a,
Construction Emissions Minimization, p. 3.D-48; M-AQ-4a, Diesel Backup Generator
Specifications, p. 3.D-71; and M-AQ-4b, Install MERV 13 Filters at the Daycare Facility, p. 3.D-72,
lifetime cancer risk to offsite and onsite receptors under Alternative C is anticipated to be similar
to that of the proposed project due to a similar amount of construction activity. Therefore, with
mitigation, Alternative C would not result in offsite sensitive receptor locations meeting the APEZ
criterion for cancer risk, and impacts related to construction and operational exposure to TACs for
receptors not in the APEZ would be less than significant with mitigation. With respect to offsite
receptors already in the APEZ, vehicles traveling on San Ramon Way would not increase exposure
to sensitive receptors located in the APEZ. The closest APEZ receptors to the project site are located
near I-280, far from San Ramon Way. Therefore, Alternative C is not expected to result in any new
impacts for receptors in the APEZ. However, similar to the proposed project options, because the
construction schedule is subject to change, potentially increasing the exposure of offsite receptors,
impacts related to construction and operational exposure to TACs for receptors in the APEZ would
be significant and unavoidable with mitigation.
Similar to the analysis above for cancer risk for receptors not in the APEZ, annual average PM2.5
concentrations for Alternative C are expected to be similar to the proposed project, and the new
vehicle travel along San Ramon Way is not anticipated to increase annual average PM2.5
concentrations by any significant margin. As with the proposed project options, annual average PM2.5
concentrations for Alternative C would be less than significant with mitigation (Mitigation
Measures M-AQ-2a, Construction Emissions Minimization, p. 3.D-71; M-AQ-4a, Diesel Backup
Generator Specifications, p. 3.D-49; and M-AQ-4b, Install MERV 13 Filters at the Daycare Facility,
p. 3.D-72) for receptors not in the APEZ and less than significant for receptors in the APEZ. Annual
average PM2.5 concentrations associated with light-duty vehicles traveling near the project site
represents a small percentage of total annual average PM2.5 concentrations for all sources associated
with the proposed project, and the relatively low project traffic volumes that would use the San
Ramon Way access under this alternative would not substantially affect PM2.5 concentrations on or
near San Ramon Way or alter the above conclusions.
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Cumulative Impacts: Health Risks
Alternative C would result in the same construction activity and operational activity, including
vehicle trips and backup diesel generators, and would therefore, result in the same cumulative
impact determination for PM2.5 impact as the proposed project: less than significant with mitigation
for all receptors. Additionally, Alternative C would also contribute to a cumulative health risk
impact for lifetime cancer risk for offsite and onsite receptors not in the APEZ, but the contribution
would be less than significant with implementation of Mitigation Measures M-AQ-2a,
Construction Emissions Minimization, p. 3.D-48, and M-AQ-4a, Diesel Backup Generator
Specifications, p. 3.D-71. However, Alternative C would also contribute to a cumulative health risk
impact for lifetime cancer risk for offsite receptors in the APEZ, and the contribution is
conservatively considered significant and unavoidable, despite implementation of Mitigation
Measures M-AQ-2a and M-AQ-4a. Thus, overall, contribution of Alternative C to the cumulative
health risk impact would be significant and unavoidable with mitigation.

Initial Study Topics
Alternative C would be the same as the proposed project options, including the same residential
units and same area of ground disturbance, but would include vehicular access to the site via San
Ramon Way. As a result, the number of onsite residents, employees, and construction-related
employees would be the same as the proposed project options. Impacts of Alternative C would be
the same as those of the proposed project options and variants, described in Appendix B, Initial
Study, and Chapter 5, Variants, for the following topics: aesthetics, population and housing,
cultural resources, tribal cultural resources, greenhouse gas emissions, wind, shadow, recreation,
utilities and service systems, public services, biological resources, geology and soils, hydrology
and water quality, hazards and hazardous materials, mineral resources, energy, agriculture and
forest resources, and wildfire.

Land Use and Land Use Planning
Alternative C would be the same as the proposed project options but would provide more
integration with the surrounding neighborhood than the proposed project options because San
Ramon Way would provide pedestrian, bicycle, and vehicle access. Alternative C would have the
same less-than-significant project-level land use impacts as the proposed project options (see
Appendix B, Initial Study, Section E.1, Land Use and Planning, p. B-12), and would not combine
with other cumulative land uses changes to generate a significant cumulative land use and land
use planning impact.

Ability of the San Ramon Way Access Alternative to Meet Project Objectives
The San Ramon Way Access alternative would fully meet all project objectives, as detailed in Table 6-2,
p. 6-9. Additional vehicle access from San Ramon Way would not reduce this alternative’s ability to
meet project objectives compared to the proposed project options. The San Ramon Way Access
Alternative would build the same number and mix of housing units as the proposed project options,
and the same infrastructure, open space, and streetscape improvements would be constructed.
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Conclusion
Alternative C would not avoid or substantially lessen any of the significant and unavoidable
impacts that were identified for the proposed project options or variants. Nor would Alternative C
result in changes to the significance determinations identified for the proposed project, and all
mitigation measures would apply to this alternative. However, Alternative C would have slightly
less severe significant impacts than the proposed project options and variants (i.e., the significance
determination would be the same but the severity would be reduced) with respect to the following:


Significant and unavoidable secondary loading impacts would be slightly less substantial than with
the proposed project options due to a reduction in project-generated trips at the Ocean Avenue/Lee
Avenue intersection; however, given the uncertainty regarding the ability of the existing loading
demand to be accommodated and the lack of feasible mitigation measures identified, as with the
proposed project options, the impact would remain significant and unavoidable.



Significant and unavoidable cumulative transit delay impacts would occur as a result of the
addition of vehicle and transit trips generated by Alternative C in combination with City
College facilities master plan and other cumulative development, but would be slightly less
substantial than with the proposed project options. Cumulative transit delay impacts would
remain significant and unavoidable even with mitigation.



Significant and unavoidable cumulative loading impacts would be slightly less substantial
than with the proposed project options due to a reduction in project-generated trips at the
Ocean Avenue/Lee Avenue intersection; however, given the uncertainty regarding the ability
of the future loading demand to be accommodated and the lack of feasible mitigation
measures, as with the proposed project options, the cumulative impact would remain
significant and unavoidable.

Significant and unavoidable impacts identified for the project that would not be substantially
reduced under Alternative C and would still occur include the following:


Significant and unavoidable construction-related increases in ambient noise levels to sensitive
receptors would be the same as those of the proposed project because the construction program
for Alternative C would be the same as with the proposed project options. Noise levels would
still be above thresholds and the impact would remain significant and unavoidable even with
mitigation.



Significant and unavoidable cumulative construction-related noise increases would be the same
as those of the proposed project because the construction program for Alternative C would be
the same as with the proposed project options and the impact would still be significant and
unavoidable with mitigation.



Significant and unavoidable impacts related to construction-related criteria air pollutant emissions
would be the same as those of the proposed project options, emission levels would exceed
thresholds, and the impact would remain significant and unavoidable even with mitigation.



Significant and unavoidable impacts related to overlapping construction and operational
criteria air pollutant emissions would be the same as those of the proposed project options,
emission levels would exceed thresholds, and the impact would remain significant and
unavoidable even with mitigation.



Significant and unavoidable impacts related to construction-generated exposure of sensitive
receptors to substantial pollutant concentrations and resulting excess cancer risk would be the
same as those of the proposed project options and would remain significant and unavoidable
due to the potential compressed construction schedule, even with mitigation.
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Significant and unavoidable contribution to cumulative regional air quality impacts would be
the same as those of the proposed project options, emission levels would exceed thresholds,
and the impact would remain significant and unavoidable even with mitigation.

Significant impacts that could be mitigated to less than significant that were identified for the
proposed project options and would still apply to Alternative C include impacts related to:
archeological resources, human remains, tribal cultural resources, operational noise levels of
stationary equipment, Clean Air Plan consistency, and paleontological resources.

Alternative D: Six-Year Construction Alternative
Alternative D is the Six-Year Construction Phasing Alternative. The purpose of this alternative is
to address significant construction-related impacts identified for air quality under the potential
compressed three-year construction schedule.

Description of the Six-Year Construction Alternative
Alternative D would have the same mix of land uses, site plans, circulation, building footprints,
building heights, square footages, and construction characteristics as the proposed project options.
This alternative would not allow a compressed construction schedule. Therefore, under
Alternative D, construction phasing for the proposed project options would be phased as described
in Chapter 2, Project Description, under the six-year construction schedule. As shown in Table 2-2,
the initial phase (Phase 0) would include demolition of the parking lot, west side berm, and north
and east embankments, followed by grading, excavation, and construction of site infrastructure
over 12 months from 2021 to 2022. After Phase 0 is complete, construction of Phase 1 would occur
from 2022 to 2024. Construction of Phase 2 would occur from 2024 to 2027, after Phase 1 is
complete. Alternative D could be combined with the proposed project options, variants, and
Alternatives B and C. Thus, under Alternative D, there would be no compressed construction
schedule scenario and Phases 1 and 2 would not be constructed concurrently.

Transportation and Circulation
Project- and cumulative-level construction and operational transportation and circulation impacts
would be the same as under the proposed project options. Cumulative operational-related
mitigation measures identified for the proposed project options and variants would be applicable
to Alternative D (i.e., Mitigation Measure M-C-TR-4, Monitor Cumulative Transit Travel Times
and Implement Measures to Reduce Transit Delay, p. 3.B-96). Alternative D impacts for cumulative
transit delay would be significant and unavoidable with mitigation (Impact C-TR-4, p. 3.B-94).

Noise
Operational noise impacts under Alternative D would be exactly the same as under the proposed
project as the construction schedule would remain unchanged from the schedule as shown in
Table 2-2. Compared to the proposed project options, under Alternative D there would be the same
amount of demolition and construction activity. Therefore, construction noise impacts of
Alternative D would the same as those of the proposed project options and variants. Constructionand operational-related mitigation measures identified for the proposed project options and
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variants would be applicable to Alternative D (i.e., Mitigation Measure M-NO-1, Construction
Noise Control Measures, p. 3.C-30; and Mitigation Measure M-NO-3, Fixed Mechanical Equipment
Noise Controls, p. 3.C-36). Alternative D impacts for construction noise would be significant and
unavoidable with mitigation (Impact NO-1, p. 3.C-23, and Impact C-NO-1, p. 3.C-38);
construction vibration would be less than significant (Impact NO-2, p. 3.C-32), and operational
and cumulative noise related to fixed mechanical equipment would be less than significant with
mitigation (Impact NO-3, p. 3.C-33).

Air Quality
Compared to the proposed project options, under Alternative D there would be the same amount
of demolition and construction activity. As with the proposed project options and variants,
construction activities under Alternative D would be required to comply with the Construction
Dust Control Ordinance, and to implement specified dust control measures. Therefore, fugitive
dust impacts of Alternative D would the same as those of the proposed project options, as
described in Impact AQ-1, p. 3.D-43, and potential dust related air quality impacts for
Alternative D would be less than significant.
Alternative D would also have the same land uses as the proposed project options and variants.
Therefore, operational impacts of Alternative D would the same as those of the proposed project
options, as described in Impact AQ-3, p. 3.D-62, and would be less than significant. However,
mitigation measures have been identified to reduce combined construction and operational
emissions, as discussed under Impact AQ-2b, p. 3.D-56. Thus, the operational mitigation measure
identified for the proposed project would be applicable to Alternative D (i.e., Mitigation Measures
M-AQ-2d, Offset Construction and Operational Emissions for the Compressed Schedule, p. 3.D53). With incorporation of these mitigation measures, operational ROG and NOx emissions would
be reduced further below the significance thresholds, and this impact would remain at less-thansignificant levels.
Alternative D would be required to comply with the City’s Transportation Demand Management
(TDM) ordinance, which would require preparation and implementation of a TDM plan. Similar
to the proposed project, Alternative D would require additional mitigation measures to ensure
consistency with the Clean Air Plan, and with inclusion of such mitigation measures, this impact
would be less than significant with mitigation.
Like the proposed project options and variants, Alternative D would not create objectionable odors
that would affect a substantial number of people, as discussed in Impact AQ-6, p. 3.D-87.
Therefore, for Alternative D, odor impacts would be less than significant.

Construction and Overlapping Operational Impacts: Criteria Air Pollutant Emissions
As discussed under Impact AQ-2a, p. 3.D-44, construction-related emissions for the Developer’s
Proposed Option would not exceed any significance thresholds. Therefore, this would be a lessthan-significant impact. However, construction-related emissions for the Additional Housing
Option under the six-year construction schedule would exceed significance thresholds for NOx in
2022, resulting in a significant impact. In addition, as discussed under Impact AQ-2b, p. 3.D-56,
overlapping construction and operational emissions for the Developer’s Proposed Option under
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the six-year construction schedule would exceed significance thresholds for NOx in 2024, and
overlapping construction and operational emissions for the Additional Housing Option under the
six-year construction schedule would exceed significance thresholds for NOx in 2024, 2026, and
2027. Therefore, this would be a significant impact. However, unlike the proposed project options
that would result in a significant and unavoidable impact with mitigation, with no potential threeyear compressed construction schedule under Alternative D, each of these impacts would be
mitigated to a less-than-significant level through implementation of Mitigation Measures
M-AQ-2a, Construction Emissions Minimization, p. 3.D-48, and M-AQ-2b, Low-VOC Architectural
Coatings, p. 3.D-49.

Toxic Air Contaminants, Construction and Operation
Similar to the proposed project, construction and operation of Alternative D would generate TACs,
including DPM, and like the project options, under Alternative D, lifetime cancer risk for both
offsite and onsite receptors not in the air pollutant exposure zone (APEZ) would be less than
significant with mitigation (Mitigation Measures M-AQ-2a, Construction Emissions Minimization,
p. 3.D-48; M-AQ-4a, Diesel Backup Generator Specifications, p. 3.D-71; and M-AQ-4b, Install
MERV 13 Filters at the Daycare Facility, p. 3.D-72), while for offsite receptors already in the APEZ,
the unmitigated lifetime cancer risk would be less than significant, as with the project options.

Cumulative Impacts: Regional Air Quality
As discussed above, no single project by itself would be sufficient in size to result in non-attainment
of ambient air quality standards. Instead, a project’s individual emissions contribute to existing
cumulative air quality conditions.337 However, the project-level thresholds for criteria air pollutants
are based on levels by which new sources are not anticipated to contribute to an air quality
violation or result in a considerable net increase in criteria air pollutants. Therefore, because
emissions from Alternative D are not anticipated to exceed the project-level thresholds with
implementation of Mitigation Measures M‐AQ‐2a and M-AQ-2b, as explained above,
Alternative D would not result in a considerable contribution to cumulative regional air quality
impacts, a less-than-significant impact. Unlike the proposed project options which would result in
a significant and unavoidable impact with mitigation, emissions of criteria air pollutants associated
with Alternative D would not be cumulatively considerable, and this cumulative impact would be
less than significant with mitigation.

Cumulative Impacts: Health Risks
Alternative D would result in the same construction activity and operational activity, including
vehicle trips and backup diesel generators, and would therefore, result in the same cumulative
impact determination for PM2.5 impact as the proposed project: less than significant with mitigation
for all receptors. Additionally, Alternative D would also contribute to a cumulative health risk
impact for lifetime cancer risk for offsite and onsite receptors not in the APEZ, but the contribution
would be less than significant with implementation of Mitigation Measure M-AQ-2a, Construction
Emissions Minimization, p. 3.D-48. Finally, Alternative C would also contribute to a cumulative
health risk impact for lifetime cancer risk for offsite receptors in the APEZ, but the contribution
would be less than significant with implementation of Mitigation Measure M-AQ-2a. Unlike the
337
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proposed project options which would result in a significant and unavoidable impact with
mitigation, overall, contribution of Alternative D to the cumulative health risk impact would be
less than significant with mitigation.

Initial Study Topics
Alternative D would be the same as the proposed project options and variants including the same
residential units and same area of ground disturbance. As a result, the number of onsite residents,
employees, and construction-related employees would be the same as the proposed project
options. Impacts of Alternative D would be the same as those of the proposed project options and
variants, described in Appendix B, Initial Study, and Chapter 5, Variants, for the following topics:
aesthetics, population and housing, cultural resources, tribal cultural resources, greenhouse gas
emissions, wind, shadow, recreation, utilities and service systems, public services, biological
resources, geology and soils, hydrology and water quality, hazards and hazardous materials,
mineral resources, energy, agriculture and forest resources, and wildfire.

Ability of the Six Year Construction Schedule Alternative to Meet Project
Objectives
The Six Year Construction Schedule alternative would fully meet all project objectives, as detailed
in Table 6-2, p. 6-9 if applied to the proposed project options and variants.

Conclusion
Alternative D would substantially lessen the severity of the following impacts, reducing it from
significant and unavoidable with mitigation to less than significant with mitigation:


Significant and unavoidable impacts related to construction-related criteria air pollutant emissions
would be reduced to less than significant with mitigation.



Significant and unavoidable impacts related to construction-generated exposure of sensitive
receptors to substantial pollutant concentrations and resulting excess cancer risk would be
reduced to less than significant with mitigation.



Significant and unavoidable contribution to cumulative regional air quality impacts would be
reduced to less than significant with mitigation.



Significant and unavoidable contribution to cumulative health risk impacts would be reduced
to less than significant with mitigation.

Significant and unavoidable impacts identified for the project that would not be substantially
reduced under Alternative D and would still occur include the following:


Significant and unavoidable secondary loading impacts would be the same as the proposed project
options due to the same operational characteristics. Alternative D would have the same projectgenerated trips at the Ocean Avenue/Lee Avenue intersection; therefore, given the uncertainty
regarding the ability of the existing loading demand to be accommodated and the lack of feasible
mitigation measures identified, as with the proposed project options, the impact would remain
significant and unavoidable.



Significant and unavoidable cumulative transit delay impacts would occur as a result of the
addition of vehicle and transit trips generated by Alternative D in combination with City
College facilities master plan projects and other cumulative development, and would be the
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same as the proposed project options. Cumulative transit delay impacts would remain
significant and unavoidable even with mitigation.


Significant and unavoidable cumulative loading impacts would be the same as the proposed
project options. Alternative D would have the same project-generated trips at the Ocean
Avenue/Lee Avenue intersection; therefore, given the uncertainty regarding the ability of the
future loading demand to be accommodated and the lack of feasible mitigation measures, as with
the proposed project options, the cumulative impact would remain significant and unavoidable.



Significant and unavoidable construction-related increases in ambient noise levels to sensitive
receptors would be the same as those of the proposed project because the construction program
for Alternative D would be the same as with the proposed project options. Noise levels would
still be above thresholds and the impact would remain significant and unavoidable even with
mitigation.



Significant and unavoidable cumulative construction-related noise increases would be the same
as those of the proposed project because the construction program for Alternative D would be
the same as with the proposed project options and the impact would still be significant and
unavoidable with mitigation.

Significant impacts that could be mitigated to less than significant that were identified for the
proposed project options and would still apply to Alternative D include impacts related to:
archeological resources, human remains, tribal cultural resources, operational noise levels of
stationary equipment, Clean Air Plan consistency, and paleontological resources.

6.D Environmentally Superior Alternative
The CEQA Guidelines section 15126.6(e) requires the identification of an environmentally superior
alternative to the proposed project. Based on the analysis and comparison of the impacts of the
alternatives presented above, the No Project Alternative would be the environmentally superior
alternative because it would result in no impacts to all resources. However, the No Project
Alternative would not meet any of the project objectives. While the No Project Alternative would
offer environmental advantage over the proposed project, CEQA Guidelines section 15126.6(e)(2)
provides that if the “no project” alternative is the environmentally superior alternative, the EIR
should also identify an environmentally superior alternative among the other alternatives.
Table 6-6, Comparison of Environmental Impacts of the Proposed Project Options to Impacts of
the Alternatives, identifies the level of impact for the proposed project options and each alternative
(e.g., no impact, less-than-significant impact, less-than-significant impact with mitigation,
significant and unavoidable impact, or significant and unavoidable impact with mitigation) and
whether the impact of the alternative would be the same as, less than, or greater than the proposed
project options impacts. In some cases, the proposed project options and alternative would result
in the same significance determination, but the degree of that impact with the alternative might be
less than or greater than the proposed project options.
If the No Project Alternative is environmentally superior, then the EIR must identify another
environmentally superior alternative from among the alternatives evaluated, if the proposed
project options have significant impacts that cannot be mitigated to a less-than-significant level.
The environmentally superior alternative is the alternative that best avoids or lessens any
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significant effects of the proposed project, even if the alternative would impede to some degree the
attainment of the project objectives.
Therefore, among all of the alternatives including the “no project” alternative, Alternative D, SixYear Construction Schedule, is considered the environmentally superior alternative. Alternative D
would meet all of the project objectives and would avoid and substantially reduce the severity of
project- and cumulative-level impacts related to construction-related air quality and health risks.
It is also possible that Alternative D could be combined with Alternative B by the decision makers,
which could lessen the severity of the significant and unavoidable adverse impacts related to
project-level and cumulative loading on Lee Avenue between Ocean Avenue and the project site;
cumulative transit delay; project-level and cumulative construction-related increases in ambient
noise levels to sensitive receptors; and further reduce project-level and cumulative constructionrelated air quality and health risks compared to the impacts of the proposed project options. The
combination of Alternative B and D would result in less severe environmental impacts than the
proposed project options and variants. However, as described previously, the financial feasibility
of Alternative B is unknown.
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TABLE 6-6
COMPARISON OF ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACTS OF THE PROPOSED PROJECT OPTIONS TO IMPACTS OF THE ALTERNATIVES

Alternative A:
No Project

Alternative B:
Reduced
Density

Alternative C:
San Ramon Way
Passenger
Vehicle Access

Alternative D:
Six-Year
Construction
Schedule

Impact TR-6b: Operation of the proposed project, including proposed street network changes, would
impact existing passenger and freight loading zones along Lee Avenue between Ocean Avenue and
the project site, and may create potentially hazardous conditions for people bicycling and may
substantially delay public transit. (SU)

NI
<

SU
<

SU
<

SU
=

Impact C-TR-4: The proposed project, in combination with reasonably foreseeable future projects,
may result in a potentially significant cumulative impact related to public transit delay and the project
could contribute considerably. (SUM)

NI
<

SUM
<

SUM
<

SUM
=

Impact C-TR-6b: Operation of the proposed project, including proposed street network changes, in
combination with reasonably foreseeable future projects, would impact existing passenger and
freight loading zones along Lee Avenue between Ocean Avenue and the project site, and may create
potentially hazardous conditions for people bicycling and may substantially delay public transit. (SU)

NI
<

SU
<

SU
<

SU
=

All other transportation impacts LTS

NI
<

LTS
≤

LTS
≤

LTS
=

Impact NO-1: Project construction would cause a substantial temporary or periodic increase in
ambient noise levels at noise-sensitive receptors above levels existing without the project. (SUM)

NI
<

SUM
<

SUM
=

SUM
=

Impact NO-3: Operation of the fixed mechanical equipment on the project site could result in a substantial
permanent increase in ambient noise levels in the immediate project vicinity, and permanently expose noisesensitive receptors to noise levels in excess of standards in the San Francisco Noise Ordinance. (LSM)

NI
<

LSM
=

LSM
=

LSM
=

Impact C-NO-1: Cumulative construction of the proposed project, in combination with construction of
reasonably foreseeable future projects, could cause a substantial temporary or periodic increase in
ambient noise levels. (SUM)

NI
<

SUM
<

SUM
=

SUM
=

Impact of Proposed Project Optionsa

Summary of Impacts for Topics in this SEIR
SEIR Section 3.B, Transportation and Circulation

SEIR Section 3.C, Noise

CEQA SIGNIFICANCE DETERMINATION:
NI = No Impact; LTS = Less than significant; LSM = Less than significant with mitigation; SUM = Significant and unavoidable with mitigation; SU = Significant and unavoidable. All SUM and SU impacts
are shown in bold.
= (equal to); < (less than); > (greater than); ≤ (less than or equal to)
NOTE:
a See SEIR Chapter 3 and Appendix B for complete impact statements.
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TABLE 6-6
COMPARISON OF ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACTS OF THE PROPOSED PROJECT OPTIONS TO IMPACTS OF THE ALTERNATIVES (CONTINUED)

Alternative A:
No Project

Alternative B:
Reduced
Density

Alternative C:
San Ramon Way
Passenger
Vehicle Access

Alternative D:
Six-Year
Construction
Schedule

Impact C-NO-3: Cumulative mechanical equipment noise of the proposed project, in combination with
reasonably foreseeable future projects, could cause a substantial permanent increase in ambient noise
levels in the project vicinity, but the proposed project would not contribute considerably. (LSM)

NI
<

LSM
=

LSM
=

LSM
=

All other noise impacts LTS

NI
<

LTS
<

LTS
=

LTS
=

Impact AQ-2a: During construction, the proposed project would generate criteria air pollutants that
would violate an air quality standard, contribute substantially to an existing or projected air quality
violation, or result in a cumulatively considerable net increase in criteria air pollutants. (SUM)

NI
<

SUM
<

SUM
=

LSM
<

Impact AQ-2b: During construction phases that overlap with project operations, the proposed project would
generate criteria air pollutants that would violate an air quality standard, contribute substantially to an existing
or projected air quality violation, or result in a cumulatively considerable net increase in criteria air pollutants.
(LSM)

NI
<

LSM
<

LSM
=

LSM
<

Impact AQ-4: Construction and operation of the proposed project would generate toxic air
contaminants, including DPM, which could expose sensitive receptors to substantial pollutant
concentrations. (SUM)

NI
<

SUM
<

SUM
=

LSM
<

Impact AQ-5: The proposed project could conflict with implementation of the Bay Area 2017 Clean Air Plan.
(LSM)

NI
<

LSM
=

LSM
=

LSM
=

Impact C-AQ-1: The proposed project, in combination with reasonably foreseeable future projects,
would contribute to cumulative regional air quality impacts. (SUM)

NI
<

SUM
<

SUM
=

LSM
<

Impact C-AQ-2: The proposed project, in combination with reasonably foreseeable future projects,
could contribute to cumulative health risk impacts on sensitive receptors. (SUM)

NI
<

SUM
=

SUM
=

LSM
<

All other air quality impacts LTS

NI
<

LTS
<

LTS
=

LTS
=

Impact of Proposed Project Optionsa

SEIR Section 3.D, Air Quality

CEQA SIGNIFICANCE DETERMINATION:
NI = No Impact; LTS = Less than significant; LSM = Less than significant with mitigation; SUM = Significant and unavoidable with mitigation; SU = Significant and unavoidable. All SUM and SU impacts
are shown in bold.
= (equal to); < (less than); > (greater than); ≤ (less than or equal to)
NOTE:
a See SEIR Chapter 3 and Appendix B for complete impact statements.
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TABLE 6-6
COMPARISON OF ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACTS OF THE PROPOSED PROJECT OPTIONS TO IMPACTS OF THE ALTERNATIVES (CONTINUED)

Alternative A:
No Project

Alternative B:
Reduced
Density

Alternative C:
San Ramon Way
Passenger
Vehicle Access

Alternative D:
Six-Year
Construction
Schedule

NI
<

LTS
=

LTS
=

LTS
=

N/A

N/A

N/A

N/A

NI
<

LTS
<

LTS
=

LTS
=

Impact CR-2: The proposed project could cause a substantial adverse change in the significance of an
archeological resource pursuant to section 15064.5. (LSM)

NI
<

LSM
=

LSM
=

LSM
=

Impact CR-3: The proposed project may disturb human remains, including those interred outside of formal
cemeteries. (LSM)

NI
<

LSM
=

LSM
=

LSM
=

All other cultural resources impacts LTS

NI
<

LTS
=

LTS
=

LTS
=

NI
<

LSM
=

LSM
=

LSM
=

NI
<

LTS
<

LTS
=

LTS
=

Impact of Proposed Project Optionsa

Summary of Impacts for Topics in the Initial Study
Initial Study Section E.1, Land Use and Land Use Planning
All impacts LTS

E.2, Aesthetics
N/A

E.3, Population and Housing
All impacts LTS

E.4, Cultural Resources

E.5, Tribal Cultural Resources
Impact TC-1: The proposed project may result in a substantial adverse change in the significance of a tribal
cultural resource as defined in Public Resources Code section 21074. (LSM)

E.9, Greenhouse Gas Emissions
All impacts LTS

CEQA SIGNIFICANCE DETERMINATION:
NI = No Impact; LTS = Less than significant; LSM = Less than significant with mitigation; SUM = Significant and unavoidable with mitigation; SU = Significant and unavoidable. All SUM and SU impacts
are shown in bold.
= (equal to); < (less than); > (greater than); ≤ (less than or equal to)
NOTE:
a See SEIR Chapter 3 and Appendix B for complete impact statements.
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TABLE 6-6
COMPARISON OF ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACTS OF THE PROPOSED PROJECT OPTIONS TO IMPACTS OF THE ALTERNATIVES (CONTINUED)

Alternative A:
No Project

Alternative B:
Reduced
Density

Alternative C:
San Ramon Way
Passenger
Vehicle Access

Alternative D:
Six-Year
Construction
Schedule

NI
<

LTS
<

LTS
=

LTS
=

NI
<

LTS
<

LTS
=

LTS
=

NI
<

LTS
<

LTS
=

LTS
=

NI
<

LTS
<

LTS
=

LTS
=

NI
<

LTS
<

LTS
=

LTS
=

NI
<

LTS
=

LTS
=

LTS
=

Impact GE-6: The proposed project could directly or indirectly destroy a unique paleontological resource or
site. (LSM)

NI
<

LSM
=

LSM
=

LSM
=

All other geology, soils, and paleontological resource impacts LTS

NI
<

LTS
=

LTS
=

LTS
=

Impact of Proposed Project Optionsa

E.10, Wind
All impacts LTS

E.11, Shadow
All impacts LTS

E.12, Recreation
All impacts LTS

E.13, Utilities and Service Systems
All impacts LTS

E.14, Public Services
All impacts LTS

E.15, Biological Resources
All impacts LTS

E.16, Geology, Soils, and Paleontological Resources

CEQA SIGNIFICANCE DETERMINATION:
NI = No Impact; LTS = Less than significant; LSM = Less than significant with mitigation; SUM = Significant and unavoidable with mitigation; SU = Significant and unavoidable. All SUM and SU impacts
are shown in bold.
= (equal to); < (less than); > (greater than); ≤ (less than or equal to)
NOTE:
a See SEIR Chapter 3 and Appendix B for complete impact statements.
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TABLE 6-6
COMPARISON OF ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACTS OF THE PROPOSED PROJECT OPTIONS TO IMPACTS OF THE ALTERNATIVES (CONTINUED)

Impact of Proposed Project Optionsa

Alternative A:
No Project

Alternative B:
Reduced
Density

Alternative C:
San Ramon Way
Passenger
Vehicle Access

Alternative D:
Six-Year
Construction
Schedule

NI
<

LTS
=

LTS
=

LTS
=

NI
<

LTS
=

LTS
=

LTS
=

NI
=

NI
=

NI
=

NI
=

NI
<

LTS
<

LTS
=

LTS
=

E.17, Hydrology and Water Quality
All impacts LTS

E.18, Hazards and Hazardous Materials
All impacts LTS

E.19, Mineral Resources, E.21, Agriculture and Forestry Resources, and E.22, Wildfire
All impacts NI

E.20, Energy
All impacts LTS

CEQA SIGNIFICANCE DETERMINATION:
NI = No Impact; LTS = Less than significant; LSM = Less than significant with mitigation; SUM = Significant and unavoidable with mitigation; SU = Significant and unavoidable. All SUM and SU impacts
are shown in bold.
= (equal to); < (less than); > (greater than); ≤ (less than or equal to)
NOTE:
a See SEIR Chapter 3 and Appendix B for complete impact statements.
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6.E Alternatives Considered but Rejected
Potential project alternatives were considered as part of the alternatives screening process for this
SEIR. As stated in CEQA Guidelines section 15126.6(f)(1), factors that may be considered when a
lead agency is assessing the feasibility include:
… site suitability, economic viability, availability of infrastructure, general plan consistency,
other plans or regulatory limitations, jurisdictional boundaries (projects with a regionally
significant impact should consider the regional context), and whether the proponent can
reasonably acquire, control, or otherwise have access to the alternative site.
Potential alternatives were identified from review of scoping comments received following
issuance of the Notice of Preparation. The alternatives considered but rejected and the reasons they
have been rejected from further analysis are described below.

6.E.1 Alternatives Identified During Scoping
During the scoping process for this SEIR and initial study, individuals and organizations raised
concerns regarding the need to consider alternatives to the proposed project as summarized in
Chapter 1, Introduction, Table 1-1, Summary of Scoping Comments, p. 1-6. The concepts raised
during scoping included: (1) a reduced intensity (both height and density) alternative, (2) San Ramon
Way connection alternative, (3) alternative location, (4) higher density alternative, and (5) alternative
uses. Two of these concepts have been incorporated into the selected alternatives and are analyzed
in Section 6.C, p. 6-11. The first concept is addressed under Alternative B, Reduced Density
Alternative; and the second concept is addressed under Alternative C, San Ramon Way Access
Alternative. The remaining concepts were considered but rejected, as discussed below.

6.E.2 Alternatives Considered but Rejected
Alternative Location
CEQA Guidelines section 15126.6(f)(2) states that alternative locations should be considered if they
would avoid or substantially lessen any of the significant effects. While an alternative location might
lessen or avoid the operational impacts associated with transportation and circulation and construction
impacts associated with noise and air quality, it was rejected from further consideration because the
project objectives are specific to the Balboa Reservoir site, based on policy considerations evaluated by
the city. Construction noise impacts would occur regardless of the site or scale of the project, and no onsite alternative strategies would eliminate these effects. These impacts are associated with any project
that involves demolition, grading, excavation, and/or building construction activities. For this reason,
an alternative location for the same number of dwelling units would likely result in the same potential
noise impacts and require the same mitigation measures if demolition, grading, and excavation were
required, and because the same number of units would be built. Moreover, no feasible alternative
locations within the Balboa Park Station Area Plan area exist for an equivalent or similar level of housing
development, including affordable housing. No comparable parcel of land is available within the plan
area that the project sponsor could reasonably acquire, control, or otherwise have access. An alternative
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location, if one were available, would not be consistent with the project objectives related to developing
the reservoir site with a mixed-use residential neighborhood, including a substantial number of
affordable housing units, site infrastructure, and bicycle and pedestrian connections. Furthermore, an
alternative location would not meet the project objective related to developing an underutilized site
under the Public Land for Housing program.
One site identified under the Public Land for Housing in the plan area was the 2-acre site at 2340
San Jose Avenue, known as the Upper Yard. A developer for the Upper Yard was selected in 2016
and a building permit was issued in 2018 for the construction of 131 residential units; thus, the
Upper Yard location, which is an order of magnitude smaller than the proposed project, is not
available to the project sponsor for development. For these reasons, an alternative location was
rejected from further consideration.

Higher Density Alternative
Variations of a higher density alternative were raised during the scoping process for this SEIR. A
higher density alternative could meet all project objectives, however, this alternative would not
address any of the significant and unavoidable environmental impacts. Therefore, this alternative
was rejected from further consideration.

Lee Avenue Exit Only Alternative
This alternative would allow southbound egress from the project site onto Ocean Avenue via Lee
Avenue and prohibit northbound ingress to the site from Ocean Avenue via Lee Avenue. Twoway operations of Lee Avenue between Ocean Avenue and the project site would be maintained
only for delivery vehicles that require access to the Whole Foods off-street loading dock. This
alternative would reduce the number of project-generated vehicles on Ocean Avenue, thereby
reducing transit delay along the corridor; however, it would limit access to the project site and add
vehicle traffic to Frida Kahlo Way and, potentially, to San Ramon Way, if the San Ramon Way
Passenger Vehicle Access Alternative were selected. The westbound right-turn lane at Ocean
Avenue/Frida Kahlo Way/Geneva Avenue and the northbound left-turn lane at Frida Kahlo
Way/North Access Road currently operate near or over capacity during the peak hours, and the
additional vehicle traffic under this alternative could cause spillover into the through lanes, which
would cause delays to transit on Ocean Avenue and Frida Kahlo Way.
The alternative would not reduce conflicts between people bicycling southbound on Lee Avenue and
loading vehicles accessing the loading dock or conducting curbside loading on Lee Avenue.
Additionally, people unfamiliar with the site access and circulation may attempt to enter the site from
northbound Lee Avenue and would either: (1) complete a U-turn maneuver and continue to the Frida
Kahlo Way/North Access Road entrance or (2) ignore the one-way operations and continue north to
enter the site. These actions would result in potentially hazardous conditions and conflicts between
vehicles making a U-turn and vehicles exiting the Whole Foods driveway or accessing the loading
dock and between vehicles continuing north on Lee Avenue and oncoming southbound traffic.
For these reasons, southbound exit-only operations on Lee Avenue was rejected from further
consideration.
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Alternative Uses
Open Space Only Alternative
This alternative would develop the project site with only open space uses, and no residential uses.
The Open Space Only Alternative was rejected from further consideration because it would not
meet most of the key project objectives related to providing housing to address citywide demand
for housing, and building a mixed-income community including affordable units.

Fully Affordable Housing Alternative
This concept was raised during the scoping period for the SEIR. A Fully Affordable Housing
Alternative would include 100 percent affordable housing at the project site. A 100 percent
affordable housing alternative would not meet the project objective to build “a mixed-income
community with a high percentage of affordable units to provide housing options for households
at a range of income levels” (emphasis added). This alternative also would potentially fail to meet,
or at least fully meet, the following project objective:


Develop a project that is financially feasible and able to support the financial investment that
will be required to realize it, including equity and debt return levels that will be required by
investors and lenders to finance residential developments, as well as eligibility for required
federal, state, regional, and local sources of subsidy for infrastructure and utility construction
and affordable housing.

Additionally, this alternative could reduce the ability to meet the following additional project
objective that is specific to the City and County of San Francisco and the SFPUC:


Provide SFPUC’s water utility ratepayers with fair market value for this utility land asset as
required by the city’s charter and applicable law.

Finally, a 100 percent affordable housing development on the project site would not constitute an
alternative to the proposed project, but would arguably be a fundamentally different project. The
process that has led to the publication of this SEIR began in 2016 with the issuance of a request by the
SFPUC for development team qualifications for a residential project the Balboa Reservoir site.338 The
first of the primary project objectives set forth in that request for qualifications (RFQ) was as follows:


Under the City’s Public Lands for Housing Program, create a mixed-income housing project
that maximizes the amount of affordable housing for low, moderate, and middle-income
San Franciscans, while enhancing the communities around it.

The RFQ went on to specify that at least 33 percent of the housing units must be permanently
affordable to low- or middle-income households, including at least 18 percent of units affordable
to low-income households (up to 55 percent of area median income) and at least 15 percent of units
affordable to low or moderate-income households (up to 120 percent of area median income).
Furthermore, to “ensure that the project’s overall affordable housing serves a diverse group of
households ranging from low-income to middle-income,” an additional 17 percent of units were
required to be permanently affordable in perpetuity at a range of affordability levels (up to

338

SFPUC, Request for Qualifications for Balboa Reservoir Property, November 10, 2016.
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150 percent of area median income), with prices set at least 15 percent below market rate.
Moreover, 100 percent affordable housing developments in San Francisco are typically sponsored
by the Mayor’s Office of Housing and Community Development, which provides substantial
financial support for such projects and which typically seeks out not-for-profit developers who
specialize in the production of fully affordable residential projects. Accordingly, it has never been
the case that the planning for this project assumed or required a 100 percent affordable housing
development, which would require a substantially different financial structure and City
development partner(s). Nevertheless, as described in SEIR Chapter 2, a total of up to 50 percent
of the new units under the proposed project would be designated affordable to persons earning
between 55 and 120 percent of the area median income, depending on market surveys, funding
source restrictions and other stakeholder input on the affordable housing plan. The proposed
project options, as well as Alternative C, San Ramon Way Access, and Alternative D, Six-Year
Construction Schedule, would aim to maximize housing on the project site.
The foregoing notwithstanding, this alternative was briefly considered from an environmental
perspective. It is unlikely that this alternative would eliminate the project’s significant, unavoidable
impacts, for the following reasons, as set forth for each significant unavoidable impact:

Transportation and Circulation


Impact on passenger and freight loading on Lee Avenue and potential hazardous conditions
for people bicycling and delays for transit (Impact TR-6b). While evidence supports the
proposition that affordable housing results in a reduction in vehicle trips, the anticipated
reduction in vehicle trips would not result in a decrease in peak-hour vehicle trips sufficient to
reduce this impact to a less-than-significant level if the project site were developed at a
comparable intensity in terms of the number of units, even if 100 percent of units were
affordable. According to the May 2014 study, households with income levels that do not exceed
area median income and are located near transit are estimated to generate less household VMT
than moderate- and higher-income households.339
The project option analyses did not consider affordability in its travel demand analysis for
estimating peak-hour vehicle trips because VMT is not directly comparable to peak-hour
vehicle trips.340 If data were available to allow for such comparison, it is possible the project
peak hour vehicle trips may be lowered if affordability data were included. Further increasing
the affordability at the project site may further lower the project peak hour vehicle trips.
Even if the site includes only affordable housing and generates fewer vehicle trips than the
project options, it is unlikely that this impact would be reduced to less-than-significant levels
because the conditions that are causing the significant impact would not be avoided: extension
of Lee Avenue, potentially hazardous conditions for people bicycling, and queue of right-turning
vehicles in the rightmost travel lane that may result in some drivers shifting to the center lane
shared by public transit. Further, given the uncertainty regarding the ability of the existing

339

340

The 20 to 37 percent reduction in vehicle trips is from Transform and California Housing Partnership
Corporation, Why Creating and Preserving Affordable Homes Near Transit is a Highly Effective Climate
Protection Strategy, May 2014 (https://www.transformca.org/sites/default/files/CHPC%20TF%20Affordable
%20TOD%20Climate%20Strategy%20BOOKLET%20FORMAT.pdf), cited in the San Francisco Planning
Department’s Transportation Demand Management Technical Justification, June 2016; updated January 22,
2018 (http://default.sfplanning.org/transportation/tdm/TDM_Technical_Justification_update2018.pdf).
The model used for VMT analysis accounts for demographics in estimating background VMT.
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loading demand to be accommodated and the lack of feasible mitigation measures identified, as
with the proposed project options, the impact would remain significant and unavoidable.


Cumulative impact on transit delay impact resulting from increased vehicle traffic and
transit ridership (Impact C-TR-4). The reduction in peak-hour vehicle traffic and transit
ridership, assuming comparable development of affordable housing, would not reduce this
impact to a less-than-significant level. Even with the reduction in peak-hour vehicle traffic and
transit ridership, the project, in combination with cumulative projects, could result in a significant
cumulative public transit delay impact given the uncertainty of City College’s contribution to
cumulative delay and the project’s contribution could be cumulatively considerable at greater than
two minutes of delay on K/T Third/Ingleside, 29 Sunset, 43 Masonic, and 49 Van Ness/Mission
lines. The impact would remain significant and unavoidable with mitigation.



Cumulative impact on passenger and freight loading on Lee Avenue and potential
hazardous conditions for people bicycling and delays for transit (Impact C-TR-6b). This
impact would not be reduced to a less-than-significant level for the same reason as discussed
above for Impact TR-6b.

Noise


Construction noise impact (Impact NO-1). Assuming a comparable level of development of
affordable housing to the density proposed under the project, this impact would result in little
or no change in construction noise, given that development of affordable housing generally
requires the same construction techniques and equipment as market-rate housing. This impact
would remain significant and unavoidable.



Cumulative construction noise impact (Impact C-NO-1). This impact would not be reduced
to a less-than-significant level for the same reason as discussed above for Impact NO-1.

Air Quality


Construction air quality impacts (Impacts AQ-2a). Assuming a comparable level of
development of affordable housing to the density proposed under the project, this impact
would result in little or no change in construction air quality impacts, given that development
of affordable housing generally requires the same construction techniques and equipment as
market-rate housing. These impacts would remain significant and unavoidable.



Construction health risk impact (Impact AQ-4). This impact would not be reduced to a lessthan-significant level for the same reason as discussed above for Impacts AQ-2a and AQ-2b.



Cumulative construction air quality and health risk impacts (Impacts C-AQ-1 and C-AQ-2).
This impact would not be reduced to a less-than-significant level for the same reason as
discussed above for Impacts AQ-2a and AQ-4.

Use Site for City College
This concept was raised during the scoping period for the SEIR and was suggested in the context
of concerns with housing for teachers and students, and loss of parking at the site. Concepts for the
site included using the project site entirely for future expansion of City College facilities; and
maintaining the majority of parking at the site and providing student or teacher housing. These
alternatives were considered but would not necessarily eliminate the significant, unavoidable
construction-related air quality and operational loading impacts of the proposed project options;
or reduce other impacts of the proposed project options that are less than significant with
mitigation. These alternatives also would not meet project objectives to implement the goals of the
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Public Lands for Housing Program, and would not provide a mixed-income community with a
substantial amount of new housing to address citywide demand for housing. Furthermore, the
project site is under the jurisdiction of the SFPUC and not part of City College property or planned
for development under the college’s facilities master plan.

Water Storage
This concept was raised during the scoping period for the SEIR and would develop the site for
water storage only. It is unknown the length and intensity of constructing a water storage facility
for the site. Therefore, it is unknown if this alternative would reduce the significant, unavoidable
construction-related air quality and noise impacts. This alternative could potentially reduce or
eliminate the significant, unavoidable operational loading impacts of the proposed project options;
and reduce other impacts of the proposed project options that are less than significant with
mitigation. However, this alternative was rejected from further consideration because it would not
meet most of the key project objectives related to providing housing to address citywide demand
for housing, and building a mixed-income community including affordable units. San Francisco’s
drinking water is supplied by 13 reservoirs and seven tanks that store 440 million gallons, and the
Balboa Reservoir site does not contribute in any way to water supply or storage, as it is not and
never was a functioning reservoir as was originally intended and planned for the site.341

341

San Francisco Public Utilities Commission, Hetch Hetchy: The Story of San Francisco’s Water, Accessed July 31,
2018, at https://sfwater.org/modules/showdocument.aspx?documentid=84.
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Report Preparers
7.A San Francisco Planning Department
Environmental Planning Division
1650 Mission Street, Suite 400
San Francisco, CA 94103








Environmental Review Officer: Lisa Gibson
Principal Planner: Wade Wietgrefe
Senior Environmental Planner: Jeanie Poling
Environmental Planner: Jennifer McKellar
Transportation Planner: Elizabeth White
Air Quality: Josh Pollak
Noise: Chris Thomas

7.B Office of the City Attorney
City Hall, Room 234
1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place
San Francisco, CA 94102


Deputy City Attorney: Robb Kapla

7.C Environmental Consultants
Environmental Science Associates (ESA) (Prime Environmental Consultant)
550 Kearny Street, Suite 800
San Francisco, CA 94108













Susan Yogi, Project Manager
Karl Heisler, Senior Technical Advisor
Terri Avila, Principal-in-Charge
Jill Feyk-Miney, Deputy Project Manager
Brian Schuster
Blake Barroso
Chris Sanchez
Karen Lancelle
Shadde Rosenblum
Ron Teitel
James Songco
Joel Miller
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Kittelson & Associates Inc. (Transportation)
155 Grand Avenue, Suite 900
Oakland, CA 94612



Tim Erney
Amanda Leahy

7.D Project Sponsor/Architect
Reservoir Community Partners LLC
600 California Street, Suite 900
San Francisco, CA 94108





Joe Kirchofer
Joel Roos
Kearstin Dischinger
Nora Collins

Van Meter Williams Pollack LLP
333 Bryant Street, Suite 300
San Francisco, CA 94107


Karen Murray

Farella Braun + Martel LLP
Russ Building
235 Montgomery Street
San Francisco, CA 94104



Steve Vettel
C.J. Higley

7.E Partial List of Organizations and Persons Consulted
San Francisco Municipal Transportation Agency








Carli Paine, Land Use Development and Transportation Integration, Sustainable Streets Division
Mari Hunter, Curb Management
Scott Jefferis, Transit Service Planning
Jessica Garcia, Transit Service Planning
James Shahamiri, Transportation Engineering
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1.

Introduction

CHAPTER 1

Introduction
1.A

Purpose of This Responses to Comments
Document

The purpose of this responses to comments (RTC) document is to present comments on the draft
subsequent environmental impact report (draft SEIR) for the Balboa Reservoir Project (proposed
project), to respond in writing to comments on environmental issues, and to revise the draft SEIR
as necessary to provide additional clarity. Comments were made in written form during the public
comment period from August 8, 2019, to September 23, 2019, and as oral testimony received before
the San Francisco Planning Commission at the public hearing on the draft SEIR held on
September 12, 2019. A complete transcript of proceedings from the public hearing on the draft SEIR
and all written comments are included herein in their entirety. A complete list of commenters is
provided in Chapter 3, Public Agencies, Organizations, and Individual Persons Commenting on
the Draft SEIR. Note that some commenters re-submitted their comments on the Notice of
Preparation (NOP); these comments are included in RTC Attachment 2, Comment Letters and
Emails on the Draft SEIR.
Pursuant to the California Environmental Quality Act1 (CEQA) Public Resource Code
section 21091(d)(2)(A) and (B) and the CEQA Guidelines,2 the San Francisco Planning Department
(planning department) has considered the comments received on the draft SEIR, evaluated the
issues raised, and provides written responses that fully address each substantive physical
environmental issue that has been raised. CEQA Guidelines section 15088 requires the evaluation
of all public comments received on the draft SEIR and the identification of comments that raise
significant environmental issues requiring a good faith, reasoned analysis in the written response.
As further stated in CEQA Guidelines section 15088(c), the level of detail in response may
correspond to the level of detail provided in the comment. Where appropriate, this RTC document
also includes SEIR text changes made in response to comments.
In accordance with CEQA, the responses to comments focus on clarifying the project description
and addressing physical environmental issues associated with the proposed project. “Significant
effects on the environment” means substantial, or potentially substantial, adverse changes in any
of the physical conditions within the area affected by the project. Economic or social changes alone
are not considered a significant effect on the environment.3 Therefore, this document focuses
1
2

3

Public Resources Code sections 21000–21189 (the California Environmental Quality Act, or CEQA).
California Code of Regulations, title 14, division 6, chapter 3, sections 15000–15387, Guidelines for
Implementation of the California Environmental Quality Act (the CEQA Guidelines).
CEQA Guidelines section 15064 (e).
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primarily on responding to comments that relate to physical environmental issues, in compliance
with CEQA.4 However, for informational purposes, this RTC document also provides limited
responses to general comments on the draft SEIR received during the public review period that
were not related to physical environmental issues.
The comments do not identify any new significant environmental impacts, or substantial increases
in the severity of previously identified environmental impacts, from those analyzed in the SEIR.
Nor do the comments identify feasible project alternatives or mitigation measures that are
considerably different from those analyzed in the SEIR that would clearly lessen the significant
environmental impacts of the proposed project or project variant, but which the project sponsor
has not agreed to study or implement.
The planning department is the Lead Agency under CEQA responsible for administering the
environmental review of projects within the City and County of San Francisco. The draft SEIR and
this RTC document together constitute the final SEIR for the proposed project, in fulfillment of
CEQA requirements and consistent with CEQA Guidelines section 15132. The final SEIR has been
prepared in compliance with CEQA, the CEQA Guidelines, and San Francisco Administrative
Code chapter 31. This final SEIR is an informational document for use by (1) governmental
agencies (such as the planning department) and the public to aid in the planning and decisionmaking process by disclosing the physical environmental effects of the project and identifying
possible ways of reducing or avoiding the potentially significant impacts; and (2) the San Francisco
Planning Commission, other commissions/departments, and the Board of Supervisors prior to their
decision to approve, disapprove, or modify the project. If the San Francisco Planning Commission,
Board of Supervisors, or other City entities approve the proposed project, they would be required
to adopt CEQA findings and a mitigation monitoring and reporting program (MMRP or mitigation
program) to ensure that mitigation measures identified in the final SEIR are implemented.

1.B

Environmental Review Processes

Notice of Preparation of an EIR and Public Scoping
On October 10, 2018, the planning department published a Notice of Preparation (NOP) of an
Environmental Impact Report and Notice of Public Scoping Meeting (draft SEIR Appendix A),
announcing its intent to solicit public comments on the scope of the environmental analysis and to
prepare and distribute an SEIR on the Balboa Reservoir Project. The planning department mailed
the Notice of Availability of an NOP and Notice of Public Scoping Meeting to the State
Clearinghouse and relevant state and regional agencies; occupants of adjacent properties; property
owners within 300 feet of the project site; and other potentially interested parties, including
neighborhood organizations and individuals who have requested such notice. A legal notice in the
newspaper was also published on Wednesday October 10, 2018.
Publication of the NOP initiated a 30-day public review and comment period that ended on
November 12, 2018. Pursuant to CEQA section 21083.9 and CEQA Guidelines section 15206, the
4

CEQA Guidelines sections 15382, 15064(c), and 15064 (d).
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planning department held a public scoping meeting on October 30, 2018, to receive input on the
scope of the environmental review for this project.5 During the NOP review and comment period,
a total of 84 comment letters and emails were submitted to the planning department and 16
speakers provided oral comments at the public scoping meeting. The comment letters received in
response to the NOP and a copy of the transcript from the public scoping meeting are available for
review at the planning department offices as part of Case File No. 2015-014028ENV.6 The planning
department considered the comments made by the public in preparation of the draft SEIR for the
proposed project.

Draft SEIR Public Review
The planning department prepared the Balboa Reservoir Project Draft SEIR in accordance with
CEQA, the CEQA Guidelines, and San Francisco Administrative Code chapter 31. The draft SEIR
was published on August 7, 2019. The draft SEIR identified a 45-day public comment period from
Thursday August 8, 2019, through Monday September 23, 2019, to solicit public comment on the
adequacy and accuracy of the information presented in the draft SEIR. Paper copies of the draft
SEIR were made available for public review at the following locations: (1) San Francisco Planning
Department, 1650 Mission Street, and Planning Information Counter, 1660 Mission Street, and
(2) the San Francisco Main Library, 100 Larkin Street.7 The planning department also distributed
notices of availability (NOAs) of the draft SEIR; published the NOA in a newspaper of general
circulation in San Francisco (San Francisco Examiner); posted the NOA at the San Francisco County
Clerk’s office; and posted NOAs at multiple locations within and adjacent to the project site.
Comments on the draft SEIR were made in written form during the public comment period and as
oral testimony received at the public hearing on the draft SEIR before the San Francisco Planning
Commission on September 12, 2019. A court reporter was present at the public hearing to transcribe
the oral comments verbatim and provide a written transcript.

Responses to Comments Document and Final SEIR
The comments received during the public review period are the subject of this RTC document, which
addresses all substantive written and oral comments on the draft SEIR. Under CEQA Guidelines
section 15201,8 members of the public may comment on any aspect of the project. Further, CEQA
Guidelines section 15204(a) states that the focus of public review should be “on the sufficiency of the
[Draft EIR] in identifying and analyzing the possible impacts on the environment and ways in which
the significant effects of the project might be avoided or mitigated.” In addition, “when responding
to comments, lead agencies need only respond to significant environmental issues and do not need
to provide all information requested by reviewers, as long as a good faith effort at full disclosure is
made in the EIR.” CEQA Guidelines section 15088 specifies that the lead agency is required to
respond to the comments raising significant environmental issues received during the public review

5

6
7
8

The public scoping meeting was held at the Lick Wilmerding High School Cafeteria at 755 Ocean Avenue, San
Francisco on Tuesday October 30, 2018, between 6 p.m. and 8 p.m. A transcript of the proceedings is available
as part of Case No. 2018-007883.
The administrative record is also online at http://www.ab900balboa.com.
Electronic copies of the draft SEIR can be accessed online at https://sfplanning.org/environmental-review-documents.
CEQA section 21082.1(b).
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period. Therefore, this RTC document is focused on the sufficiency and adequacy of the draft SEIR
in disclosing the significance of the environmental impacts of the proposed project or project variant
that were evaluated in the draft SEIR.
The planning department distributed this RTC document for review to the San Francisco Planning
Commission as well as to the other public agencies and commissions, non-governmental
organizations including neighborhood associations, and individuals who commented on the draft
SEIR. The San Francisco Planning Commission will consider the adequacy of the final SEIR –
consisting of the draft SEIR and the RTC document – in complying with the requirements of CEQA,
the CEQA Guidelines, and San Francisco Administrative Code chapter 31. If the San Francisco
Planning Commission finds that the final SEIR is adequate, accurate, and complete and complies
with CEQA requirements, it will certify the final SEIR and will then consider the associated MMRP,
and the requested approvals for the proposed project.
Consistent with CEQA Guidelines section 15097,9 the MMRP is designed to ensure implementation
of the mitigation measures identified in the final EIR and adopted by decision‐makers to mitigate
or avoid the proposed project’s significant environmental effects. CEQA also requires the adoption
of findings prior to approval of a project for which a certified EIR identifies significant
environmental effects (CEQA sections 21002, 21002.1, and 21081 and CEQA Guidelines
sections 15091 and 15092). The draft SEIR identifies six significant impacts that can be mitigated to
less-than-significant levels with mitigation measures; these six impacts are related to:


Noise (project-level and cumulative operational noise from fixed mechanical equipment)



Air quality (consistency with the Clean Air Plan)



Cultural resources (archeological resources)



Tribal cultural resources



Geology and soils (paleontological resources)

This SEIR also identifies nine significant impacts that cannot be mitigated to less‐than‐significant
levels even with mitigation measures; these impacts are related to:


Cumulative public transit delay



Project-level and cumulative loading effects along Lee Avenue



Project-level and cumulative construction noise



Project-level and cumulative criteria pollutant emissions and health risks under the
compressed three-year construction schedule

Thus, the San Francisco Planning Commission must adopt findings that include a statement of
overriding considerations for relevant significant unavoidable impacts (CEQA sections 21081(a)(3)
and (b) and CEQA Guidelines section 15093(b)) if the proposed project would be approved. The
project sponsor would be required to implement the MMRP as a condition of project approval.

9

CEQA Guidelines section 15097 cites CEQA section 21081.6 as the authority for the CEQA Guidelines section.
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The project sponsor, Reservoir Community Partners, LLC, applied to the Governor of California
for certification of the Balboa Reservoir Project as an Environmental Leadership Development
Project (ELDP), pursuant to Assembly Bill (AB) 900, the Jobs and Economic Improvement through
Environmental Leadership Act of 2011, as amended effective January 1, 2018, and codified in Public
Resources Code section 21178 et seq., with public review commencing on June 25, 2019. The AB 900
process included a public comment period from June 25, 2019, to July 28, 2019. The ELDP
application is available at http://opr.ca.gov/ceqa/california-jobs.html (see “201802028 – Balboa
Reservoir Project”). The AB 900 Record of Proceedings is available at http://www.ab900balboa.com.
The ELDP application was certified. On December 30, 2019, the California Air Resources Board
(CARB) issued Executive Order G-19-195 determining that the proposed project would not result
in any net additional greenhouse gases with payment of offsets for purposes of certification under
AB 900. On December 30, 2019, Governor Gavin Newsom, with assistance from the Governor’s
Office of Planning and Research, certified the proposed project as an eligible project under AB 900,
and the Governor’s Office of Planning and Research forwarded the Governor’s determination to
the Joint Legislative Budget Committee. The State Legislative Analyst’s Office indicated that the
project aligns with the intent of AB 900, and recommended to the Joint Legislative Budget
Committee that they concur with the Governor’s determination. On January 27, 2020, the Joint
Legislative Budget Committee concurred with the Governor’s determination that the project is an
eligible project under AB 900.

1.C

Document Organization

This RTC document is organized into the following chapters:


Chapter 1, Introduction – This chapter discusses the purpose of the RTC document, the
environmental review processes, and the organization of the RTC document.



Chapter 2, Revisions and Clarifications to the Proposed Project – This chapter summarizes
changes to the description of the proposed project, as described in draft SEIR Chapter 2, that
the project sponsor has initiated since publication of the draft SEIR. The revisions and
clarifications consist of minor updates to the project description and the associated
environmental analysis previously presented in the draft SEIR. RTC Chapter 2 analyzes and
concludes that these revisions and clarifications to the proposed project would not result in
any new environmental impacts not already discussed in the draft SEIR or a substantial
increase in the severity of previously identified significant environmental impacts.



Chapter 3, Public Agencies, Organizations, and Individual Persons Commenting on the
Draft SEIR – This chapter provides tables that list the public agencies, organizations, and
individual persons who submitted written comments during the public review period or
spoke at the public hearing for the draft SEIR. The tables identify whether the persons
submitted comments in writing (i.e., via letter) during the public comment period or verbally
at the draft SEIR public hearing. Commenters within each category are listed in alphabetical
order. These lists also show the comment code (described below) and the format (i.e., public
hearing transcript, letter, or email) and date of each set of comments.



Chapter 4, Comments and Responses – This chapter presents the substantive comments
excerpted verbatim from the public hearing transcript and comment letters. The complete
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transcript, letters, and emails containing the comments are provided in Attachments 1 and 2
of this RTC document. The comments and responses in this chapter are organized by topic
and, where appropriate, by subtopic, including the same environmental topics addressed in
draft SEIR Chapter 4 and draft SEIR Appendix B. The comments appear as single-spaced text
and are coded in the following way:
–

Comments from public agencies and commissions are designated by “A-” and an
acronym of the agency’s name

–

Comments from non-governmental organizations including neighborhood associations
are designated by “O-” and an acronym of the organization’s or association’s name

–

Comments from individuals are designated by “I-” and the individual’s last name

In cases where a commenter spoke at the public hearing and also submitted written comments,
or submitted more than one letter or email, the individual’s last name or the acronym of the
organization’s name is followed by a sequential number by date of submission. A final number
at the end of the code keys each comment to the order of the bracketed comments within each
written communication or set of transcript comments. Thus, each discrete comment has a unique
comment code. The coded comment excerpts in Chapter 4 tie in with the bracketed comments
presented in Attachments 1 and 2 of this RTC document.
Preceding each group of comments is a summary introduction of issues raised about the
specific topic. Following each comment or group of comments on a topic are the planning
department’s responses. The responses generally provide clarification of the draft SEIR text. In
some instances, the responses may result in revisions or additions to the draft SEIR. Text
changes to the draft SEIR are shown as indented text, with new text double underlined and
deleted material shown as strikethrough text.


Chapter 5, Draft SEIR Revisions – This chapter presents the text changes to the draft SEIR
made as a result of a response to comments, and/or staff-initiated text changes identified by
planning department staff to update, correct, or clarify the draft SEIR text. This chapter also
includes revisions to the text of the draft SEIR described in RTC Chapter 2 relating to changes
to the proposed project initiated by the project sponsor, shown as indented text, with new
text double underlined and deletions shown with strikethrough. In addition, as described in
RTC Chapter 2, the proposed project has been revised, and text and graphic changes are
limited to the minor modifications.
Staff-initiated text changes are identified by an asterisk (*) in the margin. These changes and
minor errata do not result in significant new information with respect to the proposed project
or project variant, including the level of significance of project impacts or any new significant
impacts. Therefore, recirculation of the draft SEIR pursuant to CEQA Guidelines
section 15088.5 is not required.
The revisions also include the addition of two appendices to the SEIR, which are provided at
the end of RTC Chapter 5:
–

Appendix C4: Transit Delay Analysis and Capital Improvements Memorandum

–

Appendix I: Updated Health Risk Assessment Memorandum
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Attachments – The following attachments (called “attachments” to distinguish them from the
draft SEIR appendices) are included as part of this document:
–

Attachment 1: Planning Commission Hearing Transcript

–

Attachment 2: Comment Letters and Emails on the Draft SEIR

–

Attachment 3: Non-CEQA Transportation Analysis

–

Attachment 4: Travel Demand Workbook

–

Attachment 5: SFMTA Transit Delay Analysis Memorandum
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Revisions and Clarifications to the Project Description

CHAPTER 2

Revisions and Clarifications to the Project
Description
2.A

Introduction

Since publication of the draft SEIR, the project sponsor has initiated minor revisions to the proposed
project as described in draft SEIR Chapter 2, Project Description. This chapter summarizes these
minor revisions, describes updates to the text in the draft SEIR (deletions are shown in strikethrough;
new text is double-underlined), and describes the environmental impacts of the revisions. Draft SEIR
text revisions are presented in this chapter only where they have been made specifically in SEIR
Chapter 2, Project Description. Text revisions in other portions of the SEIR that are updated as a result
of these changes are presented in RTC Chapter 5, Draft SEIR Revisions.
The revisions update the information in the draft SEIR. The revisions do not provide new
information that would result in any new significant impacts that were not already identified in
the draft SEIR, nor would these changes increase the severity of any of the project’s impacts
identified in the draft SEIR. Mitigation measures identified in the draft SEIR would continue to be
required in order to reduce or avoid significant environmental impacts. No new measures would
be required to mitigate the significant impacts identified for the proposed project in the draft SEIR.
CEQA Guidelines section 15088.5 requires recirculation of an EIR when “significant new
information” is added to the EIR after publication of the draft EIR but before certification. The CEQA
Guidelines states that information is “significant” if “the EIR is changed in a way that deprives the
public of a meaningful opportunity to comment upon a substantial adverse environmental effect of
the project or a feasible way to mitigate or avoid such an effect (including a feasible project
alternative) that the project proponents have declined to implement.” Section 15088.5 further defines
“significant new information” that triggers a requirement for recirculation as including, but not
limited to, identification of a new significant impact, of a substantial increase in the severity of an
impact (unless mitigation is adopted to reduce the impact to a less-than-significant level), or of a new
feasible alternative or mitigation measure that would lessen the environmental impacts of the
proposed project that the project sponsor is unwilling to adopt. CEQA Guidelines section 15088.5(b)
states that recirculation is not required if “new information in the EIR merely clarifies or amplifies or
makes insignificant modifications in an adequate EIR.”
As described below, the revisions and clarifications to the proposed project options would not
introduce new characteristics or substantially modify previously proposed characteristics that would
result in any new significant impacts not already identified for the proposed project studied in the
draft SEIR, nor would these changes increase the severity of any identified significant impacts.
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2.B

Project Description Revisions

The minor revisions to the proposed project are described below. Certain aspects of the proposed
project are superseded and replaced by the minor revisions presented in this chapter; all other
aspects of the project description remain unchanged, as presented in draft SEIR Chapter 2, Project
Description. The environmental effects of the proposed project with the project refinements
incorporated are fully covered by the analyses in this chapter together with the analyses in draft
SEIR Chapter 4, Environmental Setting and Impacts.

Proposed Street Type Plan
As illustrated on Figure 2-12, Proposed Street Type Plan, on draft SEIR p. 2-27, the portion of West
Street that is south of South Street is proposed as a private street and the portion of Lee Avenue
that is north of North Street is proposed as a neighborhood residential street. The type of street has
been modified by the project sponsor such that West Street south of South Street is proposed as a
neighborhood residential street, and Lee Avenue north of North Street is proposed as a private
street. These revisions would only change the street ownership and would not result in changes to
roadway configurations or vehicle, pedestrian, or bicycle access to and from the project site. The
revised street ownership is shown in Revised Figure 2-12 in RTC Chapter 5, Draft SEIR Revisions.

Educator Housing
Under the Developer’s Proposed Option, a total of up to 50 percent of the new units would be
designated affordable to persons earning between 55 and 120 percent of the area median income.
The project sponsor has provided information regarding the affordable housing component, which
would include approximately 150 moderate-income dwelling units dedicated to educator
households as part of the 50 percent affordable housing. Under the Additional Housing Option,
approximately 150 moderate-income dwelling units would also be dedicated to educator housing
as part of the 50 percent affordable housing. This would not change the number and mix of
residential units, building footprints, or overall development program of the proposed project.

Parking
Under the Developer’s Proposed Option, public parking spaces could be provided in the up to 750space garage located under Blocks A and B, or in dedicated public parking areas within several of
the residential garages, all of which would be separate from the residential parking. This would
not change the overall number of parking spaces provided at the site.

Temporary Use of the Project Site
Since publication of the draft SEIR, the San Francisco Municipal Transportation Agency (SFMTA)
has been temporarily using a portion of the project site since October 1, 2019, for SFMTA employee
parking, under an agreement with the SFPUC. The agreement for this temporary use will expire
September 2020, prior to the potential start of project construction activity, and therefore would
neither be affected by, nor affect, the proposed project.
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Draft SEIR Revisions

The following figure has been revised to show the revised street ownership; the revised figure is
provided in RTC Chapter 5, Draft SEIR Revisions.


Figure 2-12 on draft SEIR p. 2-27

The last paragraph on SEIR p. 2-7 is revised as follows:
The site does not contain any permanent structures and currently contains 1,007 surface
vehicular parking spaces. The lot provides overflow vehicular parking for City College
students, faculty, and staff.26 The San Francisco Municipal Transportation Agency (SFMTA)
is also temporarily using a portion of the project site for SFMTA employee parking, under
an agreement with SFPUC. The SFMTA started temporarily using on October 1, 2019, an
approximate 29,100-square-foot area of the project site. This temporary use will expire
September 2020.
The paragraph under Section 2.E.1, Developer’s Proposed Option, on SEIR p. 2-13 is revised as
follows:
The Developer’s Proposed Option would include up to 1.64 million gsf in new
construction on 10 Blocks (Figure 2-4, Developer’s Proposed Option Site Plan and Height
Ranges). Construction under this option would provide 1,100 residential units totaling
about 1.3 million gsf. Housing would be provided on each block. A total of up to 50 percent
of the new units would be designated affordable to persons earning between 55 and
120 percent of the area median income, depending on market surveys, funding source
restrictions and other stakeholder input on the affordable housing plan. Affordable
housing would be distributed throughout the site. For purposes of this SEIR, the unit mix
is assumed to be 40 percent studio/one bedroom units and 60 percent two-or-morebedroom units. The project proposes to provide approximately 150 moderate-income
dwelling units (as a component of the project’s 50 percent affordable housing element) that
would be deed-restricted to occupancy by educator households with an average income of
100 percent of the area median income. Households with at least one full-time employee
of the City College of San Francisco or San Francisco Unified School District would have
preferential priority for all educator dwelling units, with City College households having
first priority and San Francisco Unified School District households having second priority.
Figure 2-5, Ground Floor Use Plan for Developer’s Proposed Option, presents the
proposed ground floor use plan at the project site. With the exception of the townhome
blocks (Blocks TH1 and TH2), the ground floor areas on all blocks could include common
spaces, building lobbies, residential units, as well as utility and parking access. As shown
in Figure 2-5, the ground floor of Block B would contain approximately 10,000 gsf of
childcare and community space. Approximately 7,500 gsf of retail space, including a café,
could be provided on the ground level of Block A, C, D, E, or F.
The first bullet under Section 2.E.6, Vehicle Parking and Loading, on SEIR p. 2-23 is revised as
follows to clarify that: (1) residential parking may also be included under Blocks A and B as shown
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in draft SEIR Figure 2-10, and (2) that public parking could be provided in the up to 750-space
garage under Blocks A and B or within several of the residential garages:


Developer’s Proposed Option: The Developer’s Proposed Option would provide a
total of up to 1,300 off-street vehicle parking spaces. Figure 2-10, Developer’s
Proposed Option Parking Facilities and Street Parking Plan, illustrates the
proposed off-street parking locations. Up to 550 off-street parking spaces for project
residents may be located in parking garages below grade at Blocks A, B, C, D, F, and
G and in the townhomes. In addition to resident parking, the Developer’s Proposed
Option would include a below-grade multilevel public garage of up to 750 spaces
located under Blocks A and B and accessed from South Street. Alternatively, the
public parking could be located in several of the residential garages. The Developer’s
Proposed Option would include a minimum of seven car-share parking spaces
located on streets and in buildings. In addition, the Developer’s Proposed Option
would include approximately six on-street freight loading areas and approximately
eight passenger loading areas along the internal streets.

Section 2.I.2, Local Agencies, on SEIR pp. 2-50 to 2-51 is revised as follows to update or correct local
agency approval actions:

2.I.2 Local Agencies
San Francisco Board of Supervisors


Adoption of CEQA findings



Approval of general plan amendments



Approval of planning code amendments (SUD) and associated zoning map and
height map amendments



Approval of a development agreement



Approval of final subdivision map(s)



Approval of dedications and easements for public improvements, and acceptance of
public improvements, as necessary



Approval of an amended easement and access agreement with City College ofthe San
Francisco Community College District for roadway access and any joint development
of streets, if applicable



Approval of a resolution(s) authorizing the sale of property under SFPUC
jurisdiction and various license agreements for use, construction, and open space on
SFPUC property



Approval of a resolution acknowledging City’s intention to fund affordable housing
in the project

San Francisco Planning Commission


Certification of the final SEIR



Adoption of CEQA findings
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Approval of special use district design standards and guidelines



Initiation and recommendation to the San Francisco Board of Supervisors to approve
amendments to the general plan



Initiation and recommendation to the San Francisco Board of Supervisors to approve
planning code amendments adopting an SUD and associated zoning map
amendments



Approval of Design Standards and Guidelines



Recommendation to the San Francisco Board of Supervisors to approve a
development agreement

San Francisco Public Utilities Commission or General Manager


Adoption of CEQA findings



Actions and approvals related to a development agreement and purchase and sale an
agreement for the sale of property under SFPUC jurisdiction, and various license
agreements for use, construction, and open space on SFPUC property and other
actions and approvals related to its jurisdictional authority



Approval of an amended easement and access agreement with the San Francisco
Community College District for roadway access and any joint development of
streets, if applicable

San Francisco Department of Public Works


Actions and approvals related to its jurisdictional authority

San Francisco Municipal Transportation Agency


Actions and approvals related to a development agreement and approval of transit
improvements, public improvements and infrastructure, including certain roadway
improvements, stop controls, bicycle infrastructure and loading zones, to the extent
included in the project

San Francisco Fire Department


Actions and approvals related to its jurisdictional authority

San Francisco Department of Building Inspection


Approval and issuance of demolition, grading, and site construction permits



Nighttime construction permit, if required

San Francisco Department of Public Health


Actions and approvals related to its jurisdictional authority

City College of San Francisco Community College District


Act as responsible agency under CEQA
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2.D

Approval of an amended easement and access agreement

Environmental Impacts

The minor modifications described in RTC Section 2.C above would not result in any changes to
the site layout, street configuration, proposed number of housing units, or construction
assumptions. These modifications would result in no changes to the assumptions, analysis, or
conclusions described in the draft SEIR assessment of environmental impacts of the proposed
project as presented in draft SEIR Chapter 3, Environmental Setting and Impacts, and draft SEIR
Appendix B with respect to any resource topics. The significant and unavoidable transportation,
noise, and air quality would remain and are discussed below.
The transportation impacts would remain significant and unavoidable for several reasons as
described on draft SEIR pp. 6-59 to 6-60:


Providing approximately 150 moderate-income dwelling units dedicated to educator
households may lead to slightly less vehicular travel than not providing such dedicated
housing. However, the cumulative impact related to public transit delay (Impact C-TR-4,
discussed on draft SEIR pp. 3.B-94 to 3.B-99) is based on the addition of vehicle and transit
trips generated by the proposed project in combination with the City College facilities master
plan projects and other cumulative development. Due to the uncertainty surrounding the
development at City College’s Ocean Campus and the uncertainty of SFMTA approval of
other measures under its jurisdiction, cumulative transit delay impacts would be significant
and unavoidable. The impacts to transit delay would occur irrespective of potential changes
in travel demand or patterns from educator housing.



The cumulative impact to passenger and freight loading (Impact C-TR-6b, discussed on draft
SEIR pp. 3.B-101 to 3.B-102) is determined based on the impact to existing loading zones
along Lee Avenue between Ocean Avenue and the project site. Under such a scenario, the
Lee Avenue extension would still occur, and impacts to loading on Lee Avenue would occur
irrespective of potential changes travel demand or patterns from educator or student
housing. Thus, the impact conclusion would be significant and unavoidable.

An additional reason that the transportation impacts would remain significant and unavoidable is:


The 150 educator-dedicated housing at the site would not obviate the need for travel to and
from other City College centers and instructional sites and San Francisco Unified School
District schools throughout San Francisco. Employees traveling to and from the Ocean
Campus accounts for only a portion of total daily travel to and from the project; other travel
would still occur from these employees throughout the day. Thus, educator housing at the
project site would not prevent project-related vehicle travel from using Ocean Avenue in the
project vicinity.

The minor modifications described in RTC Section 2.C would not change the confirguration of the
site or size of the buildings. Therefore, construction assumptions and durations would remain the
same. The construction-related noise and air quality impacts would remain significant and
unavoidable as described in draft SEIR Sections 3.C, Noise, and 3.D, Air Quality.
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The revisions to the proposed project would not result in any new significant impacts that were
not already identified in the draft SEIR, nor would these changes substantially increase the severity
of any impacts identified in the draft SEIR. The mitigation measures identified in the draft SEIR for
the proposed project would continue to be required to reduce or avoid the significant
environmental impacts of the revised proposed project. No new or modified measures would be
required to mitigate the significant impacts identified for the proposed project in the draft SEIR.
Therefore, references to the proposed project in this RTC document, including Chapter 5, Draft
SEIR Revisions, shall be interpreted to include and incorporate any changes proposed by the
revised proposed project, unless otherwise noted.
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CHAPTER 3

Public Agencies, Organizations, and Individual
Persons Commenting on the Draft SEIR
3.A

Introduction

This chapter presents the agencies, organizations, and individuals who submitted written
comments during the public review period or spoke at the public hearings on the draft SEIR. This
RTC document codes the comments in the following way:


Comments from agencies are designated by “A‐” and the acronym for the agency’s name.



Comments from organizations are designated by “O‐” and the acronym for the
organization’s name.



Comments from individuals are designated by “I‐” and the individual’s last name.

Within each category, commenters are listed in alphabetical order. In cases where commenters
provided oral testimony at the public hearing and submitted written comments, or submitted more
than one letter or email, comment codes end with a sequential number (e.g., O‐WPA1, O‐WPA2).
The planning commission hearing transcript is included as Attachment 1. Comment letters and
emails received are included as Attachment 2.

3.B

State, Regional, and Local Agencies, Boards, and
Commissions

TABLE RTC-1
FEDERAL, STATE, REGIONAL, AND LOCAL AGENCIES, BOARDS, AND COMMISSIONS COMMENTING ON THE
DRAFT SEIR
Commenter
Code

Name and Title
of Commenter

Agency/Organization

Format

Date

A-CALTRANS

Wahida Rashid, Acting
District Branch Chief

California Department of
Transportation (Caltrans)

Letter

September 10, 2019

A-BAAQMD

Areana Flores,
Environmental Planner

Bay Area Air Quality Management
District (BAAQMD)

Email

September 23, 2019

A-SCH

Scott Morgan, Director

State Clearinghouse

Letter

September 23, 2019
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3.C

Organizations
TABLE RTC-2
ORGANIZATIONS COMMENTING ON THE DRAFT SEIR

Commenter
Code

Name and
Title
of
Commenter

Agency/Organization

Format

Date

O-BRCAC

Jon Winston,
Chair

Balboa Reservoir
Community Advisory
Committee

Hearing Transcript

September 12, 2019

O-ARHS

Dr. Andrew
Currier,
President

Archbishop Riordan High
School

Hearing Transcript

September 12, 2019

O-MHDC

Sam Moss,
Executive
Director

Mission Housing
Development Corporation

Hearing Transcript

September 12, 2019

O-NAF

Neighbors
Against
Flooding

Ingleside Terraces
Residents

Email

September 17, 2019

O-SFHAC

Nicholas
Nagle

San Francisco Housing
Action Coalition

Hearing Transcript

September 12, 2019

O-SNA1

Amy O'Hair

Sunnyside Neighborhood
Association

Hearing Transcript

September 12, 2019

O-SNA2

Amy O'Hair

Sunnyside Neighborhood
Association

Letter

September 12, 2019

O-WPA1

Michael
Ahrens,
President

Westwood Park
Homeowners Association

Hearing Transcript

September 12, 2019

O-WPA2

Anita
Theoharis,
Board
Member

Westwood Park
Association

Hearing Transcript

September 12, 2019

O-WPA3

Michael
Ahrens,
President

Westwood Park
Association

Email

September 22, 2019

O-YIMBY

Laura Foote

YIMBY Action

Hearing Transcript

September 12, 2019
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3.D

Individuals
TABLE RTC-3
INDIVIDUALS COMMENTING ON THE DRAFT SEIR

Commenter Code

Name and Title of Commenter

Format

Date

I-ADAMS

Michael Adams

Hearing Transcript

September 12, 2019

I-AISSA

Sharon Aissa and David Bean

Scan

September 13, 2019

I-ALI

Amna Ali

Email

September 18, 2019

I-ANDERSON1

Lisa Anderson

Hearing Transcript

September 12, 2019

I-ANDERSON2

Lisa Anderson

Email

September 12, 2019

I-BARISH1

Jean Barish

Hearing Transcript

September 12, 2019

I-BARISH2

Jean Barish

Scan

September 12, 2019

I-BARISH3

Jean Barish

Email

September 23, 2019

I-BARNARD

Julie Barnard

Email

September 11, 2019

I-BARZ

Sara Barz

Email

September 11, 2019

I-BELBIN

Charles Belbin

Email

September 22, 2019

I-BERNSTEIN1a

Harry Bernstein

Hearing Transcript

September 12, 2019

I-BERNSTEIN2

Harry Bernstein

Email

August 11, 2019

I-BERNSTEIN3

Harry Bernstein

Email

September 23, 2019

I-BERNSTEIN4

Harry Bernstein

Email

September 23, 2019

I-BERNSTEIN5

Harry Bernstein

Email

September 23, 2019

I-BIERINGER1

Garry Bieringer

Hearing Transcript

September 12, 2019

I-BIERINGER2

Garry Bieringer

Email

August 16, 2019

I-BIERINGER3

Garry Bieringer

Email

September 23, 2019

I-BIERINGER4

Garry Bieringer

Email

September 23, 2019

I-BRAD

Brad

Hearing Transcript

September 12, 2019

I-BURGGRAF

Alex Burggraf

Email

September 23, 2019

I-BUTTON

Gary Button

Email

September 12, 2019

I-CIABATTONI

Kathleen Ciabattoni

Email

September 12, 2019

I-COLLINS1

Monica Collins

Hearing Transcript

September 12, 2019

I-COLLINS2

Monica Collins

Email

September 11, 2019

I-COLLINS3

Monica Collins

Email

September 22, 2019

I-CRONE

Phil Crone

Email

September 12, 2019

I-CROSBY

Liana Crosby

Email

September 11, 2019

I-CUTTEN

Merritt Cutten

Email

September 16, 2019

I-DELROSARIO

Ronnie Del Rosario

Email

September 11, 2019

I-E.HANSON

Edward Hanson

Email

September 23, 2019

I-EVANS1b

Rita Evans

Hearing Transcript

September 12, 2019

I-EVANS2

Rita Evans

Email

September 23, 2019
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TABLE RTC-3
INDIVIDUALS COMMENTING ON THE DRAFT SEIR
Commenter Code

Name and Title of Commenter

Format

Date

I-EVBUOMA

Marria Evbuoma

Email

September 19, 2019

I-FISHER

Allan Fisher

Email

September 12, 2019

I-FRAKNOI

Andrew Fraknoi

Email

September 21, 2019

I-FREY1

Laura Frey

Hearing Transcript

September 12, 2019

I-FREY2

Laura Frey

Email

September 22, 2019

I-GOMEZ

Wilson Gomez

Email

August 28, 2019

I-GONZALEZ

Daniel Gonzalez

Email

September 12, 2019

I-GOODMAN

Aaron Goodman

Email

September 12, 2019

I-HALFORD1

Daniel Halford

Email

September 9, 2019

I-HALFORD2

Daniel Halford

Email

September 16, 2019

I-HALL

Robert Hall

Email

August 21, 2019

I-HANSON1

Christine Hanson

Hearing Transcript

September 12, 2019

I-HANSON2

Christine Hanson

Email

August 8, 2019

I-HANSON3

Christine Hanson

Email

September 11, 2019

I-HANSON4

Christine Hanson

Email

September 23, 2019

I-HANSON5

Christine Hanson

Email

September 23, 2019

I-HEGGIE1

Jennifer Heggie

Hearing Transcript

September 12, 2019

I-HEGGIE2

Jennifer Heggie

Email

September 23, 2019

I-HONG

Dennis Hong

Email

September 11, 2019

I-HOUWER

Michell Houwer

Email

September 12, 2019

I-JA1

Alvin Ja

Hearing Transcript

September 12, 2019

I-JA2

Alvin Ja

Email

August 8, 2019

I-JA3

Alvin Ja

Email

August 13, 2019

I-JA4

Alvin Ja

Email

August 26, 2019

I-JA5

Alvin Ja

Email

August 26, 2019

I-JA6

Alvin Ja

Email

August 30, 2019

I-JA7

Alvin Ja

Email

September 5, 2019

I-JA8

Alvin Ja

Email

September 7, 2019

I-JA9

Alvin Ja

Email

September 10, 2019

I-JA10

Alvin Ja

Email

September 10, 2019

I-JA11

Alvin Ja

Email

September 11, 2019

I-JA12

Alvin Ja

Email

September 14, 2019

I-JA13

Alvin Ja

Email

September 14, 2019

I-JA14

Alvin Ja

Email

September 16, 2019

I-JA15

Alvin Ja

Email

September 22, 2019

I-JOHNSON

Eric Johnson

Email

September 11, 2019
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TABLE RTC-3
INDIVIDUALS COMMENTING ON THE DRAFT SEIR
Commenter Code

Name and Title of Commenter

Format

Date

I-KAUFMYN1

Wynd Kaufmyn

Hearing Transcript

September 12, 2019

I-KAUFMYN2

Wynd Kaufmyn

Email

September 22, 2019

I-KOPP

Quentin Kopp

Email

September 23, 2019

I-KOWALSKI

Kevin Kowalski

Hearing Transcript

September 12, 2019

I-LEGION

Vicki Legion

Email

September 22, 2019

I-LOHR

Janet Lohr

Email

August 10, 2019

I-MAGNUSON

Sally Magnuson

Email

September 23, 2019

I-MARABELLO1

Brian Marabello

Email

September 23, 2019

I-MARABELLO2

Brian Marabello

Email

September 23, 2019

I-MARTINEZ

Anita Martinez

Email

September 23, 2019

I-MARTINPINTO

Stephen Martinpinto

Email

September 23, 2019

I-MAURO

Jacqueline Mauro

Email

September 11, 2019

I-MEDAL

Tomasita Medal

Email

September 23, 2019

I-MUELLER1

Madeline Mueller

Email

September 23, 2019

I-MUELLER2

Madeline Mueller

Email

September 23, 2019

I-MUHLHEIM

Fred Muhlheim

Email

September 23, 2019

I-NGUYEN

Jess Nguyen

Hearing Transcript

September 12, 2019

I-OSAWA

Ed Osawa

Email

September 22, 2019

I-OSTEN

Scott Osten

Email

September 19, 2019

I-PEDERSON1

Christopher Pederson

Hearing Transcript

September 12, 2019

I-PEDERSON2

Christopher Pederson

Email

September 23, 2019

I-RANDOLPH

Yonathan Randolph

Email

September 23, 2019

I-RHINE

Marcie Rhine

Hearing Transcript

September 12, 2019

I-SAPPHIRE

Sophie Sapphire

Hearing Transcript

September 12, 2019

I-SCHNEIDER1

Benjamin Schneider

Email

September 11, 2019

I-SCHNEIDER2

Benjamin Schneider

Hearing Transcript

September 12, 2019

I-SIMON

Leslie Simon

Email

September 17, 2019

I-SMITH

Aaron Smith

Email

September 12, 2019

I-SUBIN

Zack Subin

Email

September 11, 2019

I-T.RANDOLPH

Theodore Randolph

Hearing Transcript

September 12, 2019

I-TARQUINO

Eve Tarquino

Email

September 12, 2019

I-TASSE

Dan Tasse

Email

September 11, 2019

I-TIMA

Etta Tima

Hearing Transcript

September 12, 2019

I-TRIPATHI

Priti Tripathi

Email

September 11, 2019

I-VESSELENYI

Hold Sall Vesselenyi

Email

September 23, 2019

I-VICKY

Vicky

Hearing Transcript

September 12, 2019
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TABLE RTC-3
INDIVIDUALS COMMENTING ON THE DRAFT SEIR
Commenter Code

Name and Title of Commenter

Format

Date

I-WEIBEL

Christine Martinez Weibel

Email

September 19, 2019

I-WEYER

Andy Weyer

Email

September 20, 2019

I-WHITE

Kathleen White

Email

September 19, 2019

I-WILENSKY

Debra Wilensky

Email

September 23, 2019

I-WORLEY

Jennifer Worley

Email

September 23, 2019

I-ZELTZER

Steve Zeltzer

Hearing Transcript

September 12, 2019

I-ZONTA1

Mike Zonta

Email

August 8, 2019

I-ZONTA2

Mike Zonta

Email

September 3, 2019

NOTES:
a The commenter left a copy of materials at the planning commission hearing. These materials were also submitted via email and are
addressed in response to Comment I-BERNSTEIN3.
b The commenter left a copy of their comments at the planning commission hearing. The comments were also submitted via email and
are addressed in response to Comment I-EVANS2.
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CHAPTER 4

Comments and Responses
Introduction
This section presents the substantive comments received on the draft SEIR and responses to those
comments. The comments and responses are organized by subject and are generally in the same order
as presented in the draft SEIR, with general comments on the SEIR, including comments on the merits
of the proposed project and project alternatives, grouped together at the end of the section. Comments
unrelated to a specific impact category are also classified as general comments. Comments on the draft
SEIR Summary chapter or on specific mitigation measures are included under the comments
regarding the relevant topical section of the draft SEIR. The order of the comments and responses in
this section is shown below, along with the prefix to the topic codes (indicated in square brackets):


CEQA [CEQA]



Project Description [PD]



Transportation and Circulation [TR]



Noise [NO]



Air Quality [AQ]



Alternatives [AL]



Cumulative Impacts [CU]



Initial Study Topics
–

Plans and Policies [PP]

–

Land Use and Land Use Planning [LU]

–

Population and Housing [PH]

–

Wind [WI]

–

Shadow [SH]

–

Utilities and Service Systems [UT]

–

Public Services [PS]

–

Biological Resources [BI]

–

Geology and Soils [GE]



General Comments [GC]



Merits of the Project [ME]
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Within each subsection under each topic area, similar comments are grouped together and
identified using the topic code prefix and sequential numbering for each subtopic. For example,
Project Description comments [PD] are listed as PD-1, PD-2, PD-3, and so on. Each topic code has
a corresponding heading that introduces the comment subject; these subsections present quotes of
comments and include the commenter’s name and the comment code as provided in Attachments 1
and 2 of this RTC document. The reader is referred to Attachments 1 and 2 for the full text and
context of each comment letter or email, as well as the public hearing transcript. In those
attachments, the comment code and response code are provided in the margin of each comment,
allowing the reader to locate the response to an individual comment.
Following each comment or group of comments, a comprehensive response is provided to address
issues raised in the comment and to clarify or augment information in the draft SEIR as
appropriate. Response numbers correspond to the topic code; for example, the response to
Comment PD-1 is presented under Response PD-1. The responses may clarify the draft SEIR text
or revise or add text to the SEIR. Revisions to the draft SEIR are shown as indented text. New or
revised text, including text changes initiated by planning department staff, is double underlined;
deleted material is shown in strikethrough.
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4.A

CEQA

The comments and corresponding responses in this section relate to general comments on the draft
SEIR. The comments in this section include the following:


Comment CEQA-1: Type of EIR, Tiering, and Focusing Second-Tier Review



Comment CEQA-2: Existing Setting and Baseline



Comment CEQA-3: Administrative Record

Comment CEQA-1: Type of EIR, Tiering, and Focusing Second-Tier Review
This response addresses comments from the commenter listed below; each comment on this topic
is quoted in full below this list:
I-BARISH3-5
I-BARISH3-20
I-BARISH3-33
I-BERNSTEIN2-1

I-BIERINGER3-1
I-E.HANSON-2
I-HANSON2-1

I-HEGGIE2-3
I-JA6-1
I-JA6-2

“Effects Found Not to be Potentially Significant (p. B-10)
In some cases, the Initial Study identified mitigation measures in CEQA topic areas that would
reduce potentially significant impacts to a less-than-significant level, supporting the conclusion
that these topic areas do not need CEQA review under this SEIR.
The Initial Study found that the only effects found to be potentially significant in the Project were
Transportation and Circulation; Noise; and Air Quality. All other potential individual and
cumulative environmental effects considered in the PEIR were found to be either less than
significant or would be reduced to a less-than-significant level through recommended mitigation
measures in the DSEIR. These impacts that are not studied in this DSEIR are: Land use and land
use planning; Population and housing; Cultural resources; Tribal cultural; resources; Greenhouse
gas emissions; Wind; Shadow; Utilities and service systems; Public services; Biological resources;
Geology and soils; Hydrology and water quality; Hazards and hazardous materials; Mineral
resources; Energy; Agricultural and forestry resources; Wildfire.
However, for the reasons set forth below, the basis for these determinations are flawed. The effects
below should, in fact, be analyzed in this DSEIR.”
(Jean B. Barish, Esq., MS, Letter, September 23, 2019 [I-BARISH3-5])

“According to 2.D.1, the area plan PEIR estimated the area plan would result in a net increase of 1,780
residential units, and that as of Sept., 2018, 273 units have been built and excluding the Balboa
Reservoir project, an addition 209 units are planned. (P. 2-6) Therefore, of the 1,780 total number of
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units, 482 are already accounted for, leaving 1,295 units as the maximum number that could be built
at the Balboa Reservoir and still comply with the PEIR. Yet the DSEIR considers one option that
would have 1,550 units, 255 more than allowed in the PEIR. A Balboa Reservoir project with more
than 1,298 units, therefore, would be inconsistent with the PEIR, and should not be permitted.”
(Jean B. Barish, Esq., MS, Letter, September 23, 2019 [I-BARISH3-20])

“The DSEIR must consider the impact of increasing the number of units from the original
recommendation in the PEIR
The Reservoir Project’s two options are for 1,100 units and for 1,550 units. The Balboa Park Station
PEIR’s Housing option for the Reservoir referred to 425-500 units. From the 425-500 units indicated
in the PEIR to the 1,100-1,550 units indicated in the Draft SEIR constitutes an increase of 109.9% to
264.7% over and above the Balboa Park Station PEIR. The increased number of units between the
BPS Program EIR to the Reservoir Subsequent EIR constitutes ‘substantial unplanned growth.’”
(Jean Barish, Letter, September 23, 2019 [I-BARISH3-33])

“Can you tell me, is this report going to be an original EIR or will it be based on some other EIR
that's been done elsewhere in the immediate area?”
(Harry Bernstein, Email, August 11, 2019 [I-BERNSTEIN2-1])

“2) The notice did say a 'subsequent EIR'. What is it subsequent to? Does this current analysis take the
place of a previous EIR? What is the relationship between the previous one and this subsequent one?”
(Garry Bieringer, Email, August 16, 2019 [I-BIERINGER3-1])

“1. The very fact that this process utilizes a Subsequent EIR is obfuscation. If the project from day
1 started with an impact assessment of 1550 units of housing on such a small footprint of 17 acres
than it would be clear that the surrounding environment and neighborhoods would be severely
impacted, as it stands the original plan has been expanded within the existing process of a previous
EIR as a means to mitigate public concern.”
(Edward Simon Hanson, PhD, Email, September 23, 2019 [I-E.HANSON-2])

“Until the release of the draft SEIR we were told to expect a DEIR.
What is the difference and why has this difference been applied to the Balboa Reservoir project?”
(Christine Hanson, Email, August 8, 2019 [I-HANSON2-1)
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“Noise and vibration were not addressed in the PEIR, and we thank the Planning Department for
recognizing that the earlier Balboa area plan offered a high level view, not a project view,
anticipating that they could not take into account every change to the area before a project is ready
for consideration. Since the time the PEIR was developed, many new buildings; educational,
service-oriented, commercial and residential; have been constructed near and adjacent to the
Balboa Reservoir. At the time of the PEIR, there was an expectation that no more than 500 housing
units would be constructed in the Balboa Reservoir.”
(Jennifer Heggie, Email, September 23, 2019 [I-HEGGIE2-3])

“The Initial Study discounts almost all environmental factors as needing assessment except for
Transportation, Air Quality, and Noise.”
(Alvin Ja, Email, August 30, 2019 [I-JA6-1])

“The Initial Study erroneously carries over the program-level determinations of the Balboa Park
Station FEIR/PEIR to the project-level Balboa Reservoir SEIR.”
(Alvin Ja, Email, August 30, 2019 [I-JA6-2])

Response CEQA-1: Type of EIR, Tiering, and Focusing Second-Tier Review
The comments request clarification regarding the type of EIR, disagree with the use of the initial
study, and state that the draft SEIR must consider the impact of increasing the number of units
from the original numbers analyzed in the PEIR.
The response below is organized by the following subtopics:


Program EIRs and Tiering



Use of Program EIR for Purposes of Focusing Second‐Tier Review

Regarding the comment that states that increase in units at the project site between the PEIR and
the SEIR constitutes substantial unplanned growth, see Response PH-1, Population Growth, on
RTC p. 4.H-17.

Program EIRs and Tiering
The Balboa Reservoir project-level SEIR was appropriately tiered from the Balboa Park Station Area
Plan PEIR. Draft SEIR Section 1.B, Type of EIR, discusses the relationship between the project-level
SEIR and the PEIR. As stated on draft SEIR pp. 1-2 to 1-3, the area plan PEIR is a program EIR under
CEQA Guidelines section 15168. The PEIR provided a first-tier, plan-level analysis of the
environmental impacts associated with the development program proposed for the entire plan area,
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including the project site. The Public Resources Code allows for the preparation of multiple types of
EIRs, based primarily on the level of detail available about the project at the time of an agency’s first
discretionary decision on the project. An EIR should “be prepared with a sufficient degree of analysis
to provide decision-makers with information which enables them to make a decision which
intelligently takes account of environmental consequences.”10 At the same time, the level of detail in
an EIR should “correspond” to the “degree of specificity involved in the underlying activity which is
described in the EIR.”11 Thus, an EIR for a construction project will necessarily be more detailed than
an EIR prepared for a large-scale plan, “because the effects of the construction can be predicted with
greater accuracy.”12 As discussed in draft SEIR Section 1.C, the PEIR evaluated the potential
environmental effects of development of the 210-acre plan area at a “program” level of detail, based
on the plan information available at the time, and thus is described as a “program” EIR.
A program EIR is commonly used in conjunction with “tiering” – “the analysis of general matters
contained in a broader EIR (such as one prepared for a general plan or policy statement) with later
EIRs and negative declarations on narrower projects; incorporating by reference the general
discussion from the broader EIR; and concentrating the later EIR or negative declaration solely on
the issues specific to the later project.”13 Tiering is appropriate and agencies are encouraged where
an EIR is completed for a large-scale plan at an early stage, and further analyses will be prepared
at later stages as individual projects are proposed that implement the plan, enabling the agency to
consider broad policy alternatives and cumulative impacts early in the process and to defer
analysis of project-level details until specific projects are proposed.
The PEIR analyzed a large-scale area plan, and the department is now analyzing a project with
more specific details on one of the sites in the PEIR – the Balboa Reservoir. Thus, the SEIR is an
appropriate level of environmental review for the project.
The area plan and the PEIR do not place a cap on the number of housing units within the plan area
or the project site. The PEIR acknowledges that aside from the project-level analysis for the Phelan
Loop Site and Kragen Auto Parts Site (which are now built as 1100 and 1150 Ocean Avenue), the
other sites identified for the plan area, including the Balboa Reservoir site, are “part of the reasonably
foreseeable development program for the Area Plan; however, they will be analyzed at a program
level of detail because no specific development proposals have been presented.”14 In order to conduct
a program-level analysis, the department made appropriate development assumptions at the time of
the PEIR. The PEIR analyzed a development program of 500 residential units and 100,000 square feet
of open space for the Balboa Reservoir site.15
The draft SEIR is a project-level environmental review that includes more details on the currently
proposed project at the Balboa Reservoir than were in the PEIR. The purpose of the draft SEIR is to
analyze the proposed development at the project site compared to the development assumed in the

10
11
12
13
14

15

CCR Title 14 Section 15151
CCR Title 14 Section 15146
CCR Title 14 Section 15146
CCR Title 14 Section 15152(a)
City and County of San Francisco Planning, Balboa Park Station Area Plan Final Environmental Impact Report,
Planning Department File No. 2004.1059E, certified December 4, 2008.
Ibid. pages 100, 107.
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PEIR to determine whether it would be within the scope of the program-level analysis or whether
the project would result in new significant impacts or substantially more severe significant impacts
than those identified in the PEIR. The draft SEIR then analyzes the new significant impacts or
substantially more severe significant impacts in the PEIR. The use of the PEIR and initial study to
focus the second-tier review, and applicable principles in the CEQA Guidelines, are explained below.

Use of Program EIR for Purposes of Focusing Second‐Tier Review
The CEQA Guidelines address how a lead agency is to use a certified first‐tier EIR when analyzing
a specific development proposal within the area covered by the plan. CEQA Guidelines
section 15152 provides general guidance regarding tiering. Section 15152 states in pertinent part:
d) Where an EIR has been prepared and certified for a program, plan, policy, or ordinance
consistent with the requirements of this section, any lead agency for a later project
pursuant to or consistent with the program, plan, policy, or ordinance should limit the EIR
or negative declaration on the later project to effects which:
(1) Were not examined as significant effects on the environment in the prior EIR; or
(2) Are susceptible to substantial reduction or avoidance by the choice of specific revisions
in the project, by the imposition of conditions, or other means.
e) Tiering under this section shall be limited to situations where the project is consistent with
the general plan and zoning of the city or county in which the project is located, except that
a project requiring a rezone to achieve or maintain conformity with a general plan may be
subject to tiering.
f)

A later EIR shall be required when the initial study or other analysis finds that the later
project may cause significant effects on the environment that were not adequately
addressed in the prior EIR. A negative declaration shall be required when the provisions
of section 15070 are met.
(1) Where a lead agency determines that a cumulative effect has been adequately
addressed in the prior EIR, that effect is not treated as significant for purposes of the
later EIR or negative declaration, and need not be discussed in detail.
(2) When assessing whether there is a new significant cumulative effect, the lead agency
shall consider whether the incremental effects of the project would be considerable
when viewed in the context of past, present, and probable future projects. At this point,
the question is not whether there is a significant cumulative impact, but whether the
effects of the project are cumulatively considerable. For a discussion on how to assess
whether project impacts are cumulatively considerable, see section 15064(i).
(3) Significant environmental effects have been “adequately addressed” if the lead agency
determines that:
(A) they have been mitigated or avoided as a result of the prior environmental impact
report and findings adopted in connection with that prior environmental report; or
(B) they have been examined at a sufficient level of detail in the prior environmental
impact report to enable those effects to be mitigated or avoided by site specific
revisions, the imposition of conditions, or by other means in connection with the
approval of the later project.
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CEQA Guidelines section 15168 provides similar guidance regarding the use of a program EIR to
focus analysis of a later project carried out under the plan for which the program EIR was prepared.
Section 15168 states:
c)

Use with Later Activities. Later activities in the program must be examined in the light of the
program EIR to determine whether an additional environmental document must be prepared.
1) If a later activity would have effects that were not examined in the program EIR, a new
Initial Study would need to be prepared leading to either an EIR or a Negative Declaration.
That later analysis may tier from the program EIR as provided in section 15152.
2) If the agency finds that pursuant to section 15162, subsequent EIR would be required,
the agency can approve the activity as being within the scope of the project covered by
the program EIR, and no new environmental document would be required. Whether
a later activity is within the scope of a program EIR is a factual question that the lead
agency determines based on substantial evidence in the record. Factors that an agency
may consider in making that determination include, but are not limited to, consistency
of the later activity with the type of allowable land use, overall planned density and
building intensity, geographic area analyzed for environmental impacts, and covered
infrastructure, as described in the program EIR.
3) An agency shall incorporate feasible mitigation measures and alternatives developed
in the program EIR into later activities in the program.
4) Where the later activities involve site specific operations, the agency should use a
written checklist or similar device to document the evaluation of the site and the
activity to determine whether the environmental effects of the operation were within
the scope of the program EIR.
5) A program EIR will be most helpful in dealing with later activities if it provides a
description of planned activities that would implement the program and deals with
the effects of the program as specifically and comprehensively as possible. With a good
and detailed project description and analysis of the program, many later activities
could be found to be within the scope of the project described in the program EIR, and
no further environmental documents would be required.

d) Use with Subsequent EIRs and Negative Declarations. A program EIR can be used to
simplify the task of preparing environmental documents on later activities in the program.
The program EIR can:
1) Provide the basis in an Initial Study for determining whether the later activity may
have any significant effects.
2) Be incorporated by reference to deal with regional influences, secondary effects, cumulative
impacts, broad alternatives, and other factors that apply to the program as a whole.
3) Focus an EIR on a later activity to permit discussion solely of new effects which had
not been considered before.
In response to comments that question the use of an SEIR or claim that the topics in the initial study
should be studied in the SEIR, the department appropriately uses the draft SEIR and initial study.
All lead agencies may, prior to preparing any type of EIR, prepare an initial study to “[a]ssist in
the preparation of an EIR, if one is required, by… [f]ocusing the EIR on the effects determined to
be significant … [and] [e]xplaining the reasons for determining that potentially significant effects
would not be significant…” (CEQA Guidelines section 15063(c)(3)(A), (C)). Thereafter, CEQA only
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requires the EIR to “contain a statement briefly indicating the reasons that various possible
significant effects of a project were determined not to be significant and were therefore not
discussed in detail in the EIR. Such a statement may be contained in an attached copy of an Initial
Study” (CEQA Guidelines section 15128).
A later subsequent EIR is required when the initial study or other analysis finds that the later
project may cause significant effects on the environment that were not adequately addressed in the
prior EIR (CEQA Guidelines section 15152(f)). In other words, topics found to have less than
significant or less than significant impacts with mitigation do not need to be carried forward into
the subsequent EIR. In determining the categories of environmental impacts to address in the draft
SEIR, the planning department relied on processes and principles drawn from section 15152,
section 15168, and section 15180 of the CEQA Guidelines, with the goal of determining whether
the proposed project could cause potentially significant effects not adequately addressed in the
PEIR. This process is documented in the initial study prepared for the proposed project (SEIR
Appendix B).
For each resource topic area, the initial study explains why the PEIR provides an adequate analysis
of these issues. In the language of the CEQA Guidelines, second‐tier, project-specific review should
focus on those impacts that were not “adequately addressed” in the first‐tier document (CEQA
Guidelines section 15152(f)) or “not examined in the program EIR” (CEQA Guidelines
section 15168). The initial study addresses each resource area, and examines whether the PEIR
provides an adequate analysis of the project’s impact on that resource area. Where the project
might have significant impacts that have not been adequately addressed in the PEIR, either due to
the nature of the project, or due to new information that was not previously available, those issues
were carried forward for detailed analysis. Where the PEIR provided adequate analysis of a
particular resource or the initial study determines that the impacts would be less than significant
(with or without mitigation), those issues are “scoped out” from analysis in the SEIR. That is
consistent with the scoping process (whether or not the EIR tiers from prior EIRs), and with the
approach called for under CEQA Guidelines sections 15152 and 15168.
In draft SEIR Appendix B, the analysis focuses on whether the prior analysis remains valid and
whether the proposed project would cause site-specific impacts not anticipated by the previously
prepared programmatic analysis in the PEIR. To the extent that the prior “first-tier” analysis (e.g.,
of the general consequences of developing the overall area plan) remains valid, the planning
department concludes that there was no need for additional, duplicative analysis. Where existing
analyses or existing standards or mitigation requirements were insufficient to ensure the avoidance
of significant effects or the mitigation of such effects to less than significant levels, the planning
department address the topics in further detail in the draft SEIR.
As stated on draft SEIR p. 1-3, the planning department determines that one or more of the
conditions for a subsequent EIR are met for the proposed project, and that a SEIR is therefore
warranted, including the fact that the proposed project would result in new significant impacts
and substantially more-severe significant impacts than previously identified in the PEIR for
transportation and circulation, air quality, and noise.
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SEIR Appendix B determines that the proposed project options would have no new significant
impacts or no substantially more severe significant impacts than those previously identified in the
PEIR on the following resources: Land Use and Land Use Planning (SEIR Appendix B, Section E.1);
Aesthetics (Section E.2); Population and Housing (Section E.3); Cultural Resources (Section E.4);
Greenhouse Gas Emissions (Section E.9); Wind (Section E.10); Shadow (Section E.11); Recreation
(Section E.12); Utilities and Service Systems (SEIR Section E.13); Public Services (Section E.14);
Biological Resources (Section E.15); Geology and Soils (Section E.16); Hydrology and Water
Quality (Section E.17); and Hazards and Hazardous Materials (Section E.18).
The PEIR did not specifically address impacts associated with tribal cultural resources, mineral
resources, agriculture and forest resources, and wildfire, which are included in the planning
department’s current checklist. Draft SEIR Appendix B determines that the proposed project
would result in either no impact, less-than significant impact, or less-than-significant impact with
mitigation on these resources: Tribal Cultural Resources (Section E.5); Mineral Resources
(Section E.19); Energy (Section E.20); Agriculture and Forest Resources (Section E.21); and Wildfire
(Section E.22).
In each of these sections, draft SEIR Appendix B properly explains why the project would not have
new significant impacts or substantially more severe significant impacts than those previously
identified in the PEIR. The draft SEIR acknowledges the conclusions of the initial study on p. 1-3
and refers to draft SEIR Appendix B, for further details.
The proposed project constitutes a later project within the scope of the PEIR. However, the
planning department did not rely on this conclusion to avoid preparing a project‐specific EIR for
the proposed project or to scope out any impact that remained potentially significant after
mitigation identified in the initial study or the PEIR. The preparation of the draft SEIR fully
complies with CEQA, the CEQA Guidelines, and chapter 31 of the San Francisco Administrative
Code.

Comment CEQA-2: Existing Setting and Baseline
This response addresses comments from the commenter listed below; each comment on this topic
is quoted in full below this list:
I-BARISH3-15
I-BARISH3-21
I-BELBIN-1
I-BELBIN-4
I-BERNSTEIN1-2
I-BERNSTEIN1-4
I-BERNSTEIN3-1
I-BERNSTEIN4-3
I-BERNSTEIN5-2
I-E.HANSON-4
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“Current Reservoir student parking is an existing physical condition. This physical reality cannot
be ignored. Removal of student parking will have significant impact on student enrollment and
attendance.”
(Jean B. Barish, Esq., MS, Letter, September 23, 2019 [I-BARISH3-15])

“Project Overview, 2.A
The DSEIR does not conform to California Code of Regulations, Title 14, 15125 (a) and (c).
According to the DSEIR, p. 2-1: The proposed Balboa Reservoir Project is located on a 17.6-acre site
in the West of Twin Peaks area of south central San Francisco (see Figure 2-1, Location Map). The
site is north of the Ocean Avenue commercial district, west of the City College of San Francisco
Ocean Campus, east of the Westwood Park neighborhood, and south of Archbishop Riordan High
School. The project site is owned by the City and County of San Francisco (City) under the
jurisdiction of the San Francisco Public Utilities Commission (SFPUC).
This Project Overview is inadequate, and does not conform to California Code of Regulations, Title
14, 15125 (a) which states: An EIR must include a description of the physical environmental
conditions in the vicinity of the project. This environmental setting will normally constitute the
baseline physical conditions by which a lead agency determines whether an impact is significant. .
. . The purpose of this requirement is to give the public and decision makers the most accurate and
understandable picture practically possible of the project's likely near-term and long-term impacts.
City College, Archbishop Riordan High School, and Lick Wilmerding High School are all large
institutions in the vicinity of the Project. But the DSEIR does not always consider impacts of the
Project on these institutions. Accordingly, the DSEIR is inadequate and must be revised to
comprehensively review all the environmental impacts on these locations.
(Jean B. Barish, Esq., MS, Letter, September 23, 2019 [I-BARISH3-21])

“"An EIR is supposed to give a description of the existing vicinity. Yet the Reservoir EIR Project
SEIR's (Subsequent EIR) description limits it to the Reservoir lot/site itself.
This failure to place CCSF in the description will undermine CCSF's future.
Once the Reservoir Project gets built, the City and developers will establish the Project to be the
"baseline existing condition." And at that point any future CCSF FMP projects will have to answer
for CCSF's adverse impacts on the Reservoir Project.
BOT and Administration need to change its stance of being antagonistic to students, while being
servile to the Reservoir Project. BOT and Administration need step up to defend CCSF interests,
instead.
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During the accreditation crisis many of us fought diligently to restore the BOT to power. Please
don't continue to disappoint us.
To address the deliberate exclusion of CCSF from the description of the "Existing Setting", I have
submitted the attached written comment. Here are excerpts:
INADEQUACY OF DESCRIPTION OF BASELINE EXISTING SETTING
I had raised the issue of the inadequacy of the Initial Study/SEIR’s description of the Reservoir
Project’s baseline existing condition at the 9/12/2019 Planning Commission meeting. Here, I wish
to expand on my allegation.
In an earlier written comment, I had already stated the following:
The Initial Study’s B. PROJECT SETTING states: The project setting and existing site land use
characteristics are provided in SEIR Chapter 2, Project Description.
Going to the referred Ch.2 Project Description produces this:
The Initial Study’s B. PROJECT SETTING states: The project setting and existing site land use
characteristics are provided in SEIR Chapter 2, Project Description.
Going to the referred Ch.2 Project Description produces this:
Project Description
2.A Project Overview
The proposed Balboa Reservoir Project is located on a 17.6-acre site in the West of Twin Peaks area
of south central San Francisco (see Figure 2-1, Location Map). The site is north of the Ocean Avenue
commercial district, west of the City College of San Francisco Ocean Campus, east of the Westwood
Park neighborhood, and south of Archbishop Riordan High School. The project site is owned by
the City and County of San Francisco (City) under the jurisdiction of the San Francisco Public
Utilities Commission (SFPUC).
This constitutes the entire description of the Project Setting’s baseline existing condition for the
Initial Study/SEIR.
California Code of Regulations Title 14 section 15125
California Code of Regulations Title 14 section 15125 contains the requirements for a description
of the existing Environmental Setting in an EIR:
§ 15125 (a) An EIR must include a description of the physical environmental conditions in the
vicinity of the project. This environmental setting will normally constitute the baseline physical
conditions by which a lead agency determines whether an impact is significant. The description of
the environmental setting shall be no longer than is necessary to provide an understanding of the
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significant effects of the proposed project and its alternatives. The purpose of this requirement is
to give the public and decision makers the most accurate and understandable picture practically
possible of the project's likely near-term and long-term impacts.
In order for the public and decision-makers to acquire the “most accurate and understandable
picture possible of the project’s impacts”, we are left with the SEIR’s 2.A Project Overview
contained in Chapter 2, Project Description. Contrary to § 15125’s requirement for a description of
the existing condition “in the vicinity of the project”, SEIR 2.A only provides a description of the
project site:
The proposed Balboa Reservoir Project is located on a 17.6-acre site in the West of Twin Peaks area
of south central San Francisco (see Figure 2-1, Location Map). The site is north of the Ocean Avenue
commercial district, west of the City College of San Francisco Ocean Campus, east of the Westwood
Park neighborhood, and south of Archbishop Riordan High School. The project site is owned by
the City and County of San Francisco (City) under the jurisdiction of the San Francisco Public
Utilities Commission (SFPUC).
THIS FAILS § 15125’s REQUIREMENT FOR A DESCRIPTION OF THE AFFECTED VICINITY.
requirement
14 CCR 15125 also has another relevant requirement. It has a requirement that an EIR adequately
investigate environmental resources that are unique and would be affected:
§ 15125 (c) Knowledge of the regional setting is critical to the assessment of environmental impacts.
Special emphasis should be placed on environmental resources that are rare or unique to that
region and would be affected by the project. The EIR must demonstrate that the significant
environmental impacts of the proposed project were adequately investigated and discussed and it
must permit the significant effects of the project to be considered in the full environmental context.”
(Charles Belbin,Email, September 22, 2019 [I-BELBIN-1])

“THE DSEIR FAILS TO ADEQUATELY EXAMINE IMPACTS ON CITY COLLEGE AND OTHER
SCHOOLS, IN VIOLATION OF § 15125 (c).”
(Charles Belbin,Email, September 22, 2019 [I-BELBIN-4])

“A separate topic. The description of the project setting baseline existing condition is inadequate.
The primary use of the lower reservoir, since 1946, has been parking. Today, it’s spillover student
parking. Except for the years 1946 to 1954 and that was the time that the college, itself, occupied
the entire Balboa Reservoir site.”
(Harry Bernstein, CPC Hearing, September 12, 2019 [I-BERNSTEIN1-2])
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“I’m sorry there was an oversight for my comments. You have an empty lot on the cover of this
SEIR. I’d like to give this, copies of this for the record and for the members. If there a possibility to
do that?”
(Harry Bernstein, CPC Hearing, September 12, 2019 [I-BERNSTEIN1-4])

“The cover image for the Draft SEIR of the Balboa Reservoir Project, case no. 12018-007883ENV,
shows a large and nearly empty lot and thus does not fairly represent the actual usage of the Lower
Reservoir site when City College is in session.
To support this contention, I append the following newspaper story from the Guardsman
newspaper (CCSF) from September 13, 2017 titled “Parking crisis raises Balboa Reservoir Project
concerns.” The story was written by Bethaney Lee; photo credits for Otto Pippenger.
(Harry Bernstein, Email, September 23, 2019 [I-BERNSTEIN3-1])

“One of the greatest inadequacies of the Draft SEIR is that it is obligated to define existing
conditions, not only at the site of the proposed development but also in the vicinity. The description
is limited to the physical location and the perimeters of the lover Balboa Reservoir lot. It fails to
mention that except for the approximately two years when the Reservoir site was excavated for the
purpose of creating a possible reservoir (1956-1958), the land was used by City College since 1946—
From September 13, 1946 to 1954, the College occupied for the site, taking over the former WAVES
barracks—this was called West Campus. After being evicted over the years 1954-55, enabling a
move to the newly built classroom, Cloud Hall, the existing facilities were razed and the Reservoir
site was prepared. Parking was made available to City College again starting in 1958, first in one
of the two Reservoir basins and later in both. City College spent considerable money raising the
level of what is today the upper Reservoir site and eventually secured ownership of its 10+ acres
in a land swap from the Public Utilities Commission. So this historic use of the site, and the impact
of its loss should not be ignored in this planning process. More on this further below.”
(Harry Bernstein, Email, September 23, 2019 [I-BERNSTEIN4-3])

“2) recognition of the College’s long-term use of the lower Balboa Reservoir—the proposed
development site—since 1946, as either part of the campus (“West Campus”) and the 60+ years that
the Lower Reservoir site has been used by students as a parking lot. Other factors are impacts on
air quality and more pollution during construction.”
(Harry Bernstein, Email, September 23, 2019 [I-BERNSTEIN5-2])
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“The existing condition of the 17 acre PUC owned land is that it is not only surrounded on two
sides by educational institutions with more schools located in close proximity, its current use is by
City College and has been so since the 1940’s. Historically the college has always used this public
space and this fact is downplayed in the SEIR restricting the impact on the college to “Areas of
Known Controversy and Issues to be Resolved”. The historical uses of the site have not been
documented in the SEIR in context of historical significance of the site and to the civic functions of
the City have been minimized.”
(Edward Simon Hanson, PhD, Email, September 23, 2019 [I-E.HANSON-4])

“3. The SEIR does not clearly document the existing conditions of parcel sharing between the PUC
and CCSF, or the lengthy agreements that went into place to split the lot when CCSF decided to
build upon its half of the shared parcel. If the plan is to complete the lot spilt when the land is
transferred to a private developer, then this should be documented with clear reference to the
sharing of the parcel in its existing condition, and spell out the consequences of a potential lot split
as it constitutes transfer of lands from public to private ownership. In this context there is no
analysis of the amount of public lands or other public land projects in the SEIR. Land being
something of very limited supply on the peninsula the impacts of public vs. private ownership is
of relevance to future potential projects and civic developments.”
(Edward Simon Hanson, PhD, Email, September 23, 2019 [I-E.HANSON-5])

“6. To be more specific: The law states (a) An EIR must include a description of the physical
environmental conditions in the vicinity of the project. The current SIER does not do this choosing
instead to substitute an analysis restricted to the “project site” this substitution invalidates the
impact analysis.”
(Edward Simon Hanson, PhD, Email, September 23, 2019 [I-E.HANSON-8])

“The SEIR also fails to account for the existing conditions.”
(Christine Hanson, Email, September 23, 2019 [I-HANSON4-2])

“Okay, so I’ll go to two specifics. One is the environmental setting. Okay, that’s critical for CEQA,
setting up the environmental baseline setting. The description that’s given in the SEIR basically just
talks about the plot itself. But CEQA, in terms of the Code of California Regulations, says you have
to talk about the vicinity, not just the plot, itself. So, that, already, right there is in violation of CCR
15125. You can look it up, okay.”
(Alvin Ja, CPC Hearing, September 12, 2019 [I-JA1-2])
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“COMMENT ON INITIAL STUDY:
LAND USE
The Initial Study’s B. PROJECT SETTING states: The project setting and existing site land use
characteristics are provided in SEIR Chapter 2, Project Description.
Going to the referred Ch.2 Project Description produces this:
Project Description
2.A Project Overview
The proposed Balboa Reservoir Project is located on a 17.6-acre site in the West of Twin Peaks area of south
central San Francisco (see Figure 2-1, Location Map). The site is north of the Ocean Avenue commercial
district, west of the City College of San Francisco Ocean Campus, east of the Westwood Park neighborhood,
and south of Archbishop Riordan High School. The project site is owned by the City and County of San
Francisco (City) under the jurisdiction of the San Francisco Public Utilities Commission (SFPUC).
This constitutes the entire description of the Project Setting’s baseline existing condition for the
Initial Study/SEIR.
This fails to acknowledge that schools are central feature in the immediate vicinity of the Reservoir:
City College, Riordan, Lick Wilmerding.
The Reservoir site has historically been used by City College for decades. The Initial Study/SEIR
fail to acknowledge this fact.
City College is the main educational, economic, cultural feature of the immediate Reservoir
vicinity. The Initial Study/SEIR fail to acknowledge this fact.
City College, Riordan, Lick Wilmerding are the main target destinations for the immediate
Reservoir vicinity. The Initial Study/SEIR fail to acknowledge this fact.
I contend that these facts have been deliberately omitted from the description of the baseline
existing condition because it is an inconvenient truth. These facts are inconvenient truths that
would inhibit the privatization of public assets (though disguised misleadingly as an affordable
housing project).
CEQA requires a baseline determination of existing conditions upon which environmental impact
of a project will be assessed.
From the Association of Environmental Professional's (AEP) CEQA Portal:
What Are Baseline and Environmental Setting?
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Under CEQA, the impacts of a proposed project must be evaluated by comparing expected environmental
conditions after project implementation to conditions at a point in time referred to as the baseline. The
changes in environmental conditions between those two scenarios represent the environmental impacts of
the proposed project. The description of the environmental conditions in the project study area under baseline
conditions is referred to as the environmental setting.
Why Is Baseline Important?
Establishing an appropriate baseline is essential, because an inappropriately defined baseline can cause the
impacts of the project either to be under-reported or over-reported. A considerable number of CEQA
documents have been litigated over the choice of a baseline for a given project, and many CEQA documents
have been invalidated for the use of an inappropriate baseline (see Important Cases below).
From 14 CCR 15125:
(a) An EIR must include a description of the physical environmental conditions in the vicinity of the project.
This environmental setting will normally constitute the baseline physical conditions by which a lead agency
determines whether an impact is significant.
The draft SEIR/Initial Study is fundamentally defective because it fails to recognize the baseline
condition of City College’s prominence and importance in the immediate vicinity of the
Reservoir.”
(Alvin Ja, Email, September 11, 2019 [I-JA11-2])

“INADEQUACY OF DESCRIPTION OF BASELINE EXISTING SETTING
I had raised the issue of the inadequacy of the Initial Study/SEIR’s description of the Reservoir
Project’s baseline existing condition at the 9/12/2019 Planning Commission meeting. Here, I wish
to expand on my allegation.
In an earlier written comment, I had already written the following:
The Initial Study’s B. PROJECT SETTING states: The project setting and existing site land use
characteristics are provided in SEIR Chapter 2, Project Description.
Going to the referred Ch.2 Project Description produces this:
The Initial Study’s B. PROJECT SETTING states: The project setting and existing site land use
characteristics are provided in SEIR Chapter 2, Project Description.
Going to the referred Ch.2 Project Description produces this:
Project Description
2.A Project Overview
The proposed Balboa Reservoir Project is located on a 17.6-acre site in the West of Twin Peaks area of
south central San Francisco (see Figure 2-1, Location Map). The site is north of the Ocean Avenue
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commercial district, west of the City College of San Francisco Ocean Campus, east of the Westwood Park
neighborhood, and south of Archbishop Riordan High School. The project site is owned by the City and
County of San Francisco (City) under the jurisdiction of the San Francisco Public Utilities Commission
(SFPUC).
This constitutes the entire description of the Project Setting’s baseline existing condition for the
Initial Study/SEIR.
Chapter 3 is entitled “Environmental Setting, Impacts, and Mitigation Measures.” It states:
“Sections 3.B through 3.D each includes descriptions of the environmental setting and regulatory
framework.”
In a careful search for descriptions of the environmental setting within Sections 3.B, 3.C, and 3.D,
here are the descriptions provided:
3.B.4 Existing Conditions:
The project site is a 17.6‐acre rectangular parcel and encompasses Assessor’s Block 3180/Lot 190 in San
Francisco’s West of Twin Peaks neighborhood. The project location and site characteristics are described
in SEIR Section 2.A, Project Overview, p. 2-1, and Section 2.D.2, Project Site, p. 2-7. The existing land
use setting is described in Appendix B, Initial Study, Section E.1, Land Use and Land Use Planning, p.
B-12.
3.C.3: Summary of BPS Area Plan PEIR Noise Section:
Balboa Park Station Area Plan PEIR Setting
The noise setting for the Balboa Park Station Area Plan (area plan) discussed in the Balboa Park Station
Area Plan [Program] Environmental Impact Report (PEIR) differs from the existing setting today
primarily in terms of the increase in traffic volumes resulting from overall employment growth in the
San Francisco area and number of noise sources that exist in the area. However, there was a decrease in
annual enrollment at the adjacent City College Ocean Campus of nearly 25 percent between 2008–2009
and 2017–2018, the most recent year for which data are available.151 In addition, since the December
2008 certification of the PEIR, development has occurred adjacent to the project site. City College filled
the east basin of the reservoir site and raised its grade to match surrounding terrain to the east, and
constructed the Multi-Use Building.
3.C.4 Environmental Setting:
3.C.4 contains technical information regarding noise. There is no content describing the overall
existing setting.
3.D.3 Summary of BPS Area Plan Quality Section:
Balboa Park Station Area Plan PEIR Setting
The air quality setting for the Balboa Park Station Area Plan (area plan) discussed in the Balboa Park
Station Area Plan Program EIR (area plan PEIR, or PEIR) differs from the existing setting today in
terms of air quality conditions, the regulatory environment, and in the level of available information
with respect to health risks and hazards. Specifically, at the time of the PEIR, localized concentrations
of criteria air pollutants were higher than what are monitored today as many of the regulatory
improvements implemented since then have improved air quality conditions. As an example, the PEIR
reported that particulate emission standards were regularly exceeded in San Francisco. Since 2007, the
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effect of regulatory changes has resulted in a reduction in the number of violations of the particulate
matter standard despite subsequent strengthening (i.e., more health protective) of the ambient
particulate standards.
3.D.4 Environmental Setting:
3.D.4 Environmental Setting contains information regarding climate and meteorology, and
pollutants. There is no content describing the overall existing setting.
California Code of Regulations Title 14 Section 15125
California Code of Regulations Title 14 Section 15125 contains the requirements for a description
of the existing Environmental Setting in an EIR:
§ 15125 (a) An EIR must include a description of the physical environmental conditions in the vicinity of
the project. This environmental setting will normally constitute the baseline physical conditions by which a
lead agency determines whether an impact is significant. The description of the environmental setting shall
be no longer than is necessary to provide an understanding of the significant effects of the proposed project
and its alternatives. The purpose of this requirement is to give the public and decision makers the most
accurate and understandable picture practically possible of the project's likely near-term and long-term
impacts.
The descriptions of the physical environmental setting in 3.B, 3.C, and 3.D are limited to
descriptions involving transportation, noise, and air quality.
Thus, in order for the public and decision-makers to acquire the “most accurate and
understandable picture possible of the project’s impacts”, we are left with the SEIR’s 2.A Project
Overview contained in Chapter 2, Project Description.
Contrary to § 15125’s requirement for a description of the existing condition “in the vicinity of the
project”, SEIR 2.A only provides a description of the project site:
The proposed Balboa Reservoir Project is located on a 17.6-acre site in the West of Twin Peaks area of south
central San Francisco (see Figure 2-1, Location Map). The site is north of the Ocean Avenue commercial
district, west of the City College of San Francisco Ocean Campus, east of the Westwood Park neighborhood,
and south of Archbishop Riordan High School. The project site is owned by the City and County of San
Francisco (City) under the jurisdiction of the San Francisco Public Utilities Commission (SFPUC).
THIS FAILS § 15125’s REQUIREMENT FOR A DESCRIPTION OF THE AFFECTED VICINITY.
14 CCR 15125 also has another relevant requirement. It has a requirement that an EIR adequately
investigate environmental resources that are unique and would be affected:
§ 15125 (c) Knowledge of the regional setting is critical to the assessment of environmental impacts.
Special emphasis should be placed on environmental resources that are rare or unique to that region and
would be affected by the project. The EIR must demonstrate that the significant environmental impacts
of the proposed project were adequately investigated and discussed and it must permit the significant
effects of the project to be considered in the full environmental context.
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City College is a universally recognized and unique treasure of the San Francisco Bay Area. It is an
Appendix G CEQA Environmental Checklist Environmental Factor in the category of Public
Services. And although having been repeatedly brought up by the public throughout the “public
engagement process”, the SEIR fails to adequately address impacts on CCSF and other schools in
the “full environmental context.”
I have attached a 2015 submission by the Save CCSF Coalition to the City Team (OEWD/Planning)
and Reservoir CAC. Excerpt
Subject: Input for planning – CCSF must be considered
Comments:
CCSF is the central educational, economic, cultural focus of the neighborhood. Any
planning and development at the PUC's west reservoir site cannot be allowed to impact
CCSF negatively, whether it's in relation to the need for parking for students, faculty and
staff; or the needs of PAEC.
Current Balboa Reservoir planning is focused on discouraging private auto use by making
parking difficult and more expensive. This goal has the side effect of discouraging
enrollment and attendance. Such a policy would only result in shifting car usage to other
schools where parking is easier, or causing students to drop out!
Planning documents presented to date make inadequate evaluation of cumulative impacts
and fail to account for past, present and reasonably foreseeable projects by completely
ignoring the PAEC!
THE DSEIR FAILS TO ADEQUATELY EXAMINE IMPACTS ON CITY COLLEGE AND
OTHER SCHOOLS, IN VIOLATION OF § 15125 (c).”
(Alvin Ja, Email, September 14, 2019 [I-JA12-1])

“The draft EIR for the Reservoir Project provides an example of the deliberate downplaying of City
College's position in the vicinity of the Project.
The SEIR's description of the baseline environmental omits any mention of City College. In doing
so, the SEIR violates the requirements of 14 CCR 15125 (a).
MISREPRESENTATION OF THE REQUIREMENTS OF 14CCR 15125(a)
The Planning Dept has made what I can only interpret to be a deliberate misrepresentation of
the requirements of Title 14, Division 6, Chapter 3, Article 9, Section 15125, “Environmental
Setting.”
The SEIR substitutes “project site” for “vicinity of the project” when it describes its proclaimed
“consistency” with §15125(a).
A proclaimed consistency is not the same as compliance with a REQUIREMENT.
THE SEIR VIOLATES THE REQUIREMENTS OF §15125(a).
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The SEIR’s 3.A.2, Overall Approach to Impact Analysis provides the following misrepresentation of
§15125(a):
As described in SEIR Chapter 1, Introduction, this SEIR is a project-level EIR that is tiered from
a previously certified program-level EIR, namely the PEIR. As a project-level EIR and
consistent with CEQA Guidelines section 15125(a), the impact analysis is generally based on
potential physical effects of the project compared to existing or baseline conditions of the
physical environment at the project site at the time of publication of the NOP, which was in
October 2018.
Comment:


§15125(a) is not just a “CEQA Guideline”; it is the LAW.



The language of the §15125(a) law uses the term “must”, which is a REQUIREMENT.



The law states: (a) An EIR must include a description of the physical environmental conditions
in the vicinity of the project.



The SEIR’s substitution of “project site” in place of the required “in the vicinity of the
project” invalidates the Balboa Reservoir Impact Analysis.

Here is §15125(a):
a)

An EIR must include a description of the physical environmental conditions in the vicinity of the
project. This environmental setting will normally constitute the baseline physical conditions by
which a lead agency determines whether an impact is significant. The description of the
environmental setting shall be no longer than is necessary to provide an understanding of the
significant effects of the proposed project and its alternatives. The purpose of this requirement is to
give the public and decision makers the most accurate and understandable picture practically
possible of the project's likely near-term and long-term impacts.

FAIL AND FUBAR.”
(Alvin Ja, Email, Sseptember 16, 2019 [I-JA14-1])

“3.B.4 Existing Conditions [Transportation & Circulation]
The project site is a 17.6‐acre rectangular parcel and encompasses Assessor’s Block 3180/Lot 190 in San
Francisco’s West of Twin Peaks neighborhood. The project location and site characteristics are described
in SEIR Section 2.A, Project Overview, p. 2-1, and Section 2.D.2, Project Site, p. 2-7. The existing land
use setting is described in Appendix B, Initial Study, Section E.1, Land Use and Land Use Planning, p.
B-12.
This description of the existing condition is less than adequate. This description avoids and evades
the existing condition of the project site being a student parking lot that furthers a public purpose
and benefit by providing physical access to a commuter school's educational public service.
Although 2.D.2, Project Site notes the site's use by CCSF stakeholders, it fails to acknowledge the
reality that the current use of the Reservoir serves a public benefit in providing physical access to
education.
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CEQA requires a baseline determination of existing conditions upon which environmental impact
of a project will be assessed.
From the Association of Environmental Professional's (AEP) CEQA Portal:
What Are Baseline and Environmental Setting?
Under CEQA, the impacts of a proposed project must be evaluated by comparing expected environmental
conditions after project implementation to conditions at a point in time referred to as the baseline. The
changes in environmental conditions between those two scenarios represent the environmental impacts
of the proposed project. The description of the environmental conditions in the project study area under
baseline conditions is referred to as the environmental setting.
Why Is Baseline Important?
Establishing an appropriate baseline is essential, because an inappropriately defined baseline can cause
the impacts of the project either to be under-reported or over-reported. A considerable number of CEQA
documents have been litigated over the choice of a baseline for a given project, and many CEQA
documents have been invalidated for the use of an inappropriate baseline (see Important Cases below).
The draft SEIR is inadequate because it fails to recognize the baseline condition of the
Reservoir's current use by City College to serve a public benefit for its students.”
(Alvin Ja, Email, August 26, 2019 [I-JA4-1])

“Moreover, if either of those two projects is built, that will constitute the "baseline existing
condition". Any future City College facilities must not violate with adverse effect on the so-called
reservoir project.”
(Quentin Kopp, Email, September 23, 2019 [I-KOPP-3])

“Hello. My name is Marcie Rhine. And I just wanted to say a couple quick things. I wasn’t going
to talk, but I was so moved by what the City College students had to offer that I wanted to just
underscore that I think there is a very critical flaw in this draft EIR that it does not address City
College either as a part of the overall setting, or as a vital public service.”
(Marcie Rhine, CPC Hearing, September 12, 2019 [I-RHINE-1])

“This letter is to describe an adverse impact on City College of San Francisco (CCSF) of the
development in the Balboa Reservoir, which has NOT been addressed by the Draft Subsequent
Environmental Impact Report (DSEIR). The Balboa Reservoir Project DSEIR fails to place CCSF as
being the main feature of the vicinity's "existing or baseline conditions." Since CCSF is not made
the main feature of the baseline condition, the Reservoir's impact on CCSF is discounted and
minimized as "less than significant." This is an unacceptable and justifiably illegal consequence of
the DSEIR.”
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(Leslie Simon, Email, September 17, 2019 [I-SIMON-1])

“The description of the existing condition avoids identifying the project site as a student parking
lot that furthers a public purpose and benefit by providing physical access to a commuter school's
educational public service.
CEQA requires a baseline determination of existing conditions upon which environmental impact
of a project will be assessed.”
(Leslie Simon, Email, September 17, 2019 [I-SIMON-5])

“The DRAFT SEIR is inadequate because it fails to recognize the baseline condition of the
Reservoir's current use by City College to serve a public benefit for its students.”
(Eve Tarquino, Email, September 12, 2019 [I-TARQUINO-3])

“In regards to the history of this lot, I was really disenchanted that your SEIR was showing such a
lousy picture to mislead everybody. That’s a sales pitch. Can you imagine if you have 1,200 units
right at the entrance of freeway 280, and that will not solve apartments for San Francisco. They will
all go down to Silicon Valley.
I asked the developer, could he put restrictions on it and he denied my request. He said that would
not be possible.”
(Hedda Tima, CPC Hearing, September 12, 2019 [I-TIMA-2])

“The Draft Environmental Impact Report is not valid as it does not include City College as a
primary feature of the neighborhood and does not consider the project’s impact on student's access
to City College.”
(Hold Sall Vesselenyi, Email, September 23, 2019 [I-VESSELENYI-1])

“As a San Franciscan, I of course recognize the need for more housing, especially affordable
housing. I am however very concerned about the housing project proposed for the Balboa
Reservoir, especially its impact on City College and I am especially concerned that the Draft SEIR
fails to recognize CCSF as the main feature of the vicinity’s ‘existing or baseline conditions’”
(Debra Wilensky, Email, September 23, 2019 [I-WILENSKY-1])
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“The DRAFT SEIR is inadequate because it fails to place CCSF as the main feature of the vicinity’s
“existing or baseline conditions”
The DSEIR does not include CCSF as the main feature of the baseline conditions, despite the fact
that CCSF abuts the parcel and has utilized it since 1946. CCSF is one of the most treasured
institutions in San Francisco, offering higher public education to a wide range of communities, and
a life line for many marginal and disenfranchised communities. Its value is incalculable. This
omission means that, going forward, CCSF development priorities will become secondary to the
interests of the Reservoir Project since the Reservoir Project will be considered the baseline
condition.”
(Jennifer Worley, President, AFT 2121, Email, September 23, 2019 [I-WORLEY-1])

“The number of vehicles that currently use the East Basin and West Basin parking lots are not
accurately described in the DSEIR. In fact, on the very cover of the DSEIR is a picture of only the
lower West Basin with only a few cars present. Attached as Exhibit 2 is an accurate picture of both
the East Basin and West Basin taken at a peak period when student classes are in session. As you
can see, the parking lots are full, with numerous cars parked in the CCSF parking spaces as well as
in the parking lot which is the Project site.”
(Michael Ahrens, President, Westwood Park Association, Letter, September 22, 2019 [O-WPA3-4])16

Response CEQA-2: Existing Setting and Baseline
The comments state that the environmental setting and baseline descriptions in the draft SEIR do
not sufficiently describe the project site and its vicinity, do not acknowledge current use of the site
for parking, and do not describe City College as the main feature of the project vicinity’s existing
and baseline conditions.
The response to the existing setting and baseline comments is organized by the following subtopics:


CEQA Requirements



Project Site



Transportation and Circulation



Noise



Air Quality



History of Project Site



Draft SEIR Cover

16

The attachment referenced by the commenter can be found with the original comment letter in RTC
Attachment 2, Comment Letters and Emails on the Draft SEIR.
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CEQA Requirements
The draft SEIR meets CEQA requirements for describing the existing or baseline physical
conditions. As stated in the CEQA guidelines or statute text from which the commenters quote, the
SEIR must include a description of the physical environmental conditions in the vicinity of the
project, and these conditions will normally constitute the baseline physical conditions by which a
lead agency determines whether an impact is significant. “Environment” in this context means the
physical conditions which exist within the area which will be affected by a proposed project
including land, air, water, minerals, flora, fauna, ambient noise, and objects of historic
significance.17 A significant effect on the environment means a substantial, or potentially
substantial, adverse change in any of the physical conditions within the area affected by the project.
An economic or social change by itself shall not be considered a significant effect on the
environment.18 The draft SEIR evaluates impacts on the environment, including objects of historic
significance.
CEQA Guidelines section 15125(a) states that an “EIR must include a description of the physical
environmental conditions in the vicinity of the project … Generally, the lead agency should
describe physical environmental conditions as they exist at the time the notice of preparation is
published.” Per CEQA Guidelines section 15125(a)(1), the physical conditions existing when the
notice of preparation is published was used to establish the baseline for the project-level analysis
in the SEIR and initial study. The existing setting in the draft SEIR is therefore reflective of the
period on or after the October 10, 2018 notice of preparation publication date.
One commenter notes that any future City College projects will need to address impacts on the
project site. As described on draft SEIR p. 3.A-10, City College would act as the CEQA lead agency
to conduct the environmental review of the master plan projects. At that time, the City College
facilities master plan CEQA process would be required to describe existing physical conditions,
and to address cumulative conditions per CEQA Guidelines section 15130. Given future City
College projects are not under construction, they are not part of the existing or near-term baseline
condition.
Adjacent land uses in the site vicinity, including City College and Archbishop Riordan High
School, are described on draft SEIR pp. 2-9 to 2-12. In addition, each draft SEIR section and initial
study section describes the existing context of the project site and vicinity relevant to the topic’s
impact discussions, consistent with CEQA Guidelines section 15125. Table RTC-4, Location of
Existing Setting Descriptions for Each Topic Area, provides the location of existing setting
discussion in each topic area in the draft SEIR and initial study and page numbers showing where
the existing setting is described. The subsections following the table provides a description of the
existing setting in response to the comments related to the project site, transportation and
circulation, noise, and air quality. The existing setting and baseline conditions are adequately
described in the draft SEIR per CEQA Guidelines section 15125.

17

18

Public Resources Code Section 21060.5. Aesthetics is removed here from the cited definition because the proposed
project meets the criteria set forth Public Resource Code Section 21099(d) and as described in SEIR p. 3.A-3.
Public Resources Code Section 21068, 21083, 21100, and 21151
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Project Site
The use of the project site as a parking lot is acknowledged in draft SEIR Section 2.D.2, Project Site
(draft SEIR p. 2-7) and as an existing land use on draft SEIR Appendix B, p. B-13 under Impact LU1. Impact PS-1 also includes a discussion of the loss of parking at the project site, on draft SEIR
Appendix B, pp. B-87 to B-90. Refer to Response TR-6: Parking, on RTC p. 4.C-55 and Response PS2: Public Services and Secondary Impacts, on RTC p. 4.H-59 as it relates to City College.
TABLE RTC-4
LOCATION OF EXISTING SETTING DESCRIPTIONS FOR EACH TOPIC AREA
Topic

Location in Draft SEIR

Transportation and Circulation

Draft SEIR pp. 3.B-5 to 3.B-31

Noise

Draft SEIR pp. 3.C-6 to 3.C-11

Air Quality

Draft SEIR pp. 3.D-3 to 3.D-21

Land Use and Land Use Planning

Draft SEIR Appendix B, p. B-13

Aesthetics

Not Applicable. Public Resources Code section 21099(d) provides that aesthetic
impacts of a residential mixed-use residential, or employment center project on
an infill site located within a transit priority area shall not be considered
significant impacts on the environment.

Population and Housing

Draft SEIR Appendix B, p. B-18 (construction jobs)
Draft SEIR Appendix B, p. B-19 to B-21 for the Balboa Park Priority
Development Area and citywide (population, housing, and employment)

Cultural Resources

Draft SEIR Appendix B, p. B-27 (site history and past reconfiguration)
Draft SEIR Appendix B, p. B-28 (archeological resources)

Tribal Cultural Resources

Draft SEIR Appendix B, p. B-34

Greenhouse Gas Emissions

Draft SEIR Appendix B, pp. B-37 to B-28

Wind

Draft SEIR Appendix B, p. B-42

Shadow

Draft SEIR Appendix B, pp. B-46 to B-47

Recreation

Draft SEIR Appendix B, pp. B-52 to B-54

Utilities and Service Systems

Draft SEIR Appendix B, pp. B-59 to B-60 (water supply)
Draft SEIR Appendix B, pp. B-73 to 75 (wastewater/stormwater collection and
treatment)
Draft SEIR Appendix B, pp. B-76 to B-77 (solid waste)

Public Services

Draft SEIR Appendix B, p. B-82 (fire protection services)
Draft SEIR Appendix B, p. B-83 (police protection services)
Draft SEIR Appendix B, p. B-85 to B-86 (public schools)
Draft SEIR Appendix B, p. B-87 (public libraries)
Draft SEIR Appendix B, pp. B-87 to B-89 (other public facilities – City College)

Biological Resources

Draft SEIR Appendix B, pp. B-93 to B-94

Geology and Soils

Draft SEIR Appendix B, pp. B-100 to B-101, B-104

Hydrology and Water Quality

Draft SEIR Appendix B, pp. B-108 to B-110

Hazards and Hazardous Materials

Draft SEIR Appendix B, pp. B-121 to B-123

Mineral resources

Not Applicable

Energy

Draft SEIR Appendix B, pp. B-126 to B-127

Agriculture and Forest Resources

Not Applicable

Wildfire

Not Applicable
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Transportation and Circulation
Draft SEIR Section 3.B.4, Existing Conditions, defines the study area and describes aspects of the
transportation network relevant for the transportation analysis. Draft SEIR pp. 3.B-5 to 3.B-31
describes regional roadways, local roadways, vehicular turning movement counts collected at the
23 study intersections (including five City College driveway locations), walking conditions, bicycle
facilities and circulation, public transit conditions, emergency access conditions, vehicle miles
traveled, and loading conditions.

Noise
Draft SEIR Section 3.C.4, Environmental Setting, describes existing noise sources, provides shortand long-term ambient noise measurements taken on the project site and vicinity, and describes
existing and future sensitive receptors. As shown on draft SEIR pp. 3.C-8 to 3.C-9, seven noise
measurements were taken at the project site and surrounding area including at the City College
Multi-Use Building to characterize the background noise environment in the project vicinity.

Air Quality
Draft SEIR Section 3.D.4, Environmental Setting, identifies the area relevant for impacts to air
quality (the San Francisco Bay Area Air Basin) and describes ambient air quality, existing sources
of pollution, and sensitive receptors (draft SEIR pp. 3.D-3 to 3.D-21). The section includes a
description of sensitive receptors in the vicinity of the project site. As described on draft SEIR
p. 3.D-20, the sensitive receptors include a representative sample of known residents (child and
adult) in the surrounding neighborhood, and other sensitive receptors (school children, daycare
facilities, etc.) located in the surrounding community and along the expected travel routes of the on-road
delivery and haul trucks within the project vicinity [emphasis added].

History of Project Site
The history of the project site, starting with purchase of the site by the City in 1930, is described
under Impact CR-1 (draft SEIR Appendix B, p. B-27). As noted on draft SEIR Appendix B, p. B-27,
a historic resource evaluation for the project site was prepared in October 2018. The historic
resource evaluation documents the history of the site focusing on SFPUC’s use and ownership of
the site (1930-present), including the various reconfigurations the site has undergone over the
years. The evaluation and planning department concluded that, based on the evaluation, the
project site is not considered a historical resource for purposes of CEQA (draft SEIR Appendix B,
p. B-27). As discussed on draft SEIR Appendix B, p. B-23, the City College campus was not
evaluated for potential historic significance as part of the PEIR because City College of San
Francisco is not under the jurisdiction of the City and County of San Francisco.19 However,
potential historic resources associated with City College are acknowledged on draft SEIR
Appendix B, p. B-32, which also notes that the Science Building and Cloud Hall are the only two
individually significant historic architectural resources located on the City College Ocean Campus.20
The nearest potential historic resource (due to the building’s age) is the City College Creative Arts

19

20

San Francisco Planning Department, Balboa Park Station Area Plan Final Environmental Impact Report, pp. 305–
307, December 4, 2008.
City College of San Francisco, CCSF Master Plan Draft EIR, January 30, 2004.

Case No. 2018-007883ENV
April 2020

4.A-25

Balboa Reservoir Project
Responses to Comments

4. Comments and Responses
4.A. CEQA

Extension building, which is approximately 600 feet away from the project site, which is too far away
to have an indirect impact on the potential historic resource (refer to draft SEIR Appendix B p. B-32).
Impact CR-1 also acknowledges that the land has been leased to various tenants since the 1950s,
including City College, and describes the lot split history. As described on draft SEIR Appendix B,
p. B-27, “[b]y 2004 or 2005, the east-west embankment that separated the two basins were removed,
and the reservoir was reconfigured as one large basin. In 2008, the eastern half of the reservoir site
was filled and raised to the Frida Kahlo Way grade, once again reconfiguring the site into western
and eastern portions.” The project site is now a single existing parcel separate from the east
basin/City College parcel. Previous actions that have been completed prior to the initiation of the
environmental analysis are considered part of the environmental setting, and not required to be
analyzed under CEQA.

Draft SEIR Cover
Several commenters also state that the draft SEIR cover image does not fairly represent the existing land
use because the parking lot in the image is empty. The cover image fairly represents existing conditions.
The images provided by the commenters show the parking conditions at the Balboa Reservoir site on
August 28, 2017, at 9:30 a.m., 11:30 a.m., and 12:30 a.m. from different vantage points. These images
are included in Figure RTC-1, Parking Occupancy Photos Provided by Commenters, for reference.21
These photos were taken within the first week of instruction at City College.22 It is acknowledged on
draft SEIR Appendix B, p. B-88 that campus parking occupancy is highest during the first week of
instruction in August and around 11 a.m., with an occupancy range of 78 to 90 percent during the
limited peak period. Therefore, the images provided by the commenters are consistent with the
occupancy patterns during the first week of instruction and disclosed in the draft SEIR.
As noted on draft SEIR Appendix B, p. B-89, campus parking occupancy during 10 a.m. to 4 p.m.
is in the 50 to 60 percent range during other periods of the school year. At other times of the day
and year, the existing project site has less parking occupancy. Figure RTC-2, Parking Occupancy
at the Project Site, is provided for informational purposes to show the occupancy of the parking
lot during other periods of the year during regular instruction times23 (i.e., not during holidays,
midterms, or finals), including those periods with less parking occupancy. The cover image is from
April 18, 2018, and intended to depict the project site. It is not necessary to depict several different
time periods with different parking occupancies on the cover image. Further, the department did
not rely upon the cover image alone for the environmental impact analysis, and the comments on
the cover image do not raise issues concerning the adequacy or accuracy of the SEIR’s coverage of
environmental impacts under CEQA.

21

22

23

The images provided in the commenters submittal appear to be a black and white scan of a printed article.
Figure RTC-1 includes the same photos (in color) obtained from the same article available online.
In 2017, fall instruction began on August 21. https://www.ccsf.edu/en/educational-programs/classschedule/fall_semester_calendar.html. Accessed December 22, 2019.
The 2017 and 2018 schedules are available at https://www.ccsf.edu/en/educational-programs/classschedule/fall_semester_calendar.html and https://www.ccsf.edu/en/educational-programs/classschedule/spring_semester_calendar.html, respectively.
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August 28, 2017 - 9:30 am

August 28, 2017 - 11:30 am

SOURCE: Taken on August 28, 2017 by Otto Pippenger.
https://sunnysideassociation.wordpress.com/2017/09/26/
guardsman-parking-crisis-raises-balboa-reservoir-project-concerns/

August 28, 2017 - 10:30 am

August 28, 2017 - 12:30 pm

Case No. 2018-007883ENV: Balboa Reservoir Project

Figure RTC-1
Parking Occupancy Photos Provided by Commenters

Thursday December 7, 2017 - 9 am

Thursday December 7, 2017 - 12 pm

Thursday December 7, 2017 - 4 pm

Thursday December 7, 2017 - 7 pm

Wednesday January 31, 2018 - 9 am

Wednesday January 31, 2018 - 11 am

Wednesday January 31, 2018 - 4 pm

Wednesday January 31, 2018 - 7 pm

Wednesday April 18, 2018 - 9 am

Wednesday April 18, 2018 - 11 am

Wednesday April 18, 2018 - 4 pm

Wednesday April 18, 2018 - 7 pm

SOURCE: AvalonBay Communities + Bridge Housing, July 9, 2018
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Figure RTC-2
Parking Occupancy at the Project Site
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Comment CEQA-3: Administrative Record
This response addresses comments from the commenter listed below; each comment on this topic
is quoted in full below this list:
I-HANSON1-1
I-HANSON5-1

“Thank you for your time. My name’s Christine Hanson. And I don’t know if you can see this, but
the cars in this lot -- I don’t think you’re showing the picture. I’ll just do my comment, then.
The administrative record and the draft SEIR has little information about the pressure that City
agencies have exerted upon the creation of City College’s Facilities Master Plan. The meetings,
ongoing today, began during the time of the state takeover of the school. City agencies began
meeting then with the state-imposed administration. The administrative record in the draft SEIR
makes a very slim mention of those meetings.
A public records search in 2017 showed that by then at least 17 of these private meetings had
occurred, mostly at SF Planning. It was news to the board of trustees, and news to Trustee Davila,
who sits on the Balboa Reservoir CAC, representing City College.
Kitchell, City College’s facility planners, whose work is included in this SEIR, answers to the
question: What is the appropriate place for city agencies to address the Facilities Master Plan was;
in public comment.
If you take the administrative record presented in the draft SEIR at face value, you would get the
impression that this, indeed, has been the behavior of city agencies. But this is not what the collection
of emails, agendas, meetings, and notes surrounding these meetings show. The agendas for those
meetings are mostly similar, with the top item being the City College Facilities Master Plan.
Your planner, Jeremy Shaw, even attended one of the consultant job interviews on June 8th, 2015,
with the blessing of a former state appointed facilities head at City College. The Facilities Master
Plan has been upgraded twice and rebooted once. The intrusion of city agencies into a plan that
should have been focused on the school’s Education Master Plan and focused on the needs of
students has, instead, been formed around a private development that has literally cost the
taxpayers millions in bond money.
The collection will be forwarded to you as written public comment. Thank you.”
(Christine Hanson, CPC Meeting, September 12, 2019 [I-HANSON1-1])

“The Administrative record of the draft SEIR, is incomplete and misleading in regards to a portion
of the communications between multiple City agencies and City College Administrative staff. The
communications NOT INCLUDED in the draft SEIR were based on multiple subjects including the
creation of the City College Facilities Master Plan (FMP), communications around transportation,
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parking and the presentation of the City’s Transportation Demand Management (TDM) plan. They
show that the administrative interaction between City Agencies and City College Administrators
has been about the exertion of control upon the school’s sovereign process, focusing pressure and
attention on a small minority of administrators— most of who were hired by the State imposed
Trustee and NONE of whom had any experience or even operational knowledge of the school
during its robust days before the accreditation crisis.
The entries INCLUDED in the Administrative record of the draft SEIR in regards to City College
consist primarily of more recent communications between City agencies, City College Chancellor
Mark Rocha, City College’s Facilities planner Kitchell, and consultant Charmaine Curtis. The
Facilities Master Planning process at City College which begun during the state takeover of the
school, is barely noted in the DSEIR Administrative record even though many meetings were held
at that time between City agencies and City College staff.
A public records search by City College Community members in August 2017 showed that by that
time at least 17 of these earlier meetings had occurred at SF Planning offices or by phone. The Board
of Trustees did not know of these meetings, including Trustee Davila who represents City College
on the Balboa Reservoir CAC.
The use and frequent appearance of the City College Facilities Master Plan throughout the draft
SEIR cannot be separated from the Administrative record, therefore the Administrative record of
transactions between City Agencies and City College staff is INCOMPLETE. Even when
considering all of the communications in this public comment the Administrative Record will still
fall short of accurately depicting the depth of influence that San Francisco Planning, San Francisco
Municipal Transportation Agency, SF Office of Employment and Workforce Development, and
San Francisco Public Utilities Commission have inflicted upon the planning for City College in the
interests of a private development, in the name of, but instead of, the educational planning needs
of the school.
The bottom line is that most of the stakeholders at City College know very little about the true
potential impact of this project and when the effects play out it will affect the overall health of the
school and the people who support it. For this reason, Planners evaluating this DSEIR must take
a close and careful look at the administrative record and make inquiries into the process that
has brought the DSEIR for Balboa Reservoir to this stage because the Administrative record that
SF Planning staffers have submitted is incomplete.”
(Christine Hanson, Letter, September 23, 2019 [I-HANSON5-1])24

24

The attachment referenced by the commenter can be found with the original comment letter in RTC
Attachment 2, Comment Letters and Emails on the Draft SEIR.
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Response CEQA-3: Administrative Record
The comments state that correspondence regarding development of the City College facilities
master plan must be included in the administrative record of the proposed project.
The commenter requests that additional correspondence and meeting materials relevant to a
separate project, the City College facilities master plan, be included in the administrative record
for the proposed project. Pursuant to Public Resources Code section 21167.6(e), the record of
proceedings consists of many project documents and materials, including all written evidence or
correspondence submitted to, or transferred from, the respondent public agency with respect to
the proposed project, and any other written materials relevant to the respondent public agency’s
decision on the merits of the proposed project. The administrative record must contain the record
of proceedings for a project from the time the project application was deemed complete by the
planning department.
The Balboa Reservoir project’s administrative record contains the draft SEIR and all other
documents submitted to, directly cited by, or relied on by the lead agency and its environmental
consultants in the preparation of the draft SEIR following the project’s environmental application
submittal on May 31, 2018. The planning department consulted with Rueben Smith of City College
(Interim Vice Chancellor of Facilities, Planning, and Construction), and relevant communications
and reference materials regarding City College cumulative projects are included in the project’s
administrative record, as appropriate.
The additional correspondence submitted by the commenter do not represent materials relevant to
the preparation of the draft SEIR. The planning department and other city agencies regularly
collaborate with other agencies that could impact the city. The correspondence and materials
related to City College’s facilities master plan date back to 2015 through 2017, and occur prior to
the proposed project’s environmental review. The facilities master plan is a separate project
undertaken by a different lead agency (City College) that could impact the city, and has
independent utility to the proposed project. Therefore, the materials provided by the commenter
are not part of the project’s administrative record. The planning department will continue to
include materials required under Public Resources Code section 21165.6(e) in the record of
proceedings that are relevant to the city’s decision on the merits of the proposed project.
These comments do not raise significant environmental points or identify issues related to the
adequacy or accuracy of the analysis contained in the draft SEIR.
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Project Description

The comments and corresponding responses in this section cover topics in draft SEIR Chapter 2,
Project Description. These include topics related to:


Comment PD-1: Construction Schedule



Comment PD-2: Project Description

Comment PD-1: Construction Schedule
This response addresses comments from the commenter listed below; each comment on this topic
is quoted in full below this list:
I-HEGGIE2-11

“9. In the Notes section at the bottom of Table 2-2 on p. 2-38, “Phases 1 and 2 could occur
simultaneously for a duration of two years following Phase 0.” But above, in the same table, Phase 1
and Phase 2 are each estimated to have a duration of 2.5 years. Please explain how the condensed
schedule would take two years rather than 2.5 years for Phases 1 and 2.”
(Jennifer Heggie, Email, September 23, 2019 [I-HEGGIE2-11])

Response PD-1: Construction Schedule
The comment requests clarification regarding the compressed construction schedule and why Phases 1
and 2 would be 2.5 years under the six-year scenario, but two years under the compressed schedule.
The construction durations for both scenarios described on SEIR pp. 2-38 to 2-39 are correct and were
provided by the project sponsor team. Under the compressed schedule, the vertical construction
phases (Phases 1 and 2) would follow Phase 0 and occur concurrently over a shorter period of two
years, and assumes weekend work. As acknowledged on SEIR p. 2-39, “a relatively larger amount of
construction would take place during a relatively shorter period of time of three years, thereby
increasing the typical daily construction activity.”
The text on SEIR p. 2-39 is revised as follows to clarify the compressed schedule:
As stated in the footnote to Table 2-2, the phasing of project implementation would be
subject to changes due to market conditions and other unanticipated factors.
Consequently, construction could be complete as early as 2024 under a compressed
schedule or extend beyond 2027. If construction occurs over a shorter period than shown
in Table 2-2 (e.g., Phases 1 and 2 occurring simultaneously following Phase 0), a relatively
larger amount of construction would take place during a relatively shorter period of time
of three years, thereby increasing the typical daily construction activity. Phase 0 would
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occur in 2021, followed by Phases 1 and 2 occurring simultaneously for approximately 24
months from 2022 to 2023, and completed by early 2024. The construction analysis in SEIR
Chapter 3, Environmental Setting, Impacts, and Mitigation Measures, is generally based
on conservative assumptions where appropriate and described in the “Approach to
Analysis” section of the resource topic area.
The above changes do not result in significant new information with respect to the proposed
project, including the level of significance of project impacts or any new significant impacts.

Comment PD-2: Project Description
This response addresses comments from the commenter listed below; each comment on this topic
is quoted in full below this list:
I-BARISH3-19
I-GOMEZ-1
I-OSAWA-2

I-PEDERSON2-6
I-PEDERSON2-7

I-PEDERSON2-8
O-WPA3-14

“Figures in DSEIR Figures 2-1 through 2-8; Figures 2-9 through 2-12; Figure 2-16; Figures 2-18
through 2-21; Figure 3.B-4; Figures 5-1 through 5-4; Figure 6-1; and Figure 6-2 are inadequate and
incorrect. They do not show the alterations to the Upper Lot, where the CCSF Multi Use Building
is located, that are included in the Facilities Master Plan, approved by the CCSF Board of Trustees
in March, 2018, and the subsequent Plan that was presented to the Board of Trustees for
consideration of a San Francisco Bond Measure. Table 3.A-2 describes the New Facilities planned
for this area. (P. 3,A-13). Accordingly, these Figures are all misleading and do not accurately
represent buildings on the land adjoining the proposed project. The FSEIR must use accurate,
updated Figures.”
(Jean B. Barish, Letter, September 23, 2019 [I-BARISH3-19])

“1) I noticed the impact report mentions the decrease in parking needs after the first week of a
semester, and the proposal of a new parking lot that accommodates 750 vehicles. How many spaces
would be reserved for students as opposed to residents who would live in the new development?”
(Wilson Oswaldo Gomez, Email, August 28, 2019 [I-GOMEZ-1])

“Most critically, according to the proposal the only vehicular inlet into an 1100 unit housing
development is a single lane northbound on Lee Avenue from Ocean Avenue. This would seem
to be wholly inadequate.”
(Ed Osawa, Email, September 22, 2019 [I-OSAWA-2])
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“The Draft is also silent about how the public parking garage will be financed. If the developer will
fund the garage with proceeds from the residential development, that raises the question about why
those proceeds couldn’t instead be used to fund more below-market rate housing. If the public parking
garage will be paid for with public funds (either the City’s or City College’s), that should be disclosed
as well. The Draft should address how any subsidy (whether public or private) for the garage would
reduce the parking fees and thereby generate additional parking demand, VMT, and GHG emissions.
If the public parking garage will be financed entirely by parking fees paid by users of the garage, the
Draft should address whether the garage will be financially viable. Those who currently commute to
City College either park for free or pay nominal fees. It is unlikely that they would be willing to pay
the kind of substantial fees that would be necessary to pay for construction of a 750-space garage.”
(Christopher Pederson, Email, September 23, 2019 [I-PEDERSON2-6])

“If the users of the parking garage are instead anticipated to be the residents of the Balboa Reservoir
project, that would be an end run around the City’s and the developer’s agreement that the overall
parking ratio for the residential component of the project would by 0.5 parking spaces per
residence. Using the public parking garage as residential parking would also mean that the project
would exceed the zoning code’s maximum 1:1 parking ratio for the site.”
(Christopher Pederson, Email, September 23, 2019 [I-PEDERSON2-7])

“Finally, the Draft is entirely silent about how the parking rates for the garage would be structured.
For example, would the daily rate be lower than 8 hours of the hourly rate? Would weekly, monthly,
semester, or annual rates be allowed? If rates for periods longer than one day would be allowed, the
Draft should address whether such rates would reduce incentives for commuters to take transit, walk,
or bike on days during those periods when the commuter doesn’t need to drive. Finally, would the
rates and any leasing arrangements be structured so that any employer who pays for spaces within
the garage on behalf of its employees would be subject to California’s parking cash-out statute? (See
Cal. Health & Safety Code, section 43845.) The Draft should address how the fee structure and the
applicability of the parking cash-out statute would affect VMT and GHG emissions.”
(Christopher Pederson, Email, September 23, 2019 [I-PEDERSON2-8])

“A representative of the developer has informed the Chair of the BRCAC that the developer will
not develop the 1,550 unit Additional Housing Option. The Planning Department should verify
the accuracy of this representation to the BRCAC. If correct, the 1,550 Unit Project option should
be added to the list of alternatives considered but rejected by the Planning Department since its
development will not be undertaken by the developer.”
(Michael Ahrens, President, Westwood Park Association, Letter, September 22, 2019 [O-WPA3-14])
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Response PD-2: Project Description Comments and Questions
This group of comments are regarding the project description, figures, or require clarification of
the proposed project.
Regarding the project description figures, Figures 2-1 through 2-12, Figure 2-16, Figures 2-18
through 2-21, Figure 3.B-4, Figures 5-1 through 5-4, and Figures 6-1 through 6-2 in the SEIR depict
the plan-view diagrams of the proposed project. As described in Response CEQA-2: Existing
Setting and Baseline, on RTC p. 4.A-22, per CEQA Guidelines section 15125(a)(1), the physical
conditions existing when the notice of preparation is published was used to establish the baseline
for the project-level analysis in the SEIR and initial study. The figures in the SEIR reflect the existing
conditions and the proposed project. The commenter's statement that the facilities master plan
projects should be shown is incorrect, as the City College projects are considered under cumulative
future conditions and do not represent existing or near-term baseline conditions.
The 1,550 Additional Housing Option was developed by the City to fulfill the objectives of the
general plan to maximize affordable housing and housing in transit-rich neighborhoods (draft
SEIR p. 2-1). The draft SEIR analyzes the environmental impacts of the Developer’s Proposed
Option and Additional Housing Option as proposed.
One comment incorrectly states that the project would have one vehicular inlet point. The proposed
circulation of the project site is described in SEIR Section 2.E.8, Transportation and Circulation Plan
(SEIR pp. 2-26 to 2-30). As described in SEIR Section 2.E.8 and as shown in Figure 2-12, Proposed
Street Type Plan (SEIR p. 2-27), there would be two access points to the project site. Lee Avenue
would provide a vehicle travel lane in each direction from Ocean Avenue, and North Street would
provide a vehicle travel lane in each direction from Frida Kahlo Way.
The assertion that the use of the public parking as residential parking would exceed the zoning
code’s 1:1 parking ratio is incorrect. Residential parking would be provided at a 0.5:1 parking ratio.
Vehicle parking is described on draft SEIR p. 2-23, and all residential parking would be unbundled
(that is, parking would be leased or sold separately from the rental or purchase fees for dwelling
units for the life of the dwelling units) with the exception of the townhomes, as required by San
Francisco Planning Code section 167. As stated on draft SEIR p. 2-23 and as updated in Chapter 2
of this RTC, up to 550 off-street parking spaces for project residents may be located in parking
garages below grade at Blocks A, B, C, D, F, and G and in the townhomes. As described in Chapter
2 of this RTC, the proposed up to 750 public parking spaces could be provided in a garage that
would be located under Blocks A and B, or in dedicated public parking areas within several of the
residential garages, all of which would be separate from the residential parking. The public parking
garage spaces would not be sold or leased to project residents and would instead be available to
the public (including students). The use of the proposed public parking garage, like the other
components of the proposed project, would be addressed through the special use district and/or
conditions of project approval.
Two comments ask about financing of, and parking rates that would be charged at the public
parking garage that could be developed as part of the proposed project. Project financing, including
financing of any potential parking garage, is not directly related to any potential physical effects of

Balboa Reservoir Project
Responses to Comments

4.B-4

Case No. 2018-007883ENV
April 2020

4. Comments and Responses
4.B. Project Description

the project and, therefore, financing of the project, including its components, is not a subject of
CEQA analysis.
The following is provided for informational purposes. It is anticipated that the public parking
garage would be publicly funded but would be financed based on anticipated parking fees; rather,
public subsidies for project development are anticipated to be devoted to the affordable housing
component and possibly to infrastructure improvements, such as utilities. Rates charged for use of
the public parking garage could also be governed by the special use district and/or conditions of
approval; it is noted, for example, that rates for new non-accessory parking garages in and near
downtown San Francisco and in mixed-use districts throughout the City are subject to planning
code sections 155(g) and 303(t), which requires that the rate charge for four hours of parking
duration is no more than four times the rate charged for the first hour, and the rate charge for eight
or more hours of parking duration is no less than 10 times the rate charge for the first hour. In
addition, discounted parking is not permitted for weekly, monthly or similar time-specific periods.
This pricing structure is designed to discourage commuter parking, consistent with the City’s
Transit First Policy (San Francisco Charter, section 8A.115).
Concerning the recommendation that funds used for the proposed public parking garage be
instead directed to more housing, this is not the proposed project that is under analysis in the SEIR.
However, the draft SEIR acknowledges that reductions in off-street vehicular parking for office,
residential, and retail developments reduce the overall automobile mode share associated with
such projects that provide more off-street vehicular parking. The study cited in footnote 131 on
draft SEIR Appendix B, p. B-90 references research that the availability of parking increases
vehicular travel and that parking supply can undermine incentives to use transit. In the case of the
proposed project, however, the public parking garage(s) included under the Developer’s Proposed
Option would provide fewer public parking spaces (750) than currently existing on the site
(approximately 1,000), meaning that the garage itself would not increase VMT compared to
existing conditions. Because of this, and because of existing travel patterns in the project area and
the site’s transit proximity, infill nature, and mix of uses, the draft SEIR identifies a less-thansignificant impact with respect to VMT (Impact TR-5, p. 3.B-79). To the extent that less parking
would be provided on site, VMT effects would likely be reduced per capita and would remain less
than significant.
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4.C

Transportation and Circulation

The comments and corresponding responses in this section cover topics in draft SEIR Section 3.B,
Transportation and Circulation. These include topics related to:


Comment TR-1: Existing Conditions



Comment TR-2: Travel Demand



Comment TR-3: Walking and Biking Impacts



Comment TR-4: Transit Impacts



Comment TR-5: Loading Impacts



Comment TR-6: Cumulative Impacts



Comment TR-7: Parking



Comment TR-8: Increased Traffic Congestion and Associated Impacts



Comment TR-9: General Comments

Comment TR-1: Existing Conditions
This response addresses comments from the commenters listed below; each comment on this topic
is quoted in full below this list:
I-GOODMAN-6
I-HOUWER-2
I-KOWALSKI-1
I-OSAWA-4

Currently muni buses cannot pull over at Howth to drop passengers and delays in bus services
occur regularly at this area. A proposed solution to off-ramp directly into a parking garage on the
eastern edge of CCSF could directly alleviate some traffic from heading up Ocean Ave to the
existing lots at the reservoir. It should be considered as an alternative, and a feasible solution that
lessens the impacts of traffic and on public transit that runs along Ocean Ave.
Please take into consideration the impacts on MUNI systems and the need to address the impacts
on transit as a serious concern that garners a broader and possible larger solution or alternative
that includes cummalative projects and impacts as the main concern and solution to lessen
pedestrian injuries, traffic impacts, and ensuring more rapid flow of public transit systems in this
area due to the impacts on the second largest transit hub in SF.”
(Aaron Goodman, Letter, September 12, 2019 [I-GOODMAN-6])
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“First of all, anyone who lives in the area understands what a nightmare traffic is already in the
morning, afternoon and after work. The busses are already overcrowded with students and
commuters. Parking is already virtually impossible with the two existing parking lots for the
college.”
(Michell Houwer, Email, September 12, 2019 [I-HOUWER-2])

“I live along Plymouth Avenue with my wife of 18 years, between San Ramon and Ocean. I can
attest to the situation of the violence level due to the parking and driving situation.
Westwood Park was built for Model T’s and Model A’s. Cars have to pull over all the time. The
violence level goes on all the time, day and night.
I leave for work at 4:00 o’clock in the morning. People are going at 40 miles per hour on that street
and they’re bypassing the stop signs at San Ramon Way. They’re also running the red light at
Ocean Avenue and Plymouth Avenue.”
(Kevin Kowalski, CPC Hearing, September 12, 2019 [I-KOWALSKI-1])

“Ocean Avenue is already beset with heavy traffic at most hours of the day. Traffic is often down
to a single lane due to Muni traffic, cars turning left, and double-parked vehicles. This will now
become intolerably congested. The existence of several offset intersections (at Ocean/Geneva/Frida
Kahlo, Ocean/Brighton, and Ocean/Plymouth) also contributes to poor traffic flow and to vehicular
safety issues.”
(Ed Osawa, Email, September 22, 2019 [I-OSAWA-4])

Response TR-1: Existing Conditions
The comments opine on existing traffic and parking conditions near the project site. These
comments received on the draft SEIR do not present evidence that the analysis is inadequate, that
there would be any new significant impacts not addressed in the draft SEIR, or that impacts would
be substantially more severe than those identified in the draft SEIR.
Comments regarding traffic congestion are addressed in Response TR-8, Vehicle Traffic Congestion
and Associated Impacts, on RTC p. 4.C-71. Comments regarding of the secondary effects of parking
conditions with development of the proposed project are addressed in Response TR-7, Parking, on
RTC p. 4.C-61.
The response to the existing conditions comments is organized by the following subtopics:


Existing Conditions



Parking
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Existing Conditions
The draft SEIR adequately and accurately describes the existing traffic, transit, pedestrian, bicycle,
loading, and emergency access conditions around the project site in section 3.B.4, Existing
Conditions, on draft SEIR pp. 3.B-5 to 3.B-25, and existing conditions on Plymouth Avenue on draft
SEIR p. 6-29. Vehicular turning movement counts are presented in Table 3.B-2, Vehicular Counts
at Study Intersections on draft SEIR p. 3.B-10. These conditions have been taken into account in the
analysis of the proposed project and in the development of mitigation measures.
The transportation study area and study intersections are discussed starting on draft SEIR p. 3.B-5.
The transportation study area covers the transportation network within generally two blocks of
the project site and includes Ocean Avenue and Plymouth Avenue. The selected 23 intersections
within the transportation study area represent access points to the regional highway system, are
located along major street corridors serving the project site, and are in the immediate vicinity of
the project site. As a result, these locations represent the intersections most likely to be affected by
vehicle traffic generated by the project and are representative of impacts that may occur at other
locations. These study intersections are identified by number in Table 3.B-2 on draft SEIR p. 3.B-10,
and shown on Figure 3.B-1 on draft SEIR p. 3.B-7. Multimodal turning movement counts (i.e.,
vehicles, pedestrians, and bicyclists) were collected at the 23 study intersections, including existing
site driveways, on Wednesday January 31, 2018, and Tuesday August 28, 2018 when City College
was in session during the weekday a.m. (7 to 9 a.m.) and weekday p.m. (4 to 6 p.m.) peak periods.
Intersection turning movement counts are included in the Transit Assessment Memorandum (see
draft SEIR Appendix C2, Attachment A, on pp. 31 to 63).

Parking
As discussed on draft SEIR p. 3.A-3 and p. 3.B-31, the proposed project meets the Public Resources
Code section 21099(d) criteria as a residential, mixed-use infill project in a transit priority area, and
therefore parking is not an environmental impact for the purposes of CEQA. However, the
planning department acknowledges that parking conditions may be of interest to the public and
decision makers. Therefore, the draft SEIR presents an analysis of secondary environmental
impacts related to City College on draft SEIR Appendix B, pp. B-87 to B-90.
For informational purposes, a discussion of existing and with project parking supply and demand
is provided in the Non-CEQA Transportation Analysis, which was made available to the public on
August 1, 2019. This report is available as part of the administrative record and also included as
RTC Attachment 3, Non-CEQA Transportation Analysis.25 As presented in the Non-CEQA
Transportation Analysis – Parking Analysis Memorandum, the observed maximum combined
occupancy of the City College surface parking lots occurred between 11 a.m. and 12 p.m. when
there were a total of 1,596 cars parked and 578 spaces available (the lots were 73 percent occupied).
There are a total of 906 parking spaces within the neighborhood on-street parking study area and
between approximately 200 and 300 on-street spaces were observed to be available on weekdays
during a.m., midday, and p.m. periods.

25

Balboa Reservoir – Non-CEQA Transportation Analysis, August 1, 2019.
http://ab900balboa.com/DEIR_to_NOD_Documents/2019-08-200000401.pdf
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Comment TR-2: Travel Demand
This response addresses comments from the commenters listed below; each comment on this topic
is quoted in full below this list:
I-BARISH3-25
I-EVANS2-6
I-HOUWER-6
I-MUHLHEIM-2
I-MUHLHEIM-6
I-OSAWA-7
O-BRCAC-1

“The Notice of Preparation states that: “The proposed project would include a transportation
demand management (TDM) program that would implement measures to reduce vehicle trips and
encourage sustainable modes of transportation. TDM measures may include both physical (e.g.,
bicycle and carshare parking) and programmatic (e.g., incentives).” (Oct. 10, 2018 NOP, p. 20)
In a December 31, 2017, memo to the Commissioners of the SF County Transportation Authority,
Supervisor Norman Yee stated: ‘The TDM Framework is a first step in planning TDM efforts for
the Balboa Area. As the Reservoir developer and City College begin to draft implementable plans,
community input will continue to play a significant role. Transportation and TDM will be
discussed in ongoing public meetings for the City College Facilities Master Plan, Balboa Reservoir
and other Community Advisory Committees. Only after further public engagement and
exploration of TDM programs will the Reservoir developer and City College draft more detailed,
implementable TDM plans.’
Accordingly, the FSEIR must include a completed TDM. A Final SEIR should not be circulated until
this completed TDM has been incorporated into the FSEIR.
Project travel demand refers to the number, type, and common destinations of new trips that
people would take to and from the project. The memorandum containing the detailed methodology
and results for the project travel demand is included in DSEIR Appendix C1, Travel Demand
Memorandum.
The TDM Plan that was submitted by Kittelson in Appendix C1 is incomplete. It is a survey of trip
generation and parking, but there is no analysis of alternative sources of travel or transit use. This
omission is unacceptable. A complete and competent TDM Plan must be included in the FSEIR.
Failure to do so would result in an inadequate EIR which should not be certified. Additionally, for
the reasons set forth herewith, the Kittleson report is flawed, and does not provide a competent
basis for transportation mitigation:


The Kittelson TDM does not engage with important current transportation characteristics
in the project area which would likely be impacted and transformed by the scale and
intensity of the proposed development alternatives.
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The report indicates that the trip generation manual being employed is somewhat out of
date but the most recent available.



Recent academic studies in the last year have observed that there has been a very
substantial increase in trips and congestion over the past two Years. They estimate that
40% of this increased congestion may be estimated to be attributed to Lyft and Uber car
service trips. In the mode choice allocations the report models car service trips are treated
as a small segment, less than 10%?



Even if one estimates that car service trips are both a mode choice switch and a cause of
changing traffic through increased trip generation… there are no level of service
discussions LOS for morning and afternoon peaks and for off peak mid day… for the main
streets serving the project. What is traffic like and what might be the impacts of increased
trips on the level of service in the project area and on adjacent arterials serving the project
area. And how might one assess the cumulative transportation impacts of this project and
planned development adjacent to the project area?



The expected distribution of trips for residents seems very light for peak period travel. Is
there any current transportation trip generation and travel diary data that might be
employed to validate the time of day assumptions for residents of the new development?



The current assumptions for residents are quite variant from the conceptual estimate of
student trips that might be estimated from the parking lot driveway analysis… where we
see a high density of trips around the morning and afternoon peaks. If the apartment
dwellers trip characteristics more clearly follow the patterning of student car trips there
may be serious congestion and LOS impacts. How might you assess this possible outcome?
Particularly where you don’t provide LOS data for main circulation routes.”

(Jean Barish, Letter, September 23, 2019 [I-BARISH3-25])

“C1 Travel Demand Memorandum
This section refers repeatedly to two sources for trip generation data. One is the Institute of
Transportation Engineers (ITE) Trip Generation Manual, 10th edition and the other is the San
Francisco Planning Trip Generation Workbook (SF Workbook). While the ITE Trip Generation Manual is
indeed a standard source, it also is recognized as a very flawed source of information due to its
reliance on datasets with very little input, generally from suburban, not urban, sources.
The SF Workbook is not available on the Planning Department’s website nor does it appear to be
available elsewhere. We are unable to determine whether it addresses any of the flaws mentioned
or simply compounds them. If the SEIR and consultants are referencing this Planning Department
SF Workbook, it must be made publicly available for review and comment.
We challenge the use of the trip generation data from the ITE Manual and we find the use of the SF
Workbook, which appears not to be available to the public, as inappropriate.”
(Rita Evans, Letter, September 23, 2019 [I-EVANS2-6])
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“No doubt techies will uber or lyft to where they need to go; therefore, you will see an influx of
additional traffic in our area.”
(Michelle Houwer, Email, September 12, 2019 [I-HOUWER-6])

“<!--[if !supportLists]-->2. <!--[endif]--> I find the report’s statements regarding transportation and
traffic greatly underestimate the impacts of the proposed project. As a transit first person,
who has commuted to CCSF on MUNI from Castro and Market for several years, I have
had experience with existing delays and trouble spots. Especially troubling are statements
where mitigation is not found necessary. I disagree.”
(Fred Muhlheim, Email, September 23, 2019 [I-MUHLHEIM-2])

“<!--[if !supportLists]-->· <!--[endif]-->Many residents in the proposed project will opt for ride
sharing services. We are seen the negative effects of this on congestion in other parts of the
city.”
(Fred Muhlheim, Email, September 23, 2019 [I-MUHLHEIM-6])

“The proposed site is indeed closely situated to many public transit options. However, given the
proximity to I-280, the uphill walk to BART, and the remoteness from many of the attractions of
the city, it is highly optimistic to assume that there will be a mass influx of non-automotive
households that would mitigate the traffic and parking burden.
I appreciate the need for more housing in San Francisco, but the current proposals are out of scale
for the neighborhood and have not adequately addressed critical deficiencies in traffic flow and
parking.”
(Ed Osawa, Email, September 22, 2019 [I-OSAWA-7])

“Good evening Commissioners. My name’s Jon Winston. I have the at large seat on the Balboa
Reservoir CAC and I’m also the Chair.
I’m here this afternoon -- this evening, I should say, to talk about transportation and circulation.
The impacts I believe will be significant, but I disagree with the report that they will be unmitigable.
Developer mitigation, including the Transportation Demand Management Plan, including
measures like giving out a Fast Pass with rental packages to encourage non-car use will play a part.
They will pay impact fees, which I believe should be applied at the point of impact in the
neighborhood where the impacts actually occur. That’s where they’re needed the most.
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But also, the City can and must do more Recent San Francisco history is full of projects, like the
Metreon Center, the San Francisco Center, the ballpark, the Chase Center, all built without parking
and they were all predicted to lead to traffic apocalypse.
But with moonshot level planning, by multiple city agencies, we got great civic and cultural
amenities that, despite the naysayers, worked.
This, too, is a project that needs to have proactive planning on the neighborhood and City level to
accommodate the influx of new residents in the reservoir and the projected increase in CCSF
students.
New housing and businesses, like Whole Foods on Ocean Avenue, also add new car, foot and bike
traffic.
SFMTA and other agencies need to begin, now, to be ready with increased transit frequency and
have more of the share of the roadway to avoid even worse gridlock and in keeping with the City’s
transit first policy. That’s the first time we’ve heard the words “transit first” tonight.
In addition to my role on this CAC, I also serve as the Pedestrian Safety Advisor Committee for the
SFUSD. From that perch, I can see Ocean, Geneva, San Jose Avenue as vision zero high injury
corridors. That means there have been enough deaths and injuries, serious injuries, due to the
design of these streets that they’re due and fundable for complete redesign.
In short, true transit first reimagining of transportation and circulation for the neighborhood is
needed and it has to be implemented.
At our September 30th CAC meeting, the CAC will present their plans for their SFMTA Ocean
Avenue Safety Project. I hope to hear about a safe, beautiful, and dignified walk to BART, and
better pedestrian bicycle access to CCSF, the reservoir and the Ocean Avenue shopping district.
But in future meetings, I really hope to hear more about a comprehensive, proactive plan. The
Balboa Reservoir is really a great opportunity to deal with the problems that have accumulated
over many, many years and now, we have a chance to make the needed change to get a livable,
sustainable community for future generations. Thank you for your time.”
(Jon Winston, Chair, Balboa Reservoir Community Advisory Committee, CPC Hearing, September 12, 2019
[O-BRCAC-1])

Response TR-2: Travel Demand
The comments state that the travel demand analysis is inadequate, disagree with the draft SEIR
findings or characterize them differently, and state that transportation network company (TNC)
mode choice allocation is underestimated. Comments state that the transportation demand
management (TDM) plan is inadequate and that a complete TDM plan should be included in the
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draft SEIR. The comments also seek information about the travel demand workbook used to
estimate travel demand for the project.
The draft SEIR addresses the relevant CEQA issues in Section 3.B, Transportation and Circulation,
under “Transportation Demand Management (TDM) Plan” on draft SEIR p. 3.B-38 and “Project
Travel Demand Methodology and Results” on draft SEIR pp. 3.B-40 to 3.B-46. Detailed supporting
information is included in SEIR Appendix C1, Travel Demand Memorandum, and Appendix C2,
Transit Assessment Memorandum. The comments received on the draft SEIR do not present
evidence that the transportation analysis was inadequate, or that there would be any new
significant impacts not addressed in the draft SEIR or a substantial increase in the severity of
impacts identified in the draft SEIR.
Comments regarding traffic congestion, including intersection delay and level of service, are
addressed in Response TR-8, Vehicle Traffic Congestion and Associated Impacts, on RTC p. 4.C71. Comments regarding potential impacts of the proposed project on transit operations, and the
mitigation measure(s) proposed to address any such impacts, are addressed in Response TR-4,
Transit Impacts, on RTC p. 4.C-32. Comments regarding potential impacts of the proposed project
in combination with other planned area development are addressed in Response TR-6, Cumulative
Impacts, on RTC p. 4.C-45. Comments regarding the secondary effects of parking conditions with
development of the proposed project is provided in Response TR-7, Parking, on RTC p. 4.C-61.
The response to the travel demand analysis comments is organized by the following subtopics:


Project Travel Demand Methodology and Results



Transportation Network Company (TNC) Mode Share



Transportation Demand Management (TDM) Plan

Project Travel Demand Methodology and Results
The San Francisco workbook (workbook) referenced by the commenter implements the travel
demand methodology presented in the 2019 San Francisco Transportation Impact Analysis
Guidelines for Environmental Review – Update, February 2019 (2019 TIA Guidelines).26 The
transportation analysis for the Balboa Reservoir Project used this workbook to generate the
project’s anticipated travel demand.
The travel demand methodology and results are presented in draft SEIR Appendix C1 and on draft
SEIR pp. 3.B-40 to 3.B-46 under the heading ”Project Travel Demand Methodology and Results.”
The analysis for the proposed project follows the methodology presented in the 2019 TIA
Guidelines, to the extent applicable. The project travel demand calculations are presented in draft
SEIR Appendix C1, Travel Demand Memorandum, on pp. 8-14. The specific approach used for the
proposed project is provided in the Travel Demand Assumptions Memorandum, which is included
in draft SEIR Appendix C1, pp. 21 to 26. The detailed travel demand calculation worksheets are
presented in draft SEIR Appendix C1, Appendix A, on pp. 27 to 39. These calculation worksheets

26

San Francisco Transportation Impact Analysis Guidelines for Environmental Review – Update, February 2019.
https://default.sfplanning.org/publications_reports/TIA_Guidelines.pdf. Accessed October 24, 2019.
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document the input and show the calculations and distribution assumptions used to develop the
travel demand estimates.
The workbook is publicly available. The detailed travel demand calculation worksheets were also
made public as part of the draft SEIR’s administrative record27 and the workbook is included as
RTC Attachment 4, Travel Demand Workbook. The department website includes a link to a travel
demand tool (https://sftraveldemand.sfcta.org/) that can be used to calculate daily and weekday p.m.
peak hour person trips generation using the 2019 TIA Guidelines rates, which mirrors the data in
the workbook.
The travel demand tool was developed as part of the department’s 2019 TIA Guidelines update. A
consultant, under the direction of the department, collected and analyzed counts, intercept surveys
(i.e., intercept people to ask questions), and commercial and passenger loading at San Francisco
development sites in 2016 and 2017 and analyzed 2012 California Household Travel Survey data.
This collection and analysis led to the 2019 TIA Guidelines travel demand updates including
estimates of the number of people taking TNCs. The TIA Guidelines’ Summary of Changes
memorandum describes the primary changes made in the update compared to prior guidelines.28
Regarding the comment seeking information on the use of the ITE’s Trip Generation Manual, the
10th Edition of ITE’s Trip Generation Manual was used to develop a ratio between the Balboa
Reservoir Project’s a.m. and p.m. peak period trip generation rates rather than to generate an
estimate of project travel. Because the 2019 TIA Guidelines provide daily and p.m. peak hour travel
demand rates but not a.m. peak hour travel demand rates, the ratio from the ITE Trip Generation
Manual was applied to p.m. peak hour rates to obtain an estimate of a.m. peak hour rates. This
process is explained on draft SEIR Appendix C1, p. 4.
One commenter correctly notes that no analysis is provided in the draft SEIR for the off-peak
midday period. For the purpose of environmental review, the transportation analysis is based on
the period with the highest traffic volumes; this yields a more conservative or “worst case” scenario
to determine project impacts. The p.m. peak hour has the highest traffic volumes when compared
to the traffic volumes during the a.m. peak period; the midday period is considered an off-peak
period, for which any project impacts or effects would be less acute than the peak period.

Transportation Network Company (TNC) Mode Share
Transportation network company (TNC) vehicle trips are accounted for in the draft SEIR. TNC
mode share is discussed and presented on draft SEIR p. 3.B-43 and Table 3.B-13, Person-Trip
Generation Estimates by Mode and Land Use, on draft SEIR p. 3.B-43, and Table 3.B-16, Freight
and Passenger Loading Demand by Land Use, on draft SEIR p. 3.B-51.
The comments claim that TNC use is underestimated; however, the comments do not cite
references to support their claims. The SEIR analysis employs the best available information
27

28

Draft SEIR Appendix C1: Travel Demand Memorandum, April 4, 2019.
http://ab900balboa.com/Draft%20EIR,%20Appendices,%20and%20Related/C1_TravelDemandMemorandum.pdf
San Francisco Planning Department, Transportation Impact Analysis Guidelines for Environmental Review –
Update, October 2019, https://sfplanning.org/project/transportation-impact-analysis-guidelines-environmental-reviewupdate#impact-analysis-guidelines.
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regarding TNC mode share. This information was developed as part of the department’s 2019 TIA
Guidelines update as described above.
The increasing prevalence of for-hire vehicles like TNCs in San Francisco has changed the way
people travel. The department is working with the transportation authority and SFMTA on studies
that address TNC activity in San Francisco. The TNC use and passenger loading demand estimates
analyzed in the draft SEIR are consistent with 2019 TIA Guidelines and are supported by
substantial evidence based on available information.

Transportation Demand Management (TDM) Plan
One commenter disagrees with the draft SEIR findings that the proposed project’s significant and
unavoidable transportation and circulation impacts cannot be mitigated to a less-than-significant
level and references how the project’s TDM plan would reduce vehicle trips. The 2019 TIA
Guidelines travel demand data is based on substantial data collection, including at development
sites in 2016 and 2017, and is described above. However, the 2019 TIA Guidelines data collection
scope did not analyze the effect of development sites’ TDM measures on travel demand. Thus, the
department does not account for any potential reduction in vehicle trips (e.g., mode split change)
that may occur with implementation of a project’s TDM plan. This approach results in a
conservative estimation of the number of vehicle trips that would be generated by the proposed
project. The department is working with other San Francisco agencies to quantify the effects of
TDM measures for use in CEQA documents as part of ongoing research in support of San Francisco
Planning Code section 169. As of the publication of this RTC document, the results of that research
are not available.
Transportation studies within San Francisco typically do not account for any potential reduction
in vehicle trips that may occur with implementation of the TDM plan. The department
acknowledges that implementation of the TDM plan would improve conditions around the project
site; however, the draft SEIR and the department makes its CEQA significance determination
without accounting for the implementation of the TDM measures. Aside from referencing the TDM
plan, the commenter does not provide substantial evidence demonstrating how a final TDM plan
is required to conduct transportation and circulation impact analysis.
It should be noted that the draft SEIR Appendix C1 referenced by the commenter is not the
proposed project’s TDM plan. Draft SEIR Appendix C1 is a memorandum providing the basis for
the draft SEIR’s analysis of project transportation impacts. The TDM plan is being developed
separately and the decision makers will consider it as part of project approvals.

Comment TR-3: Walking and Biking Impacts
This response addresses the comment from the commenter listed below; the comment on this topic
is quoted in full below this list:
A-CALTRANS-1
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“Bicycle Considerations
The Caltrans District 4 Bike Plan identifies a "Top Tier" project at the I-280 and Ocean
Avenue/Geneva Avenue interchange that would reconstruct the interchange ramps and stripe
Class II buffered bike lanes. Given the anticipated increase in vehicle and bicycle traffic at this
location due to the project, the project should evaluate measures to enhance bicycle safety at
freeway on- and off-ramps at this location.”
(Wahida Rashid, Caltrans Acting District Branch Chief, Letter, September 10, 2019 [A-CALTRANS-1])

Response TR-3: Walking and Biking Impacts
The commenter states that the project should evaluate measures to enhance bicycle safety at
freeway on- and off-ramps at the I-280 and Ocean Avenue/Geneva Avenue interchange.
In accordance with the 2019 TIA Guidelines, the department adequately and accurately assessed if
the project would create potentially hazardous conditions for people bicycling. The draft SEIR
describes existing bicycling facilities and circulation in the project area on draft SEIR pp. 3.B-14 to
3.B-18. General impediments to existing bicycle travel within the study area, including heavy
vehicle traffic volumes and high-speed uncontrolled movements at freeway ramps, are discussed
on draft SEIR p. 3.B-16. The effect of the proposed project on conditions for people bicycling is
discussed under Impact TR-2 on draft SEIR pp. 3.B-65 to 3.B-70.
Existing bicycle conditions at freeway on- and off-ramps at I-280 and at the Ocean Avenue/Geneva
Avenue interchange have been taken into account in the project analysis. This location is farther
from the project site than other analyzed locations (e.g., Ocean Avenue/Lee Avenue, Frida Kahlo
Way/Access Road, Ocean Avenue/Frida Kahlo Way/Geneva Avenue) and thus represents a
location with a smaller share of the distributed project trips. At the analyzed locations in closer
proximity to the project site, the draft SEIR concludes that the proposed project would not generate
activities that would create potentially hazardous conditions for people bicycling. Thus, significant
impacts would not be expected at the Ocean Avenue/Geneva Avenue interchange and no
mitigation measures would be required. The comments received on the draft SEIR do not present
evidence that the analysis is inadequate, that there would be any new significant impacts not
addressed in the draft SEIR, or that impacts would be substantially more severe than those
identified in the draft SEIR.

Comment TR-4: Transit Impacts
This response addresses comments from the commenters listed below; each comment on this topic
is quoted in full below this list:
I-BARISH3-27
I-BERNSTEIN5-5
I-COLLINS1-1
I-EVANS2-1
I-EVANS2-3
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I-EVANS2-4
I-GOODMAN-5
I-JA1-3
I-JA7-1

I-JA13-1
I-JA15-1
I-MARTINPINTO-2

I-PEDERSON1-3
I-WORLEY-5

“Public Transit Delay (p. 3.B – 51 et seq)
There are significant and unavoidable cumulative transit impacts identified by the DSEIR.
Impact C-TR-4: The proposed project, in combination with reasonably foreseeable future projects, may result
in a potentially significant cumulative impact related to public transit delay and the project could contribute
considerably. (Significant and Unavoidable with Mitigation)
Impact C-TR-6b: Operation of the proposed project, including proposed street network changes, in
combination with reasonably foreseeable future projects, would impact existing passenger and freight loading
zones along Lee Avenue between Ocean Avenue and the project site, and may create potentially hazardous
conditions for people bicycling and may substantially delay public transit. (Significant and Unavoidable)
The DSEIR also states:
Impact TR-4: Operation of the proposed project would not substantially delay public transit. (Less than
Significant)
However, the DSEIR’s determination of less-than-significant impact on transit delay (TR-4) is not
based on the standard of substantial evidence.
The City Charter/SFMTA late criterion is a 4 minute delay relative to the MUNI schedule.
In comparison, the Reservoir late standard as applied for the segment from Monterey/Gennessee
to Balboa Park Station allows for a 12 minute delay relative to MUNI schedule.
The DSEIR appropriates a 4-minute delay standard for the each of the 43’s segments (Judson-Ocean
and Ocean-Geneva/San Jose) in the BPS Area, thus the DSEIR reinterprets the MUNI 4-minute
lateness standard to allow the Project itself to independently contribute an additional 4 minutes of
transit delay before the Project's impact "might" be considered significant. This is an invalid, flawed
analysis of acceptable transit delays. The FSEIR must recalculate transit delays validly.
Allowance of a 4-minute Reservoir-related Transit Delay threshold of significance would also
violate the City’s Transit First Policy.”
(Jean Barish, Letter, September 23, 2019 [I-BARISH3-27])

“The impact that the extra traffic would have on buses—one of the common means of reaching the
College (other than BART) is expected to be serious. A local retired bus driver has explained that a
bus being late on one time point by four minutes results in a serious schedule problem. But for the
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no. 43 bus, the only bus running on Frida Kahlo Way, the delay anticipated is more like 12 minutes,
not four minutes. This would affect other lines that cross the path of the 43 bus or connect with it.
And as for Ocean Avenue, it currently has a number of lines passing within 1-2 blocks of the
College—nos. 8, 29, 49 and K.”
(Harry Bernstein, Email, September 23, 2019 [I-BERNSTEIN5-5])

“Hello, Monica Collins, Sunnyside. This is prepared.
The SEIR states that transit delay induced by the Balboa Reservoir Project will be insignificant. But
this conclusion is based on a completely arbitrary, unauthorized definition of delay on the part of
the consultants.
The meaning on time performance standards allows for a four-minute delay for an entire route.
But the 43 Masonic travels from Balboa Reservoir, along Frida Kahlo Way, to Balboa Park in seven
minutes. Using the consultant’s redefinition of transit delay, additional delays of up to four
minutes in just three segments, resulting in a travel time of 19 minutes, 171 percent increase. From
any perspective, whether legal, ethical, or engineering, this is wrong.
The SEIR is in error in using this faulty, invalid method of determining transit delay.”
(Monica Collins, CPC Hearing, September 12, 2019 [I-COLLINS1-1])

“TRANSIT DELAY
The SEIR states that transit delay induced by the Balboa Reservoir project will be insignificant but
this conclusion is based on a completely arbitrary, unauthorized definition of delay on the part of
the consultants.
The MUNI on-time performance standard allows for a 4-minute delay for an entire route. The SEIR
instead allows for a 4-minute delay on any segment of a route (i.e., between two stops), a
completely invalid assumption, meaning almost no amount of delay would be considered
significant.
EXAMPLE: The 43-Masonic travels from the Balboa Reservoir project site on Frida Kahlo Way to
the Balboa Park Station in 7 minutes. Using the consultants’ re-definition of transit delay, additional
delays of up to four minutes in just three segments, resulting in a travel time of 19 minutes, a 171%
increase, is somehow deemed “insignificant.” No one riding that 43 would find the delay to be
insignificant. And this utterly faulty reasoning is allowed to be presented in the SEIR as justification
for a finding of “insignificant delay,” meaning no mitigation is required.
From any perspective, whether legal, ethical or engineering, this is wrong. The SEIR is in error in
using this faulty, invalid method of determining transit delay. The transit delays as a result of this
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project will be significant and appropriate mitigation must be identified before the SEIR is
approved.”
(Rita Evans, Letter, September 23, 2019 [I-EVANS2-1])

“TRANSIT ASSESSMENT
C2 Transit Assessment Memorandum
Transit reentry delay analysis
According to the SEIR, transit delay is calculated based on empirical data from 2010 Highway
Capacity Manual (HCM). Data used in the 2010 HCM are at least 15 years old.
In 2016, the Highway Capacity Manual, Sixth Edition: A Guide for Multimodal Mobility Analysis (HCM)
was published by the Transportation Research Board. This current manual the consultants should
have used as ‘…it serves as a fundamental reference on concepts, performance measures, and
analysis techniques for evaluating the multimodal operation of streets, highways, freeways, and
off-street pathways. The Sixth Edition incorporates the latest research on highway capacity, quality
of service, and travel time reliability…’
What justification did the consultants provide for using an outdated HCM and its outdated data?
Why did they not use the most recent, comprehensive source that addresses the multimodal aspect
of street use, a basic component of the area around the Balboa Reservoir project site?
Before the SEIR is adopted, the consultants must explain their data sources and methodology used
to reach their conclusion that, ‘Based on the findings from this corridor delay analysis, the project
would not result in a substantial delay to public transit along Frida Kahlo Way, Ocean Avenue, or
Geneva Avenue.’ The findings and conclusion as presented in the SEIR are erroneous.”
(Rita Evans, Letter, September 23, 2019 [I-EVANS2-3])

“Passenger boarding delay analysis
What source was used to assume “two seconds per passenger boarding”? Is it again outdated data?
Does it include students and instructors carrying books, supplies, and other material? Does it
include students traveling with children? Disabled users? Riders carrying shopping bags or using
a wheeled cart?
The consultants again are using an arbitrary and likely outdated standard—two seconds of
boarding time—that does not equate to actual operating conditions.
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Before the SEIR is adopted, data on the actual passenger boarding delay must be gathered and
analyzed. Any transit delay analysis must be based on the actual delay experienced by riders in
the project area.”
(Rita Evans, Letter, September 23, 2019 [I-EVANS2-4])

“The second one is regarding transit delay. Okay, transit delay is defined in this SEIR with a
threshold of significance. And it’s an invented threshold of significance. And what does the SEIR
say: The threshold of significance is four minutes. What does that mean in terms of the reservoir?
It means that, oh, the reservoir project can contribute four minutes of delay on MUNI without it
being considered to be significant. So, it’s BS. Okay, read it carefully before you certify it.”
(Alvin Ja, CPC Hearing, September 12, 2019 [I-JA1-3])

“The transit issue is by far the biggest concern, as was very much ignored as a concern on the SFSUCSU and Parkmerced and Stonestown redevelopment projects, congestion has worsened along
19th, and with eventual starting of undergrounding of the M-Line, additional concerns will
increase on cross-city traffic and transit impacts. It is not possible to force one development to bear
the brunt of the costs of public infrastructure, however when multiple sites are involved it is critical
to ensure that the publics interests and impacts are seriously addressed in regards to safety, and
continuity of public transit services.”
(Aaron Goodman, Letter, September 12, 2019 [I-GOODMAN-5])

“INAPPROPRIATE SEIR DEFINITION OF TRANSIT DELAY
The City Charter/SFMTA late criterion is a 4 minute delay relative to MUNI schedule for the 43
Masonic at the Balboa Park Station (BPS). [The 4 minute lateness criterion is relative to MUNI
schedule for any particular MUNI time point.]
In comparison, the Reservoir late standard as applied for the segment from Monterey/Gennessee
to Balboa Park Station allows for a 12 minute delay relative to MUNI schedule.
The Reservoir Project SEIR, apparently without proper authority, appropriates a 4-minute delay
standard for the each of the 43’s segments (Judson-Ocean and Ocean-Geneva/San Jose) in the BPS
Area, thus giving the Project the privilege of contributing 8 minutes of Reservoir-related delay
before its delay is considered significant.
EXAMPLE:
If a 43 is running on time until the Reservoir Project, but the Project-related delay is allowed to be
up to 8 minutes, then instead of 7 minutes to get to BPS, it would be considered by SEIR definition
to be insignificant if a 43 gets to BPS in 19 minutes—an additional 12 minutes.
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This constitutes a 171% increase over the scheduled running time of 7 minutes between
Monterey/Gennessee and Balboa Park Station. Yet the SEIR deems a 171% increase (from a
scheduled 7 minutes to a travel time of 19 minutes to be insignificant.

The SEIR justifies its arbitrary and capricious use of a generously defined 4-minute delay standard
by citing the MUNI on-time performance standard contained in the City Charter:
The department uses a quantitative threshold of significance and qualitative criteria to determine whether
the project would substantially delay public transit. For individual Muni routes, if the project would result
in transit delay greater than equal to four minutes, then it might result in a significant impact.1
It is critically important to understand of the meaning and (mis)interpretation of the citation of SF
Charter's MUNI 85% on-time performance standard. The critical language in City Charter 8A.103
(c)1 is as follows:
1. On-time performance: at least 85 percent of vehicles must run on-time, where a vehicle is considered ontime if it is no more than one minute early or four minutes late as measured against a published schedule
that includes time points
The draft SEIR engages in an egregiously unsupported case of overreach. The SEIR reinterprets the
MUNI 4-minute lateness standard to allow the Reservoir Project itself to independently contribute
an additional 4 minutes of transit delay before the Project's impact "might" be considered
significant.
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The SEIR is inadequate and defective in its use of an egregiously generous definition of
acceptable Reservoir-related transit delay. The SEIR’s “less-than-significant” determination for
Impact TR-4, Transit Delay cannot be considered valid.
The Project's self-entitled contribution of an additional 4-minutes of lateness to transit delay is
neither permitted or acceptable--by law, legislative intent, or by common sense--in City Charter
VIIIA. This constitutes a fundamentally arbitrary and capricious arrogation of authority to
substantively and substantially worsen transit reliability for the broader public.
There is no substantive rationale to justify a 4-minute contribution by the Project to transit
delay. There is no substantial evidence--if any evidence at all-- to permit the Reservoir Project
to consider its own 4-minute delay standard to be non-significant.”
Footnotes:
1
The threshold uses the adopted the Transit First Policy, City Charter section 8A.103 85 [sic--should be 8A.103 (c)1--aj],
percent on-time performance service standard for Muni, with the charter considering vehicles arriving more than four
minutes beyond a published schedule time late.

(Alvin Ja, Email, September 5, 2019 [I-JA7-1])

“Public Transit Delay (p. 3.B-52)
The department uses a quantitative threshold of significance and qualitative criteria to determine whether
the project would substantially delay public transit. For individual Muni routes, if the project would result
in transit delay greater than equal to four minutes, then it might result in a significant impact.96
Footnote 96: 96 The threshold uses the adopted the Transit First Policy, City Charter section 8A.103 85
[sic--should be 8A.103 (c)1--aj], percent on-time performance service standard for Muni, with the charter
considering vehicles arriving more than four minutes beyond a published schedule time late.
It is critically important to understand the meaning and (mis)interpretation of the citation of SF
Charter's MUNI 85% on-time performance standard. The critical language in City Charter 8A.103
(c)1 is as follows:
1. On-time performance: at least 85 percent of vehicles must run on-time, where a vehicle is considered ontime if it is no more than one minute early or four minutes late as measured against a published schedule
that includes time points
The draft SEIR engages in an egregiously unsupported case of overreach. The SEIR reinterprets the
MUNI 4-minute lateness standard to allow the Reservoir Project itself to independently contribute
an additional 4 minutes of transit delay before the Project's impact "might" be considered
significant.
Example: The 43 line runs on a 12 minute headway. A four-minute Project-related contribution to
delay added to a City Charter defined 4-minute late standard for a MUNI line's on-time
performance would create an eight-minute delay. So, for the 43 line, instead of a 12-16 wait, the
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Project interprets that a wait of 16-20 minutes at Kahlo/Ocean (City College Bookstore time point)
is acceptable and less-than-significant.
NO! It is NOT OK to consider this to be non-significant.
The City Charter’s section 8A.103(c)1 does not authorize the Project to impose an additional
Reservoir-related 4 minutes of delay at the City College Bookstore time point.
The SEIR’s self-defined threshold of significance would grant the Project the privilege of doubling
the lateness standard relative to the MUNI schedule from 4 minutes to 8 minutes.
This violates both the language and intent of City Charter Article VIIIA’s Section on Service
Standards and Accountability--8A.103 (c)1.
The draft SEIR is fundamentally flawed in highjacking and misapplying the SFMTA/MUNI 4minute lateness standard. The 4-minute lateness standard is relative to MUNI schedules. The
Project's self-entitled contribution of an additional 4-minutes of lateness to transit delay is
neither permitted or acceptable--by law, legislative intent, and especially by common sense--in
City Charter VIIIA. This constitutes a fundamentally arbitrary and capricious arrogation of
authority to substantively and substantially worsen transit reliability for the broader public.
There is no substantive rationale to justify a 4-minute contribution by the Project to transit
delay.
There is no substantial evidence--if any evidence at all-- to permit the Reservoir Project to
consider its own 4-minute delay standard to be non-significant.
******************
Impact Evaluation
Existing plus Project
Impact TR-4: Operation of the proposed project would not substantially delay public transit.
(Less than Significant)
Transit Delay
Developer’s Proposed Option (p. 3.B-74)
As shown in Table 3.B-18, vehicle and transit trips generated by the Developer’s Proposed Option would
increase transit delay by a maximum of 73 seconds along Frida Kahlo Way (southbound direction, weekday
p.m. peak hour), a maximum of 100 seconds along Ocean Avenue (westbound direction, weekday p.m. peak
hour), and a maximum of 81 seconds along Geneva Avenue (westbound direction, weekday p.m. peak hour).
The majority of the transit delay increase is attributable to the increase in passenger boarding delay resulting
from the project-generated transit riders. The Developer’s Proposed Option would not create additional
transit reentry delay during the a.m. or p.m. peak hours.
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The Developer’s Proposed Option would not result in transit delay greater than or equal to four minutes.
Therefore, the Developer’s Proposed Option would result in a less-than-significant impact related to transit
delay.
The Additional Housing Option would not result in transit delay greater than or equal to four Minutes. 123
Therefore, the Additional Housing Option would result in a less-than-significant impact related to transit
delay. [FOOTNOTE 123 refers back to Footnote 122 which then refers to Fire Code 503.2.1 which
has nothing to do with transit delay.—aj]
RESERVOIR-RELATED DELAY FOR 43 MASONIC
The SB Kahlo figures of 73 sec (for Option 1), and 83 sec (for Option 2 are presented in the SEIR as
the applicable 43 delay between Judson and Ocean.
These figures fail to reflect the Transit Delay for the 43 route segment between CCSF Bookstore
(Ocean) to Balboa Park Station (Geneva/San Jose). This route segment is located in the Area Plan
area and must be included to properly assess Reservoir-related delay for the 43 Masonic.
In order to reflect the full effect of Reservoir-related delay in the Balboa Park Station Area Plan
area, another 42 seconds (using Table 3.B-18 Transit Delay Analysis) for the 43’s EB Geneva
segment must be added to the 73 seconds cited by the SEIR. So instead of just 73 seconds of delay,
Reservoir-related delay totals 115 seconds (1.9 min) of for Option 1.
For Option 2, the 43’s delay (using Table 3.B-18 Transit Delay Analysis) should be the sum of SB
Kahlo (83 sec) and EB Geneva (58 sec), which totals 141 seconds (2.4 min) of Reservoir-related
delay in the BPS Area Plan area.
The scheduled running time between Monterey/Gennessee to Balboa Park Station is 7 minutes.
Option 1’s “ Project-Related Increase in Delay” of 115 seconds (1.9 minutes) represents a 27.4%
increase in travel time for the 7-minute running time segment.between Monterey/Gennessee and
Balboa Park Station.
Option 2’s contribution of 141 seconds (2,4 minutes) of Reservoir-related delay represents a 33.6%
increase in travel time over the scheduled 7 minute running time between Monterey/Gennessee
to Balboa Park Station.
A 115-141 second delay for this short 43 segment (from Monterey/Gennessee to BP Station) is
substantial. it is NOT insignificant as the SEIR purports. Only with willful disregard for reality
could a 27.4% to 33.6% increase in travel time be considered less than significant.
Relative to the City Charter-mandated MUNI on-time standard of 4 minutes:
<!--[if !supportLists]-->· <!--[endif]-->Option 1’s 115 second contribution to MUNI delay constitutes
48.0% of the 4 minutes of lateness allowed the SB 43 at the Geneva/San Jose time point;
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<!--[if !supportLists]-->· <!--[endif]-->Option 2’s 141 second contribution to MUNI delay constitutes
58.8% of the 4 minutes of lateness allowed the SB 43 at the Geneva/San Jose time point.
Unless willfully blind, a 48.0% or a 58.8% contribution towards a 4-minute late standard is
SIGNIFICANT.
The way that the SEIR tries to evade this problem of objectively contributing significantly towards
MUNI’s 4-minute standard is ingenious.
Incorporating Footnote 96 on p. 3.B-52, the SEIR, insinuating City Charter and “quantitative”
authority, proclaims:
The department uses a quantitative threshold of significance and qualitative criteria to determine whether
the project would substantially delay public transit. For individual Muni routes, if the project would result
in transit delay greater than equal to four minutes, then it might result in a significant impact.
The SEIR blows open a gigantic hole of an extra four minutes for itself before a delay “might” (!!)
be significant. But contrary to the Project's arrogation to itself of a four-minute privilege to hold up
MUNI before its contribution to delay counts to be significant, the City Charter citation of a 4
minute is relative to the MUNI schedule—not relative to the Reservoir Project SEIR's own standard.
So, the "less-than significant impact" to transit delay is a result of an inappropriate definition and
standard of "transit delay."
I discuss this in more detail in my 9/5/2019 submission “INAPPROPRIATE SEIR DEFINITION OF
TRANSIT DELAY”. Please refer to it.
******************************************
City College Terminal
Given the considerations described above, the Developer’s Proposed Option and Additional Housing Option
would have a less-than-significant impact on transit delay.
Mitigation: None required.
The TR-4 section ends with the pronouncement of less-than-significant impact requiring no
mitigation. This overall TR-4 conclusory statement misleadingly follows and is slid into a section
that actually discusses City College Terminal.
This concluding determination regarding TR-4 Transit Delay is invalid for the reasons already
presented above:
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The SEIR is egregiously deficient in formulating its less-than-significant determination of the
Project’s contribution to transit delay:
<!--[if !supportLists]-->· <!--[endif]-->It omits applicability of the PEIR’s analysis of the Lee
Extension causing significant impact;
<!--[if !supportLists]-->· <!--[endif]-->It arrogation of a four-minute Project-related delay standard
is based on misapplication of City Charter 8A.103 (c)1 whose 4-minute standard is
relative to the MUNI schedule;
<!--[if !supportLists]-->· <!--[endif]-->In the example of the 43 Masonic, the SEIR’s fails to account
for the route segment between CCSF Bookstore and Balboa Park Station, thus grossly
lowballing the Project’s contribution to transit delay.
<!--[if !supportLists]-->· <!--[endif]-->The Kittelson Travel Demand Memo and Kittelson Transit
Delay Memo fail to evaluate EB left turns at Brighton. It fails to assess the (high--aj)
probability that BR residents will turn left at Brighton, cut through Whole Foods
ingress/egress, and then turn left again onto Lee.
Finally, the TR-4 determination fails the substantial evidence standard of the Significance
Criteria:
The guidelines implementing CEQA direct that this determination be based on scientific and factual data,
including the entire record for the project, and not on argument, speculation, or unsubstantiated evidence.
*************************
Comparison of Impact TR-4 to PEIR Impact Analysis (p. 3.B-77)
As discussed in SEIR Section 3.B.3, Summary of Balboa Park Station Area Plan PEIR Transportation
Section, p. 3.B-1, under the 2025 with Area Plan scenario, ….. Project operation would result in a less-than
significant impact related to public transit. Therefore, the proposed project would not have any new or
substantially more severe effects than those identified in the PEIR.
The statements that “Project operation would result in a less-than-significant impact related to public
transit. Therefore, the proposed project would not have any new or substantially more severe effects than
those identified in the PEIR” is unsupported by anything contained in SEIR 3.B.3. It appears out of
thin air. In fact, 3.B.3 states the opposite:
<!--[if !supportLists]-->· <!--[endif]-->Transit
Significant transit impacts were also identified under the 2025 with Area Plan scenario on the K Ingleside
line and at Ocean Avenue/Geneva Avenue/Frida Kahlo Way and the new Geneva Avenue/I-280 NB OffRamp and Geneva Avenue/I-280 SB On-Ramp intersections.
Furthermore, the claimed L-T-S impact of the Introductory paragraph for this section is
contradicted once again in the body on p. 3.B-78:
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<!--[if !supportLists]-->· <!--[endif]-->The PEIR identified significant impacts to transit delay under the
2025 with Area Plan scenario and project-level analysis of 1150 Ocean Avenue (former Kragen
Auto Parts site).
The introductory paragraph expresses a desired outcome of less–than-significant impact on
public transit in the form of an unsupported assertion/conclusion. The SEIR is deficient by
making unsupported conclusions.
********************************
Operation of the Balboa Reservoir Project would result in a less-than-significant impact related to transit
delay. Therefore, the proposed project would not have any new or substantially more-severe effects than those
identified in the PEIR related to transit delay impacts.
This concluding paragraph for TR-4 is nothing but a claim unsupported by evidence. It’s a
tautology: The Reservoir Project results in less-than-significant impact on transit
delay………Therefore (?!!) it will not have new transit delay impacts.
Where is the logic in this conclusion?!!!
The SEIR Significance Criteria states:
The guidelines implementing CEQA direct that this determination be based on scientific and factual data,
including the entire record for the project, and not on argument, speculation, or unsubstantiated evidence.
SEIR’s determination of less-than-significant impact on transit delay (TR-4) is not based on the
standard of substantial evidence. Rather it is based on tautology. FAIL…FUBAR! This SEIR
does not qualify for certification.”
(Alvin Ja, Email, September 7, 2019 [I-JA8-2])

2040 Cumulative Conditions (p. 3.B-91)
The geographic context for the analysis of cumulative impacts is the transportation study area
shown on Figure 3.B-1, p. 3.B-7.
The geographic context for the analysis shown in Fig. 3.B-1 is limited to an eastern boundary of
Frida Kahlo Way. This eastern boundary is inappropriately restrictive.
The Reservoir Project SEIR is a project-level document that falls within the Balboa Park Station
Area Plan. To cut off the boundary at Frida Kahlo strangles the possibility of a thorough assessment
of the Reservoir Project effects on the entire BPS Area Plan area—an area of which the Reservoir
Project is a part.
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The SEIR can only have the potential to be fair if the geographic context for analysis is the
Balboa Park Station area. From the BPS FEIR (p. 72) the area is:
The “Project Area” of the Balboa Park Station Area Plan is generally bounded by parcels along the
northern edge of Ocean Avenue, the southern boundary of Riordan High School, Judson Avenue,
and Havelock Street to the north; the northeastern edge of the City College campus, and San Jose
and Delano Avenues to the east; Niagara and Mount Vernon Avenues, and parcels along the
southern edges of Geneva and Ocean Avenues to the south; and Manor Drive to the west (see
Figure 2: Project Area Plan).

The SEIR is deficient in its selection of the parameters of geographic context for analysis.
(Alvin Ja, Email, September 10, 2019 [I-JA9-1], [I-JA9-3])

************************************************
Impact C-TR-4: The proposed project, in combination with reasonably foreseeable future
projects, may result in a potentially significant cumulative impact related to public transit delay
and the project could contribute considerably. (Significant and Unavoidable with Mitigation)
(p. 3.B-94)
In the PEIR, under the 2025 with Area Plan scenario, transit delay impacts were identified at Ocean
Avenue/Geneva Avenue/Frida Kahlo Way and the new Geneva Avenue/I-280 NB Off-Ramp and Geneva
Avenue/I-280 SB On-Ramp intersections. However, as discussed under Impact TR-4, p. 3.B-73, operation
of the proposed project would not substantially delay public transit, and this impact would be less than
significant.
In my previous submission of 9/7/2019, I had presented a picture of the real-life impact, based on
SEIR/Kittelson’s figures of Reservoir-related delay on the 43 Masonic. Instead of just using the
delay figures for the restrictive limits of geographic context in the Figure 3.B-2 map, the submission
showed 27.4 to 33.6% increases in Reservoir-related travel time within the BPS Area Plan “Project
Area”.
Relative to the MUNI on-time-performance’s late criterion of 4 minutes, Reservoir- related delay
contributes 48 to 58.8% of the 4 minutes.
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The only way that the SEIR can conclude a less-than-significant transit delay impact is to change
the standards.
It did this by creating a quantitative “threshold of significance” of an additional 4 minutes over
and above the SF Charter’s 4 minutes. Thus, with this this creatively invented threshold of
significance that totals 8 minutes, objectively significant delay relative to MUNI schedules are
magically transformed into “less-than-significant.”
Here’s copy & paste from my previous submission:
This concluding determination regarding TR-4 Transit Delay is invalid for the reasons already
presented above:
The SEIR is egregiously deficient in formulating its less-than-significant determination of the
Project’s contribution to transit delay:
<!--[if !supportLists]-->· <!--[endif]--> It omits applicability of the PEIR’s analysis of the Lee
Extension causing significant impact;
<!--[if !supportLists]-->· <!--[endif]--> It arrogation of a four-minute Project-related delay standard
is based on misapplication of City Charter 8A.103 (c)1 whose 4-minute standard is
relative to the MUNI schedule;
<!--[if !supportLists]-->· <!--[endif]--> In the example of the 43 Masonic, the SEIR’s fails to account
for the route segment between CCSF Bookstore and Balboa Park Station, thus grossly
lowballing the Project’s contribution to transit delay.
<!--[if !supportLists]-->· <!--[endif]--> The Kittelson Travel Demand Memo and Kittelson Transit
Delay Memo fail to evaluate EB left turns at Brighton. It fails to assess the (high--aj)
probability that BR residents will turn left at Brighton, cut through Whole Foods
ingress/egress, and then turn left again onto Lee.
Finally, the TR-4 determination fails the substantial evidence standard of the Significance
Criteria:
The guidelines implementing CEQA direct that this determination be based on scientific and
factual data, including the entire record for the project, and not on argument, speculation, or
unsubstantiated evidence.
*******************************************************
As discussed in Table 3.B-18, p. 3.B-74, under Impact TR-4, under existing plus project conditions,
the increase in transit delay associated with either the Developer’s Proposed Option and the
Additional Housing Option would not result in significant transit delay impacts. However, the
transit delay contribution from City College’s Ocean Campus, in combination with the proposed
project options, is unknown. For the purposes of a more conservative analysis, the addition of
vehicle and transit trips generated by the proposed project options in combination with the City
College facilities master plan projects and other cumulative developments is expected to increase
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transit delay and could exceed the four-minute threshold of significance for individual Muni routes
described in the Approach to Impact Analysis Methodology.
As shown previously, that Reservoir-related delay “would not result in significant transit delay
Impacts” has been shown to be objectively false.
After the false assertion that portrays the Reservoir Project as blameless for transit delay, C-TR- 4
then throws the blame for cumulative Transit Delay on City College when its Facilities Master Plan
gets up and running in the future. The phrasing of the passage essentially shifts the blame for
cumulative transit delay impacts on City College, instead of admitting that the primary/proximate
cause for transit delay is the Project itself.
The main error in C-TR-4 is that the Reservoir is presumed to be the baseline condition when in
fact City College should be treated as the baseline condition.
Crucially, City College’s Facilities Master Plan is essentially a renovation and replacement
program for existing deteriorated, end-of-useful life buildings/facilities. Other than normal
growth, build-out of the FMP will not generate new, appreciably substantial vehicle trips above
what exists today as the existing condition. Furthermore any parking structures in FMP would be
a direct result of the Reservoir Project’s elimination of student parking. Although the Planning
Dept would want to categorize FMP parking as new, objectively the FMP parking will be
replacement parking, not “new.”
In contrast, it is the Reservoir Project’s new residents that will generate new vehicle trips that
would cause transit delay.
The SEIR reverses cause and effect in C-TR-4. It does this by treating the Reservoir Project as if
it’s the existing setting in its assessment of cumulative effects and treats CCSF as the new kid
on the block. The fact of the matter is that CCSF must be treated as the baseline condition, and
the Reservoir Project as the new kid on the block. I offer as an example a critique of a 11/17/2016
Planning Dept letter that was sent to City College authorities:
HYPOCRISY OF BALBOA RESERVOIR PROJECT PLANNERS
In reviewing Sunshine Ordinance documents, I have come across a 11/17/2016 Planning
Dept letter addressed to City College BOT signed by its Director, John Rahaim (attached
for your convenience).
The 11/17/2016 letter provided the City’s input on the City College draft FMP.
Under the heading of “Access, Parking, and Transportation Demand Management”, the
letter states:
“CCSF has stated that it anticipates maintaining or increasing the number of parking spaces
associated with the campus as on-and off-campus surface parking is replaced with buildings. This
level of parking provision would have negative consequences for neighborhood congestion…”

Case No. 2018-007883ENV
April 2020

4.C-25

Balboa Reservoir Project
Responses to Comments

4. Comments and Responses
4.C. Transportation and Circulation

Further down in the letter, under the heading “Balboa Reservoir Development Access &
Interface”, the letter states:
“While the design of the Reservoir site has not yet begun, roadway access to the Reservoir site
[cutting through City College property—aj] is a critical element that needs to be considered now
as part of CCSF's master planning process…”
Back in November 2016 when you first read this letter, I assume that BOT and
Administration were able to discern the brazen hypocrisy contained in this letter to SFCCD.
ONE STANDARD FOR CITY COLLEGE………
The City had the audacity in this letter to blame the FMP for negative consequences of
proposed FMP parking. The City shows lack of self-awareness and dishonesty when the
reason for needing replacement parking is ultimately the Balboa Reservoir’s own
elimination of student parking—parking which constitutes the existing condition.
…………..ANOTHER STANDARD FOR BALBOA RESERVOIR PROJECT
The Planning Dept letter raises the importance for SFCCD to provide roadway access for
the Reservoir Project. The letter says “roadway access is a critical element that needs to be
considered now…”
Since the City planners say that the parking needs of CCSF stakeholders can be resolved
with TDM, the TDM solution should obviate the need for roadway access for the Reservoir
Project, too, doncha think?
But, no. A double standard applies.
Did you notice that the City’s concern for “negative consequences for neighborhood
congestion” only applied to City College, but not to the Reservoir Project? FYI, throughout
the “public engagement process”, Reservoir Project has not shown serious concern for its
own negative consequences.
If BOT and Administration allow the City to abuse the City College stakeholders whose
interests you are supposed to represent, you are failing in your compliance with
Accreditation Standard IV.C4.
--aj

10/9/2017

To reduce the project’s considerable contribution, implementation of Mitigation Measure M-C-TR-4,
Monitor Cumulative Transit Travel Times and Implement Measures to Reduce Transit Delay was
identified. This mitigation measure would require the project sponsor to monitor transit travel times and
coordinate with the planning department and SFMTA to implement measures to keep transit travel times
within four minutes of existing levels.

Balboa Reservoir Project
Responses to Comments

4.C-26

Case No. 2018-007883ENV
April 2020

4. Comments and Responses
4.C. Transportation and Circulation

Mitigation Measure M-C-TR-4: Monitor Cumulative Transit Travel Times and Implement
Measures to Reduce Transit Delay. The project sponsor, under either project option, shall monitor
cumulative transit travel times for the identified route segments of the K/T Third/Ingleside, 29 Sunset, 43
Masonic, and 49 Van Ness/Mission lines to determine if a route does not meet its performance standard. If
applicable, the project sponsor shall implement feasible measures (as developed in consultation with SFMTA)
to reduce transit delay and meet the transit travel time performance standard.
Transit Travel Time Performance Standard. Existing transit travel times and performance standards for
the routes subject to this measure, including study segment and time periods, are shown in Table M-C-TR-4.
The routes and study segments shown in Table M-C-TR-4 represent routes and study segments most likely
to have a cumulative impact to which the project would have a considerable cumulative contribution.
What is the “transit travel time performance standard” that is to be met?
The SEIR presents Table M-C-TR-4 Transit Travel Time Performance Standard that, by appearance
looks oh, so impressive and credible, and “quantitative”! The Table presents “Existing Transit
Travel Time” and “Performance Standard.” And it looks SOOO legitimate and objective!
But the key is literally in the fine print of Performance Standards’ Footnote “b”.
Footnote “b” states: b The performance standard is calculated as the existing transit travel time
plus four minutes, or half the headway of a route with headways of less than eight minutes.
As presented in earlier submissions this Performance Standard of “existing travel time plus four
minutes” is based on the misappropriation and misuse of the Charter section 8A.103(c)1.
Here I present some examples of the increase in travel time that results from the generous “plus
four minutes” Performance Standard based on figures from Table MC-TR-4:

The Planning Dept-created threshold of significance of an additional 4 minutes results in increases
in Reservoir-related travel times of 46%, 52.9%, 91.3%, and 39.7% respectively for the K-T, 29, 43,
and 49 line segments in the Table. By any objective measure, these would be extremely
substantial contributions to transit delay.
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The only legitimate standard to be used to comply with the Transit First Policy is: four minutes late
as measured against a MUNI time point…….Not a “plus 4” creatively designed qualitative
threshold of significance.
Regarding Mitigation Measure M-C-TR-4’s “The project sponsor, under either project option, shall
monitor cumulative transit travel times for the identified route segments…. the project sponsor shall
implement feasible measures (as developed in consultation with SFMTA) to reduce transit delay and meet
the transit travel time performance standard.
ARE YOU KIDDING ME?!! Monitor and implement “feasible” measures?!!
Once the Project has been approved and built, monitoring will only confirm what people who have
actual ground-level, real-life based experience in the area have been saying all along about traffic
issues that would ultimately cause severe MUNI delay.
And at that point, there will be no feasible measures to implement because the damage will have
already been done. There will be no feasible measures because the Reservoir Project the project
area is characterized by streets that cannot be widened. There will be no feasible way to effectively
reduce transit delay. A 2012 Haas School of Business study about a possible Reservoir Project
recognized the difficulties of “… limited access points and large influx of new residents”. for such a
project.
To think that monitoring transit delay and implementing “feasible” measures such as TDM will be
able to satisfactorily mitigate the impact of the Reservoir would be ludicrous.
Thankfully, the SEIR arrives at a realistic determination (except for the undue blame given to a
City College contribution to future transit delay) for C-TR-4:
In consideration of the uncertainty surrounding the development at City College’s Ocean Campus, the uncertainty
of the Balboa Reservoir Project’s TDM measure effectiveness, and the uncertainty of SFMTA approval of other
measures under their jurisdiction, the impact of the proposed project options would remain significant and
unavoidable with mitigation, even with implementation of Mitigation Measure M-C-TR-4.
Significance after Mitigation: Significant and Unavoidable.”
(Alvin Ja, Email, September 10, 2019 [I-JA9-2], [I-JA9-4])

“I had sent in a comment regarding the geographic context for analysis of transit delay yesterday,
9/9 /2019.
I said that the appropriate geographic context would be the BPS Area Plan’s "Project Area."
However, on closer examination, I realized that the BPS Project Area's northern boundary was
Judson and Havelock, and did not even include Riordan.
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The geographic context for analysis needs to extend beyond the BPS Area Plan’s northern
boundary of Judson to include Monterey Blvd.
Although not inside the BPS Area Plan's boundaries, the Reservoir Project will impact areas north
of the Reservoir lot itself and north of Judson.”
(Alvin Ja, Email, September 10, 2019 [I-JA10-1])

“CONSEQUENCES OF THRESHOLD OF SIGNIFICANCE USED FOR TRANSIT DELAY
The “less-than-significant” determination for Impact TR-4 is invalid. It is invalid because its 4minute threshold of significance/Performance Standard is arbitrarily high and has been arrived
at with neither proper authority nor substantial evidence.
Allowance of a 4-minute Reservoir-related Transit Delay threshold of significance would
violate the Transit First Policy.
Although the SEIR finds potentially significant impact for C-TR- 4, the potential impact is
unfairly attributed to City College’s FMP.
The actual real-world impact will be from the Reservoir Project; not City College. As such, the
Reservoir Project’s true impact to Transit Delay has been covered up by an egregiously liberal
4-minute threshold of significance. As such, the LTS determination for Impact TR-4 should
objectively be invalid.
City College’s future plans are fundamentally renovation projects to replace worn-out facilities.
These renovation projects will not, in and of themselves—unlike the Reservoir Project—induce
substantially greater demand for education services and resultant travel demand.
The SEIR blames the victim in its discussion of Impact C-TR-4.
I wish to reinforce my earlier analysis of the inappropriateness of using a 4-minute threshold of
significance in reaching a “less-than-significant” determination for Impact TR-4.
I have already provided several critiques of various aspects of the SEIR’s analyses contained in
Section 3.B, Transportation & Circulation.
I have already compared the numbers for “Project-Related Increase in Delay” provided in
Table 3.B-18, Transit Delay Analysis. I compared the Project-Related Delay to scheduled MUNI
running times for the 43 line.
My analysis showed:
Option 1’s “ Project-Related Increase in Delay” of 115 seconds (1.9 minutes) represents a 27.4% increase in
travel time for the 7-minute running time segment between Monterey/Gennessee and Balboa Park Station.
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Option 2’s contribution of 141 seconds (2.4 minutes) of Reservoir-related delay represents a 33.6% increase
in travel time over the scheduled 7 minute running time between Monterey/Gennessee to Balboa Park Station.
I have analyzed the latest MUNI schedule information. I have attached a Table entitled “ReservoirRelated Delay in Relation to Reservoir Area MUNI Characteristics.”
The Table compiles information gathered from official MUNI scheduling documents. The
documents are “Rotations” and “Trains” that contain information on headways and timepoints.
The Table shows the percentage contribution of real-world Reservoir-related delay relative to current
MUNI timepoint-to-timepoint running times, using the SEIR’s 4-minute threshold of significance.
Percentage of increase in travel time over the existing MUNI running times are:
<!--[if !supportLists]-->· <!--[endif]-->K Ingleside (between Geneva/San Jose and St. Francis Circle):
23.5% to 30.8%
<!--[if !supportLists]-->· <!--[endif]-->8/ 8BX Bayshore/ Bayshore Express (Geneva/Mission-Unity
Plaza) 50.0% to 66.7%
<!--[if !supportLists]-->· <!--[endif]-->29 Sunset (19th/Holloway –Ocean/BART) 25.0% to 33.3%
<!--[if !supportLists]-->· <!--[endif]-->43 Masonic (Monterey/Gennessee – Geneva BART) 44.4% to 57.1%
<!--[if !supportLists]-->· <!--[endif]-->49 Van Ness (Mission/Ocean – Unity Plaza) 50.0% to 57.1%
The lowest end of the range of Reservoir-related delay “authorized” by the SEIR is 23.5%
increase over the K segment between Balboa Park Station and St. Francis Circle.
A threshold of significance that would allow 23.5% to 66.7% increases over existing running
times is an egregiously poor threshold. FAIL and FUBAR.”
(Alvin Ja, Email, September 14, 2019 [I-JA13-1])

“What I was trying to, but failed to get across in the original version was that the determinations
for TR-4 and C-TR-4 were reversed…..That the C-TR-4 significant impact finding should have been
for TR-4; and that the CCSF FMP cumulative contribution to transit delay was being blamed
disproportionately for contributions to transit delay.
C-TR-4 obscures the reality that most of the transit delay will be generated by the Reservoir Project,
as opposed the City College's FMP which is mainly a renovation and replacement program.”
(Alvin Ja, Email, September 22, 2019 [I-JA15-1])

“Another significant impact to public services is in public transit, i.e. MUNI. Currently, according
to city charter, if a MUNI vehicle is 4 or more minutes late to any timepoint, it is considered late. A
timepoint is a MUNI passenger stop with a specific time of MUNI vehicle arrival tied to it. For
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example, if a bus is scheduled to arrive at the intersection of Market and Castro Sts. at 0700 hrs, it
is not considered late until it arrives after 0704 hrs.
A 4 minute delay on a bus route such as the 43 Masonic, which is a 9 mile cross town bus route will
have effects that resonate throughout the entire bus line. If the 43 northbound is delayed by 4
minutes arriving to Balboa Park BART station, it would be considered significantly late by city
charter standards. However, the SEIR doesn’t consider MUNI to be late through the Balboa
Reservoir project zone unless it is delayed by 4 minutes, independent of the city charter. Thus, if
the 43 Masonic was late to Balboa Park BART station by 3 minutes and further delayed through
the BR Project zone by another 3 minutes, it would not be considered significant by SEIR standards,
but it would be considered significant by city charter standards. Thus the allowable delay of 4
minutes through the BR project zone could be in violation of city charter standards.”
(Stephen Martinpinto, Letter, September 23, 2019 [I-MARTINPINTO-2])

“What does the project propose to do to expedite bus service”
(Stephen Martinpinto, Letter, September 23, 2019 [I-MARTINPINTO-3])

“<!--[if !supportLists]-->· <!--[endif]-->The central islands on Ocean Avenue are dangerous.
Undergrounding the K line on Ocean would help in many areas, but is this a realistic
possibility?”
(Fred Muhlheim, Email, September 23, 2019 [I-MUHLHEIM-4])

“and it does not adequately address potential impacts to public transit”
(Christopher Pederson, Email, September 23, 2019 [I-PEDERSON2-3])

“C. The Draft does not adequately address the impacts of the project on transit.
The Draft does not adequately explain how the City determined that an additional four minutes of
delay for Muni routes in the vicinity of the project should be the threshold of significance for transit
delays. Muni currently experiences significant delays related to traffic congestion when City
College is in session and to congestion caused by drivers attempting to turn at the intersection of
Ocean and Brighton, where the entrance to the Whole Foods parking garage is located. In light of
already existing delays for Muni service, the threshold of significance for additional transit delays
should be less than four minutes.”
(Christopher Pederson, Email, September 23, 2019 [I-PEDERSON2-9])
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“In addition, in order to minimize VMT and GHG emissions associated with the project and with
reasonably foreseeable development and expansion at City College, the City should implement
transit improvements prior to occupancy of the project. Appropriate prior-to-occupancy mitigation
measures include:
<!--[if !supportLists]-->1. <!--[endif]-->Restrict left turns at the intersection of Ocean and Brighton.
<!--[if !supportLists]-->2. <!--[endif]-->Install transit signal preemption or priority at all traffic lights
on Ocean between San Jose and Junipero Serra and on Geneva between San Jose and
Ocean. (Preemption is preferable, though priority might be acceptable at intersections with
major cross streets such as Frida Kahlo and Junipero Serra.)
<!--[if !supportLists]-->3. <!--[endif]-->Give Muni lines higher priority at St. Francis Circle and West
Portal. (Although St. Francis Circle and West Portal are a fair distance away from the
project, delays there significantly degrade the speed and reliability of the K.)
<!--[if !supportLists]-->4. <!--[endif]-->Modify Muni stops along Ocean so that they can all
accommodate two-car boarding for the K line.
<!--[if !supportLists]-->5. <!--[endif]-->Require Whole Foods to install electronic signage on Ocean
Avenue to indicate when its garage is full. (This could potentially be done as part of an
enforcement action to address Whole Foods’ violation of loading requirements.)”
(Christopher Pederson, Email, September 23, 2019 [I-PEDERSON2-10])

“Finally, the transit improvement mitigation measures identified in the draft should not be
deferred until after the project is shown to have an adverse impact on transit service. Congestion
when City College is in session and congestion associated with the Whole Foods Grocery Store are
already impeding transit service. So, the project proponents should be working with MUNI, now,
to implement transit improvement measures up front without waiting for proof of additional
adverse impacts in the future. Thank you very much.”
(Christopher Pederson, CPC Hearing, September 12, 2019 [I-PEDERSON1-3])

“The DRAFT SEIR is inadequate because it fails to consider the impact on public transit and
recommend that public transit capacity be expanded
The Developer is counting on a 15% reduction in City College student parking in order to achieve
a special project status under AB 900. Moreover, the Balboa Reservoir project will significantly
increase population density of the neighborhood and hence significantly increase demand for
public transit. This will only aggravate already unreliable and inadequate transit service. However,
the SEIR fails to mandate improvements in infrastructure for public transit, carpooling, cycling,
walking, and other environmentally responsible modes of transportation.”
(Jennifer Worley, Email, September 23, 2019 [I-WORLEY-5])
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Response TR-4: Transit Impacts
The comments opine on the transit delay significance criteria used in the draft SEIR, disagree with
the draft SEIR’s transit delay impact conclusion, disagree with the geographic study area used to
evaluate transit delay impacts, and suggest mitigation measures to reduce transit delay.
This response provides clarification and background information related to the transit impact
analysis presented in the draft SEIR. The impacts are determined to be less than significant under
existing plus project conditions and significant and unavoidable under 2040 cumulative conditions.


The significance criteria are presented on draft SEIR p. 3.B-35, and the transit analysis
methodology is discussed on draft SEIR p. 3.B-52.



Transit impacts are covered under Impact TR-4 on draft SEIR pp. 3.B-73 to 3.B-79 and
Impact C-TR-4 on draft SEIR pp. 3.B-94 to 3.B-99.



Additional discussion of the transit delay assessment is provided in draft SEIR Appendix C2,
Transit Assessment Memorandum, and SEIR Appendix C4, Transit Delay Analysis and Capital
Improvement Memorandum. A discussion of existing conditions related to walking access to
transit is provided on draft SEIR p. 3.B-11, and a discussion of the existing transit boarding
islands on Ocean Avenue is presented on draft SEIR p. 3.B-21.



An evaluation of potentially hazardous conditions for people walking to/from transit is
provided under Impact TR-2 on draft SEIR p. 3.B-65.

Comments regarding project improvements that benefit public transit, carpooling, cycling,
walking, and other environmentally responsible modes of transportation (i.e., transportation
demand management measures) are addressed in Response TR-2, Travel Demand, on RTC p. 4.C10. Comments regarding the inclusion of the City College facilities master plan in the cumulative
conditions analysis are addressed in Response TR-6, Cumulative Impacts, on RTC p. 4.C-55.
The response to transit impacts analysis comments is organized by the following subtopics:


Transit Significance Criteria Used in the Transit Delay Analysis



Existing Plus Project Conditions Transit Delay



Cumulative Conditions Transit Delay



Potentially Hazardous Conditions – Transit



Geographic Study Area for Transit



Mitigation Measures

Transit Significance Criteria Used in the Transit Delay Analysis
As stated on draft SEIR p. 3.B-35, with respect to transit impacts, a project would have a significant
effect on the environment if it would substantially delay public transit. In particular, the proposed
project could have a significant transit impact if transit travel time increases on a specific route
would be greater than, or equal to, four minutes or half of the existing headway for Muni service,
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whichever is less. The threshold for transit impacts is based on the adopted City Charter
section 8A.103 (c)1, which established an 85 percent on-time performance service standard for
Muni, which considers vehicles arriving more than four minutes beyond a published schedule time
late, and the potential secondary impacts on the physical environment associated with riders who
switch to automobile- based modes when transit becomes less convenient.
The 2019 TIA Guidelines indicate that a significant impact could occur if a project would result in
transit delay greater than or equal to four minutes. This criterion is based on substantial evidence
provided in Appendix I of the 2019 TIA Guidelines (p. I-26) and is explained in a July 20, 2018,
SFMTA memorandum included as RTC Attachment 5. The commenters provide no substantial
evidence to demonstrate that the information used to develop the criterion is flawed or inadequate.
The department applies this transit delay threshold of significance to each transit route within the
study area. If the project adds four additional minutes of total additional delay from the existing
condition along an individual transit route, then the project’s impact to that transit route could be
significant. This application accounts for sources of delay along the transit route within the study
area.
Several commenters state that the department’s threshold of significance is four minutes in
between individual transit line stops; these comments are incorrect. The threshold is four minutes
of additional delay to an individual transit line within the study area boundaries, which is a more
stringent threshold than only between individual transit line stops.
For example, there are nine stops within the transit delay study area boundary for the 29 Sunset
outbound route (i.e., between Plymouth Avenue/Ocean Avenue and Mission Street/Persia
Avenue). Under existing conditions, the 29 Sunset (outbound) takes 12:09 minutes to travel from
Plymouth/Ocean Avenue to Mission Street/Persia Avenue. The transportation analysis adjusts
travel times to account for the Developer’s Proposed Option trips; it is anticipated that the 29
Sunset (outbound) would take 13:07 minutes to travel from Plymouth/Ocean Avenue to Mission
Street/Persia Avenue. The difference between 12:09 minutes under existing conditions and 13:07
minutes with the Developer’s Proposed Option is 58 seconds. The 58 seconds difference in transit
travel time between these nine stops is the total additional delay attributable to the Developer’s
Proposed Option; this difference is then compared to the four-minute threshold of significance. In
the case of the 29 Sunset (outbound), the 58 seconds delay is not above the four-minute threshold
of significance and the Developer’s Proposed Option would not result in a significant delay to the
29 Sunset under existing plus project conditions.
A commenter correctly notes that footnote 96 on draft SEIR p. 3.B-52 includes a typo reference to
City Charter section 8A.103. The following edit clarifies the draft SEIR text by providing reference
to the City Charter statute that establishes the 85 percent on-time performance service standard.
Footnote 96 on draft SEIR p. 3.B-52 is revised as follows (deleted text is shown in strikethrough and
new text is shown in double underline):
The threshold uses the adopted the Transit First Policy, City Charter section 8A.103(c)1,
85, percent on-time performance service standard for Muni, with the charter considering
vehicles arriving more than four minutes beyond a published schedule time late.
96
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Existing plus Project Conditions Transit Delay
As described on draft SEIR p. 3.B-52, the analysis methodology assesses three sources of projectrelated transit delay: traffic congestion delay; transit reentry delay; and passenger boarding delay.
Changes in transit travel times were estimated to determine if the proposed project would increase
existing transit travel times on individual routes so that additional transit vehicles would be
required to maintain the frequency of service.
Transit impacts are discussed under Impact TR-4 on draft SEIR pp. 3.B-73 to 3.B-79 and Impact CTR-4 on draft SEIR pp. 3.B-94 to 3.B-99. Additional discussion of the transit delay assessment is
provided in Appendix C2, Transit Assessment Memorandum. The impact of the proposed project on
transit delay (traffic congestion, transit reentry delay, and passenger boarding delay) is evaluated for
transit routes operating along Frida Kahlo Way and Ocean Avenue within the transportation study
area. The routes and study segments represent routes and study segments to which the project would
increase vehicle trips and passenger boarding/alighting events, thereby resulting in potential
increased transit delay (traffic congestion, transit reentry delay, and passenger boarding delay). As
shown in Table 3.B-18, Transit Delay Analysis on draft SEIR p. 3.B-74, the proposed project would
not increase transit delays by more than four minutes within the study area and, therefore, would
result in a less-than-significant impact related to transit delay under existing plus project conditions.
One commenter erroneously states that the draft SEIR uses the 2010 Highway Capacity Manual and
that the data are at least 15 years old. First, the draft SEIR uses the 2000 Highway Capacity Manual,
not the 2010 Highway Capacity Manual, for reentry delay to transit vehicles. The draft SEIR is
consistent with the guidelines in Appendix I: Public Transit, of the 2019 TIA Guidelines Update.29
The 2000 Highway Capacity Manual includes empirical data that provides transit reentry delay times
based on adjacent lane traffic. These data represent the likelihood a bus can find gaps to reenter into
traffic based on the frequency of adjacent vehicle arrivals. This relationship is not expected to have
changed substantively since the data were collected and published because driver acceptance of
critical gaps in traffic is a constant variable and has not changed over time. Explanation of this
analysis is provided under Impact TR-4 on draft SEIR p. 3.B-52.
One commenter notes that the transit delay analysis does not consider the 43 Masonic line segment
between the City College Bookstore and the Balboa Park Bay Area Rapid Transit (BART) Station.
The transit delay analysis has been clarified to include the segment between the City College
Bookstore (50 Frida Kahlo Way) and the Geneva Avenue/Howth Street stop in both directions,
which captures the geographic extent of project-related transit delays to the 43 line. The ProjectRelated Change data presented in draft SEIR Table 3.B-18 below thus accounts for this extended
segment through the Ocean Avenue/Geneva Avenue/Frida Kahlo Way intersection. The Existing
Conditions, Transit Travel Times data presented in the same table were based on travel time runs for
the former analysis segment beginning or ending at the City College Bookstore and have not been
reconstructed to match. Thus, the Existing Conditions, Transit Travel Time and Project-Related Changes
columns in Table 3.B-18 represent the 43 line between Foerster Street/Monterey Boulevard and the
City College South Entrance, with a lower estimate of existing travel times and thresholds than if

29

https://sfplanning.org/project/transportation-impact-analysis-guidelines-environmental-review-update#impact-analysisguidelines.
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they represented the segment extending to Geneva Avenue/Howth Street. The Project-Related
Change columns in Table 3.B-18 represent increases for the whole segment and are sufficient to
reach a conclusion. The revised analysis does not change the draft SEIR analysis conclusions.
At the time the transit analysis commenced in 2018 for the draft SEIR, the department was still
developing the 2019 TIA Guidelines. The average per passenger boarding delay number used for
the project analysis was two seconds per passenger, as identified under Impact TR-4 on draft SEIR
p. 3.B-52. Subsequently, the 2019 TIA Guidelines were published and now recommend using an
average of 2.5 seconds of boarding delay per passenger. This 2.5 seconds represents the average
per-passenger boarding/alighting time; individual times may vary depending on passenger
characteristics, the total number of passengers boarding and alighting, and the distribution within
the bus of boarding and alighting events. The 2.5 seconds uses empirical data from the SFMTA’s
evaluation of all-door-boarding policy implementation.
For consistency with now-published guidance, the passenger boarding delay numbers are
reapplied to proposed project transit delay and are represented in the revised draft SEIR
Table 3.B-18, Transit Delay Analysis. The change in assumption from using 2 seconds per
passenger to 2.5 seconds per passenger increased the estimated delay as presented in the modified
Table 3.B-18 below.
The following clarifies the transit travel times in the draft SEIR in response to the comments and
to revise the passenger boarding times. The following clarifications do not change conclusions
regarding the level of significance of the project-level and cumulative transit impacts.
The text on draft SEIR pp. 3.B-22 to 3.B-23 is revised as follows (deleted text is shown in
strikethrough and new text is shown in double underline):
Muni transit operations in the study area were evaluated using transit delay analysis. The
transit delay analysis presents the delay associated with traffic congestion, transit reentry,
and passenger boarding along the following corridors and Muni lines for the weekday a.m.
and p.m. peak hours:


Frida Kahlo Way from Judson Avenue to Ocean Avenue (Line 43)



Ocean Avenue from Plymouth Avenue to San Jose Avenue (Lines K, 29, 49)



Geneva Avenue from City College Terminal to San Jose Avenue (Lines 8, 8BX, 43, 54)



K/T Third/Ingleside:





–

Jules Avenue/Ocean Avenue to Balboa Park BART Station (outbound)

–

San Jose Avenue/Geneva Avenue to Dorado Terrace/Ocean Avenue (inbound)

29 Sunset
–

Plymouth Avenue/Ocean Avenue to Mission Street/Persia Avenue (outbound)

–

Mission Street/Persia Avenue to Plymouth Avenue/Ocean Avenue (inbound)

43 Masonic
–

Geneva Avenue/Howth Street to Foerster Street/Monterey Boulevard (inbound)
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–


Gennessee Street/Monterey Boulevard to Geneva Avenue/Howth Street
(outbound)

49 Van Ness/Mission
–

Frida Kahlo Way/CCSF South Entrance to Mission Street/Persia Avenue (inbound)

–

Mission Street/Ocean Avenue to Frida Kahlo Way/City College South Entrance
(outbound)

The results of the transit delay analysis are summarized in Table 3.B-8, Existing Transit
Delay Existing Transit Travel Times, and provided in Attachment C, Corridor Delay
Analysis Synchro Worksheets, and Attachment D, Transit Reentry and Passenger
Boarding Delay Analysis Calculations, of SEIR Appendix C2, Transit Assessment
Memorandum. Transit ridership and capacity analysis are provided in Attachment F
(transit ridership and capacity analysis) of SEIR Appendix C2 for informational purposes.
Table 3.B-8 presents the estimated seconds of delay a transit vehicle encounters travel
times during the a.m. and p.m. peak hours along each of the study corridors.
TABLE 3.B-8
EXISTING TRANSIT DELAY
Weekday a.m. Peak Hour (seconds of delay)

Weekday p.m. Peak Hour (seconds of delay)

Northbound/
Eastbound

Southbound/
Westbound

Northbound/
Eastbound

Southbound/
Westbound

3

12

3

25

Ocean Avenue

110

132

113

133

Geneva Avenue

70

48

66

41

Corridor
Frida Kahlo Way

SOURCE:

Kittelson & Associates Inc., 2018.

NOTES:
Transit delay includes corridor delay, transit reentry delay, and passenger boarding delay.

Case No. 2018-007883ENV
April 2020

4.C-37

Balboa Reservoir Project
Responses to Comments

4. Comments and Responses
4.C. Transportation and Circulation

TABLE 3.B-8
EXISTING TRANSIT TRAVEL TIMES
Existing Transit Travel Timea
Transit Line
K/T

29

43

49

SOURCE:

Study Segment

A.M. Peak Period

P.M. Peak Period

Jules Ave/Ocean Ave to Balboa Park BART
(outbound)

3:30

8:42

San Jose Ave/Geneva Ave to Dorado Terr/Ocean
Ave (inbound)

3:28

10:03

Plymouth Ave/Ocean Ave to Mission St/Persia
Ave (outbound)

8:01

12:09

Mission St/Persia Ave to Plymouth Ave/Ocean
Ave (inbound)

7:10

9:55

Geneva Avenue/Howth Street to Foerster
St/Monterey Blvd (inbound)

4:20

4:37

Gennessee St/Monterey Blvd to Geneva
Avenue/Howth Street (outbound)

4:16

4:23

Frida Kahlo Way/City College South Entrance to
Mission St/Persia Ave (outbound)

5:39

10:04

Mission St/Ocean Ave to Frida Kahlo Way/City
College South Entrance (inbound)

7:18

11:25

Kittelson & Associates, Inc. 2019; SFMTA Automatic Vehicle Location Data, 2019.

NOTES:
a Kittelson staff collected transit travel time data along route segments via onboard surveys. Transit travel times were collected on
Tuesday, April 2, 2019, during the weekday a.m. peak period (7 to 9 a.m.) and the weekday p.m. peak period (4 to 6 p.m.). Staff
boarded a transit vehicle at the route start point and recorded the travel time between each stop and the dwell time at each stop.
Onboard survey data was used to supplement and verify automatic vehicle location data provided by SFMTA.

As shown in Table 3.B-8, the highest transit delays most variability in transit travel times
are experienced along Ocean Avenue between Plymouth Avenue and Judson Avenue in
the westbound direction where there is a difference in travel times of over 6.5 minutes
between the weekday a.m. and p.m. peak hours. This is primarily caused by the vehicular
traffic at the Ocean Avenue/San Jose Avenue intersection during the weekday p.m. peak
hour, which operates with an average intersection delay above 100 seconds. Additionally,
as a result of the high volume of vehicle traffic volumes in the curbside travel lane on
westbound Ocean Avenue (between 900 and 930 vehicles per hour) transit vehicles in this
corridor typically experience transit reentry delays of around 11 seconds.
The text on draft SEIR pp. 3.B-73 to 3.B-74 is revised as follows (deleted text is shown in
strikethrough and new text is shown in double underline):
The impact of the proposed project on transit delay (traffic congestion, transit reentry
delay, and passenger boarding delay) was evaluated along the following corridors and
Muni lines for the weekday a.m. and p.m. peak hours:


Frida Kahlo Way from Judson Avenue to Ocean Avenue (Line 43)



Ocean Avenue from Plymouth Avenue to San Jose Avenue (Lines K, 29, 49)



Geneva Avenue from City College Terminal to San Jose Avenue (Lines 8, 8BX, 43, 54)
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K/T Third/Ingleside:
–

Jules Avenue/Ocean Avenue to Balboa Park BART Station (outbound)

–

San Jose Avenue/Geneva Avenue to Dorado Terrace/Ocean Avenue (inbound)

29 Sunset
–

Plymouth Avenue/Ocean Avenue to Mission Street/Persia Avenue (outbound)

–

Mission Street/Persia Avenue to Plymouth Avenue/Ocean Avenue (inbound)

43 Masonic
–

Geneva Avenue/Howth Street to Foerster Street/Monterey Boulevard (inbound)

–

Gennessee Street/Monterey Boulevard to Geneva Avenue/Howth Street
(outbound)

49 Van Ness/Mission
–

Frida Kahlo Way/CCSF South Entrance to Mission Street/Persia Avenue
(outbound)

–

Mission Street/Ocean Avenue to Frida Kahlo Way/City College South Entrance
(inbound)

The results of the transit delay analysis are summarized in Table 3.B-18, Transit Delay
Analysis, and. Synchro travel time calculation worksheets presenting transit delay along
the corridors are provided in Attachment C, Corridor Delay Analysis Synchro Worksheets,
and Attachment D, Transit Reentry and Passenger Boarding Delay Analysis Calculations,
of SEIR Appendix C2, Transit Assessment Memorandum and supplementary transit
analysis is provided in the SEIR Appendix C4, Transit Delay Analysis and Capital
Improvement Memorandum.
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TABLE 3.B-18
TRANSIT DELAY ANALYSIS
Weekday a.m. Peak Hour (seconds of delay)
Northbound/
Eastbound

Corridor

Southbound/
Westbound

Weekday p.m. Peak Hour (seconds of delay)
Northbound/
Eastbound

Southbound/
Westbound

Transit Delay
Existing Conditions
Frida Kahlo Way

5

15

5

28

Ocean Avenue

121

143

124

144

Geneva Avenue

79

53

75

46

Existing plus Developer’s Proposed Option
Frida Kahlo Way

18

74

29

101

Ocean Avenue

187

182

182

244

Geneva Avenue

99

127

117

127

Existing plus Additional Housing Option
Frida Kahlo Way

21

87

46

111

Ocean Avenue

183

207

208

272

Geneva Avenue

109

137

133

137

Project-Related Increase in Delay
Developer’s Proposed Option
Frida Kahlo Way

13

59

24

73

Ocean Avenue

66

39

58

100

Geneva Avenue

20

74

42

81

Frida Kahlo Way

16

72

41

83

Ocean Avenue

62

64

84

128

Geneva Avenue

30

84

58

91

Additional Housing Option

SOURCE:

Kittelson & Associates, Inc. 2018.

NOTES:
Transit delay includes corridor delay, transit reentry delay, and passenger boarding delay.
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TABLE 3.B-18
TRANSIT DELAY ANALYSIS
Transit
Travel Time
A.M.
Peak
Period

Transit
Line
Study Segment

P.M.
Peak
Period

ProjectRelated
Change

Exceeds FourMinute
Threshold?a

A.M.
P.M.
A.M.
Peak
Peak
Peak
Period Period Period

P.M.
Peak
Period

Existing Conditionsb
K/T

29

43

49

Jules/Ocean to Balboa Park BART
(outbound)

3:30

8:42

—

—

—

—

San Jose/Geneva to
Dorado/Ocean (inbound)

3:28

10:03

—

—

—

—

Plymouth/Ocean to Mission/Persia
(outbound)

8:01

12:09

—

—

—

—

Mission/Persia to Plymouth/Ocean
(inbound)

7:10

9:55

—

—

—

—

Geneva/Howth to
Monterey/FoersterC (inbound)

4:50C

5:07C

—

—

—

—

Gennessee/Monterey to
Geneva/HowthC (outbound)

4:27C

4:46C

—

—

—

—

Frida Kahlo/City College South to
Mission/Persia (outbound)

5:39

10:04

—

—

—

—

Mission/Ocean to Frida Kahlo/City
College South (inbound)

7:18

11:25

—

—

—

—

Existing Conditions + Developer’s Proposed Option
K/T

29

43

49

Jules/Ocean to Balboa Park BART
(outbound)

4:36

9:40

1:06

0:58

No

No

San Jose/Geneva to
Dorado/Ocean (inbound)

4:07

11:43

0:39

1:40

No

No

Plymouth/Ocean to Mission/Persia
(outbound)

9:07

13:07

1:06

0:58

No

No

Mission/Persia to Plymouth/Ocean
(inbound)

7:49

11:35

0:39

1:40

No

No

Geneva/Howth to
Monterey/FoersterC (inbound)

5:04C

5:33c

0:14

0:26

No

No

Gennessee/Monterey to
Geneva/HowthC (outbound)

5:37C

5:50c

1:10

1:04

No

No

Frida Kahlo/City College South to
Mission/Persia (outbound)

6:45

11:02

1:06

0:58

No

No

Mission/Ocean to Frida Kahlo/City
College South (inbound)

7:57

13:05

0:39

1:40

No

No

Existing Conditions + Additional Housing Option
K/T

29

Jules/Ocean to Balboa Park BART
(outbound)

4:32

10:06

1:02

1:24

No

No

San Jose/Geneva to
Dorado/Ocean (inbound)

4:32

12:11

1:04

2:08

No

No

Plymouth/Ocean to Mission/Persia
(outbound)

9:03

13:33

1:02

1:24

No

No
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Transit
Travel Time

49

SOURCE:

Exceeds FourMinute
Threshold?a

A.M.
Peak
Period

P.M.
Peak
Period

Mission/Persia to Plymouth/Ocean
(inbound)

8:14

12:03

1:04

2:08

No

No

Geneva/Howth to
Monterey/FoersterC (inbound)

5:07C

6:07C

0:17

1:00

No

No

Gennessee/Monterey to
Geneva/HowthC (outbound)

5:39C

6:07C

1:12

1:21

No

No

Frida Kahlo/City College South to
Mission/Persia (outbound)

6:41

11:28

1:02

1:24

No

No

Mission/Ocean to Frida Kahlo/City
College South (inbound)

8:22

13:33

1:04

2:08

No

No

Transit
Line
Study Segment

43

ProjectRelated
Change

A.M.
P.M.
A.M.
Peak
Peak
Peak
Period Period Period

P.M.
Peak
Period

Kittelson & Associates, Inc. 2019; SFMTA Automatic Vehicle Location Data, 2019.

NOTES:
a The threshold is calculated as the existing transit travel time plus four minutes.
b Kittelson staff collected transit travel time data along route segments via onboard surveys. Transit travel times
were collected on Tuesday, April 2, 2019, during the weekday a.m. peak period (7 to 9 a.m.) and the weekday
p.m. peak period (4 to 6 p.m.). Staff boarded a transit vehicle at the route start point and recorded the travel time
between each stop and the dwell time at each stop. Onboard survey data was used to supplement and verify
automatic vehicle location data provided by SFMTA.
c The Transit Travel Time column for existing conditions represents the 43 line between Geneva Avenue/Howth
Street and Foerster Street/Monterey Boulevard (inbound) or Gennessee Avenue/Monterey Boulevard (outbound),
with collected transit travel time data along the route segment between Frida Kahlo Way/Geneva Avenue/Ocean
Avenue and Foerster Street/Monterey Boulevard (inbound) or Gennessee Avenue/Monterey Boulevard
(outbound), plus the Synchro estimated delay at Frida Kahlo Way/Geneva Avenue/Ocean Avenue. The ProjectRelated Change columns in Table 3.B-18 represent Synchro-estimated increase for the 43 line between Foerster
Street/Monterey Boulevard and Geneva Avenue/Howth Street.

Developer’s Proposed Option
As shown in Table 3.B-18, vehicle and transit trips generated by the Developer’s Proposed
Option would increase transit delay by a maximum of 73 seconds along Frida Kahlo Way
(southbound direction, weekday p.m. peak hour), a maximum of 100 seconds along Ocean
Avenue (westbound direction, weekday p.m. peak hour), and a maximum of 81 seconds
along Geneva Avenue (westbound direction, weekday p.m. peak hour). 1 minute and
40 seconds along Ocean Avenue to the 29, 49, and K/T in the westbound direction during the
weekday p.m. peak hour and a maximum of 1 minute and 6 seconds along Ocean Avenue
to the 29, 49, and K/T in the eastbound direction during the weekday a.m. peak hour.
Based on an analysis of the project-related change in delay attributable to traffic
congestion, transit reentry, and passenger boardings/alightings, tThe majority of the
transit delay increase is attributable to the increase in passenger boarding delay resulting
from the project-generated transit riders. The Developer’s Proposed Option would not
create additional transit reentry delay during the a.m. or p.m. peak hours.
As shown in Table 3.B-18, tThe Developer’s Proposed Option would not result in transit
delay greater than or equal to four minutes. Therefore, based on the established thresholds
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of significance, the Developer’s Proposed Option would result in a less-than-significant
impact related to transit delay.

Additional Housing Option
As shown in Table 3.B-18, vehicle and transit generated by the Additional Housing Option
would increase transit delay by a maximum of 83 seconds along Frida Kahlo Way,
(southbound direction, weekday p.m. peak hour), a maximum of 128 seconds along Ocean
Avenue (westbound direction, weekday p.m. peak hour), and a maximum of 91 seconds
along Geneva Avenue (westbound direction, weekday p.m. peak hour). 2 minutes and 8
seconds along Ocean Avenue to the 29, 49, and K/T in the westbound direction during the
weekday p.m. peak hour and a maximum of 1 minute and 2 seconds along Ocean Avenue
to the 29, 49, and K/T in the eastbound direction during the weekday a.m. peak hour.
Based on an analysis of the project-related change in delay attributable to traffic
congestion, transit reentry, and passenger boardings/alightings, tThe majority of the
transit delay increase is attributable to the increase in passenger boarding delay resulting
from the project-generated transit riders. The Additional Housing Option would not create
additional transit reentry delay during the a.m. or p.m. peak hours.
As shown in Table 3.B-18, tThe Additional Housing Option would not result in transit
delay greater than or equal to four minutes.123 Therefore, based on the established
thresholds of significance, the Additional Housing Option would result in a less-thansignificant impact related to transit delay.
123

Ibid

Cumulative Conditions Transit Delay
As discussed on draft SEIR p. 3.B-95, the transit delay contribution from the project, City College
facilities master plan projects and other cumulative developments is expected to increase transit
delay and could exceed the threshold of significance for individual Muni routes. As a result, the
proposed project, in combination with cumulative projects, could result in a significant cumulative
public transit delay impact. Based on a review of the project-related increase in delay under
existing plus project conditions and the potential for increased delay under cumulative conditions,
the proposed project options could have a cumulatively considerable contribution to transit
impacts.
The draft EIR identified a significant cumulative impact to the following transit lines: the K/T
Third/Ingleside, the 29 Sunset, 43 Masonic, and the 49 Van Ness/Mission. However, upon further
review of the project’s contribution to cumulative transit impacts, the project would not make a
considerable contribution to transit delay for the 49 Van Ness/Mission route in the study area. The
contribution of project vehicle trips along the 49 Van Ness/Mission segment from the study area
boundary of San Jose/Ocean avenues up to the 49 Van Ness/Mission’s terminus at the City College
Loop would result in a maximum increase of 13 seconds of delay with the Developer’s Proposed
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Option and a maximum increase of 24 seconds of delay with the Additional Housing Option.30 This
does not meet the two-minute threshold for a considerable contribution. As such, the proposed
project would not result in a substantial transit delay to the 49 Van Ness/Mission and no mitigation
is required. Text edits have been made to the draft SEIR to revise the conclusion related to the 49
Van Ness/Mission.31
To mitigate the project’s considerable contribution to transit delay under cumulative conditions,
the draft EIR identified Mitigation Measure M-C-TR-4. This mitigation measure requires that the
project sponsor monitor and report cumulative transit travel times for the impacted route
segments. The mitigation measure identifies transit travel performance standards for the impacted
routes and further states that if the performance standard is not met, the project sponsor shall
implement feasible measures to reduce the transit delay and meet the performance standard. The
mitigation measure identifies potential measures to reduce transit delay including off-site capital
improvements such as turn pockets, bus bulbs, queue jumps, turn restrictions, boarding islands,
and/or transit signal priority projects.
During the preparation of the RTC, the planning department, in consultation with the SFMTA,
identified specific capital improvements that would reduce transit travel time to impacted routes.
These capital improvements would reduce the project’s contribution to cumulative transit delay
below the two-minute threshold, and as such, the project’s contribution would no longer be
considerable. The methods, data collection, and results of this analysis, including discussion of
secondary construction and operational effects of implementing the capital improvements, are
included in RTC Chapter 5 and SEIR Appendix C4, Transit Delay Analysis and Capital
Improvement Memorandum.
The project sponsor would commit funding to the capital improvements that would reduce the
project’s cumulatively considerable contribution to transit delay. The construction of these
improvements negates the need for ongoing monitoring and reporting as the project’s
cumulatively considerable contribution would be reduced; therefore, this component has been
removed from the mitigation measure. However, given the uncertainty of SFMTA approval of
these capital improvements measures, the impact of the proposed project options would remain

30

31

During the weekday a.m. peak hour the Developer’s Proposed Option would increase delay for the 49 Van
Ness/Mission by 5 seconds in the eastbound direction and 13 seconds in the westbound direction from the
study area boundary of San Jose/Ocean avenues up to the 49 Van Ness/Mission’s terminus at the City College
Loop. During the weekday p.m. peak hour the Developer’s Proposed Option would increase delay by 2
seconds in the eastbound direction and 9 seconds in the westbound direction. During the weekday a.m. peak
hour the Additional Housing Option would increase delay for the 49 Van Ness/Mission by 6 seconds in the
eastbound direction and 17 seconds in the westbound direction from the study area boundary of San
Jose/Ocean avenues up to the 49 Van Ness/Mission’s terminus at the City College Loop. During the weekday
p.m. peak hour the Additional Housing Option would increase delay by 1 second in the eastbound direction
and 24 seconds in the westbound direction.
For informational purposes, the project team, in consultation with the SFMTA, examined potential
improvements to reduce transit travel time to the 49 Van Ness/Mission route. On Ocean Avenue, between
Frida Kahlo Way and Howth Avenue, the team identified there could be potential transit time savings to the 49
Van Ness/Mission route by moving the bus stop nearest to City College into the streetcar track lane. This is a
policy decision that the SFMTA is currently investigating that would not require a financial commitment from
the project sponsor.
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significant and unavoidable with mitigation, even with implementation of Mitigation Measure
M-C-TR-4.
The following edits update draft SEIR pp. 3.B-95 to 3.B-98, including Mitigation Measure
M-C-TR-4, Monitor Cumulative Transit Travel Times and Implement Measures to Reduce
Transit Delay, to reflect the impact conclusion updates regarding the 49 Van Ness/Mission and
transit capital improvements (deleted text is shown in strikethrough and new text is shown in
double underline):
Mitigation Measure M-C-TR-4: Monitor Cumulative Transit Travel Times and
Implement Measures to Reduce Transit Delay. The project sponsor, under either project
option, shall monitor cumulative transit travel times for the identified route segments of
the K/T Third/Ingleside, 29 Sunset, 43 Masonic, and 49 Van Ness/Mission lines to
determine if a route does not meet its performance standard. If applicable, the project
sponsor shall implement feasible measures (as developed in consultation with SFMTA) to
reduce transit delay and meet the transit travel time performance standard for the
identified segments of the K/T Third/Ingleside, 29 Sunset, and 43 Masonic.
Transit Travel Time Performance StandardRoutes and Study Segments. Existing transit
travel times and performance standards for the routes subject to this measure, including
study segment and time periods, are shown in Table M-C-TR-4. The following routes and
study segments shown in Table M-C-TR- represent routes and study segments would most
likely to have a experience cumulative transit delay impact to which the project would
have a considerable cumulative contribution.


K/T Third/Ingleside (outbound): Jules Avenue/Ocean Avenue to Balboa Park Bay
Area Rapid Transit (BART)



K/T Third/Ingleside (inbound): San Jose Avenue/Geneva Avenue to Dorado
Terrace/Ocean Avenue



29 Sunset (outbound): Plymouth Avenue/Ocean Avenue to Mission St/Persia
Avenue



29 Sunset (inbound): Mission St/Persia Avenue to Plymouth Avenue/Ocean
Avenue



43 Masonic (outbound): Gennessee Street/Monterey Boulevard to Geneva
Avenue/Howth Street



43 Masonic (inbound): Geneva Avenue/Howth Street to Foerster Street/Monterey
Boulevard
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TABLE M-C-TR-4
TRANSIT TRAVEL TIME PERFORMANCE STANDARD
Existing Transit Travel
Timea
Transit
Line Study Segment

K/T

Performance
Standardb

A.M. Peak
Period

P.M. Peak
Period

A.M. Peak
Period

P.M. Peak
Period

Jules Ave/Ocean Ave to Balboa Park BART

3:30

8:42

7:30

12:42

San Jose Ave/Geneva Ave to Dorado Terr/
Ocean Ave

3:28

10:03

7:28

11:28

Plymouth Ave/Ocean Ave to Mission St/
Persia Ave

8:01

12:09

12:01

16:01

Mission St/Persia Ave to Plymouth Ave/
Ocean Ave

7:10

9:55

11:10

15:10

Frida Kahlo Way/CCSF South Entrance to
Foerster St/Monterey Blvd

4:20

4:37

8:20

8:37

Gennessee St/Monterey Blvd to Frida
Kahlo Way/CCSF South Entrance

4:16

4:23

8:16

8:23

Frida Kahlo Way/CCSF South Entrance to
Mission St/Persia Ave

5:22

10:04

9:22

14:04

Mission St/Ocean Ave to Frida Kahlo Way/
CCSF South Entrance

7:18

11:25

11:18

15:25

29

43

49

SOURCE:

Kittelson & Associates, Inc. 2019; SFMTA Automatic Vehicle Location Data, 2019.

NOTES:
a Kittelson staff collected transit travel time data along route segments via onboard surveys. Transit travel times were collected
on Tuesday, April 2, 2019, during the weekday a.m. peak period (7 to 9 a.m.) and the weekday p.m. peak period (4 to 6 p.m.).
Staff boarded a transit vehicle at the route start point and recorded the travel time between each stop and the dwell time at
each stop. Onboard survey data was used to supplement and verify automatic vehicle location data provided by SFMTA.
Agencies may determine to update the existing baseline transit travel times closer to commencement of construction.
b The performance standard is calculated as the existing transit travel time plus four minutes, or half the headway of a route
with headways of less than eight minutes.

Monitoring and Reporting. The project sponsor shall retain a transportation consultant to
monitor and report cumulative transit travel times to determine if a route exceeds its
performance standard and the project’s fair share contribution to such exceedance, if
applicable. The transportation consultant shall be on a list of qualified consultants at the
SFMTA or San Francisco Planning Department (agencies). The monitoring plan is subject
to agencies’ review and approval. All reporting documents are also subject to review and
approval by the agencies. The agencies may modify the monitoring and reporting program
to account for transit route or transportation network changes, or major changes to the
project’s development program.
Timing. The project sponsor shall retain a transportation consultant within one year of
occupancy of one new major building32 at the City College of San Francisco Ocean Avenue
campus (City College) and at least 750 units are occupied at the project site.

32

A new major building is City College of San Francisco Ocean Avenue campus construction post-2019 that
results in a cumulative net addition of more than 50,000 square feet to an existing building(s) or a new
building(s), or a new or expanded parking facility of more than a 50,000 square feet.
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The transportation consultant shall submit its first transit travel time reporting document
to the agencies within 18 months of occupancy of one new major building at the City
College San Francisco Ocean Avenue campus (City College) and at least 750 units are
occupied at the project site. Thereafter, the transportation consultant shall submit annual
reporting documents until the project sponsor meets it terms for this measure.
Collection and Reporting Details. For each reporting document, the transportation consultant
shall collect transit travel time data during the a.m. peak (7 to 9 a.m.) and p.m. peak (4 to
6 p.m.) periods during three consecutive, non-holiday weekdays (Tuesday, Wednesday or
Thursday) when City College is in typical (i.e., non-finals or spring break week) session.
The transportation consultant may use automatic vehicle location on the routes to average
the transit travel time data for the peak hour within the peak period of each route in both
the inbound and outbound directions along the study segment. Transit travel time surveys
shall be conducted within the same month for each reporting period.
For the first reporting document, the transportation consultant shall collect and report
additional data during the peak periods to determine the project sponsor’s fair-share
impacts of the cumulative transit delay. The transportation consultant may use
methodologies such as cordons, intersection counts, or video cameras to determine traffic
congestion and reentry delay attributable to the project and intercept surveys to determine
passenger boarding/alighting delay attributable to the project. Agencies will determine if
the collecting and reporting of this subsequent data is required for subsequent reporting
documents (e.g., if a route exceeds or is close to exceeding the performance standard in a
prior reporting document).
Implement Fair-Share of Capital Improvement Measures. If the agencies determine a
route does not meet its performance standard and the project contributes greater than or
equal to two minutes’ delay to that route, the The project sponsor shall implement
contribute funds for the following capital improvement measures that reduce transit travel
times. These measures are subject to agency approval and could include:
1.

Signal Timing Modifications at Ocean Avenue/Brighton Avenue. The project
sponsor shall fund the design and construction of signal timing modifications and
restriping, as needed, at the Ocean Avenue/Brighton Avenue intersection. The existing
traffic signal shall be modified to prohibit eastbound left turns and provide a protected
green arrow signal phase for westbound left turns.

2.

Signal Timing Modifications at Ocean Avenue/Plymouth Avenue. The project
sponsor shall fund the design and construction of signal timing modifications and
restriping, as needed, at the Ocean Avenue/Plymouth Avenue intersection. The
existing traffic signal shall be modified to prohibit eastbound left turns and provide a
protected green arrow signal phase for westbound left turns.

3.

Bus Boarding Island on Southbound Frida Kahlo Way. The project sponsor shall
fund the design and construction of a bus boarding island on southbound Frida Kahlo
Way, north of the Frida Kahlo Way/Geneva Avenue/Ocean Avenue intersection, and
restriping, as needed.

The cost of these capital improvement measures is $200,000 (in 2020 dollars; cost shall be
escalated using consumer price index (CPI) to year of payment) and shall be considered
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the project’s fair share toward mitigating this significant cumulative impact. The fair share
contribution, as documented by SFMTA33, shall not exceed this amount (with CPI
escalation) across both payment phases. The project sponsor shall pay $110,000 (plus CPI
escalation) to SFMTA prior to issuance of the first construction document for the first
project building in phase 1, and $90,000 (plus CPI escalation) to SFMTA prior to issuance
of the first construction document for the first project building in phase 2.
If SFMTA adopts a strategy to reduce transit travel times to the K/T Third/Ingleside, 29
Sunset, and 43 Masonic that does not involve signal timing modifications or bus boarding
islands, the project’s total contribution shall remain the same, and may be used for other
transit travel time saving strategies on these routes, as deemed appropriate by the SFMTA.
The schedule for implementing capital improvement measures shall be at the discretion of
SFMTA, as designated in the SFMTA’s capital improvements plan.
1.

Expansion of measures already included in the project’s transportation demand
management (TDM) Plan (e.g., increases in tailored transportation marketing services,
additional bicycle parking, etc.). The project sponsor shall pay the full cost of
implementation.

2.

Measures identified in the City’s TDM Program Standards Appendix A (as such
appendix may be amended by the Planning Department from time to time) that have
not yet been included in the project’s TDM Plan. The project sponsor shall pay the full
cost of implementation.

3.

Other measures not included in the City’s TDM Program Standards Appendix A that
the agencies agree are likely to reduce transit travel times. These other measures may
include off-site capital improvements such as, turn pockets, bus bulbs, queue jumps,
turn restrictions, boarding islands, and/or transit signal priority projects. The project
sponsor shall pay their fair share, calculated as the project’s percent contribution to the
increase in transit travel time between baseline and cumulative conditions, of the
selected measures.

Term Condition A: The project sponsor shall monitor, submit reporting documents, and
implement their fair share portion of measures for each route until the agencies determine
that three consecutive reporting documents demonstrate: (1) the route does not exceed its
performance standard or (2) the project does not contribute greater than or equal to two
minutes’ delay to a route that exceeds its performance standard.
Term Condition B: The project sponsor shall be subject to the term condition A for every
new major building at City College or for every additional 250 occupied dwelling units at
the project site. The agencies may waive term Condition B if past reporting documents
demonstrate the project has no potential to contribute to greater than or equal to two
minutes’ delay to a route that exceeds or may exceed its performance standard.
In consideration of the uncertainty surrounding the development at City College’s Ocean
Campus, the uncertainty of the Balboa Reservoir Project’s TDM measure effectiveness, and
33

Henderson, Tony, SFMTA, e-mail communication to Elizabeth White, San Francisco Planning Department, and
Leigh Lutenski, Office of Economic and Workforce Development on March 30, 2020.
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Implementation of these capital improvement measures would reduce transit delay for the
identified segments of the K/T Third/Ingleside, 29 Sunset, and 43 Masonic. Payment of the
fair share contribution levels would mitigate the project’s contribution to the cumulative
impacts of the estimated transit delay added by full development of the proposed project
options, City College facilities master plan, and other cumulative projects. However, given
the uncertainty of SFMTA approval of other measures under their jurisdiction, of these
capital improvement measures, the impact of the proposed project options would remain
significant and unavoidable with mitigation, even with implementation of Mitigation
Measure M-C-TR-4.
Significance after Mitigation: Significant and Unavoidable.

Potentially Hazardous Conditions – Transit
The draft SEIR includes an evaluation of potentially hazardous conditions for people accessing
transit under Impact TR-2 on draft SEIR pp. 3.B-65 to 3.B-70. As discussed on draft SEIR p. 3.B-67,
under existing conditions, people walking to/from the K/T Third/Ingleside transit boarding island
on Ocean Avenue at Lee Avenue were observed to cross the rightmost travel lane to access the
boarding island or sidewalk instead of crossing at the crosswalk. People waited for gaps in vehicle
and bicycle traffic before crossing the travel lane, and vehicles and bicycles were generally
traveling slowly with sufficient gaps in traffic for people to cross. While some of the projectgenerated transit riders would be expected to use the crosswalk at Lee Avenue to access the
boarding island, it is likely that people would continue to cross the rightmost travel lane to access
the boarding island.
Several factors are considered in the evaluation of the proposed project’s potential to result in
potentially hazardous conditions for people walking to/from the K/T Third/Ingleside boarding
island. Such factors include the presence of an existing protected crossing at Lee Avenue, that the
project would add a maximum of 132 vehicles during the weekday p.m. peak hour under the
Additional Housing Option, and that the anticipated vehicle speeds of project traffic approaching
the Lee Avenue intersection to turn right would be less than 15 miles per hour. Based on these
considerations, the proposed project options would not create potentially hazardous conditions for
people walking to/from the K/T Third/Ingleside boarding island. Because the proposed project
would not result in a significant impact related to conditions for people walking, no mitigation is
required.

Geographic Study Area for Transit
One commenter seeks clarification on how the draft SEIR geographic study area for transportation
and circulation was developed. The geographic study area analyzed for the proposed project
includes the overall vehicular roadway network that residents, employees, and visitors would use
in traveling to and from the project site generally within 0.25 miles of the center of the project site.
As described in Section 3.B.4, Existing Conditions, on draft SEIR p. 3.B-5, the transportation study
area was selected to include elements of the network that:


Represent access points to the regional highway system (e.g., freeway on- and off-ramps);
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Are located along major street corridors serving the project site (e.g., Ocean Avenue and Frida
Kahlo Way); or



Are located in the immediate vicinity of the project site (e.g., San Ramon Way/Southwood
Drive/Plymouth Avenue).

Pertaining to transit, the geographic boundary of the study area includes the closest transit stops
to the project site for the relevant Muni lines and includes the intersections and street segments
along which project traffic would be most concentrated. Outside the geographic study area, project
vehicle traffic would be more dispersed, thereby lessening the potential for impacts.

Mitigation Measures
Comments include recommendations for additional mitigation measures to reduce transit delay.
Section 15126.2 of the CEQA Guidelines states that “[a]n EIR shall identify and focus on the
significant effects of the proposed project on the environment … the EIR shall also analyze any
significant environmental effects the project might cause or risk exacerbating by bringing
development and people into the area affected.” Mitigation measures in the draft SEIR are
provided only for impacts found to be significant (CEQA Guidelines section 15126.4). Under
CEQA, mitigation measures in an EIR must have an essential nexus (i.e., connection) between the
mitigation measure and the significant impact and the mitigation must be “roughly proportional”
to the significant impacts of the project (CEQA Guidelines section 15126.4(a)(4)(a) and (b)).
Mitigation measures are not required for effects which are not found to be significant (CEQA
Guidelines section 15126.4(a)(3)). The draft SEIR adequately and accurately addresses public
transit impacts and presents applicable mitigation measures, as appropriate.
As discussed under Impact TR-4 on draft SEIR pp. 3.B-73 to 3.B-79, the proposed project options
would result in a less-than-significant impact related to transit delay and no mitigation would be
required under existing plus project conditions.
As discussed under Impact C-TR-4 on SEIR pp. 3.B-94 to 3.B-99, the proposed project may result in a
cumulatively considerable contribution related to transit delay. To reduce the project’s considerable
contribution, implementation of Mitigation Measure M-C-TR-4, Monitor Cumulative Transit Travel
Times and Implement Measures to Reduce Transit Delay, was identified. This mitigation measure
would require the project sponsor to monitor transit travel times and coordinate with the planning
department and SFMTA to implement measures (e.g., modifying signal phasing or restricting certain
movements for general traffic that delay transit vehicles at locations along given routes) to maintain
transit travel times. for each individual transit route within the study area to, within four minutes of
existing levels.
While the proposed mitigation measure and the timing of the mitigation measure is appropriate
and meets CEQA requirements, the project sponsor worked with SFMTA and planning
department staff to identify treatments that could be implemented in the short term to prevent a
cumulatively significant contribution and reduce potential for project-related transit delay impacts.
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As documented in the revised Mitigation Measure M-C-TR-4 shown on RTC p. 4.C-45, the project
applicant would fund the design and construction of the following capital improvement measures:


Modification of the existing traffic signal at Ocean Avenue/Brighton Avenue to prohibit
eastbound left turns and provide a protected green arrow signal phase for westbound left
turns.



Modification of the existing traffic signal at Ocean Avenue/shall to prohibit eastbound left
turns and provide a protected green arrow signal phase for westbound left turns.



Bus boarding island on southbound Frida Kahlo Way.

As documented in the Transit Delay Analysis and Capital Improvements Memorandum in RTC
Chapter 5 and as new SEIR Appendix C4, these capital improvements would reduce delay and
prevent a cumulatively significant project contribution to cumulative impacts on the K/T
Third/Ingleside, 29 Sunset, and 43 Masonic.
As previously discussed on RTC p. 4.C-43, upon further review of the project’s contribution to
cumulative transit impacts, the project would not make a considerable contribution (defined as
two minutes or more under cumulative conditions) to transit delay for the 49 Van Ness/Mission
route in the study area and no mitigation measures are required.
One commenter proposes a series of mitigation measures to reduce the project’s impact to transit
delay; responses to each are provided below. The responses are provided for informational
purposes, because as described above, feasible project measures were identified for the project’s
considerable contribution to the significant cumulative transit delay impact. However, the impact
remains significant and unavoidable due the uncertainty in the SFMTA adopting such measures.


Restrict left turns at the intersection of Ocean Avenue and Brighton Avenue. Eastbound left
turn prohibitions are included as a capital improvement measure in the revised Mitigation
Measure M-C-TR-4 to reduce transit delay for routes operating along Ocean Avenue.



Install transit signal priority at all traffic lights on Ocean Avenue between San Jose Avenue
and Junipero Serra Boulevard and on Geneva Avenue between San Jose Avenue and Ocean
Avenue. The draft SEIR identified capital improvement measures that would reduce the
project’s considerable contribution to transit delay under cumulative conditions; no additional
measures are necessary. As described above in Mitigation Measure M-C-TR-4, should the
SFMTA adopt a strategy to reduce transit travel times to the impacted routes that does not
involve the proposed signal timing modifications or bus boarding islands identified, the
project’s fair share contribution shall remain the same, and may be used for other transit travel
time saving strategies on these routes, as deemed by the SFMTA.



Give Muni lines higher priority at St. Francis Circle and West Portal to improve speed and
reliability of the K/T line. CEQA requires that mitigation measures proposed for a project
have a nexus to the physical environmental effect that occurs as a result of the project. Transit
operations and any transit delays at these locations and associated delay are outside of the
study area and reflect existing conditions. The commenter does not provide substantial
evidence demonstrating a nexus between the Balboa Reservoir Project and measures proposed
at the St. Francis Circle and West Portal.
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Modify Muni stops along Ocean so that they can all accommodate two-car boarding for the
K line. Modifying stops (i.e., extending boarding islands) to accommodate two-car boarding
would allow for enhanced passenger boarding and alighting but would not address the more
substantive causes of transit delay (i.e., additional vehicles in the study area) as a result of the
project. The proposed project would also not have significant impacts related to potentially
hazardous conditions that would necessitate this is a mitigation measure.



Require Whole Foods to install electronic signage on Ocean Avenue to indicate when its
garage is full. The Whole Foods grocery store on Ocean Avenue is part of the existing condition
and is not under the purview of the proposed project.



Undergrounding the K Muni line. This measure would represent a significant infrastructure
project. The City is currently undertaking a transit corridors study as part of ConnectSF.34 The
study will develop and prioritize initial concepts for subways, bus rapid transit lines, and other
improvements to create a rapid, reliable transit network. The results of this study are not yet
known, and, thus, the feasibility of a project that undergrounds the K Muni line is unknown as
of the publication of this document. Further, this sort of mitigation would not be roughly
proportional to the project’s considerable contribution to a significant cumulative transit delay
impact.

Comment TR-5: Loading Impacts
This response addresses comments from the commenters listed below; each comment on this topic
is quoted in full below this list:
I-OSAWA-3
I-PEDERSON2-12

“Most critically, according to the proposal the only vehicular inlet into an 1100 unit housing
development is a single lane northbound on Lee Avenue from Ocean Avenue. This would seem to
be wholly inadequate. Additionally, that single lane on Lee will also be potentially occupied by
truck loading activities for Whole Foods and neighboring businesses.”
(Ed Osawa, Email, September 22, 2019 [I-OSAWA-3])

“The Draft should clarify why potential loading impacts caused by Whole Foods’ failure to comply
with permit requirements are treated as impacts caused by the Balboa Reservoir project. The City
could resolve those impacts by simply requiring Whole Foods to comply with existing legal
requirements.”
(Christopher Pederson, Email, September 23, 2019 [I-PEDERSON2-12])

34

City and County of San Francisco, ConnectSF, https://connectsf.org/about/components/studies/, accessed March 27,
2020.
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Response TR-5: Loading Impacts
One commenter incorrectly characterizes the project’s vehicular access points and further states
that existing loading operations on Lee Avenue would affect the vehicular inlet to the project.
Another commenter requests that the draft SEIR clarify why the freight loading impacts identified
on Lee Avenue are treated as impacts caused by the proposed project.
Comments regarding specific elements of the project description are addressed in Response PD-2,
Project Description, on RTC p. 4.B-4.

Project Description Clarification
In addition to Lee Avenue, vehicular access to the project site would also be provided via an access
road that would connect to the north end of the project site via Frida Kahlo Way as discussed on draft
SEIR p. 2-26. As discussed on draft SEIR p. 2-26 and shown in Figure 2-13a on draft SEIR p. 2-28, the
proposed project would include a 10-foot-wide northbound lane and would reconfigure the
southbound Lee Avenue approach to Ocean Avenue from one all-movement lane to one 10-footwide southbound through/right-turn lane and one 10-foot-wide southbound left-turn lane. This
change from two to three travel lanes would preclude the continued use of curb space along Lee
Avenue for freight loading because trucks stopped for loading would obstruct one of the travel lanes.

Existing Freight Loading on Lee Avenue
Project-related freight loading analyses are typically limited to an evaluation of the effects of
project-related loading demand on loading conditions within the study area. However, the
proposed project includes the extension of Lee Avenue with resulting changes to the areawide onstreet loading supply. Therefore, the analysis looks beyond the project-related loading demand
and evaluates secondary effects on areawide loading resulting from proposed streetscape
modifications and access to the project site. This analysis of the effect of the proposed project on
off-site loading activities is presented under Impact TR-6b, on draft SEIR pp. 3.B-85 to 3.B-91; a
brief summary of the discussion is provided below as well.
As discussed under Impact TR-6b, under existing conditions, Lee Avenue is a dead-end street with
no through traffic. In its current condition, Lee Avenue functions as a loading zone that provides
convenient on-street loading to meet Whole Foods’ loading demand and accommodate deliveries
and passenger loading activity related to other nearby businesses along Ocean Avenue. The
proposed project would extend Lee Avenue into the project site, altering Lee Avenue’s current
status as a dead-end street and de facto loading area. The proposed project would thereby reduce
the supply of on-street loading available to Whole Foods and nearby land uses, creating a loading
deficit, which is determined to result in secondary effects on people bicycling and public transit
delay. For these reasons, the draft SEIR identifies a significant and unavoidable impact related to
freight loading that is attributable to the project.
As stated on draft SEIR p. 3.B-88, in recognition that the Balboa Reservoir would change the
conditions of Lee Avenue, the 1150 Ocean Avenue property owner is working with Whole Foods
to internalize loading demand to the extent possible.
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Furthermore, as acknowledged on draft SEIR p. 3.B-88 and further restated by the commenter, the
planning department has the authority to enforce the 1150 Ocean Avenue conditions of approval.
The comments received on the draft SEIR do not present evidence that the analysis is inadequate,
that there would be any new significant impacts not addressed in the draft SEIR, or that impacts
would be substantially more severe than those identified in the draft SEIR.

Comment TR-6: Cumulative Impacts
This response addresses comments from the commenters listed below; each comment on this topic
is quoted in full below this list:
O-WPA1-2
O-WPA3-6
I-JA9-1

“Second, we will discuss the failure to properly take into consideration the cumulative
transportation impacts of the projected increase in City College enrollment. There’s an increase, as
the DSEIR correctly notes, by I think 26 to 56 percent over the next few years, and it fails to take
that into consideration.”
(Michael Ahrens, President, Westwood Park Association, CPC Hearing, September 12, 2019 [O-WPA1-2])

“CCSF Enrollment Increase
CCSF has stated that the need for upgraded facilities is based on an approximately 55% increase in
anticipated enrollment by 2026 but the cumulative transportation impact discussion is projected to
year 2040. The additional enrollment between 2026 and 2040 for CCSF is not discussed. It can be
assumed that the annual increase hence forth would be substantially greater than the annual
percentage increase used by the Department based on a citywide average. The extraordinary
growth in the student enrollment at CCSF as a consequence of free tuition mandates a cumulative
analysis that accurately reflects the impacts of the cumulative growth of CCSF on transportation.
We believe the DSEIR impact analysis is understated.”
(Michael Ahrens, President, Westwood Park Association, Letter, September 22,2019 [O-WPA3-6])

“2040 Cumulative Conditions (p. 3.B-91)
The geographic context for the analysis of cumulative impacts is the transportation study area shown on
Figure 3.B-1, p. 3.B-7.
The geographic context for the analysis shown in Fig. 3.B-1 is limited to an eastern boundary of
Frida Kahlo Way. This eastern boundary is inappropriately restrictive.
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The Reservoir Project SEIR is a project-level document that falls within the Balboa Park Station
Area Plan. To cut off the boundary at Frida Kahlo strangles the possibility of a thorough assessment
of the Reservoir Project effects on the entire BPS Area Plan area—an area of which the Reservoir
Project is a part.
The SEIR can only have the potential to be fair if the geographic context for analysis is the
Balboa Park Station area. From the BPS FEIR (p. 72) the area is:
The “Project Area” of the Balboa Park Station Area Plan is generally bounded by parcels along the northern
edge of Ocean Avenue, the southern boundary of Riordan High School, Judson Avenue, and Havelock Street
to the north; the northeastern edge of the City College campus, and San Jose and Delano Avenues to the east;
Niagara and Mount Vernon Avenues, and parcels along the southern edges of Geneva and Ocean Avenues
to the south; and Manor Drive to the west (see Figure 2: Project Area Plan).

<!--[if !vml]--><!--[endif]-->
The SEIR is deficient in its selection of the parameters of geographic context for analysis.”
(Alvin Ja, Email, September 10, 2019 [I-JA9-1])

Response TR-6: Cumulative Impacts
The comments allege that City College growth impacts are not adequately addressed in the cumulative
impact analysis and that the cumulative impact analysis geographic study area is inadequate.
The draft SEIR describes 2040 cumulative conditions on draft SEIR pp. 3.B-55 to 3.B-60 and the
cumulative impact analysis on draft SEIR pp. 3.B-91 to 3.B-102. The comments received on the draft
SEIR do not present evidence that the transportation analysis was inadequate, or that there would
be any new significant impacts not addressed in the draft SEIR or a substantial increase in the
severity of impacts identified in the draft SEIR.
The cumulative conditions analysis for transportation topics accounts for active development and
transportation projects in the vicinity of the project site in various stages of planning, design, or
construction. As explained on draft SEIR p. 3.B-56, the City College Board of Trustees published
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its facilities master plan in March 2019 and presented an update at a May 30, 2019, Board of Trustees
meeting related to a bond measure that may fund identified projects.35
The draft SEIR is consistent with CEQA guidance on level of detail necessary to discuss cumulative
impacts. CEQA Guidelines section 15130(b) states that, “The discussion of cumulative impacts shall
reflect the severity of the impacts and their likelihood of occurrence, but the discussion need not
provide as great detail as is provided for the effects attributable to the project alone. The discussion
should be guided by the standards of practicality and reasonableness,…”
As of publication of the notice of preparation and the draft SEIR, City College had not conducted
CEQA analysis for the proposed projects, and these projects may change or be further refined.
Therefore, the cumulative analysis in the draft SEIR and discussed in this document qualitatively
assesses impacts of the facilities master plan projects in the study area using the best available
information, consistent with CEQA. It is not practical or reasonable for this SEIR to expand the
analysis, based on available information. As a result, the cumulative analysis, as described in under
Impact C-TR-4 on draft SEIR p. 3.B-56, adequately and accurately identifies cumulative impacts to
public transit delay.
The geographic context for cumulative transportation analysis generally includes the
transportation network within 0.5 mile of the project site. This radius accounts for the area in which
project-related travel would be most concentrated; beyond this area, trips are more dispersed and
the likelihood of any impacts that the project could combine with are diminished.

Comment TR-7: Parking
This response addresses comments from the commenters listed below; each comment on this topic
is quoted in full below this list:
O-WPA1-1
O-WPA3-1
O-WPA3-2
O-WPA3-3
O-WPA3-5

I-BARISH3-26
I-BARISH3-38
I-BERNSTEIN5-6
I-HONG-3

I-KAUFMYN2-3
I-LOHR-1
I-PEDERSON2-5
I-PEDERSON1-2

“Good afternoon. My name is Michael Ahrens. I am President of the Westwood Park Association,
Homeowners Association. I am also a member of the Balboa Citizens Advisory Committee,
sometimes called the CAC. And thank you for hearing our comments.
On behalf of the Board of Directors of the Westwood Park Association, the neighborhood that is
most affected by this whole development, I’m glad to tell you I will be brief. We will put our
comments on the DSEIR in writing.

35

The City College Facilities Bond (Measure A) passed on March 3, 2020.
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But I will say this that the DSEIR is severely flawed and we will tell you why in writing.
I will outline, now, only a series of some of the flaws, and you’ve heard some of the hints of these
things from other speakers tonight. First, we will discuss the failure of the DSEIR to accurately
address the cumulative secondary parking impacts caused by the loss of existing parking,
including the impacts on transit, Lyft and Uber drivers.”
(Michael Ahrens, President, Westwood Park Association, CPC Hearing, September 12, 2019 [O-WPA1-1])

“Most significant impact of project is the loss of parking for City College. Although parking not an
environmental impact under CEQA, SEIR must include analysis of secondary impacts caused by
loss of existing parking, including impacts on public transit, and private ride share. Explain where
the secondary impact of elimination of virtually all existing available parking on east and west
basins on public transit and local traffic is analyzed and why the impact on SFMTA ridership and
capacity analysis are presented in the appendices "for information" only. Secondary impacts
related to City College on transit and transit delay are not based on most recent information related
to foreseeable FMP projects prior to SEIR publication.”
(Michael Ahrens, President, Westwood Park Association, Letter, September 22,2019 [O-WPA3-1])

“SEIR doesn't analyze secondary impacts of elimination of parking as part of cumulative impacts
on transportation. Non-CEQA parking study by Kittelson anticipates parking shortages caused by
project and City College development will lead to increased reliance on public transportation and
increase in drivers looking for parking spaces in adjacent residential neighborhoods.”
(Michael Ahrens, President, Westwood Park Association, Letter, September 22,2019 [O-WPA3-2])

“Many of the streets within Westwood Park provide on-street parking that results in narrowing
the effective roadway width and making two-way vehicle traffic difficult. (DSEIR, p. 6-34) This
potentially hazardous condition would be exacerbated by additional vehicles looking for parking
due to the shortage created by cumulative development. This is a potentially significant secondary
transportation impact that is not adequately addressed in the DSEIR.”
(Michael Ahrens, President, Westwood Park Association, Letter, September 22,2019 [O-WPA3-3])

“The developer has stated on its website that there will be a public garage on the site “sized to meet
City College demand”. The number and location of the replacement parking spaces should be
discussed as should the elimination of the off-street parking spaces from the CCSF Master Plan
development.”
(Michael Ahrens, President, Westwood Park Association, Letter, September 22,2019 [O-WPA3-5])
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There is an aerial analysis of parking lot volumes by time of day. But there is no assessment
of the current on-street parking supply. It is known from other campuses and from parking
lots serving rail transit like Bart and Cal Train or from light rail in other cities that campuses
and large developments put pressure on parking supply, particularly when TOD seeks to
provide less parking to support alternative mode choice and to lower development costs.
The scoping section has no assessments of the interactive impacts of the college, new
apartments and regional parking supply/demand on neighborhood parking conditions
post-Development.”

(Jean Barish, Letter, September 23,2019 [I-BARISH3-26])

“The DSEIR must consider the impact of reduced parking without first putting viable
transportation options in place
According to a CCSF Ocean Campus Survey of CCSF students and workers conducted in May
2016, 45.7% commuted by car. City College is a commuter school.
The goal of increasing ridership levels on the nearby public transportation services is laudable but
not realistic. Both MUNI and BART have problems with capacity. They have more riders than they
can handle. Regular riders of the 43 and 29 will be able to recount stories of crowded conditions
and being passed up by buses. New Reservoir residents will only aggravate unreliable service on
public transit.
Although reducing car usage in general is a commendable goal, the Reservoir Project’s elimination
of the baseline environmental setting of the 1,000-space student parking lot will have the
undesirable effect of discouraging enrollment at City College.”
(Jean Barish, Letter, September 23,2019 [I-BARISH3-38])

“5) The question of having a shuttle provided for City College students and others needing access
for that last mile from the BART station has been raised repeatedly at public meetings, such as the
Balboa Reservoir CAC. The idea has consistently met with resistance. It’s not considered to be a
bad idea per se, but it appears to be a financial challenge. Representatives from the City and from
the developer have dutifully written the suggestion on white boards but have never embraced it
or advocated it. YET THERE HAS TO BE MITIGATION FOR THE IMPACTS ON THE EXISTING
CONDITION OF ESSENTIAL PARKING FOR STUDENTS AND FACULTY —for parking which
may become unavailable due to a housing development. If there is a development, there will be
impacts and consequences which can’t just be ignored.”
(Harry Bernstein, Email, September 23, 2019 [I-BERNSTEIN5-6])

“2. We need to address the parking for the college.”
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(Dennis Hong, Email, September 11, 2019 [I-HONG-3])

“The Draft SEIR speculates that "likely, the shortfall in parking supply would cause some drivers
to shift to another mode of travel, others to rearrange their schedule to travel at other times of
day…" The assumption that those students and contingent faculty will transition to public
transportation services is not realistic as both MUNI and BART have capacity issues. Moreover,
the Balboa Reservoir project will significantly increase population density of the neighborhood and
hence significantly increase demand for public transit. This will only aggravate the already
unreliable service.”
(Wynd Kaufmyn, Email, September 22, 2019 [I-KAUFMYN2-3])

“I am shocked that the report does not take into account the need for parking at CCSF. There are
no dorms at City College. Everyone needs transportation to get there. Muni service is inadequate,
especially for night classes. Students and teachers need to be able to park. The loss of this much
parking will be devastating to City College.”
(Janet Lohr, Email, August 10, 2019 [I-LOHR-1])

“B. The Draft fails to identify and evaluate the environmental impacts of the proposed public
parking garage.
The Draft’s assertion that the public parking garage included in the Developer’s Proposed Option
will not have any environmental impacts because it is replacing parking that already exists is
fundamentally flawed.
According to the City College of San Francisco Transportation Demand Management (TDM) and
Parking Plan (March 15, 2019), City College currently has excess parking even during the peak
parking demand period of the first week of each semester. It has almost 1,000 excess parking spaces
on typical semester days. It has an excess supply even though City College provides parking for
free to its employees and at very low cost to its students ($40 per semester, $20 per semester for
those receiving financial aid, or $3 for a daily pass).
In light of its glut of free or low-cost parking, it is unsurprising that City College has very high
rates of commuting by solo drivers. 66 percent of City College employees drive alone to the Ocean
campus. This is almost double the citywide average of 34% (Metropolitan Transportation
Commission data for 2018). Similarly, only 5 percent of City College employees walk or bike to the
Ocean campus in comparison to the citywide average of 10%, even though a substantial portion of
City College employees and students live within three miles of the Ocean campus. A lower
percentage of students drive alone to campus (33%), but the TDM and Parking Management Plan
concludes that student drivers are especially likely to switch modes of transportation if parking is
restricted or becomes more expensive.
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Projecting into the future, assuming 25% growth in student enrollment, the TDM and Parking
Management Plan projects that a robust TDM program would be sufficient to avoid any parking
shortfall on a typical semester day even if the Balboa Reservoir is developed without any
replacement parking. If the Performing Arts and Education Center (PAEC) is constructed on an
existing City College-owned parking lot, there might be unserved parking demand of up to 415
spaces on a typical semester day, but that assumes no shift in parking demand due to limited
supply. According to surveys of employees and students, up to 60% of drivers are likely to shift
modes if parking becomes more difficult to obtain. Adding that shift in demand, the unserved
parking demand if the Balboa Reservoir is developed without replacement parking, the PAEC is
constructed, and enrollment increases by 25% is only 166 spaces.
The Draft has no discussion whatsoever about how construction of a 750-space public parking
garage would affect parking demand or the effectiveness of City College’s TDM program. Given
that the availability of parking encourages more people to drive, the Draft should be revised to
address how the proposed public parking garage is likely to result in more VMT and GHG
emissions than if it weren’t included in the project.
The Draft is also entirely silent about the rationale for the size of the public parking garage. Even
if both the Balboa Reservoir project and the PAEC are constructed and the student body increases
by 25%, the unserved parking demand on a typical semester day (either 415 spaces or 166 spaces,
depending on how supply constraints affect demand) would be far less than 750 spaces if City
College implements a robust TDM program. Given that the peak parking demand during the first
week of each semester occurs only about 20 hours each year, the peak parking demand hardly
seems a plausible rationale for the size of the garage. The only remaining rationale would appear
to be a desire to perpetuate current commute patterns and parking demands despite the VMT and
GHG emissions that those generate. The Draft should be revised to explain the reason for the size
of the proposed public parking garage, the environmental impacts of a garage of that size (e.g.,
increased VMT and GHG emissions), and whether those environmental impacts could be reduced
by shrinking or eliminating the public parking garage.”
(Christopher Pederson, Email, September 23, 2019 [I-PEDERSON2-5])

“To reduce the amount of housing would increase pressure on housing in areas that are more
automobile dependent and have more extreme climate. To provide more public parking would
undercut efforts to address climate change by reducing automobile use.
That said, this draft fails to evaluate how the developer’s proposed public parking garage would
undercut City College’s efforts to reduce automobile use. The College’s 2019 Transportation
Demand Management and Parking Plan concludes that TDM measures would be sufficient to
address the loss of parking spaces caused by this project. The only exception will be during a few
hours of the first week of each semester. Even then, the shortfall would be less than one-third of
the 750 spaces proposed in the public parking garage.
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There is, therefore, no need for such a large public parking garage. It would undercut the City’s
and the College’s efforts to respond to the climate crisis by reducing automobile use.”
(Christopher Pederson, CPC Hearing, September 12, 2019 [I-PEDERSON1-2])

Response TR-7: Parking
The comments state that the draft SEIR does not adequately analyze the primary and secondary
impacts of parking, and that the draft SEIR does adequately analyze the impacts of the up to 750space public parking garage.
The draft SEIR covers the topic of parking on draft SEIR pp. 3.A-3 and 3.B-31 and draft SEIR
Appendix B, Section E.14, on p. B-87. A discussion of the effect of construction of a public parking
garage with up to 750 vehicle parking spaces on parking demand and the City College
sustainability plan is provided on draft SEIR Appendix B, p. B-90. The comments received on the
draft SEIR do not present evidence that the analysis is inadequate, that there would be any new
significant impacts not addressed in the draft SEIR, or that impacts would be substantially more
severe than those identified in the draft SEIR.
Comments regarding project travel demand and the project analysis approach to TNCs as they
relate to the proposed project are addressed in Response TR-2, Travel Demand, on RTC pp. 4.C-6
and 4.C-9. Comments regarding transit delay associated with project vehicle trips are addressed in
Response TR-4, Transit Impacts, on RTC p. 4.C-33. Comments regarding the cumulative conditions
analysis are addressed in Response TR-6, Cumulative Impacts, on RTC p. 4.C-55. Comments
regarding vehicle congestion are addressed in Response TR-8, Vehicle Traffic Congestion and
Associated Impacts, on RTC p. 4.C-71.
The response to parking comments is organized by the following subtopics:


Approach to Analysis



Parking Supply and Utilization

Approach to Analysis
As discussed on draft SEIR pp. 3.A-3 and 3.B-31, the proposed project meets the Public Resources
Code section 21099(d) criteria as a residential, mixed-use infill project in a transit priority area, and
therefore parking is not an environmental impact for the purposes of CEQA. However, the
planning department acknowledges that parking conditions may be of interest to the public and
decision makers. Therefore, the SEIR presents an analysis of secondary environmental impacts of
potential parking shortages as related to City College in draft SEIR Appendix B on p. B-87. For
informational purposes, a discussion of existing and project parking supply and demand within
the site and within the neighborhood, is provided on RTC Attachment 3, pp. 1 to 3.
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Parking Supply and Utilization
As discussed on draft SEIR Appendix B p. B-90, under the Developer’s Proposed Option, up to 750
public parking spaces would be constructed near the southern end of the project site or at the
northern end of the project site under Variant 2. Alternatively, public parking spaces could be
provided in dedicated public parking areas within several of the proposed residential garages. Given
that the proposed parking garage would replace an existing 1,007-space surface parking lot, the
project would reduce the amount of parking available on site by a total of at least 257 parking spaces.
Based on the parking supply and utilization data collected and provided on draft SEIR Appendix C1,
p. 12, the east basin parking lot would be able to accommodate the combined number of vehicles in
both the project site and east basin during most periods throughout the weekday, with the exception
of the peak period of demand during which there would be a maximum shortfall of 239 spaces. This
shortfall would be accommodated within the proposed public parking spaces on the site under the
Developer’s Proposed Option. As discussed on draft SEIR Section 3.A.6, Approach to Cumulative
Impact Analysis, p. 3.A-8, the cumulative conditions scenario assumes construction of projects
identified in Table 3.A-2 collectively as the “City College Facilities Master Plan,” which include
potential development on the east basin parking lot.
One commenter asserts that the analysis of secondary effects related to the up to 750 public parking
spaces is inadequate and argues that the secondary effects would be greater than the effects of a
version of the project without public parking. The analysis of secondary impacts related to parking,
as with other environmental analysis topics, compares the proposed project and project variants to
existing conditions and also evaluates whether the proposed project and variants would be in
conflict with plans and policies adopted for the purpose of mitigating an environmental effect. No
significant impacts were identified and, pursuant to CEQA, no alternative garage sizes are
necessary to explore.
Further, the VMT impact analysis on pp. 3.B-79 and 80 also found less-than significant impacts for
the proposed project and public parking garage. As stated on p. 3.B-80, this conclusion was
because, in part, the public parking garage “would replace an existing facility and would not
increase the amount of parking available.” The discussion above compares effects relative to
existing conditions. A discussion of whether the proposed project and variant would conflict with
plans and policies adopted for the purpose of mitigating an environmental effect is discussed
below, following the text change.
A typo was identified on draft SEIR p. 3.B-79. The last sentence on draft SEIR p. 3.B-79 is revised
as follows (deleted text is shown in strikethrough and new text is shown in double underline):
The Developer’s Proposed Option would construct an up to 650750-space public parking
garage to partially replace the existing 1,007-space surface parking lot on the project site.
As discussed on draft SEIR Appendix B, p. B-90, the City College Sustainability Plan has a
performance objective to reduce automobile trips, with which the removal of parking at the project
site would not conflict. Studies show that the removal of parking would likely cause some drivers
to shift to another mode of travel. The study cited in footnote 131 on draft SEIR Appendix B, p. B90, and included in the project’s administrative record: City and County of San Francisco,
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Transportation Demand Management Technical Justification, June 2016 (updated January 2018),
references research that the availability of parking increases vehicular travel and that parking
supply can undermine incentives to use transit. Additionally, this document summarizes research
conducted in San Francisco that found that reductions in off-street vehicular parking for office,
residential, and retail developments reduce the overall automobile mode share associated with
those developments, relative to projects with the same land uses in similar context that provide
more off-street vehicular parking.
For informational purposes, a discussion of existing and with project parking supply and demand
is provided starting on RTC Attachment 3, pp. 1 to 3. As presented in RTC Attachment 3, the
observed maximum combined occupancy of the City College surface parking lots occurred
between 11 a.m. and 12 p.m. when there were a total of 1,596 cars parked and 578 spaces available
(the lots were 73 percent occupied). During the weekday midday peak hour of parking demand,
assuming parking was available only at the East Basin (Upper Lot), there would be a shortfall of
up to 239 parking spaces. There are a total of 906 parking spaces within the neighborhood on-street
parking study area and between approximately 200 and 300 on-street spaces were observed to be
available on weekdays during any given time period (a.m., midday, and p.m.). Therefore, the
potential parking shortfall for City College students could be accommodated within available onstreet parking spaces within the study area without construction of a public parking garage on the
project site. The projected parking use generated by the Developer’s Proposed Option could be met
within available on-site parking spaces during all time periods of the day. With the Additional
Housing Option, there would be an approximately 101-space parking shortfall during the
overnight period.
One commenter proposes a shuttle to address first- and last-mile connectivity between the
proposed project site and the Balboa BART station. The provision of a shuttle would not reduce
the project’s significant and unavoidable transportation impacts and is therefore, not a CEQA issue.
RTC Attachment 3 included analysis of potential shuttle operations and feasibility, indicating that
a shuttle would provide limited utility not already provided by Muni service for people traveling
to and from the project.36
As described in RTC Chapter 5, Draft SEIR Revisions, the Balboa Reservoir project sponsor may
fund a portion of a study addressing the potential City College garage on the east basin, if the
college decides to consider pursuing such a project.

Comment TR-8: Vehicle Traffic Congestion and Associated Impacts
This response addresses comments from the commenters listed below; each comment on this topic
is quoted in full below this list:
A-CALTRANS-2
I-AISSA-1
I-BARISH3-24
I-BERNSTEIN5-4
36

I-HONG-4
I-JA3-4
I-JA8-1
I-MUELLER1-4

I-MUHLHEIM-7
I-OSAWA-6
I-SIMON-6
I-TARQUINO-6

Balboa Reservoir – Non-CEQA Transportation Analysis, August 1, 2019,
http://ab900balboa.com/DEIR_to_NOD_Documents/2019-08-200000401.pdf
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I-COLLINS3-7
I-EVANS2-5
I-HANSON4-3

I-MUHLHEIM-3
I-MUHLHEIM-5

I-ZELTZER-5

“Construction-Related Impacts
Potential impacts to the I-280 from project-related temporary access points should be analyzed.
Project work that requires movement of oversized or excessive load vehicles on state roadways
requires a transportation permit that is issued by Caltrans. To apply, visit:
https://dot.ca.gov/programs/traffico~erations/transportation-permits.”
(Wahida Rashid, Caltrans Acting District Branch Chief, Letter, September 10, 2019 [A-CALTRANS-2])

“We are already dealing with tremendous congestion on a daily basis. Our street [Plymouth]
cannot tolerate the additional traffic that will be created by the plan proposed. Parking is
impossible for existing residents now. Please do not allow the proposed opening of San Ramon!”
(Sharon Aissa, Letter, September 13, 2019 [I-AISSA-1])

“Transportation Demand Management (TDM) Plan (-p. 3B-38)
The Project will significantly impact transportation and traffic in the neighborhood. The EIR must
include a comprehensive traffic study of trip generation and parking supply, and evaluate the
indirect and cumulative impact of the Project on transportation and traffic impacts on the people
living in and traveling to both the Project as well as City College of San Francisco. The DSEIR must
also consider these substantial impacts on lower income students who likely reside further away
and must use automobiles. This study must also include the impact of increased traffic on
congestion and parking in the neighborhoods impacted by the Project, and propose feasible
alternative to these impacts.”
(Jean Barish, Letter, September 23,2019 [I-BARISH3-24])

“4) Also related to access is further traffic congestion. Circulation and congestion would be worse
than they are today because of the impact of the approximately 2500-3000 additional people, the
access to the development through only to entrances, one coinciding with the road just south of
Riordan High School—unless this is reconfigured—and the other via the extension of Lee Avenue.
The interference of a through Lee Street extension with the operations of Whole Foods egress could
become quite a serious problem. The extra cars and people from the development will likely make
traffic on Ocean Avenue considerably worse.”
(Harry Bernstein, Email, September 23, 2019 [I-BERNSTEIN5-4])
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“16. The effects on the neighborhood would be horrifying and ridiculous. As written Frida Kahlo
Way is jammed on school days and nights now. Add thousands of residents (who will lack
infrastructure, decent grocery and other shopping- prepare for tons of catering vans, Amazon vans,
also Uber/Lyft as parking is limited on development). You will see, as a firefighter friend points
out, that the firefighters and EMS or SFPD can't reach the housing development let alone reach
other blocks nearby. They can't FLY over traffic that's jammed. Please don't do this to us.”
(Monica Collins, Email, September 22, 2019 [I-COLLINS3-7])

“City College Loop analysis
The consultant concludes that despite increases in traffic volume, no additional delay will be
generated. Consultant makes repeated reference to “existing signal timing coordination and
optimization.” As anyone who travels these corridors knows, having actuated signals and having
those signals actually work are two different things. Broken and mis-timed signals have plagued
traffic on Phelan/Frida Kahlo for years and the city has either ignored the problems or addressed
them only after years of complaints.
There is no assurance that the signal timing problems experienced on Frida Kahlo Way will not
recur. We have no reason to believe the city will be more responsive to addressing timing and
optimization problems in the future than they have been in the past.
It is erroneous for the SEIR to assume that the presence of actuated signals and signal optimization
will address traffic delay in the project area. A firm commitment from the city for regular,
scheduled monitoring and maintenance of the traffic signals in the area is a necessary component
of addressing transportation issues in the project area. Such a commitment must be in place before
the SEIR is approved.”
(Rita Evans, Letter, September 23, 2019 [I-EVANS2-5])

“The current plan for the proposed development will access Lee Avenue, which serves as a route
to Ocean Avenue. Within 100 feet of Ocean Avenue, traffic on Lee Avenue will pass the outlet of
the parking lot for Whole Foods. Data from Kittleson’s queue analysis and intersection total delay
analysis on pages 10-13 in Appendix C of the SEIR shows The SEIR states:
During the weekday p.m. peak hour, the greatest increase in total delay would occur for
southbound movements on Lee Avenue, increasing by 91.3 seconds. This increase in delay would
not directly impact transit, as the southbound approach on Lee Avenue is not a transit route.
The data collected by Kittelson however took place on January 31, 2018 which is at least 6 months
before Whole Foods began offering 2 hour free delivery to Amazon Prime customers and the traffic
passing through the Whole Foods parking lot increased, especially during the evening rush hour
which showed 100 cars traveling South on Lee Avenue—presumably cars leaving Whole Foods
parking lot since there are no residences or through ways currently connected to Lee Avenue. Now
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however, periodically throughout the day and week, traffic is so bad in the Whole Food lot that
employees must direct traffic using walkie-talkies. Even with this extra help at times there is not
enough parking to accommodate the cars trying to park, and so the cars back up at the entrance all
the way out to Ocean Avenue. Because there is a Muni stop near the entrance to Whole Foods in
the left lane, the cars in the right lane cannot pass and so all traffic stops in the right lane until the
traffic inside the parking lot begins to move.
The entrance to Whole Foods is one half block from Lee Avenue. Because no traffic comes from
residences on Lee Avenue now the cars leaving the Whole Foods parking lot are only delayed by
their own burgeoning numbers, but if traffic is added from the proposed Reservoir development
this parking lot traffic will have to wait for the reservoir traffic to pass in order to leave the parking
lot and create space for more cars waiting out on Ocean avenue (headed south) to turn right into
the parking lot. The queue on Lee Avenue as shown in the DSEIR completely blocks the driveway
from the parking lot.
This will back up the cars further attempting to enter the Whole Foods lot a half block away and
so this combination will create its own gridlock and subsequent nuisance.
In fact it will be beyond a nuisance because when the anticipated 91.3 second delay happens on
Lee Avenue South, the cars heading into and out of Whole Foods parking lot will be stuck and
create a blockage which will indeed affect the transit system behind it.”
(Christine Hanson, Email, September 23, 2019 [I-HANSON4-3])

“3. I'm concerned with the traffic exiting this site on to Ocean Ave. and how it may impact this
retail section.”
(Dennis Hong, Email, September 11, 2019 [I-HONG-4])

From the beginning of the Reservoir Project’s public engagement process, The City Team had
already substantively disregarded community concern about parking and transportation.
Disregard for community concerns regarding parking and circulation was due to the realignment
in the assessment of Transportation from Level of Service (LOS) to Vehicle Miles Travelled (VMT).
The City Team has relied on the interpretation of parking and circulation impacts to merely be
social and/or economic effects not covered by CEQA.
(Alvin Ja, Email, August 8, 2019 [I-JA2-2])

“3.A.2 Overall Approach to Impact Analysis
As a subsequent EIR to the PEIR certified in 2008, this SEIR, including the initial study, identifies and
considers all mitigation measures that were identified in the PEIR and determines their applicability to the
currently proposed project.
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Considering mitigation measures contained in the PEIR is insufficient. The Initial Study and DEIR
has failed to identify and consider the PEIR rejection of the Lee Extension that had been proposed
by CCSF.
The fact that the PEIR had rejected the Lee Extension has direct relevance and “applicability to
the currently proposed project.”
Here’s what the PEIR says about the Lee Extension (westbound Ocean onto northbound Lee into
Reservoir):
Access Option #1: Under this option, CCSF would be allowed westbound right-turn-only ingress on Lee
Avenue.
It should also be noted that Option #1, the provision of westbound right-turn-only ingress to CCSF, would
be expected to result in secondary design and operational issues at the Ocean/Lee intersection. With access
provided into CCSF from Lee Avenue, it would not be possible to fully restrict access from other directions,
such as the eastbound left-turn movement or the northbound through movement. As a result, vehicles would
be unable to directly access the Phelan Loop or the Balboa Reservoir development sites from the west. Instead,
these vehicles (approximately 44 vehicles during the weekday PM peak hour) would be required to divert into
the residential neighborhood south of Ocean Avenue to be able access Lee Avenue from the south or the west.
In addition, approximately 75 vehicles destined to CCSF during the weekday PM peak hour are anticipated
to come from the west. With the restriction of the eastbound left-turn movement, it is likely that a portion of
these vehicles would also divert into the residential neighborhood south of Ocean Avenue instead of using
the Phelan Avenue access. The prohibition of the eastbound left turn movement would affect the access and
circulation patterns of residents and visitors of the Phelan Loop and Balboa Reservoir development sites. In
addition, the rerouted traffic from these two projects and CCSF would noticeably increase traffic volumes on
the adjacent neighborhood streets, potentially affecting access into individual residences and resulting in
other secondary impacts.
To discourage these vehicles from using neighborhood streets as a means to enter Lee Avenue, the northbound
and southbound approaches to the Ocean/Lee intersection would need to be reconfigured to provide left-turn
and right-turn movements only, precluding northbound through movements altogether. This would require
the installation of a physical barrier (such as a channelizing island) at both approaches. Conversely, it may
be possible to turn the south leg of the Ocean/Lee intersection into a right-in/right-out configuration. By
prohibiting these through movements on Lee Avenue, it would no longer be advantageous for CCSF-destined
vehicles to cut through the neighborhood south of Ocean Avenue. However, such a restriction in access would
negatively affect access and circulation for the adjacent residences and would further complicate access routes
for the Phelan Loop Site and Balboa Reservoir development traffic from the west by requiring these vehicles
to cut further into the neighborhood south of Ocean Avenue to make a northbound left turn from Harold
Avenue, and enter the westbound right-turn queue at Lee Avenue.
Therefore, as a result of the excessive queuing that would affect operations at the Ocean/Phelan/Geneva
intersection and the secondary effects that the provision of westbound right-turn-only ingress would cause,
the provision of CCSF westbound right-turn ingress at the Ocean/Lee intersection would result in
substantial adverse transportation impacts. Restricting CCSF ingress would allow normal access to Area
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Plan projects and would avoid potential spillover effects on neighborhoods south of Ocean Avenue. As a
consequence, Access Option #1 is rejected from further consideration as part of the Area Plan.
3.B.3 Summary of Balboa Park Station Area Plan PEIR
Transportation Section
Balboa Park Station Area Plan PEIR Impacts and Mitigation
Measures
Program-Level Impacts
Transit
Significant transit impacts were also identified under the 2025 with Area Plan scenario on the K Ingleside
line and at Ocean Avenue/Geneva Avenue/Frida Kahlo Way and the new Geneva Avenue/I-280 NB OffRamp and Geneva Avenue/I-280 SB On-Ramp intersections.
The BPS Area Plan PEIR contains a comprehensive analysis of the Lee Extension. The Lee Extension
analysis is directly applicable to the Balboa Reservoir Project.
Crucially, all Lee Extension options were eliminated from the BPS Area Plan.
Although the Lee Extension is referenced in the “Traffic“ Section, the “Transit” Section only
mentions Ocean/Geneva/Kahlo and the two Geneva/I-280 on/ off ramps.
It is only with willful disregard for objectivity that the BPS Final EIR’s rejection of a Lee Extension
has not been incorporated into the Reservoir SEIR and Initial Study as it relates to transit delay.
The Kittelson Memorandum pales in comparison to the analysis that had been contained in the
BPS PEIR.
The Lee Extension analysis contained in the PEIR cannot be legitimately omitted from Transit
Delay analysis. Thus the SEIR/Initial Study is defective and inadequate.”
(Alvin Ja, Email, September 13, 2019 [I-JA3-4])

“Operation (p. 3.B-35)
Approach to Analysis
Roadway Network Features (p. 3.B-36)
Circulation changes implemented by the proposed project include the extension of Lee Avenue…
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The operational impact analysis includes the following significance criteria:
<!--[if !supportLists]-->· <!--[endif]-->Cause substantial additional VMT or substantially inducing
additional automobile travel by increasing physical roadway capacity in congested areas (i.e., by
adding new mixed-flow travel lanes) or by adding new roadways to the network;…
<!--[if !supportLists]-->· <!--[endif]-->Result in a loading deficit and the secondary effects would create
potentially hazardous conditions for people walking, bicycling, or driving; or substantially delay
public transit
Despite the fact that the Lee Extension would induce "additional automobile travel by
increasing physical roadway capacity in a congested area" and would substantially delay many
MUNI lines on Ocean Avenue, no mention is made here regarding impacts on these significance
criteria. (And as mentioned before, the PEIR had already rejected a Lee Extension from being
included in the BPS program-level FEIR because its adverse impact on transit. The PEIR's
discussion regarding the Lee Extension is brought up in 3.B.3. Yet, its relevance and
applicability to the Reservoir Project's Lee Extension is omitted.)”
(Alvin Ja, Email, September 7, 2019 [I-JA8-1])

“Plus, traffic gridlock in an area, already at the most negative level possible, would with a large
additional population pose tremendous problems (and dangers!) to both the college and all of the
surrounding neighborhoods. The area is not "transit rich", it is ’transit gridlocked’.”
(Madeline Mueller, Email, September 23, 2019 [I-MUELLER1-4])

“<!--[if !supportLists]--> 3. <!--[endif]-->Here are some areas where I find mitigation will be
necessary if based on the already overburdened streets and transit options. It is my fear
that in many of these cases, satisfactory mitigation is not feasible.
<!--[if !supportLists]-->· <!--[endif]-->Over the last year my commute has frequently gone from 35
minutes to over an hour.
<!--[if !supportLists]-->· <!--[endif]-->Heading to CCSF I can take the Muni K directly from Castro
and Market to Lee Avenue station or transfer at Forrest Hill to the 43.
Unfortunately K cars frequently stop for up to 10 minutes at St Francis Circle to reconfigure and
even during non peak times, the ride down Ocean Avenue is very slow. Also there are frequent
delays in the tunnel. Busline 43 has its own set of issues. Scheduled busses frequently fall out. Much
of the route is on curvy or very narrow streets and traffic on Frida Kahlo way can pack up to the
point that walking from the Judson/Kahlo stop to the Bookstore stop can be faster than staying on
the bus.”
(Fred Muhlheim, Email, September 23, 2019 [I-MUHLHEIM-3])
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“<!--[if !supportLists]-->· <!--[endif]-->When I walk past Lee Ave, it is clear to this non-professional
eye that entry to the housing project via Lee Ave. extension will be a disaster. Traffic and
loading in and out of the Parking lot off Lee is already problematic. Vehicular entry onto
Ocean Ave. off neighboring side streets is also already difficult.”
(Fred Muhlheim, Email, September 23, 2019 [I-MUHLHEIM-5])

“To date there is not a plan in place to provide mitigation for exacerbated traffic and transportation
conditions that will be caused by construction of a project that is many times denser that the
surrounding neighborhoods.”
(Fred Muhlheim, Email, September 23, 2019 [I-MUHLHEIM-7])

“There will also be significant impact to freeway traffic. Even today, the off-ramp from NB280 to
Geneva is frequently backed up well onto the main traffic of NB280, resulting in extremely
hazardous traffic conditions. It is noted that most of the exiting cars are turning east onto Geneva
away from the proposal site, as this ramp is the primary access to the Outer Mission and Cow
Palace areas – with the project site added as a destination in the westbound direction from the
ramp, one can expect a bad situation to grow much worse. The off-ramp from SB280 to Ocean is
likewise backed up onto the freeway proper during most commute hours.”
(Ed Osawa, Email, September 22, 2019 [I-OSAWA-6])

“In reality it serves an important public purpose of providing student parking that enables
community access to education. It also keeps students away from parking in the neighborhoods,
blocking residential driveways.
From the beginning of the Reservoir Project’s public engagement process, The City Team had
already substantively disregarded community concern about parking and transportation.
Disregard for community concerns regarding parking and circulation was due to the realignment
in the assessment of Transportation from Level of Service (LOS) to Vehicle Miles Travelled (VMT).
The City Team has relied on the interpretation of parking and circulation impacts to merely be
social and/or economic effects not covered by CEQA.”
(Leslie Simon, Email, September 17, 2019 [I-SIMON-6])

“2. It is already almost impossible to get home to Westwood Park, get into City College Ocean
Campus as the traffic is already impacted by new growth. There is usually stopped traffic,
sometimes backed up onto the 280 south bound freeway going to the Ocean Ave. exit. With any
more than the original 425 -500 units, it will be a more dangerous and frustrating situation.”
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(Eve Tarquino, Email, September 12, 2019 [I-TARQUINO-6])

“So, we say to the public of San Francisco, stop this corrupt, rotten development, the more gridlock
on Ocean Avenue. There’s no way of getting mass transportation out there. The MTA has said they
can’t provide the extension of the Ocean Avenue, which means there will be gridlock. There is
gridlock now, and you want to encourage more gridlock for the people of San Francisco.”
(Steve Zeltzer, CPC Hearing, September 12, 2019 [I-ZELTZER-5])

Response TR-8: Vehicle Traffic Congestion and Associated Impacts
The comments discuss existing traffic congestion and opine on the primary and secondary effects
that vehicles trips associated with the construction and operation of the Balboa Reservoir Project
will have on traffic congestion.
Many comments regarding vehicle traffic congestion identify secondary issues as a result of traffic
congestion such as freight loading or emergency access impacts.
The draft SEIR concluded the proposed project would have a less-than-significant transportation
impact related to construction; potentially hazardous conditions for walking, bicycling, driving,
and public transit operations; accessibility or emergency vehicle access; and freight loading within
the site, and no mitigation measures would be required for these topics. The draft SEIR concludes
that the proposed project would have a significant and unavoidable impact related to off-site
freight loading on Lee Avenue between Ocean Avenue and the project site. The comments received
on the draft SEIR do not present evidence that the transportation analysis was inadequate, or that
there would be any new significant impacts not addressed in the draft SEIR or a substantial
increase in the severity of impacts identified in the draft SEIR.
Comments regarding existing conditions are addressed in Response TR-1: Existing Conditions, on
RTC p. 4.C-2. Comments regarding the project’s contribution to transit delay are addressed in
Response TR-4, Transit Impacts, on RTC pp. 4.C-33 and 4.C-33. Comments regarding the impact to
loading conditions associated with the Lee Avenue extension are addressed in Response TR-5,
Loading Impacts, on RTC p. 4.C-53. Comments regarding parking conditions and the secondary
effects of project parking are addressed in Response TR-7, Parking, on RTC pp. 4.C-61 and 4.C-61.
Comments regarding the relationship between program and subsequent EIRs are addressed in
Response CEQA-1, Type of EIR, Tiering, and Focusing Second-Tier Review, on RTC p. 4.A-3.
The response to vehicle traffic congestion and associated impacts topics is organized by the
following subtopics:


Existing Conditions



Automobile Delay and Parking



Lee Avenue Extension
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City College Loop Analysis



Emergency Vehicle Access



Construction-Related Transportation Traffic

Existing Conditions
The draft SEIR adequately and accurately described existing conditions surrounding the project
site. Further, CEQA requires analysis of the significant effects of the proposed project on the
environment. This includes the significant environmental effects the project might cause or risk
exacerbating.37 A project cannot be required under CEQA to mitigate conditions that the project
does not connect to or is not roughly proportional to the impact of the project.38 Thus, the proposed
project can’t through CEQA mitigate existing conditions or existing system deficiencies unless it
exacerbates such existing significantly environmentally affected conditions.
Regarding the comment seeking information for how existing signals are monitored and
maintained, the following is provided for informational purposes. The SFMTA routinely monitors
traffic signal operations throughout the city and makes adjustments where warranted and
possible. These reviews occur as part of transportation projects, through routine transit and signal
operational review, and in response to community comments. This is expected to include review
during upcoming safety and transit reliability projects planned along the Ocean Avenue corridor.
When reviewing traffic signal timing, the SFMTA balances multiple needs, including meeting
required pedestrian crossing time, prioritizing transit and minimizing congestion, which may
reduce the opportunities for changes.

Automobile Delay and Parking
Automobile delay and parking shall not be considered as significant impacts on the environment
pursuant to CEQA. As discussed on draft SEIR p. 3.B-25, the San Francisco Planning Commission
adopted Resolution No. 19579 on March 3, 2016, removed automobile delay (traffic congestion), as
described solely by level of service (LOS) or similar measures of vehicular capacity or traffic
congestion, as significant impact on the environment pursuant to CEQA. Further, CEQA removed
automobile delay statewide in December 2018.39
Comments include mention of project-related congestion and possible hazards. Potential projectrelated transit delay is discussed in the following locations: Impact TR-4 on draft SEIR pp. 3.B-73
to 3.B-79, Impact C-TR-4 on draft SEIR pp. 3.B-94 to 3.B-99, and Response TR-4: Transit Impacts,
on RTC p. 4.C-33.

37
38
39

CCR Title 14 Section 15126.2.
CCR Title 14 Section 15126.4.
Public Resources Code section 21099(b)(2) states: “Upon certification of the guidelines by the Secretary of the
Natural Resources Agency pursuant to this section, automobile delay, as described solely by level of service or
similar measures of vehicular capacity or traffic congestion shall not be considered a significant impact on the
environment pursuant to this division, except in locations specifically identified in the guidelines, if any.” The
secretary certified the guidelines in December 2018.
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With respect to potential vehicle hazards, the draft SEIR finds that the proposed project would not
result in potentially hazardous conditions to people driving, walking, bicycling, or public transit
operations. This finding is discussed in Impact TR-2 on draft SEIR pp. 3.B-65 to 3.B-70.
As discussed on draft SEIR pp. 3.A-3 and 3.B-31, the proposed project meets the Public Resources
Code section 21099(d) criteria as a residential, mixed-use infill project in a transit priority area;
therefore, parking shall not be considered a significant impact on the environment pursuant to
CEQA. However, the planning department acknowledges that parking conditions may be of
interest to the public and decision makers. Therefore, the secondary environmental impacts related
to City College are addressed in draft SEIR Appendix B, Section E.14, Public Services. For
informational purposes, a description of existing and with project parking conditions is provided
on RTC Attachment 3, pp. 1 to 3.
Regarding the comment that the draft SEIR must evaluate impacts on lower-income City College
students who likely reside further away and must use automobiles, the commenter does not
provide evidence of this general statement. Further, socioeconomic effects are generally beyond
the scope of the CEQA. An exception is if a link can be established between anticipated
socioeconomic effects of a proposed action and adverse physical environmental impact [emphasis
added] (CEQA Guidelines section 15131(a), CEQA section 21082.2). The comment does not provide
evidence showing such a link.

Lee Avenue Extension
Project vehicle trip assignment at the Ocean Avenue/Lee Avenue intersection is illustrated in
Figure 3.B-6a and Figure 3.B-7a on draft SEIR pp. 3.B-47 and 3.B-49, respectively. The effect of projectgenerated vehicle traffic along Lee Avenue and Ocean Avenue/Lee Avenue intersection operations
are discussed under Impact TR-2 on draft SEIR pp. 3.B-65 to 3.B-70. As discussed in this section,
proposed project would not increase the frequency, duration, or length of queues along westbound
Ocean Avenue such that it would increase instances of blockages at the City College Terminal or fire
department station 15, or substantially delay transit. Intersection operations analysis is summarized
in draft SEIR Appendix C2, Transit Assessment Memorandum, and Synchro operations worksheets
are provided on draft SEIR Appendix C2, Attachment E, pp. 87 to 142.
The project proposes to reconfigure the southbound Lee Avenue approach to Ocean Avenue from
one all-movement lane to one southbound through/right-turn lane and one southbound left-turn
lane. This reconfiguration of Lee Avenue would increase the space for vehicle queue storage on the
southbound approach, thereby increasing the capacity of the intersection on the southbound
approach and reducing the southbound queue lengths under project conditions relative to existing
conditions. Proposed additional loading spaces along Ocean Avenue would alleviate the
associated reduction in loading spaces along Lee Avenue with this proposed reconfiguration.
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Discussion of the impact to loading conditions associated with the Lee Avenue extension are
included in the following locations: Impact TR-6b, on draft SEIR pp. 3.B-85 to 3.B-91, Impact C-TR6b, on draft SEIR pp. 3.B-101 to 3.B-102, and Response TR-5, Loading Impacts, on RTC p. 4.C-53.
The PEIR’s conclusion regarding Lee Avenue is relevant to the proposed project in that CEQA allows
subsequent project-level analyses to tier off of previous general-level analysis. The PEIR analysis is
at an area plan level, with different details than are available for the present project-level analysis.
For example, the draft SEIR analysis uses more recent traffic counts to reflect existing baseline
conditions than the PEIR, which was certified in 2009. Using newer and more relevant information
allows for more accurate analysis and is consistent with the tiering approach for environmental
analysis. Decision makers did not make any approval or take any action that prevented future
extensions of Lee Avenue when they certified the PEIR and adopted the area plan.
The commenter correctly states that data collection took place on January 31, 2018 prior to Whole
Foods offering two-hour free delivery to Amazon Prime customers. However, intersection turning
movement counts at Ocean Avenue/Brighton Avenue, the ingress to the Whole Foods parking lot,
were also collected on Tuesday August 28, 2018 (see draft SEIR Appendix C2, pp. 32–33 of
Attachment A, Intersection Turning Movement Volumes), after Whole Foods began offering twohour free delivery to Amazon Prime customers. Loading data along Lee Avenue was collected on
Tuesday March 26, 2019 (see draft SEIR Appendix C3).
Existing freight loading conditions are discussed on draft SEIR p. 3.B-27, and the effect of projectgenerated vehicle traffic on Whole Foods operations (including freight loading and garage egress)
is discussed under Impact TR-6b on draft SEIR pp. 3.B-85 to 3.B-91. As discussed in these sections,
under existing conditions Lee Avenue is a dead-end street with no through traffic. In its current
condition, Lee Avenue functions as a loading zone that provides convenient on-street loading
supply to meet Whole Foods’ loading demand and accommodate deliveries and passenger loading
activity related to other nearby businesses.
Based on field observations, the existing freight loading operations at Whole Foods do not fully
adhere to the measures outlined in the 1150 Ocean Avenue project conditions of approval that
requires Whole Foods to utilize the off-street area for all loading activity. The proposed project would
extend Lee Avenue into the project site, altering Lee Avenue’s current status as a dead-end street and
de facto loading area for passengers and freight deliveries. The project also proposes to reconfigure
the southbound Lee Avenue approach to Ocean Avenue from one all-movement lane to one
southbound through/right-turn lane and one southbound left-turn lane. This reconfiguration of Lee
Avenue would reduce the supply of on-street loading available to Whole Foods and nearby land uses
and increase vehicle storage on the southbound approach. As stated on draft SEIR p. 3.B-90, the offsite loading impact of the proposed project would be significant and unavoidable.

City College Loop Analysis
Regarding the comments on the City College Loop analysis that no delay would be generated and
that a nuisance will be generated around the Whole Foods parking lot causing delay, transit delay
is considered for potential significant impacts on the environment and are evaluated for potential
impacts. As further explained in Impact TR-4 on SEIR pp. 3.B-73 to 3.B-79, the proposed project
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would not cause significant transit delays, but as described in Impact C-TR-4 on draft SEIR pp. 3.B94 to 3.B-99, may contribute to transit delays in the cumulative condition.
The City College Loop (also referred to as City College Terminal) analysis is presented on draft
SEIR Appendix C2, pp. 7 to 13. The evaluation assesses the change in queue lengths at Ocean
Avenue/Lee Avenue and Ocean Avenue/Frida Kahlo Way/Geneva Avenue and potential for
queues to spillback and block transit vehicle access or egress to the terminal. As discussed in this
analysis, the increase in queue lengths would not result in queue spillback such that access/egress
to the terminal would be blocked. The intersection operations analysis was performed using
Synchro software and conducted using the planning department’s Transportation Impact Analysis
Guidelines for Synchro Intersection LOS Analysis. The Synchro model was calibrated to existing
conditions based on observations conducted in the field. The signal timing cards were provided by
SFMTA, and the analysis results and Synchro inputs and assumptions, including signal timing
coordination and optimization, were reviewed by the department and SFMTA.

Emergency Vehicle Access
A discussion of emergency vehicle access is provided under Impact TR-3 on draft SEIR pp. 3.B-71
to 3.B-73. The nearest fire department station (station 15) is located approximately 350 feet east of
the Ocean Avenue/Lee Avenue intersection. As discussed in this section, under existing conditions,
vehicle queues were observed to occasionally partially block the fire station driveway. With the
addition of vehicle trips, the proposed project would not be expected to increase the frequency or
duration of vehicles blocking the fire department station 15 entrance or result in inadequate
emergency access. Synchro operations worksheets are provided on draft SEIR Appendix C2,
Attachment E, pp. 87 to 142.

Construction-Related Transportation Traffic
Construction-related transportation impacts are analyzed under Impact TR-1 starting on draft SEIR
p. 3.B-60. As stated on draft SEIR p. 3.B-64, construction activities would be conducted in accordance
with the public works code, public works department orders, and the blue book, as applicable, to
minimize the potential for hazardous conditions and to ensure safe travel in and around the site. At
this time, it is not anticipated that the project would require movement of oversized or excessive load
vehicles. However, should project work require movement of oversized or excessive load vehicles on
state roadways, the project sponsor would obtain a transportation permit from Caltrans.
As a result, SEIR section 2.I.1, State and Regional Agencies on SEIR p. 2-50 is revised as follows:
California Department of Transportation


Transportation permit for oversized or excessive load vehicles
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Comment TR-9: General Comments
This response addresses comments from the commenters listed below; each comment on this topic
is quoted in full below this list:
I-COLLINS3-3
I-GOODMAN-1
I-OSAWA-1

“4. Frida Kahlo/ Phelan is a one way street, which like many regular streets in our city, such as
Bernal Cut or Teresita, connect two parts of town. Our city not being flat, doesn't have a lot of
rectangular grid, which means that one street is the one direction to get from one neighborhood to
another.
5. No one wants to have to depend on cars! However we depend on reasonable, viable, practical
alternatives. Muni can be a mess and too many buses zoom by at rush hour. "Road diets" converting
two lanes down to one, create MORE traffic jams that confuse desperate motorists stuck in traffic,
filling up crosswalks, endangering pedestrians and cyclists. You'd punish the wrong people and
create angry cross traffic that can't move, and more calamityies
6. Buses are full of wonderful environmentally conscience non drivers who also get stuck in horrid
traffic. Don't punish them!”
(Monica Collins, Email, September 22, 2019 [I-COLLINS3-3])

“My concerns have always focused on the concerns about capacity, and if we are really seeing
significant transit infrastructural planning to deal with the capacity concerns of growth and growth
population impacts including traffic, pedestrian, and multi-modal concerns. Safety is also another
major concern due to the concerns of schools and traffic injuries in and around the Balboa Park
Station area.”
(Aaron Goodman, Letter, September 12, 2019 [I-GOODMAN-1])

“The SEIR acknowledges that for all options there will be ‘significant and unavoidable negative
impact to traffic that cannot be mitigated’. While this statement is diluted in the SEIR by other
boilerplate environmental analyses, and while the CEQA guidelines have unfortunately replaced
‘automotive delay’ with a less-meaningful ‘vehicular miles traveled’ (VMT) metric, it is
undoubtedly the greatest single impact to the environment and to the safety of the neighborhood
of the proposed site.”
(Ed Osawa, Email, September 22, 2019 [I-OSAWA-1])
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Response TR-9: General Comments
The comments disagree with or mistakenly describe the draft SEIR’s findings, state there is a need
to redesign the area as a transit first corridor which minimizes pedestrian injuries, discuss existing
conditions on Frida Kahlo and within the project study area, and express concern regarding transit
capacity.
Comments regarding transit impacts are addressed under Response TR-4, Transit Impacts, on RTC
pp. 4.C-33 to 4.C-33. Comments regarding automobile delay (traffic) and its evaluation in the SEIR are
addressed in Response TR-8, Vehicle Traffic Congestion and Associated Impacts, on RTC p. 4.C-72.
The response to general transportation comments is organized by the following subtopics:


Draft SEIR Analysis and Findings



Redesign of Roadways Within and Nearby to Balboa Station Area Plan



Existing Conditions



Transit Capacity

Draft SEIR Analysis and Findings
One commenter states the draft SEIR identified the project would have, “significant and
unavoidable negative impact to traffic that cannot be mitigated.” Automobile delay (traffic), by
itself, is not a significant impact on the environment pursuant to CEQA (for more information, refer
to Response TR-7, Parking, on RTC p. 4.C-61). The draft SEIR finds significant and unavoidable
project-level and cumulative impacts related to freight loading operations on Lee Avenue and a
significant and unavoidable cumulative impact to transit. The draft SEIR found all other
transportation impacts to be less than significant.
Regarding traffic and for informational purposes, a discussion of existing and with project vehicle
operations and delay is provided in RTC Attachment 3.

Redesign of Roadways Within and Nearby to Balboa Station Area Plan
An evaluation of potentially hazardous conditions for people walking to/from transit is provided
under Impact TR-2 on draft SEIR pp. 3.B-65 to 3.B-70. The draft SEIR concludes that the project
would not generate activities that would create potentially hazardous conditions for people
walking, bicycling, driving or public transit operations, and that impacts of the proposed project
would be less than significant.

Existing Conditions
The draft SEIR describes local roadways on p. 3.B-8. The existing plus project impact evaluation is
presented in the draft SEIR on pp. 3.B-60 to 3.B-91. The 2040 cumulative conditions impact
evaluation is presented in the draft SEIR on pp. 3.B-91 to 3.B-102. The effect of the proposed project
options on transit are discussed under Impact TR-4 on draft SEIR pp. 3.B-73 to 3.B-79 and Impact CTR-4 on draft SEIR pp. 3.B-94 to 3.B-99. The comments received on the draft SEIR do not present
evidence that the analysis is inadequate, that there would be any new significant impacts not
addressed in the draft SEIR, or that impacts would be substantially more severe than those
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identified in the draft SEIR. One comment incorrectly states that Frida Kahlo Way is a one-way
street. As shown in draft SEIR Table 3.B-1, Roadway Facilities in the Study Area, Frida Kahlo Way
is a two-way, two-lane street (one lane in each direction) with Class II bicycle facilities.
The comment regarding viable transportation options is acknowledged. As described on draft SEIR
p. 3.B-38, the proposed project would include a TDM plan that would implement measures to
reduce vehicle trips and encourage sustainable modes of transportation.

Transit Capacity
Pursuant to the 2019 TIA Guidelines Update, transit capacity for environmental review is no longer
an analysis criterion. This change is consistent with guidance from the Governor’s Office of
Planning and Research, which recommends not treating the addition of new users on a transit
system as a significant impact. Transit analysis instead considers potentially hazardous conditions
for public transit operations as separate transit significance criteria. San Francisco also considers
transit delay as a separate transit significance criterion. Transit impacts are presented and
discussed in the following locations: Impact TR-4 on draft SEIR pp. 3.B-73 to 3.B-79; Impact C-TR4 on draft SEIR pp. 3.B-94 to 3.B-99; and Response TR-4, Transit Impacts, on RTC p. 4.C-33.
For informational purposes, the draft SEIR provides, in Appendix C2, Transit Assessment
Memorandum, a discussion of project ridership and capacity. As shown there, all Muni routes, except
for the K, would operate below 85 percent capacity utilization during the weekday p.m. peak hour. The
project (both options) would contribute less than 35 riders to either direction for that route.
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Noise

The comments and corresponding responses in this section cover topics in draft SEIR section 3.C,
Noise. These include topics related to:


Comment NO-1: Noise Baseline



Comment NO-2: Methodology



Comment NO-3: Construction Noise Impacts



Comment NO-4: Construction Vibration



Comment NO-5: Operational Noise Impacts



Comment NO-6: Noise Mitigation Measure



Comment NO-7: Cumulative Noise

Comment NO-1: Noise Baseline
This response addresses comments from the commenter listed below; each comment on this topic
is quoted in full below this list:
I-HEGGIE1-2
I-HEGGIE1-3
I-HEGGIE2-4
I-HEGGIE2-7

“My focus today is going to be on noise.
Noise effects on residents and childcare centers in adjacent Sunnyside have been ignored, although
they are located within the 900-foot zone of the project noise considerations. Two childcare centers
and preschools were identified in the EIR, in this east side of the project.
The sensitive receptors are closer to parts of the development than the studied 24-hour LT.3
location in Westwood Park. And Sunnyside sites lie in an area that is typically downwind of the
construction site.
Like many childcare or nursery schools in the area, the Staples and Frida Kahlo Way -- I’ve
forgotten the name of the mini location. It’s for children. Serves as a residence, as well as childcare
center and preschool center. It needs a 24-hour noise study.”
(Jennifer Heggie, CPC Hearing, September 12, 2019 [I-HEGGIE1-2])

“Additionally, we suggest noise testing at the corner of Judson and Frida Kahlo Way, formerly
Phelan Avenue, where a replacement City College daycare center is planned for the future.”
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(Jennifer Heggie, CPC Hearing, September 12, 2019 [I-HEGGIE1-3])

“1. Noise effects on residences and child care centers in adjacent Sunnyside have not been tested
although they are located within the 900 foot zone of project noise consideration. Two childcare
centers and preschools were identified in the EIR in this area Northeast of the project. The sensitive
receptors in this area are closer to some parts of the development than the studied 24-hour LT-3
location in Westwood Park, and the Northeast sites lie in an area that is typically downwind of the
construction site. Like many childcare or nursery schools in the area, the Staples and Frida Kahlo
Way Mighty Bambini location at the border of Sunnyside and Westwood Park appears to be a
residence as well as childcare and preschool center. Like other childcare centers in surrounding
residential neighborhoods, it deserves a 24-hour noise study. Additionally, noise testing will be
needed at the corner of Judson and Frida Kahlo Way (formerly Phelan Avenue) where a
replacement City College childcare center is planned within the construction timeframe, according
to Dr. James Sohn of the City College of San Francisco.”
(Jennifer Heggie, Email, September 23, 2019 [I-HEGGIE2-4])

“5. Additional noise studies need to be made to create a noise baseline at all noise monitoring sites.
Long term (24-hr) sound assessments were made on the Western side of the project. Only short-term
sound assessments were made on the East side at the City College MUB and Riordan High School,
which is also a boarding school, and that testing was for a short period, less than half an hour before
9:30am. Not only will 24-hour noise monitoring enable an apples to apples comparison with the other
24-hour noise tests, 24-hour monitoring should be included to take into account the wide variation
in sound levels as the City College lot fills, empties, and refills at different times of the day.”
(Jennifer Heggie, Email, September 23, 2019 [I-HEGGIE2-7])

Response NO-1: Noise Baseline
The comments express concern that the noise analysis of the draft SEIR did not specifically address
the potential noise impacts at childcare facility receptors to the northeast of the project site and that
additional 24-hour measurements should be taken at all noise monitoring sites.
The construction noise impacts of the proposed project are analyzed on draft SEIR pp. 3.C-23
through 3.C-31. Table 3.C-8 on draft SEIR p. 3.C-27 presents the predicted construction-related
noise levels at the nearest sensitive-receptor locations to the project site where the maximum
combined noise levels from construction equipment would occur.
As described on draft SEIR p. 3.C-25, the closest sensitive receptors to the project site are: residences
along Plymouth Avenue and San Ramon Way approximately 50 feet from the west side of the
proposed buildings; Archbishop Riordan High School approximately 80 feet from the eastern
property line; and the 1100–1150 Ocean Avenue residences approximately 50 feet from the Lee
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Avenue extension area and the Phase 0 demolition activity area. The predicted construction-related
noise levels at sensitive receptors are evaluated to determine whether the project would result in:
(1) an increase in sustained noise levels that are 10 dBA above the ambient background noise levels
over a substantial period of time, or (2) noise levels above the Federal Transit Administration’s
limit of 90 dBA. The analysis and disclosure of maximum potential project-specific increases over
existing ambient environments (i.e., a “worst-case” assessment) follows standard methodology for
the evaluation of noise impacts.
Mighty Bambinis Childcare and Preschool and the future City College daycare planned near
Judson Avenue and Frida Kahlo Way were not included in this impact table because they are
substantially more distant than the receptors shown in Table 3.C-8 of the draft SEIR; thus, impacts
would be less than those used to identify noise impacts.
In response to these comments, Table RTC-5, Estimated Daytime Construction-Related Noise
Levels at Offsite Receptor, presents the resultant construction noise levels at Mighty Bambinis
Childcare receptor, which is approximately 560 feet from the project boundary. As shown in
Table RTC-5, construction-related noise levels at the Mighty Bambinis Childcare facility would be
less than the FTA’s limit of the most stringent daytime standard of 90 dBA, which applies to
residential uses. The resultant noise level increase at this receptor would also be less than the
“Ambient + 10 dBA” standard applied for this analysis. Consequently, construction noise impacts
for the existing northeasterly childcare receptor would be less than significant. Nevertheless,
Mitigation Measure M-NO-1: Construction Noise Control Measures, identified to address
significant impacts to other, closer receptors, would further reduce the construction noise impact at
this receptor and other receptors more distant from construction activities.
TABLE RTC-5
ESTIMATED DAYTIME CONSTRUCTION-RELATED NOISE LEVELS AT OFFSITE RECEPTOR
Construction
Phase and
Noisiest
Combined
Construction
Activities

Minimum
Distance
Project
Does Noise
Hourly
between
Noise
Daytime FTA
Level
Leq in
Receptor
Level (Leq) Standard at
Exceed
dBA at
and Closest
Adjusted for Residential
FTA
50 Feeta Equipment (feet) Distanceb
Uses (dBA) Standard?

Ambient
(62 dBA)
+ 10 dBA
Standardc
at Closest
Receptor

Does Noise
Level
Exceed
Ambient
+ 10 dBA
Standard?

Existing Noise Receptor: Mighty Bambinis Childcare at Phelan and Staples avenues
Phase 0 – Surface
Preparation and
Demolition

85

560

65

90

No

72

No

Phase 1 Building
Construction

81

560

60

90

No

72

No

Phase 2 Building
Construction

81

560

60

90

No

72

No

SOURCE:

ESA, 2019.

NOTES:
dBA = A-weighted decibel; FTA = Federal Transit Administration; noise levels in bold exceed the indicated standard.
a As calculated with the RCNM model with no attenuation for intervening berms or buildings.
b Combined hourly noise levels were attenuated 6 dB for every doubling of distance from the source.
c People often perceive 10 dBA as a doubling of loudness. The daytime ambient noise levels of 62 dBA were estimated using roadway noise
modeling data for Judson Avenue between Frida Kahlo Way and Gennessee Street.
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Table RTC-6, Estimated Daytime Construction-Related Noise Levels at Cumulative Offsite
Receptor, presents the resultant construction noise levels the future City College daycare receptor
as an extension of the cumulative construction noise analysis on draft SEIR pp. 3.C-38 and 3.C-39.
This future receptor would be located approximately 750 feet from the project boundary. As shown
in Table RTC-6, construction-related noise levels at the future City College daycare receptor would
be less than the FTA’s limit of the most stringent daytime standard of 90 dBA, which applies to
residential uses. The resultant noise level increase at this receptor would also be less than the
“Ambient + 10 dBA” standard applied for this analysis. Consequently, construction noise impacts
for the future northeasterly childcare receptors would be less than significant.
TABLE RTC-6
ESTIMATED DAYTIME CONSTRUCTION-RELATED NOISE LEVELS AT CUMULATIVE OFFSITE RECEPTOR
Construction
Phase and
Noisiest
Combined
Construction
Activities

Ambient
Minimum
Project
Does Noise (62 dBA)
Does Noise
Hourly Distance between
Noise
Daytime FTA
Level
+ 10 dBa Level Exceed
Leq in
Receptor
Level (Leq) Standard at
Exceed
Standardc
Ambient
dBA at
and Closest
Adjusted for Residential
FTA
at Closest
+ 10 dBba
50 Feeta Equipment (feet)
Distanceb
Uses (dBA) Standard? Receptor
Standard?

Future City College daycare receptor at Judson Avenue and Frida Kahlo Way
Phase 0 –
Surface
Preparation
and Demolition

85

750

63

90

No

72

No

Phase 1
Building
Construction

81

750

58

90

No

72

No

Phase 2
Building
Construction

81

750

58

90

No

72

No

SOURCE:

ESA, 2019.

NOTES:
dBA = A-weighted decibel; FTA = Federal Transit Administration; noise levels in bold exceed the indicated standard.
a As calculated with the RCNM model with no attenuation for intervening berms or buildings.
b Combined hourly noise levels were attenuated 6 dB for every doubling of distance from the source.
c People often perceive 10 dBA as a doubling of loudness. The daytime ambient noise levels of 62 dBA were estimated using roadway noise
modeling data for Judson Avenue.

Traffic noise impacts to these northeasterly childcare uses are addressed on draft SEIR pp. 3.C-36
through 3.C-38. Specifically, Table 3.C-11 on draft SEIR p. 3.C-37 presents the roadside noise level
increases on Judson Avenue resulting from the proposed project operations. As can be seen from
this table, noise levels at receptors along Judson Avenue would increase by 0.4 dBA or less, which
would not be a perceptible increase and would be a less-than-significant operational noise impact.
Traffic noise impacts to the future childcare use may be also be assessed using this same table
which shows the increases along Frida Kahlo Way to also be less than significant (0.6 dBA or less).
The commenter also suggests that long-term (24-hour) noise monitoring should be conducted at
receptor locations on the east side of the project site, as was done for the receptors on the west side of
the project site and included in the draft SEIR Noise setting discussion.
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No long-term noise monitoring is required for off-site locations east of the project site under CEQA.
The long-term noise monitoring cited in the draft SEIR is not used for the CEQA noise analysis but
instead provides planners with information to understand the compatibility of the project’s proposed
land use with the current long-term (DNL) noise environment set forth in the Environmental
Protection Element of the San Francisco General Plan, which is a non-CEQA noise assessment.
As stated on draft SEIR p. 3.C-23, construction activity would generally occur during daytime hours.
Nighttime construction noise is not expected to occur frequently or regularly. As stated on draft SEIR
p. 3.C-23, while certain construction activities such as large concrete pours, may require earlier start
or later finish times to accommodate such time-specific activities, construction activities would be
subject to review, permitting, and approval by the San Francisco Department of Building Inspection.
The text on draft SEIR p. 3.C-23 is revised as follows to clarify nighttime noise-generating activity
(deleted text is shown in strikethrough and new text is shown in double underline):
Construction activities would generally occur between the hours of 7 a.m. and 8 p.m., up
to seven days a week. The project sponsor does not anticipate frequent or regular nighttime
noise-generating construction activity and would not occur during nighttime hours.
Consequently, construction activities would be consistent with San Francisco Police Code
section 2908.

Construction-Related Noise Sources
Project implementation would result in operation of heavy equipment on the project site for
the demolition of the west side berm, and north and east embankments, construction of new
structures and associated infrastructure, and open space improvements. Construction
activities would occur intermittently on the project site over the six-year construction
duration and could expose nearby existing and future sensitive receptors to temporary
increases in noise levels substantially in excess of ambient levels. The project sponsor does
not anticipate frequent or regular nighttime noise-generating construction activity.
Construction activity is only proposed to occur during daytime hours and nighttime
construction noise impacts would not occur and are not assessed herein. While cCertain
construction activities such as large concrete pours, may require earlier start or later finish
times to accommodate such time-specific activities, and could include one concrete pour per
building, which could occur a total of 12 times throughout the project construction period.
Such construction activities that extend beyond normal hours have not been specifically
identified by the applicant and would be subject to review, permitting, and approval by the
San Francisco Department of Building Inspection.
The above changes and additional analysis do not result in significant new information with
respect to the proposed project, including the level of significance of project impacts or any new
significant impacts.
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Comment NO-2: Methodology
This response addresses the comment from the commenter listed below; the comment on this topic
is quoted in full below:
I-HEGGIE2-2

“In addition, some of the testing reports appear to provide inconsistent testing. This makes it
difficult for non-professionals to compare apples to apples, track the meaning of the data and
encourages misinterpreting possibly impactful conclusions. For example, adding a note below the
Balboa Reservoir truck Roadway Noise Analysis on Page 1of 2, in Appendix D2, would provide
clarification of why the numbers of road segments tested differ depending on whether the test is
for the existing environment, the existing plus developer's project, the existing plus additional
housing scenario, or the cumulative plus developer's project.”
(Jennifer Heggie, Email, September 23, 2019 [I-HEGGIE2-2])

Response NO-2: Methodology
The commenter requests clarification regarding the difference in the number of roadway segments
analyzed in the traffic modeling spreadsheets between the various scenarios in Appendix D2 of the
draft SEIR.
Page 1 of Appendix D2 of the draft SEIR contains the inputs and results for the roadway noise
analysis. Operational traffic noise impacts are addressed on draft SEIR pp. 3.C-36 through 3.C-38
while the cumulative traffic noise impacts are addressed on draft SEIR pp. 3.C-40 through 3.C-41.
The differences in the number of roadway segments analyzed depends on several factors,
including whether sensitive receptors are present along a given roadway and whether the extent
of traffic distribution warrants an analysis of a roadway segment. Draft SEIR p. 3.C-36 states that
“[n]oise modeling was completed to estimate existing (baseline) and future (with the proposed
project) traffic noise levels along seven street segments that have sensitive receptors in the project
area based on traffic volumes presented in SEIR Section 3.B, Transportation and Circulation.” The
seven road segments are shown on Table 3.C-11 on draft SEIR p. 3.C-37.
Initially, two segments of Ocean Avenue extending in either direction from the access point were
included in the analysis. These two roadway segments were included in an initial draft of the
analysis but were removed because existing roadway noise rendered the project contribution
negligible. The traffic model spreadsheet inadvertently retained rows for the two Ocean Avenue
segments in the appendix even though the analysis for this roadway were not included in the draft
SEIR. Pages 1 and 2 of draft SEIR Appendix D2 have been revised to reflect the deletion of these
roadway segments from the analysis.
Therefore, cumulative line items have been deleted from Appendix D2 as shown below and are
not cited in the draft SEIR. The appendices serve as supporting information to the draft SEIR and
the relevant data and analysis are presented in the draft SEIR; therefore, additional clarification
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within the appendices is not necessary. The clarifications to the appendices have been shown below
(deleted text is shown in strikethrough and new text is shown in double underline). These changes
do not result in significant new information with respect to the proposed project, including the
level of significance of project impacts or any new significant impacts.
Pages 1 and 2 of SEIR Appendix D2 are revised as follows:
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Comment NO-3: Construction Noise Impacts
This response addresses comments from the commenter listed below; each comment on this topic
is quoted in full below this list:
O-ARHS-1
O-ARHS-2
I-BIERINGER1-3
I-HEGGIE2-4

I-HEGGIE2-6
I-HEGGIE2-8
I-HEGGIE2-12
I-HEGGIE2-13

I-HEGGIE2-14
I-HEGGIE2-15
I-HEGGIE2-17
I-OSAWA-11

“Good afternoon. That’s a tough one to follow, but I’ve got a few concerns. My name’s Dr. Andrew
Currier. I’m representing Archbishop Riordan High School, as its President.
There’s a multitude of concerns. But as it relates to this report, we serve 680 boys, 9 to 12, and a
quarter of them, 170 of them, have diagnosed learning needs. And if you see, if I could pull this up,
this circle RSP; that represents the learning area. It’s a specialized designed learning area for
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students with diagnosed learning needs that they can’t -- we can’t move them elsewhere in the
building.
So, we’re worried that there’s not enough information about the noise, the dust, the disruption to
their learning growth, their academic growth. Again, we don’t have any option to move them
elsewhere in the building, so we really want more detail on that. We want some sensitivity to that.
These are young men that cannot be served by San Francisco public schools. These are specialized
programs.
We also have 50 students in residence at Archbishop Riordan High School who, also, some of them
have significant learning needs. They can’t go elsewhere to receive this help.”
(Andrew Currier, PhD, President, Archbishop Riordan High School, CPC Hearing, September 12, 2019
[O-ARHS-1])

“So, we need more information about the noise impact. How is this all -- how is the hammering,
the excavation, the drilling, all of that noise, all of that disruption, the trucks when they’re beeping
to back up, the backhoes, all that noise, how is that going to impact -- is that going to be two years
lost on 170 students’ education, who are trying despite learning needs and differences, to prepare
themselves for college.
They’re paying, in some cases, $60,000 a year to attend Riordan for this specialized care. That’s all
going to be disrupted for two plus years? That’s unacceptable to us. So, we need more detail on this.”
(Andrew Currier, PhD, President, Archbishop Riordan High School, CPC Hearing, September 12, 2019
[O-ARHS-2])

“One example. The draft SEIR fails to include the City College multi-use building as a sensitive
receptor, which I think is a euphemism for young kids, okay.
The multi-use building is 150 feet from the construction site and is used for childcare classes, for
children and classes on the site.
The short term measurement location information in the SEIR, which is on page 3, section C.9,
notes that, and I quote from the DEIR: The college campuses are generally not considered a noisesensitive receptor.
The MUB has been used for childcare classes, for children on site for years and will continue to be
used that way. Therefore, it qualifies as a noise-sensitive receptor. And the DEIR completely
ignores that, as they ignore the impact to City College, and the impact on Riordan College.”
(Garry Bieringer, CPC Hearing, September 12, 2019 [I-BIERINGER1-3])
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“4. The draft SEIR fails to include the City College Multi-Use Building (MUB) as a sensitive receptor.
MUB is approximately 150 feet from the construction site (per the scale of Figure 2-1, p. 2-2) and is
used for childcare classes where children attend classes on site. The short-term measurement location
information in the SEIR for ST-3 (page 3.C- 9) notes that “The Multi-Use Building is the nearest City
College building to the project site; however, college campuses are generally not considered a noisesensitive receptor.” The MUB has been used for childcare classes for children on site for several years
and is expected to continue to be used for that purpose and therefore needs to be recognized as a
noise-sensitive receptor site that qualifies as such for noise testing.”
(Jennifer Heggie, Email, September 23, 2019 [I-HEGGIE2-6])

“6. During Phase 0 of construction, there will be up to 200 one-way trips per day during peak
activity, and the noisiest period will continue for two months (page 3.C-26). 22 truck trips are
anticipated per hour. This is a truck trip every two to three minutes between the hours of 7am and
4pm. The noisiest period in Phase 1 would last four months. There is no school vacation that lasts
for four months; so, even without including the seven-month noisiest period of Phase 2, during
Phases 0 and 1, the level of truck hauling activity will occur during class hours and disturb classes
as well as access to classes due to equipment VMT.”
(Jennifer Heggie, Email, September 23, 2019 [I-HEGGIE2-8])

“10. We would appreciate a clear understanding of the noise impact of cutting the construction
period from six to three (or four) years. Would the noisiest period of construction occur in the first
two or three (or four) years whether the time period of the project is three (to four) or six years?”
(Jennifer Heggie, Email, September 23, 2019 [I-HEGGIE2-12])

“11. We understand the same equipment will be used whatever the time schedule. But will a
compressed time schedule mean more equipment will need to be operated simultaneously,
increasing the noise level at certain times? It is to be expected that construction compressed into two
phases would increase the level of disruption along community streets due to more frequent
construction truck hauling near multiple sensitive receptors, residences, and education institutions.”
(Jennifer Heggie, Email, September 23, 2019 [I-HEGGIE2-13])

“12. If the construction schedule is compressed, please address the likelihood of the need for
additional hours of work per day or night required to meet the compressed timeframe. Will
compressing the time frame into three years increase the risk of emergency requests for special
permits for night work?”
(Jennifer Heggie, Email, September 23, 2019 [I-HEGGIE2-14])
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“13. If the City grants special work permits for periods outside of the standard allowable 7 am to 8
pm construction hours, boarding school students at Riordan HS and residents living along
Plymouth, Ocean, Lee and on the Northeast side of the development in Sunnyside and Westwood
Park, will likely experience sleep disturbance. The SEIR leaves open the possibility for special night
permitting. This will affect the health, wellbeing and productivity of all concerned, and negative
night permitting impacts should not be acceptable in this residential area.”
(Jennifer Heggie, Email, September 23, 2019 [I-HEGGIE2-15])

“15. In general, although SF Planning doesn't include City College students in their learning
environment as sensitive receptors in noise assessments, due to the type of activity and the
duration and amount of noise exposure, they should be considered in this category. Per the World
Health Organization, as stated in the SEIR document, a known health effect from noise is decreased
performance on complex cognitive tasks (reading, attention, memorization and problem solving.)”
(Jennifer Heggie, Email, September 23, 2019 [I-HEGGIE2-17])

“Consideration must be given to the impact of construction noise on the classrooms at Riordan
High, as work will be done during school hours.”
(Ed Osawa, Email, September 22, 2019 [I-OSAWA-11])

Response NO-3: Construction Noise Impacts
The comments express concern regarding noise impacts to sensitive receptors, hauling trips along
North Access Road, nighttime construction, and the compressed construction schedule.
Comments regarding noise monitoring at childcare facility receptors are addressed in
Response NO-1, Noise Baseline, on RTC p. 4.D-2.
The response to the construction noise impacts analysis is organized by the following subtopics:


City College Multi-Use Building



Archbishop Riordan High School



North Access Road



Nighttime Construction



Compressed Construction Schedule
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City College Multi-Use-Building
Commenters expressed concern that the City College Multi-Use-Building is not identified and
analyzed as a sensitive receptor because the commenter states the child care classes would include
child care and the presence of children. As stated on draft SEIR p. 3.C-4, the planning department
defines noise-sensitive receptors as occupants of residences, schools, daycare centers, hotels,
hospitals, places of worship, and nursing homes. Although not cited in the draft SEIR, the planning
department uses the Governor’s Office of Planning and Research’s General Plan Guidelines 2017 for
defining noise-sensitive uses.40 The guidelines identify noise-sensitive receptors to include
residential land uses, hospitals, convalescent homes, schools, churches, and sensitive wildlife
habitat, including the habitat of rare, threatened, or endangered species. The guidelines define
noise-sensitive uses. The guidelines do not define uses such as City College classes as a noisesensitive receptor. Thus, the draft SEIR does not include City College as a noise-sensitive receptor.
The planning department consulted with City College regarding the classes identified by the
commenter.41 Based on information from City College, these classes are child behavior observation
classes. The classes at the Multi-Use Building are three hours in duration and are offered daily.
However, parents may opt to bring their child once a week, or up to five times a week. There is no
outdoor space for children associated with the Multi-Use Building. Locations where a land use is
designed for children to receive instruction on a regular basis (i.e., are enrolled) such as an
elementary or pre-school are typically considered to be noise-sensitive.
In an effort to disclose potential construction noise impacts at the exterior of the Multi-Use Building,
an analysis of the construction noise impacts at the exterior of the Multi-Use Building is provided in
Table RTC-7, Estimated Daytime Construction-Related Noise Levels at the Multi-Use Building.
As can be seen from this table, exterior noise levels would be below the 90 dBA standard applicable
to residential uses but would exceed the applicable 65 dBA “Ambient + 10 dBA” standard for this
location by 10 dB during Phase 0 and 5 dB during Phases 1 and 2. As stated above, there are no
outdoor space for children associated with the Multi-Use Building, and construction noise heard
inside the building would be further attenuated by the building which is of recent construction.
Additionally, Mitigation Measure M-NO-1: Construction Noise Control Measures would further
reduce the construction noise impact heard inside the building at this receptor. Nevertheless, as
stated on draft SEIR p. 3.C-31, the overall construction noise impact of the proposed project is
significant and unavoidable with mitigation.

40

41

Governor’s Office of Planning and Research, State of California 2017 General Plan Guidelines, 2017, p. 136.
Available at: http://opr.ca.gov/docs/OPR_COMPLETE_7.31.17.pdf
Rosario Villasana, Department Chair of Child Development and Family Studies, City College. Phone
correspondence with Jeanie Poling, San Francisco Environmental Planning, on October 1, 2019.
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TABLE RTC-7
ESTIMATED DAYTIME CONSTRUCTION-RELATED NOISE LEVELS AT THE MULTI-USE BUILDING
Construction
Phase and
Noisiest
Combined
Construction
Activities

Minimum
Does Noise Ambient
Does Noise
Hourly Distance between
Noise
Daytime FTA
Level
+ 10 dBa Level Exceed
Leq in
Receptor
Level (Leq) Standard at
Exceed
Standardc
Ambient
dBA at
and Closest
Adjusted for Residential
FTA
at Closest
+ 10 dBa
50 Feeta Equipment (feet)
Distanceb
Uses (dBA) Standard? Receptor
Standard?

Existing Noise Receptor: City College Multi-Use Building
Phase 0 –
Surface
Preparation and
Demolition

85

175

75

90

No

65

Yes

Phase 1
Building
Construction

81

175

70

90

No

65

Yes

Phase 2
Building
Construction

81

175

70

90

No

65

Yes

SOURCE:

ESA, 2019.

NOTES:
dBA = A-weighted decibel; FTA = Federal Transit Administration; noise levels in bold exceed the indicated standard.
a As calculated with the RCNM model with no attenuation for intervening berms or buildings.
b Combined hourly noise levels were attenuated 6 dB for every doubling of distance from the source.
c People often perceive 10 dBA as a doubling of loudness. The daytime ambient noise levels of 62 dBA were estimated using roadway noise
modeling data for Judson Avenue.

Archbishop Riordan High School
One commenter expresses concern about construction noise impacts to students at Archbishop
Riordan High School. As discussed on draft SEIR p. 3.C-25, Archbishop Riordan High School would
be the receptor nearest to the project site’s eastern property line. The receptor is actually located along
the northern property line of the project site. The text on draft SEIR p. 3.C-25 is revised as follows to
correct the location of this receptor (deleted text is shown in strikethrough and new text is shown
in double underline):
Archbishop Riordan High School would be the receptor nearest to the eastern northern
property line. Archbishop Riordan High School would be located approximately 80 feet from
Phase 0 demolition activities which would last approximately two months.
The high school is a land use designed for children to receive instruction on a regular basis and is
therefore considered a noise-sensitive receptor for the analysis. Impacts from fugitive dust generated
during construction are addressed under Impact AQ-1 on draft SEIR pp. 3.D-44 to 3.D-45. The
construction noise impact analysis applies three separate noise criteria.
Archbishop Riordan High School would be located approximately 80 feet from Phase 0 demolition
activities, which would last approximately two months. The high school is also about 80 feet from
the peak construction haul truck activity along North Access Road, which would occur over a fourmonth period. During Phase 1 and Phase 2, the high school would be approximately 50 feet from
standard construction activities for Lee Avenue and Block G, respectively. Construction noise
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impacts are identified as a significant impact in the draft SEIR based on the increase of noise levels
over existing ambient levels and the duration of the overall construction period.
Predicted noise levels are conservative in that they assume activity at the closest point to each
sensitive receptor, which would occur for only a fraction of the entire duration of demolition and
construction activity. As demolition progresses away from the receptor location, noise levels
experienced by the closest receptor would be less than the noise levels in draft SEIR Table 3.C-8,
which reflect demolition activity as a worst-case analysis.
Mitigation Measure M-NO-1, Construction Noise Control Measures, is identified in the draft
SEIR to reduce the severity of construction noise impacts to the degree feasible. This mitigation
includes measures that would be directly applicable to reducing noise impacts at Archbishop
Riordan High School, such as locating noisy activities as far from receptors as feasible, shielding
noisy stationary equipment, and erecting temporary plywood noise barriers around the
construction site, particularly where a site adjoins noise-sensitive uses such as Archbishop Riordan
High School. The required project-specific noise control plan would also include identification of a
community liaison to address noise complaints and preparation of a weekly noise monitoring log
reports for any noise complaints received. The report must document noise levels, exceedances of
threshold levels, if reported, and corrective action. However, even with implementation of this
mitigation measure, given the extended duration of construction phases and given that noise levels
would substantially exceed existing noise levels at Archbishop Riordan High School, the
construction noise impact is identified in the draft SEIR as significant and unavoidable with
mitigation.

North Access Road
A comment expressed concern that the frequency and duration of truck hauling trips along North
Access Road would extend beyond potential summer break periods and disturb classroom
operations at Archbishop Riordan High School. The SEIR identified the impact as significant and
unavoidable with mitigation.
The commenter is correct that during Phase 0 of construction, there would be up to 200 one-way
trips per day during peak activity, and the noisiest period would continue for two months. As
further stated on draft SEIR p. 3.C-26, 22 truck trips are anticipated per hour during peak
demolition periods with a frequency of a truck trip every two to three minutes between the hours
of 7 a.m. and 4 p.m. Table 3.C-8 on draft SEIR p. 3.C-27 presents the contribution of both haul trucks
and equipment during each phase of construction, and shows that the contribution of haul trucks
to hourly noise levels would be 63 dBA at Archbishop Riordan High School, which is
approximately 6 dBA greater than existing noise levels. However, as indicated in this same table,
the noise contribution from demolition equipment would be up to 82 dBA when occurring at the
nearest point to Archbishop Riordan High School, which would have the greater potential for
causing temporary increases in noise levels that could be disturbing to classes. As stated above,
predicted off-road equipment noise levels are conservative in that they assume activity at the
closest point to each sensitive receptor, which would occur for only a fraction of the entire duration
of demolition and construction activity. This impact would primarily occur during demolition and
excavation in Phase 0, when on-road trucks would be travelling on North Access Road. (The
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permanent relocation of North Access Road is described in Variant 4: North Street Extension on
draft SEIR p. 5-22 and depicted in Figure 5-4 on draft SEIR p. 5-20.)
To further address this comment with respect to potential noise impacts to Riordan High School
and a temporary or permanent relocation of North Street, the text of Mitigation Measure M-NO-1
on draft SEIR p. 3.C-30 is modified, as indicated in Response NO-6: Noise Mitigation Measure, on
RTC p. 4.D-21, below.
Mitigation Measure M-NO-1, Construction Noise Control Measures, is identified in the SEIR to
implement all feasible mitigation to reduce the severity of construction noise impacts to the degree
feasible as required by CEQA Guidelines section 15126.4(a)(1). Mitigation includes preparation
and implementation of a project-specific noise control plan. Even with implementation of this
mitigation measure, the project as analyzed in the draft SEIR and as revised above, given the
extended duration of construction phases and given that noise levels would substantially exceed
existing noise levels at Archbishop Riordan High School, the construction noise impact is identified
in the draft SEIR as significant and unavoidable with mitigation. These revisions do not result in
significant new information with respect to the proposed project, including the level of significance
of project impacts or any new significant impacts.

Nighttime Construction
One comment raises concerns regarding potential impacts to sleep disturbance from nighttime
construction work. As stated on draft SEIR p. 3.C-23, construction activity would generally occur
during daytime hours. Nighttime construction noise is not expected to occur frequently or regularly
Accordingly, no hauling of materials, equipment warm-up, or any other activity is anticipated during
nighttime hours except in unusual circumstances such as large concrete pours, which may require
earlier start or later finish times, as explained on draft SEIR p. 2-39. The project sponsor has indicated
that each building would require one concrete pour. If nighttime work after 8 p.m. were needed, a
special nighttime construction permit would be required and subject to review, permitting, and
approval by the San Francisco Department of Building Inspection. Mitigation Measure M-NO-1 also
includes a requirement for the project sponsor to notify the planning department’s development
performance coordinator at the time that night noise permits are requested or as soon as possible
after emergency/unanticipated activity causing noise with the potential to exceed noise standards has
occurred. The text on draft SEIR p. 3.C-23 is modified as indicated in Response NO-1, Noise Baseline,
on RTC p. 4.D-2, to clarify nighttime work. As noted in Response NO-1, the text changes do not result
in significant new information with respect to the proposed project, including the level of significance
of project impacts or any new significant impacts.

Compressed Construction Schedule
Several comments express concerns that a compressed schedule would result in increased intensity
of construction and therefore greater construction noise levels. Compression of the construction
schedule from six to three years would increase the intensity of construction and may result in
more individual pieces of equipment operating simultaneously than under the proposed six-year
construction period.
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Under the compressed scenario, Phase 0 would occur over a 12-month period, the same as under
the six-year construction scenario; therefore, the construction noise impacts for Phase 0 would be
the same. Under the compressed scenario, Phases 1 and 2 would be constructed simultaneously
after Phase 0 and would involve more equipment operation but not at the same location, as Phase
1 and Phase 2 are in separate geographic areas of the project site. Consequently, construction noise
impacts at Archbishop Riordan High School as assessed in Table 3.C-8 of the draft SEIR would
increase by 3 dBA and only if development of Blocks G and TH2 would occur simultaneously (see
Figure 2-18, draft SEIR p. 2-40). Other Phase 1 development would be over 300 feet away from
Archbishop Riordan High School, such that construction noise would be attenuated by distance so
as not to contribute considerably to construction noise from concurrent development of Phase 2
area under the compressed schedule.
Additionally, because construction noise analysis involves consideration of the simultaneous
operation of the two noisiest pieces of equipment, the compressed construction scenario would not
appreciably result in a change in the character of the significant and unavoidable construction noise
impact identified in the draft SEIR. Therefore, due to the attenuation between the project
construction and nearest sensitive receptors, the compressed construction scenario would have a
potential for only a modest increase in noise levels over those predicted for the proposed schedule.
Similar to the proposed six-year schedule, the truck trips would be phased over the duration of the
planned construction activities but compressed into three years. As described in Section 3.B,
Transportation and Circulation, draft SEIR pp. 3.B-60 to 3.B-61, under the compressed schedule,
the average number of construction-related truck trips would increase by approximately 20
percent. Therefore, the peak volume of truck trips under the compressed schedule would also occur
over four months in 2022 and would be 1.2 times greater than the six-year schedule due to the
simultaneous construction of Phase 1 and 2. As indicated in Table 3.C-8 on draft SEIR p. 3.C-27,
the noise contribution of truck trips would be much less than that of off-road construction
equipment. As for the proposed construction schedule and as acknowledged on draft SEIR p.
3.C-29, the compressed construction schedule would result in a construction noise impacts from
off-road equipment and haul trucks that would be significant and unavoidable. There would not be
a substantial increase in the severity of construction noise impacts under the compressed schedule
compared to that of the proposed project.
The text on draft SEIR p. 3.C-29 is revised as follows to clarify the noise analysis under the
compressed construction schedule (deleted text is shown in strikethrough and new text is shown in
double underline):
As stated in the footnote to Table 2-2, p. 2-38, the phasing of project implementation would
be subject to changes due to market conditions and other unanticipated factors.
Consequently, construction could be complete as early as 2024 or extend beyond 2027. If
construction occurs over a shorter period than shown in Table 2-2 (e.g., Phases 1 and 2
occurring simultaneously following Phase 0), a relatively larger amount of construction
would take place during a relatively shorter period of time, thereby increasing the typical
daily construction activity.
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Compression of the construction schedule from six to three years would increase the intensity
of construction and may result in more individual pieces of equipment operating
simultaneously than under the proposed six-year construction period of the project. Under the
compressed scenario, Phase 0 would occur over a 12-month period, as under the six-year
construction scenario; therefore, the construction noise impacts for Phase 0 would be the same.
Under the compressed scenario, Phases 1 and 2 would be constructed simultaneously after
Phase 0 and would involve more equipment operation but not at the same location, as Phase
1 and Phase 2 are in separate geographic areas of the project site. Consequently, construction
noise impacts at Archbishop Riordan High School as assessed in Table 3.C-8 would increase
by 3 dBA and only if development of Blocks G and TH2 would occur simultaneously (see
Figure 2-18). All other Phase 1 development would be over 300 feet away, such that
construction noise would be attenuated by distance so as not to contribute considerably to
construction noise from concurrent development of Phase 2 area under the compressed
schedule. Additionally, because construction noise analysis involves consideration of the
simultaneous operation of the two noisiest pieces of equipment, the compressed construction
scenario would not appreciably result in a change in the character of the significant and
unavoidable construction noise impact identified. Therefore, due to the distances involved,
the compressed construction scenario would only have a potential for a modest increase in
noise levels over those predicted for the proposed schedule.
The peak volume of truck trips under the compressed schedule would also occur over four
months in 2022 and would be 1.2 times greater than the six-year schedule due to the
simultaneous construction of Phase 1 and 2. As indicated in Table 3.C-8 on SEIR p. 3.C-27,
the noise contribution of truck trips would be much less than that of off-road construction
equipment. There would not be a substantial increase in the severity of construction noise
impacts under the compressed schedule compared to that of the proposed project. The
same pieces of equipment would be operating under a compressed construction schedule.
Therefore, the maximum noise level would not change based on the methodology above
combining the operation of the noisiest pieces of equipment with each phase. Under the
compressed construction schedule, the construction noise impact from off-road equipment
would be significant.
These changes and additional analysis do not result in significant new information with respect to the
proposed project, including the level of significance of project impacts or any new significant impacts.

Comment NO-4: Construction Vibration
This response addresses comments from the commenter listed below; each comment on this topic
is quoted in full below this list:
I-HEGGIE2-16
I-TIMA-6
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“14. Construction-related vibration impacts were not addressed in the PEIR. Studies do not include
an evaluation of the vibration impact of construction equipment although as noted on p. 3.C-32,
equipment used for demolition, site preparation and excavation activities, including the hoe ram
and vibratory roller/compactor, which will be used, could generate varying degrees of temporary
groundborne vibration.
Per Table 3.C-6 on page 3.C-14, older buildings may be damaged at .1 PPV (in/sec) if they are fragile
though old buildings or residential structures would normally be able to withstand a maximum of
0.25 to 0.3 PPV when subjected to continuous or frequent intermittent sources. The Vibratory
Roller/Compactor, a piece of equipment that will be used, creates 0.21 PPV (in/sec) at 25 feet.
Although it may not be likely, it is possible there are homes along Plymouth Avenue that are in
close enough proximity and fragile enough to be damaged by vibration. Have the homes along
Plymouth been evaluated for their distance and fragility for possible vibration impacts?”
(Jennifer Heggie, Email, September 23, 2019 [I-HEGGIE2-16])

“And in regards to building, the shaking of the construction element way above the viability
demands of construction. And my house is old and I do not want to have cracks in my stucco.
Thank you.”
(Hedda Tima, CPC Hearing, September 12, 2019 [I-TIMA-6])

Response NO-4: Construction Vibration
The comments express concern that the project could result in construction-related vibration impacts
that may cause damage to structures. The commenter is correct that construction vibration was not
analyzed in the Balboa Park Station Area Plan PEIR, and this is acknowledged on draft SEIR p. 3.C-2.
The draft SEIR did, however, analyze construction-related vibration impacts under Impact NO-2 on
draft SEIR pp. 3.C-32 to 3.C-33. The methodology is provided on draft SEIR pp. 3.C-20 to 3.C-21 and
3.C-32 to 3.C-33, and is based on the California Department of Transportation and Federal Transit
Administration guidance. Table 3.C-6, Vibration Guidelines for Potential Damage to Structures, on
draft SEIR p 3.C-14, identifies the vibration level at which different structure types (i.e., from
“extremely fragile historic buildings, ruins, ancient monuments” to “modern industrial/commercial
buildings”) would be subject to potential damage.
As noted on draft SEIR p. 3.C-22, construction equipment such as hoe rams and bulldozers could
generate temporary groundborne vibration. As shown in Table 3.C-9 on draft SEIR p. 3.C-33,
vibration levels at the Plymouth Avenue residences would be expected to be 0.21 in/sec peak
particle velocity (PPV), which is below the 0.5 in/sec PPV standard for structural damage applicable
to modern buildings. The Plymouth Avenue residences are considered older residential structures;
therefore, the 0.3 in/sec PPV standard should be applied. Even with the 0.3 PPV standard, the
Plymouth Avenue residences 25 feet away from the project site would experience less-thansignificant vibration levels.
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The second paragraph of draft SEIR p. 3.C-32 is revised as follows to correct the vibration standard
for older residential structures (deleted text is shown in strikethrough and new text is shown in
double underline):
This analysis evaluates the significance of construction-related vibration on structures and
people (receptors), specifically cosmetic damage effects on structures and sleep
disturbance and associated health effects on people. For building damage, the threshold
limit depends on the architectural characteristics of the potentially affected structure (see
Table 3.C-6, p. 3.C-14), but. fFor modern residential, industrial and commercial buildings,
a standard of 0.5 in/sec PPV is applied, while for older residential structures, a standard of
0.3 in/sec PPV is applied. Potential nighttime concrete pours would not involve the use of
vibration-generating equipment. The potential for sleep disturbance vibration effects are
evaluated only when construction activities are proposed during the nighttime hours,
which would not occur under the proposed project, therefore, there would be no sleep
disturbance vibration impacts.
The fourth paragraph of SEIR p. 3.C-32 is revised as follows to correct the vibration standard for
older residential structures (deleted text is shown in strikethrough and new text is shown in double
underline):
As shown in Table 3.C-6, p. 3.C-14, depending on the type of vibration (transient versus
continuous), groundborne vibration generated by project-related demolition and
construction activities above 0.5 0.3 in/sec PPV could cause cosmetic damage to new or
older nearby structures. As shown Table 3.C-9, estimated vibration levels of PPV’s would
be well below the 0.5 0.3 in/sec threshold and this impact would be less than significant.
These changes and additional analysis do not result in significant new information with respect to the
proposed project, including the level of significance of project impacts or any new significant impacts.

Comment NO-5: Operational Noise Impacts
This response addresses comments from the commenter listed below; each comment on this topic
is quoted in full below this list:
I-MUELLER1-3

“It should be obvious that proposing an unsafe density of housing units next to one of the largest
and most successful Community Colleges in the State is not appropriate. It was wrong 30 years
ago and it's wrong now. The sheer noise factor of thousands of new residents warehoused next to
a college with a daily enrollment the size of a small city makes the educational environment totally
compromised.”
(Madeline Mueller, Email, September 23, 2019 [I-MUELLER1-3])
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Response NO-5: Operational Noise
This comment expresses concern that operational noise from the proposed dense residential uses
would be incompatible with the adjacent community college.
Operational noise impacts of the proposed project are assessed on draft SEIR pp. 3.C-33 to 3.C-38.
Impact NO-3 discusses the potential for the project to generate operational noise from fixed
mechanical equipment. Mitigation Measure M-NO-3, Fixed Mechanical Equipment Noise
Controls, on draft SEIR p. 3.C-36, is identified to reduce this potentially significant operational
noise impact to a less-than-significant level by establishing a performance standard consistent with
the noise limits established in section 2909(a) and (d) of the San Francisco Noise Ordinance.
The operational noise analysis in Impact NO-3 of the draft SEIR uses the noise exposure limits
established in section 2909(a) and (d) of the San Francisco Noise Ordinance, which are land use based.
Figure 3.C-3 on draft SEIR p. 3.C-16 presents the land use compatibility chart from the City and
County of San Francisco General Plan Noise Element. As shown on this chart, the normally
acceptable noise environment for residential uses within the City is up to 60 dBA, Ldn, while the
normally acceptable noise environment for a school use is up to 65 dBA. Consequently, the Noise
Element of the San Francisco General Plan considers multifamily residential uses to be compatible
with the same noise environment as for educational uses, and the operational noise analysis and
mitigation of the draft SEIR would be applicable to both residential and school land uses.
Impact NO-4 presents the operational traffic analysis associated with implementation of the
proposed project. As can be seen from Table 3.C-11 on draft SEIR p. 3.C-37, there would not be a
significant traffic noise increase along any roadways adjacent to sensitive land uses. Therefore,
operation of the proposed project would not have a significant operational noise impact or land
use compatibility impact with respect to noise exposure to adjacent school and collegiate land uses.

Comment NO-6: Noise Mitigation Measure
This response addresses comments from the commenter listed below; each comment on this topic
is quoted in full below this list:
I-HEGGIE1-4
I-HEGGIE2-5

“The first mitigation measure for noise recommends selecting truck haul routes that, quote: Avoid
the north access road and adjacent Riordan High School and residential uses along Lee Avenue.
But there is only one alternative route, Lee Avenue to Ocean Avenue, which is also adjacent to a
sensitive receptor, the Harmony Family Childcare. A high school, nursery schools and daycare
centers are located at or near all of the identified possible entrances and exit site points.

Balboa Reservoir Project
Responses to Comments

4.D-20

Case No. 2018-007883ENV
April 2020

4. Comments and Responses
4.D. Noise

The Lee Avenue alternative is already identified in the Cumulative Transportation Items 4 and 6.B,
as a route that poses significant and unavoidable adverse impacts to transportation and circulation,
even after mitigation.
Mitigation measure for Noise Number 1 would only exacerbate another unmitigatable project
issue. The first mitigation of the report also recommends undertaking the noisiest activities during
times of least disturbance to surrounding residents and occupants, which are identified as 9:00 a.m.
to 4:00 p.m. This coincides with the period when daycare centers and nursery schools are in session.
Riordan High School holds classes and afterschool activities. And the majority of City College
classes, including child development classes in the multi-use building, are in session.
The times of least disturbance need to be redefined.”
(Jennifer Heggie, CPC Hearing, September 12, 2019 [I-HEGGIE1-4])

“2. The first Mitigation Measure for noise recommends selecting truck haul routes that “avoid the
North Access Road and adjacent Riordan High School and residential uses along Plymouth
Avenue.” But there is only one alternative route, Lee Avenue to Ocean Avenue, which is also
adjacent to a sensitive receptor, Harmony Family Childcare. A high school, nursery schools and
daycare centers are located at, or near, all the identified possible entrance and exit points of the
project. The Lee Avenue alternative is already identified in Cumulative Transportation Items 4 and
6b [C-TR-4 and C-TR- 6b] as a route that poses significant and unavoidable adverse impacts to
transportation and circulation, even after mitigation. It appears that the mitigation measure for
noise #1 would exacerbate another unmitigable project issue.
3. The first mitigation measure of the Report also recommends undertaking the noisiest activities
during “times of least disturbance” to surrounding residents and occupants which are identified
as from 9am-4pm [per page 3.C-30], a period prior to the maximum existing use of the adjacent
land at City College, which is between 11am and 1pm. This coincides with the period when daycare
centers and nursery schools are in session, Riordan HS holds classes and after school activities, and
the majority of City College classes, including child development classes in the Multi-Use Building,
are in session. The times of least disturbance needs to be redefined. There may be no time of least
disturbance for the many diverse uses of the area, and if that is the case, that should be noted.”
(Jennifer Heggie, Email, September 23, 2019 [I-HEGGIE2-5])

Response NO-6: Noise Mitigation Measure
Comments regarding construction impacts on sensitive receptors and potential impacts to
childcare classes in the Multi-Use Building are addressed above in Response NO-3, Construction
Noise Impacts, on RTC p. 4.D-11.
The comment expresses concern regarding the haul truck route cited in Mitigation Measure
M-NO-1. The commenter also raises concerns that the identified times of least disturbance
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suggested in Mitigation Measure M-NO-1 on SEIR p. 3.C-30 may not be appropriate for
surrounding land uses near the Lee and Ocean avenue intersection.
The commenter is correct that if Lee Avenue were to be used as an alternative route, truck travel
on this roadway could be a potentially significant impact to existing receptors along Lee Avenue.
Lee Avenue already accommodates truck deliveries for the adjacent Whole Food Market, is
adjacent to sensitive receptors with no setback, and is limited in width; thus, Lee Avenue does not
represent a viable alternative as an alternate route for construction haul trucks. The draft SEIR
identifies construction-related noise impacts as significant and unavoidable with mitigation, and
Mitigation Measure M-NO-1 is intended to provide consideration to construct a temporary
roadway to and from Frida Kahlo Way to avoid such impacts. The sixth bullet of Mitigation
Measure M-NO-1 on draft SEIR p. 3.C-30 is modified as follows:


Undertake the noisiest activities (e.g., demolition using hoe rams) during times of least
disturbance to surrounding residents and occupants the hours of (9 a.m. to 4 p.m.); and
select or construct haul routes that avoid the North Access Road and the adjacent
Archbishop Riordan High School and residential uses along Plymouth Avenue and Lee
Avenue, such as the temporary or permanent relocation of North Street.

The feasibility of implementing either a temporary or permanent North Street extension is
unknown at this time, as it would require development of an agreement on timing and right-ofway acquisition with City College. Consequently, the second full paragraph on draft SEIR p. 3.C-31
is revised as follows (deleted text is shown in strikethrough and new text is shown in double
underline):
Significance after Mitigation: Significant and Unavoidable. Implementation of
construction-related noise control measures in Mitigation Measure M-NO-1 would reduce
the project’s temporary or periodic increases in ambient noise levels. However, given that
there would still be periods of peak construction activity exceeding the “Ambient +
10 dBA” standard at the nearest sensitive receptor locations for occasional periods when
activity would be conducted at the property lines nearest to receptors, these occurrences
would occur in all three phases of construction over an extended period of up to six years.
Plywood barriers or moveable sound barrier curtains can provide, at best, 10 to 15 dBA of
sound attenuation but would not be effective for elevated receptors in the 1100–1150 Ocean
Avenue residences. The feasibility of implementing either a temporary or permanent
North Street extension is unknown at this time, as it would require development of an
agreement on timing and right-of-way acquisition with City College.
If construction were to be conducted under the compressed schedule and be complete as
early as 2024, a relatively larger amount of construction would take place during a
relatively shorter period of time, thereby increasing the typical daily construction activity.
Therefore, in either case the construction noise impacts would be significant and
unavoidable with mitigation.
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This would not change the conclusions of the draft SEIR as the draft SEIR identified this impact as
significant and unavoidable with mitigation.
The modifications to Mitigation Measure M-NO-1 clarify that the project sponsor should select or
construct haul routes that avoid the North Access Road and the adjacent Archbishop Riordan High
School and residential uses along Plymouth Avenue and Lee Avenue, such as the temporary or
permanent relocation of North Street; the permanent relocation is described in Variant 4: North
Street Extension on draft SEIR p. 5-22 and depicted in Figure 5-4 on draft SEIR p. 5-20. The
feasibility of implementing the North Street extension, as envisioned in Variant 4, is unknown at
this time, as it would require development of an agreement on timing and right-of-way acquisition
with City College.
As the commenter states, there is likely no set period where all noise-sensitive receptors would be
unlikely to be present. Mitigation Measure M-NO-1 would require that the noisiest activities be
conducted during daytime hours, and the intent of this mitigation is to restrict the noisiest activity
to hours when a majority of receptors such as residential uses along Plymouth Avenue may be less
impacted by construction noise. With respect to alternative hours of hauling, it is infeasible to
assign truck trip hauling activities during nighttime periods when residents are more likely to be
asleep. It is also infeasible to shorten or require different daytime hour of hauling, as they would
not align with contractor worker hauling schedules, or such hours would prolong the construction
period such that noise impacts may be prolonged too.
Notwithstanding these efforts, the construction noise impact is identified as significant and
unavoidable with mitigation.

Comment NO-7: Cumulative Noise
This response addresses comments from the commenter listed below; each comment on this topic
is quoted in full below this list:
I-HEGGIE2-18

“16. As you note, because City College has been making changes to their master plan, checking in
with them for their most current plans for development in the areas closest to the Balboa Reservoir
is an ongoing process. A recent plan calls for constructing a Performing Arts Education Center
building twice as tall as the one indicated in the DEIR on the City College-owned “upper
reservoir.” Please take into account the cumulative impact to noise of new plans.”
(Jennifer Heggie, Email, September 23, 2019 [I-HEGGIE2-18])
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Response NO-7: Cumulative Noise
As discussed on draft SEIR p. 3.C-40, although City College adopted a facilities master plan in
March 2019, this facilities master plan does not provide adequate information to develop a
quantitative cumulative impact analysis as part of the draft SEIR. The approach to the cumulative
impact analysis with respect to City College is also described on draft SEIR pp. 3.A-10 to 3.A-14.
This section describes the available information of the facilities master plan projects and the
potential bond measure, and acknowledges that the facilities master plan projects may change
depending on funding availability. The draft SEIR noise section qualitatively assesses the impacts
of the various City College Ocean Campus projects.
The cumulative construction noise impacts are analyzed based on the closest cumulative project
where concurrent construction would have the potential to cumulatively increase noise levels at
existing sensitive receptors. Archbishop Riordan High School is the closest sensitive receptor to the
project site and east basin where some City College facilities master plan projects could be
constructed (see draft SEIR p. 3.C-38). As described in the draft SEIR, on p. 3.A-14, the City College
bond measure project list presented to the City College Board of Trustees in 2019 does not include
the East Basin Parking Garage. The garage is the closest cumulative project to Archbishop Riordan
High School but may not be constructed concurrently with the proposed project. The new Diego
Rivera Theater and a smaller STEAM building, which were identified as potential bond-funded
projects when presented to the City College Board of Trustees in 2019, replaced the Performing
Arts Education Center on the east basin. These projects would be approximately 300 feet from
Archbishop Riordan High School. The analysis in the draft SEIR is therefore conservative, in that
it assumed that City College would construct the East Basin Parking Garage concurrent with the
Balboa Reservoir project, and that it would be the closest cumulative project to a sensitive receptor
at 80 feet away. Therefore, the cumulative analysis appropriately considers the growth and
development information available for the City College Ocean Campus at the time of the draft SEIR
preparation.
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Air Quality

The comments and corresponding responses in this section cover topics in draft SEIR Section 3.D,
Air Quality. The comments are further grouped according to the following air quality issues that
the comments raise:


Comment AQ-1: Sensitive Receptors



Comment AQ-2: Construction Schedule



Comment AQ-3: Mitigation Measure

Comment AQ-1: Sensitive Receptors
This response addresses comments from the commenter listed below; each comment on this topic
is quoted in full below this list:
O-ARHS-1
I-HANSON3-1
I-HEGGIE2-19
I-MARABELLO1-1

“Good afternoon. That’s a tough one to follow, but I’ve got a few concerns. My name’s Dr. Andrew
Currier. I’m representing Archbishop Riordan High School, as its President.
There’s a multitude of concerns. But as it relates to this report, we serve 680 boys, 9 to 12, and a quarter
of them, 170 of them, have diagnosed learning needs. And if you see, if I could pull this up, this circle
RSP; that represents the learning area. It’s a specialized designed learning area for students with
diagnosed learning needs that they can’t -- we can’t move them elsewhere in the building.
So, we’re worried that there’s not enough information about the noise, the dust, the disruption to their
learning growth, their academic growth. Again, we don’t have any option to move them elsewhere in
the building, so we really want more detail on that. We want some sensitivity to that. These are young
men that cannot be served by San Francisco public schools. These are specialized programs.
We also have 50 students in residence at Archbishop Riordan High School who, also, some of them
have significant learning needs. They can’t go elsewhere to receive this help.”
(Andrew Currier, PhD, President, Archbishop Riordan High School, CPC Hearing, September 12, 2019
[O-ARHS-1])

“The Draft SEIR discusses risks in the APEZ, which is the Air Pollutant Exposure Zone. The risk is
highest for children, referred to as “sensitive receptors,” at Childcare Centers, and the SEIR
identifies Childcare Centers in the area and their distance to the construction zone. The Childcare
Center at City College, located in the bungalows is identified and though it is not the closest in
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proximity it is the only center noted that lies within the APEZ, sits to the East and is in the
prevailing path of the wind.
The draft SEIR fails to note the Childcare classes that are centered in the City College Multi-Use
Building (MUB), which teaches classes with children on site. Though these children are not playing
outside of the building, the MUB sits approximately 150 feet away from the proposed development
(per figure 2-3) is to the East of the construction site, and downwind.
Because of the proximity of the MUB to the construction site, its location is comparable to the
planned childcare site within the proposed construction area. The SEIR classifies the danger to
those children for future health impacts as being significant but says that because the
development's future daycare centers won’t be up and running during construction this isn’t likely
to be an issue as follows:
From the draft SEIR page 3.D-71: ‘in the unlikely event that the daycare would be completed in Phase
1 and be operational during Phase 2 construction, the potential for future health risk impacts from
exposure of daycare receptors to Phase 2 construction TAC emissions would be potentially significant,
especially given the potential that the project could be developed under an accelerated construction
schedule of as little as three years’ duration, increasing the DPM exposure of daycare receptors.’
The proposed project must study the potential danger to the children who participate in the classes
in City College’s MUB. The data shows that they are not included in this study. Because the draft
SEIR identifies significant health impacts for children at the future daycare centers located within
the construction area, those concerns must be addressed as well with the children in the MUB
whose proximity and direction of location put them at similar risk. These children in the MUB are
within the APEZ and the building they are in is to the East, and downwind of the proposed project.
The danger to these children is also increased with the potential for an accelerated construction
schedule for both alternatives, after studying the impacts; the SEIR must offer mitigations for these
children for all of the alternatives studied in the draft SEIR.”
(Christine Hanson, Email, September 11, 2019 [I-HANSON3-1])

“Please include the sensitive receptors identified above for noise in assessments of air quality as
appropriate, although air travels farther than noise.” 42
(Jennifer Heggie, Email, September 23, 2019 [I-HEGGIE2-19])

“FAILURE TO INCLUDE A SIGNIFICANT SENSITIVE RECEPTOR — STUDENT-ATHLETES
1. Both the PEIR (page 251) and BAAQMD guidelines (http://www.sparetheair.org/understandingair-quality/air-pollutants-and-healtheffects/whos-at-risk) include persons engaged in strenuous
exercise as sensitive receptors.

42

The comment is referring to Mighty Bambini, childcare classes at the Multi-Use Building, and the future City
College replacement childcare center.
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The SEIR does not do so similarly for a sizable group that exercises routinely and strenuously
adjacent to the project area — CCSF athletes. It does not designate them, many of whom train and
compete outdoors within 1/4 mile of the BR, as sensitive receptors. It fails to mention this significant
group altogether. Thus they were not included in any of the analyses, including the Health Risk
Assessment.
This is a violation of San Francisco Administrative Code chapter 31.
There are hundreds of CCSF student-athletes exercising strenuously, outdoors and indoors, who
need to be factored in to required air quality analyses.
Plus there are many more who are strenuously exercising in CCSF Ocean Campus physical
eduction courses that should be accounted for.
Also, if health risk assumptions used in the SEIR’s air quality analyses are different for athletes
than they are for students, and they probably are, then the athletes among the student body at
Archbishop Riordan should be their own receptor type in the analyses.”
(Brian Marabello, Email, September 23, 2019 [I-MARABELLO1-1])

Response AQ-1: Sensitive Receptors and Construction
The comments relate to concerns about construction-related air quality impacts, and request that
additional sensitive receptor locations and types of sensitive receptors be included in the air quality
analysis.
Comments regarding noise impacts to sensitive receptors are addressed in Response NO-1, Noise
Baselines, on RTC p. 4.D-2 and Response NO-3, Construction Noise Impacts, on RTC p. 4.D-11.
The response to the sensitive receptors and construction analysis comments is organized by the
following subtopics:


Sensitive Receptors Included in the Analysis



City College Multi-Use Building Occupants as Sensitive Receptors



Additional Sensitive Receptors



Student Athletes as Sensitive Receptors

Sensitive Receptors Included in the Analysis
As described on draft SEIR p. 3.D-20, some population groups are more susceptible to adverse
health effects from air quality than others. These sensitive groups are known as “sensitive
receptors.” As stated on draft SEIR p. 3.D-20:
“More sensitive population groups include: the elderly and the young; those with higher
rates of respiratory disease, such as asthma and chronic obstructive pulmonary disease;
and those with other environmental or occupational health exposures (e.g., indoor air
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quality) that affect cardiovascular or respiratory diseases. The air district defines sensitive
receptors as children, adults, and seniors occupying or residing in residential dwellings,
schools, daycare centers, hospitals, and senior-care facilities.”
The health risk assessment (HRA) prepared for the draft SEIR includes all sensitive receptor locations
within 1,000 meters of the project boundary. These include residential areas (based on residential
land use and/or zoning data), daycares, and schools (for children under 16 years of age). As discussed
on draft SEIR p. 3.D-20, sensitive receptors include a “representative sample of known residents
(child and adult) in the surrounding neighborhood, and other sensitive receptors (school children,
daycare facilities, etc.) located in the surrounding community and along the expected travel routes of
the on-road delivery and haul trucks within the project vicinity.” Table 9 on draft SEIR Appendix E,
p. 20, presents the location of daycares and schools within 1,000 meters of the project site, and
whether each receptor is located within the Air Pollutant Exposure Zone (APEZ).
Comments state that the air quality analysis should include children present at childcare classes at
the City College Multi-Use Building as sensitive receptors in the HRA. The commenter claims that
due to the Multi-Use Building’s proximity to the site and its location in the APEZ, and because the
draft SEIR finds a significant impact for new onsite daycare receptors that would be comparable to
the Multi-Use Building receptors, receptors at the Multi-Use Building should be evaluated in the
draft SEIR. Another comment requests that planned sensitive receptor locations at City College be
included in the air quality analysis. A City College childcare center is proposed to be located at the
corner of Judson Street and Frida Khalo Way. Another childcare/nursery school, the Mighty
Bambini childcare/nursery school, is located at the corner of Staples and Frida Kahlo Way.
The potential presence of children in a given land use does not necessarily indicate that such a land
use is a sensitive receptor for TAC emissions. Locations where a land uses is designed for children
to receive instruction on a regular basis (i.e., are enrolled) such as an elementary or pre-school are
considered to be sensitive receptors, and are analyzed as such in the draft SEIR. Adult education
facilities, such as City College, are not considered to be sensitive receptors with the exception of
dedicated childcare facilities that may be present on such uses. This is because dedicated childcare
facilities may have children present for many hours each day over five to seven days per week, and
children are considered sensitive receptors due to their elevated breathing rates and susceptibility
to TAC emission exposure.

City College Multi-Use Building Occupants as Sensitive Receptors
The commenter is correct that the Multi-Use Building is in the APEZ. The draft SEIR p. 3.D-66, notes
that the only APEZ locations in the study area (1,000-meter radius of the proposed project boundary)
are receptor locations within 500 feet of I-280. However, since publication of the draft SEIR, the San
Francisco Department of Public Health issued an updated APEZ map and health risk assessment
database. Based on these new data, the Multi-Use Building is located within the 2020 APEZ.43
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San Francisco Planning Department, San Francisco Property Information Map, https://sfplanninggis.org/PIM/,
accessed April 2020.
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The commenter is also correct that the childcare center in the bungalows at City College is in the
2020 APEZ.
The commenter states that child attendees at the Multi-Use Building childcare classes would be
present long enough in the building to be exposed to significant TAC emissions from project
construction and operation. The planning department consulted with City College regarding the
classes.44 Based on information from City College, these classes are child behavior observation classes.
The classes at the Multi-Use Building are three hours in duration and are offered daily. However,
parents may opt to bring their child once a week, or up to five times a week. The children are only
brought in for the duration of the class. Thus, the presence of children at the Multi-Use Building
would not occur for extended periods of time (i.e., eight hours per day, seven days per week, as do
typical daycare and school receptors). Even if the children attended these classes five days a week,
their time spent in the Multi-Use Building (e.g., 15 hours per week) would be much less than the time
children would spend at the daycare locations evaluated in the SEIR (e.g., 56 hours per week). Thus,
the exposure duration of potential children who participate in the classes at the Multi-Use Building
would be much lower than the exposure duration for the daycare, school, and residential receptors
included in the draft SEIR.
For daycare uses, the draft SEIR assumes exposure to project-generated TACs would occur eight
hours per day, seven days per week (250 days per year). For schools, the SEIR assumed eight hours
per day, five days per week (180 days per year). For residents, the SEIR assumed 24 hours per day,
seven days per week (350 days per year).45 Children who participate in the classes at the Multi-Use
Building would be expected to be exposed to project-generated TACs a maximum of three hours per
day, five days per week (180 days per year). On an annual basis, this is 73 percent less than the
exposure currently modeled for daycare receptors, 63 percent less than the exposure currently
modeled for school receptors, and 94 percent less than the exposure currently modeled for residential
receptors. In addition, childcare classes at the Multi-Use Building would not last more than a year,
and any children present at the Multi-Use Building would only be exposed to a fraction of the entire
six-year construction period. Therefore, the exposure for potential Multi-Use Building children
receptors would be substantially lower than what was modeled in the draft SEIR for receptors located
at a similar distance from the proposed project’s boundaries.
Further, the Multi-Use Building daycare receptors are located farther from the project site than four
daycare locations evaluated in the draft SEIR. The Multi-Use Building is approximately 175 feet from
the project site boundary. The HRA modeled 16 offsite daycare sensitive receptor locations, four of
which are located within 160 feet of the project site, including Shining Stars Family Child Center,
Harmony Family Childcare, Blooming Child Care, and Cel Coalition Center (see Table 9 on draft
SEIR Appendix E, p. 20). Four of the 16 nearby daycares are located in the APEZ (Star Sky Childcare
and Preschool, Harmony Family Childcare, Cel Coalition Center, and the City College of San
Francisco Ocean Campus Child Development Lab School) along with the Multi-Use Building.

44
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Rosario Villasana, Department Chair of Child Development and Family Studies, City College. Phone
correspondence with Jeanie Poling, San Francisco Environmental Planning, on October 1, 2019.
See Table 10 on draft SEIR Appendix E, pp. 21 to 23.
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In an effort to disclose potential health risk impacts for a child attendee at the Multi-Use Building,
maximum mitigated lifetime excess cancer risk and annual average PM2.5 concentrations were
estimated for a child attendee. The results of this analysis are presented in Table RTC-8, Mitigated
Lifetime Excess Cancer Risk for the Multi-Use Building Child Attendee and Select Daycare, School,
and Residential Sensitive Receptors for the Additional Housing Option, and Table RTC-9,
Mitigated Annual Average PM2.5 for the Multi-Use Building Child Attendee and Select Daycare,
School, and Residential Sensitive Receptors for the Additional Housing Option. For comparative
purposes, the lifetime excess cancer risk at similar nearby sensitive receptor locations, as analyzed in
the SEIR, are also presented in the table below. Results are presented for the Additional Housing Option
because TAC emissions and health risks are greater for the Additional Housing Option than for the
Developer’s Proposed Option. It should also be noted that the background and total background plus
project risk values in the tables below have been updated to reflect the update to the Citywide Health
Risk Assessment database conducted in February 2020 by the City.46 The key health risk results using
the 2020 APEZ database are provided as new SEIR Appendix I, Updated Health Risk Assessment for
the Balboa Reservoir Project, and included in RTC Chapter 5, Draft SEIR Revisions.
TABLE RTC-8
MITIGATED LIFETIME EXCESS CANCER RISK FOR THE MULTI-USE BUILDING CHILD ATTENDEE AND SELECT
DAYCARE, SCHOOL, AND RESIDENTIAL SENSITIVE RECEPTORS FOR THE ADDITIONAL HOUSING OPTION
Mitigated Lifetime Excess Cancer
Risk for the Additional Housing
Option (in One Million)a,b

Location Relative
to the Proposed
Project

Project

Backgroundc

Total

RTC Chapter 5,
Draft SEIR
Revisions,
Table Source

140 feet easte

4.9

37.8

42.7

n/a

Archbishop Riordan High School

30 feet north

1.9

28.0

29.9

3.D-13b

Shining Stars Family Child Center

30 feet west

12.8

62.0

74.8

3.D-13b

Harmony Family Childcare

50 feet southeast

4.2

123.9

128.1

n/a

Mighty Bambinis Childcare &
Preschool

750 feet northeast

1.0

29.6

30.6

n/a

Residential

directly west/south

9.4

49.8

59.1

3.D-13b

Receptor
Multi-Use Building child attendeed

SOURCE: ESA 2020
NOTES:
SEIR = Subsequent Environmental Impact Report; n/a = not applicable (not presented in the draft SEIR tables).
a Cancer risks are presented for the construction plus operational emissions scenario (Scenario 3), as this exposure scenario results
in the highest risks. These values are all for receptors not located in the APEZ.
b Mitigation measures include: (1) M-AQ-2a: all off-road construction equipment was modeled with Tier 4 Final engine emission
standards; and (2) M-AQ-4a: all emergency generators were modeled with Tier 4 engine emission standards.
c Background values have been updated using the 2020 City of San Francisco Citywide Health Risk Assessment database.
d Cancer risks for the Multi-Use Building child attendee were calculated assuming a child is present three hours per day, five days per
week (180 days per year), for the full six years of project construction, from birth (age zero) through age six. All other exposure and risk
parameters are the same as the daycare receptors analyzed in the draft SEIR and detailed in draft SEIR Appendix E.
d Although the westernmost façade of the Multi-Use Building is approximately 175 feet from the project site’s eastern boundary, the
receptor grid was extended slightly westward as a conservative analysis.

46

San Francisco Department of Public Health, San Francisco Planning Department, and Ramboll, Draft San
Francisco Citywide Health Risk Assessment: Technical Support Documentation, February 2020.
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TABLE RTC-9
MITIGATED ANNUAL AVERAGE PM2.5 FOR THE MULTI-USE BUILDING CHILD ATTENDEE AND SELECT
DAYCARE, SCHOOL, AND RESIDENTIAL SENSITIVE RECEPTORS FOR THE ADDITIONAL HOUSING OPTION
Mitigated Annual Average PM2.5
Concentration for the Additional
Housing Option (µg/m3) a,b

Location Relative
to the
Proposed Project

Project

Backgroundd

Total

SEIR
Appendix Ic
Table
Source

Multi-Use Building child attendee

140 feet east e

0.07

8.74

8.81

n/a

Archbishop Riordan High School

30 feet north

0.03

8.29

8.32

5

Shining Stars Family Child Center

30 feet west

0.04

8.92

8.96

5

Harmony Family Childcare

50 feet southeast

0.02

9.72

9.74

n/a

Mighty Bambinis Childcare & Preschool

750 feet northeast

<0.01

8.32

8.32

n/a

Residential

directly west/south

0.04

9.19

9.23

5

Receptor

SOURCE: ESA 2019 and 2020
NOTES:
PM2.5 = particulate matter less than or equal to 2.5 microns in diameter; µg/m3 = micrograms per cubic meter; HRA = health risk
assessment; n/a = not applicable (not presented in the HRA tables).
a PM2.5 concentrations are presented for the construction plus operational emissions scenario (Scenario 3), as this exposure scenario
results in the highest annual average PM2.5 concentrations. These values are all for receptors not located in the APEZ.
b Mitigation measures include: (1) M-AQ-2a: all off-road construction equipment was modeled with Tier 4 Final engine emission
standards; and (2) M-AQ-4a: all emergency generators were modeled with Tier 4 engine emission standards.
c From SEIR Appendix I, Updated Health Risk Assessment Memorandum.
d Background values have been updated using the 2020 City of San Francisco Citywide Health Risk Assessment database.
e Although the westernmost façade of the Multi-Use Building is approximately 175 feet from the project site’s eastern boundary, the
receptor grid was extended slightly westward as a conservative analysis.

As described on draft SEIR p. 3.D-66, a project would result in a significant health risk impact if a
receptor point meets the APEZ criterion47 that otherwise would not meet the criterion without the
project, and if the project would contribute to PM2.5 concentrations at or above 0.3 µg/m3 or result
in an excess cancer risk at or greater than 10.0 per one million persons exposed. In addition, a
project would result in a significant health risk impact for receptors currently located in areas that
meet the APEZ criteria if the project would contribute to PM2.5 concentrations at or above 0.2 µg/m3
or result in an excess cancer risk at or greater than 7.0 per one million persons exposed.
As shown in Table RTC-8, the maximum mitigated lifetime excess cancer risk at the Multi-Use
Building child attendee receptor location is 4.9 per million from the Additional Housing Option
(less for the Developer’s Proposed Option). When combined with the background risk of 37.8 per
million, the cumulative total mitigated risk is 42.7 per million. Therefore, because the cumulative
total risk is less than the APEZ criterion of 100 per million, the impact at the Multi-Use Building
child attendee receptor would be less than significant with mitigation. Also as shown in
Table RTC-8, none of the nearby receptors analyzed in the draft SEIR are placed into the APEZ
with the project’s mitigated contribution, nor does the cumulative total mitigated risk for any of
these receptors exceed the APEZ criterion of 100 per million, with the exception of the Harmony

47

The APEZ criterion for this location is based on: (1) cumulative PM2.5 concentrations greater than 10 µg/m3,
and/or (2) excess cancer risk from the contribution of emissions from all modeled sources greater than 100 per
one million population. See draft SEIR pp. 3.D-39 to 3.D-40 for more detail.
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Family Childcare which is already in the APEZ (and the project’s contribution at this location is 4.2
cancers per million, which is also less than the threshold of 7.0 cancers per million).
As shown in Table RTC-9, the maximum mitigated annual average PM2.5 concentration at the MultiUse Building child attendee receptor location is 0.07 µg/m3 from the Additional Housing Option (less
for the Developer’s Proposed Option). When combined with the background annual average PM2.5
concentration of 8.74 µg/m3, the cumulative total maximum mitigated annual average PM2.5
concentration is 8.81 µg/m3. Therefore, because the cumulative total concentration is less than the
APEZ criterion of 10.0 µg/m, the impact at the Multi-Use Building child attendee receptor would be
less than significant with mitigation. Also as shown in Table RTC-9, none of the nearby receptors
analyzed in the draft SEIR is placed into the APEZ with the project’s contribution, nor does the
cumulative total risk for any of these receptors exceed the APEZ criterion of 10.0 µg/m3.
The commenter states that the draft SEIR finds significant health impacts for new onsite daycare
receptors, and because the Multi-Use Building receptors are similar to these onsite receptors, the SEIR
must study the Multi-Use Building. The draft SEIR concludes on p. 3.D-70 that without mitigation,
“the impact with regard to increased cancer risk would be significant for onsite receptors not located
in the APEZ,” which includes the new onsite daycare receptors. To address this impact, the draft
SEIR identifies Mitigation Measures M-AQ-4a (Diesel Backup Generator Specifications), and M-AQ4b (Install MERV 13 Filters at the Daycare Facility), which would “reduce impacts related to TAC
emissions at the daycare facility to a less-than-significant level” (draft SEIR p. 3.D-73). In addition,
Mitigation Measure M-AQ-2a (Construction Emissions Minimization) would reduce TAC emissions
from construction and therefore also the impact on these receptors. The draft SEIR concludes on p.
3.D-72 that with implementation of Mitigation Measures M-AQ-2a, M-AQ-4a, and M-AQ-4b, “Even
with worst-case construction phasing assumptions for the onsite daycare receptor… health risks to
onsite daycare sensitive receptors would be less than significant.” Thus, while the impact to onsite
receptors is determined to be significant without mitigation, the impact on new daycare receptors
sited by the project would be less than significant with mitigation measures identified in the SEIR.
Mitigation Measures M-AQ-2a and M-AQ-4a would similarly reduce TAC exposure at the Multi-Use
Building receptor location.
The draft SEIR concludes that all impacts for sensitive receptors not located in the APEZ, including
impacts under the compressed three-year construction schedule, would be less than significant (see
draft SEIR pp. 3.D-69 to 3.D-71 for cancer risk impacts and pp. 3.D-76 to 3.D-77 for PM2.5 impacts). The
draft SEIR concludes that impacts would be significant and unavoidable only for those sensitive
receptors already located in the APEZ under the compressed three-year construction schedule. As
stated on draft SEIR p. 3.D-78, “the health risks to existing offsite sensitive receptors [located in the
APEZ] may exceed the cancer risk thresholds under the worst-case three-year construction phasing
scenario, as presented in draft SEIR Table 3.D-12a and Table 3.D-11b; therefore, this impact would be
significant and unavoidable with mitigation.” As discussed above, the Multi-Use Building receptor is
now located in the 2020 APEZ. However, the project’s maximum contribution of 4.9 cancers per
million at the Multi-Use Building receptor is less than 7.0 cancers per million. Additionally,
although the Multi-Use Building is in the APEZ, the background cancer risk value of 37.8 is well below
the APEZ criteria of 100 cancers per million, and therefore this receptor does not technically meet the
criteria for the APEZ and the project would not substantially increase the severity of the cancer risk
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for this receptor even under the worst‐case three‐year construction phasing scenario, nor does the
project expand the geography of the APEZ.48 As such, even under the compressed three‐year
construction schedule, the impact at the Multi‐Use Building receptor would be less than significant.
Mitigation measures that would reduce TAC emissions from construction and therefore also the
impact on these receptors would be enforced through a mitigation monitoring and reporting
program (MMRP). In addition, certain mitigation measures have reporting and monitoring
components to ensure their implementation. For example, Mitigation Measure M‐AQ‐2a
(Construction Emissions Minimization) requires the project sponsor to submit a construction
emissions minimization plan to the Environmental Review Officer (ERO) on a quarterly basis
demonstrating how Mitigation Measure M‐AQ‐2a and Mitigation Measure M‐AQ‐2c (On‐Road Truck
Emissions Minimization for the Compressed Construction Schedule) are implemented at the site.

Additional Sensitive Receptors
A commenter requests that the air quality analysis include additional sensitive receptor locations,
including where the future City College replacement childcare center is planned at the corner of
Judson Street and Frida Khalo Way and the Mighty Bambini childcare/nursery school at the corner
of Staples and Frida Kahlo Way.
With regard to the future City College replacement childcare center, the HRA includes this location
as a residential sensitive receptor in the analysis. In addition, the HRA includes daycare receptors
at Little Lemon nursery school, which is located 200 feet west of the corner of Judson Street and
Frida Khalo Way, at the corner of Judson Street and Gennessee Street. The maximum lifetime
excess residential cancer risk at the corner of Judson Street and Frida Khalo Way was estimated to
be 1.1 per million from the project, and the maximum lifetime excess school cancer risk at the Little
Lemon nursery school was estimated to be 0.35 per million from the project. Therefore, the daycare
risk at the corner of Judson Street and Frida Khalo Way for the future City College replacement
childcare would be equal to or lower than these values.
Regarding the Mighty Bambini childcare/nursery school at the corner of Staples and Frida Kahlo
Way, the HRA does include this childcare/nursery school as a sensitive receptor; see Table 9 on
draft SEIR Appendix E, p. 20. Also see Table RTC‐8 and Table RTC‐9, above. Therefore, additional
analysis at these potential receptor locations is not warranted.
In summary, the draft SEIR adequately evaluates all sensitive receptor locations within 1,000
meters of the project site. The Multi‐Use Building, if treated as a sensitive receptor, would have
much lower exposure to project‐generated TAC emissions and a lower health risk than the nearby
daycare receptors evaluated in the SEIR, as presented in Table RTC‐8 and Table RTC‐9. The Multi‐
Use Building is located farther away from the project boundary than a number of daycare receptors

48

The 2020 APEZ at this location is determined at the parcel level. If any receptor point within a parcel meets the
APEZ criteria of 100 cancers per million or 10.0 μg/m3 annual average PM2.5 concentration, the entire parcel is
classified as within the APEZ. In addition, if any receptor point within a 20‐meter “buffer” of the parcel meets
the APEZ criteria, the entire parcel is also classified as within the APEZ. In the case of the Multi‐Use Building,
there are no receptor points within this parcel that meet the APEZ criteria. However, because there are
receptor points within the 20‐meter “buffer” on the south side of the parcel near Ocean Avenue that exceed the
APEZ criteria, the entire parcel is classified as within the APEZ.
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identified in the draft SEIR, including new onsite daycare receptors, and the draft SEIR concludes
a less-than-significant impact with mitigation for all of these sensitive receptors. In addition,
although the Multi-Use Building is located in the 2020 APEZ, because the background cancer risk
values are well below the APEZ criteria of 100 cancers per million, the project would not substantially
increase the severity of the cancer risk for this receptor even under the worst-case three-year
construction phasing scenario. The draft SEIR adequately analyzes impacts on nearby sensitive
receptors for the proposed project and alternatives and includes all feasible mitigation measures to
address these impacts. No additional analysis or mitigation measures are necessary.

Student Athletes as Sensitive Receptors
A commenter states that the air quality analysis should include student athletes at Archbishop
Riordan and City College as sensitive receptors in the health risk assessment (HRA). The
commenter cites the Area Plan PEIR and the air district’s “Spare the Air” website as evidence that
student athletes should be considered sensitive receptors in the HRA. The draft SEIR appropriately
analyzes the impacts to sensitive receptors.
The air district’s “Spare the Air” website is not the air district’s guidelines for CEQA analysis. The
Spare the Air website describes people most at risk for the general impacts of air pollution, and
includes children, seniors, and active adults. These receptor types are specifically identified as
more susceptible to acute and short-term health effects due to elevated concentrations of ozone and
particulate matter.
The HRA evaluates lifetime cancer risk and annual average particulate matter concentrations, per
the air district’s thresholds and CEQA Guidelines, and does not evaluate acute and short-term
health effects. The air district’s CEQA guidelines define sensitive receptors as “facilities or land
uses that include members of the population that are particularly sensitive to the effects of air
pollutants, such as children, the elderly, and people with illnesses. Examples include schools,
hospitals and residential areas.”49 The air district’s CEQA Guidelines further describes sensitive
receptors as the following:
Sensitive individuals refer to those segments of the population most susceptible to poor air
quality: children, the elderly, and those with pre-existing serious health problems affected by
air quality (ARB 2005). Examples of receptors include residences, schools and school yards,
parks and play grounds, daycare centers, nursing homes, and medical facilities. Residences
can include houses, apartments, and senior living complexes. Medical facilities can include
hospitals, convalescent homes, and health clinics. Playgrounds could be play areas associated
with parks or community centers. (BAAQMD CEQA Guidelines, page 5-8)
The ARB 2005 source cited by the air district states, “Sensitive individuals refer to those segments of
the population most susceptible to poor air quality (i.e., children, the elderly, and those with preexisting serious health problems affected by air quality). Land uses where sensitive individuals are

49

BAAQMD, California Environmental Quality Act Air Quality Guidelines, May 2017,
http://www.baaqmd.gov/~/media/files/planning-and-research/ceqa/ceqa_guidelines_may2017-pdf.pdf?la=en, accessed
February 2019.
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most likely to spend time include schools and schoolyards, parks and playgrounds, daycare centers,
nursing homes, hospitals, and residential communities (sensitive sites or sensitive land uses).”50
In order to evaluate nearby student children as sensitive receptors, the HRA evaluates student
receptors at Archbishop Riordan High School, which is located immediately adjacent to the project
site boundary to the north, approximately 30 feet away (see Table 9 on draft SEIR Appendix E, p.
20). The HRA also evaluates eight additional school and 16 daycare locations as sensitive receptors,
including the City College Child Development Lab School. See Table RTC-8 and Table RTC-9
above. Therefore, the HRA already assesses health risks at nearby schools with children receptors.
The commenter states that the PEIR also states that persons engaged in strenuous exercise are
sensitive receptors. The PEIR states on p. 251 that certain land uses, including “schools, children's
day care centers, playgrounds, hospitals, and convalescent homes” are considered “more sensitive
than the general public to poor air quality.” The PEIR also states on p. 251, “Persons engaged in
strenuous work or exercise also have increased sensitivity to poor air quality.”
Increased sensitivity to poor air quality is not the sole criterion for what defines a sensitive receptor,
as discussed above with regard to the air district’s CEQA Guidelines. The air district does not
consider adult or student athletes as sensitive receptors for purposes of the CEQA analysis. The
PEIR goes on to state on p. 251, “Residential areas are considered more sensitive to air quality
conditions compared to commercial and industrial areas because people generally spend longer
periods of time at their residences, with associated greater exposure to ambient air quality
conditions.” The HRA includes residential receptor locations within 1,000 meters of the project site,
in addition to schools and daycares within the same radius.
The commenter accurately claims that strenuous activities, such as those conducted by student
athletes, would result in higher exposure to air pollution than the general student population.
Exercise raises an individual’s breathing rate, and a higher breathing rate means a higher exposure
to air pollution. Age plays a significant role in the impacts of air pollution on health; the younger
a student or child, the higher the exposure to air pollution and the higher risk of cancer or other
health effects.51 For example, children age 0 to 2 have an “age sensitivity factor” of 10, which means
their risk of cancer from the same TAC exposure is ten times higher than an adult receptor; children
age 2 to 16 have an age sensitivity factor of three. At age 16, the age sensitivity factor is one, because
the student is considered an adult. Younger receptors also have higher average breathing rates,
increasing their exposure as compared to older receptors with lower average breathing rates.
Because of this age sensitivity in younger populations, the HRA conservatively characterizes
school receptors as within the 2- to 16-year age group, including high school receptors at
Archbishop Riordan High School. This is conservative from an exposure perspective because the
breathing rate used in the HRA for these receptors is the average breathing rate for children ages

50

51

CARB, Air Quality And Land Use Handbook: A Community Health Perspective, April 2005,
https://ww3.arb.ca.gov/ch/handbook.pdf, accessed October 2019.
California Environmental Protection Agency (CalEPA), Office of Environmental Health Hazard Assessment
(OEHHA), The Air Toxics Hot Spots Program Guidance Manual for Preparation of Health Risk Assessment, February
2015, https://oehha.ca.gov/media/downloads/crnr/2015guidancemanual.pdf, accessed March 26, 2018.
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2 to 16, and most or all high school students would be ages 13 to 18; the average breathing rate for
children ages 13 to 18 is much lower.
In addition, the HRA assumes that school receptors would be exposed to 14 years of construction
and operational TAC emissions, representing the full age group duration from ages 2 to 16. Again,
this is conservative because no individual student receptor at Archbishop Riordan High School
would likely be exposed to the project’s TAC emissions for greater than four years. These exposure
parameters are consistent with BAAQMD HRA guidelines.52 Refer to Table 10 on draft SEIR
Appendix E, p. 21, for additional discussion of the exposure parameters used in the HRA.
The City College student athlete receptor would be potentially exposed to 4 to 6 years of
construction and/or operational emissions during the ages of 18 to 24, which represents a lower
exposure than the current school and daycare receptors included in the HRA due to the age
difference (as discussed above). Although breathing rates are greater for individuals engaged in
exercise or other strenuous activities, the breathing rates for young adults engaged in strenuous
activities are lower than the breathing rates used for the Archbishop Riordan High School receptors.
See Table RTC-10, Daily Breathing Rates for Sensitive Receptors at Schools, for a comparison of
breathing rates.
TABLE RTC-10
DAILY BREATHING RATES FOR SENSITIVE RECEPTORS AT SCHOOLS
Daily Breathing Rate (L/kg8hrs)

Age Group

Activity Type

Student – Used in draft SEIR a,b

520

2 to <16 years

moderate intensity

Male Student – High School Athlete

456

11 to <16
years

high intensity

Male Student – College Athlete

341

16 to <21
years

high intensity

Receptor Type

SOURCES:
BAAQMD, Air Toxics NSR Program Health Risk Assessment Guidelines, December 2016,
http://www.baaqmd.gov/~/media/files/planning-and-research/permit-modeling/hra_guidelines_12_7_2016_clean-pdf.pdf?la=en,
accessed October 2019.
U.S. EPA, Metabolically Derived Human Ventilation Rates: A Revised Approach Based Upon Oxygen Consumption Rates, May 2009,
EPA/600/R-06/129F, https://cfpub.epa.gov/ncea/risk/recordisplay.cfm?deid=202543, accessed December 2019.
ESA 2019
NOTES:
L = liter; kg = kilogram; hrs = hours; DSEIR = Draft Supplementatl Environmental Impact Report;
a This breathing rate was used in the DSEIR for all student receptors, including those at the Archbishop Riordan High School.
b The reason the moderate-intensity activity average breathing rate for the 2<16 age group is 520 L/kg-8hrs, which is higher than the
age-specific high-intensity activity average breathing rates for the 11<16 and 16<21 age groups presented here, is because of the
very high breathing rates for younger children. For example, the high-intensity activity average breathing rates are 1,387 L/kg-8hrs for
age 2, 1,041 L/kg-8hrs for age 3<6, and 677 L/kg-8hrs for age 6<11.
c Female breathing rates are lower than male breathing rates; to be conservative, the male breathing rates were used in this document.
For reference, the female breathing rates are 422 for 11 to <16 years (high school athlete) and 336 for 16 to <21 years (college
athlete).
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BAAQMD, Air Toxics NSR Program Health Risk Assessment Guidelines, December 2016,
http://www.baaqmd.gov/~/media/files/planning-and-research/permit-modeling/hra_guidelines_12_7_2016_cleanpdf.pdf?la=en, accessed October 2019.
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As presented above, the HRA uses an average breathing rate of 520 liters per kilogram body weight
per eight-hour period (L/kg-8hrs) (the time period during which the student receptor is present),
as recommended by BAAQMD.53
Males ages 11 to 16 who are engaged in high-intensity activities have a breathing rate of
approximately 456 L/kg-8hrs, which would represent a high school student engaged in strenuous
activities. Males age 16 to 21 have a breathing rate of approximately 340 L/kg-8hrs, which would
represent a college student engaged in strenuous activities. When compared with the exposure
duration of 14 years and a breathing rate of 520 L/kg-8hrs used in the HRA for all school receptors,
a college-age student athlete exposed for five years would have an exposure that is approximately
ten percent of the exposure than the school receptors included in the draft SEIR would have (i.e.,
90 percent less exposure).54 Therefore, the general exposure assumptions used in HRA for school
receptors are already more conservative than age-specific exposure assumptions for potential high
school and college student athletes engaged in strenuous activities.
In addition, the City College student receptor would likely be located at the Community Health
and Wellness Center, the swimming pool, or the track, which are approximately 1,150 feet, 1,000
feet, and 1,300 feet east of the project site, respectively. For comparison, the closest school receptor
included in the HRA is 30 feet north of the site (Archbishop Riordan High School) and the closest
daycare receptor included in the HRA is 30 feet west of the site (Shining Stars Family Child Center).
Therefore, the TAC concentrations at the City College athlete receptor would be much lower than
the concentrations at the receptor locations currently analyzed because concentrations decline
substantially with distance, and health risks correlate directly with TAC concentrations for the
same age groups and other exposure parameters.
The commenter’s assertion that not including City College athletes in the HRA is a violation of San
Francisco Administrative Code chapter 31 is incorrect. Chapter 31 of the San Francisco
Administrative Code consists of implementing procedures for the City and administrative actions
to be performed by the San Francisco Planning Department. As described above, the air quality
and HRA analysis have been conducted in accordance with the CEQA Guidelines and the air
district’s CEQA Guidelines.
For these reasons, the HRA conservatively estimates health risks at sensitive receptor locations
most susceptible to the project’s TAC emissions, and any health risks for a City College student
athlete receptor would be lower than those already reported in the HRA and draft SEIR for school
and daycare receptors.

53

54

BAAQMD, Air Toxics NSR Program Health Risk Assessment Guidelines, December 2016,
http://www.baaqmd.gov/~/media/files/planning-and-research/permit-modeling/hra_guidelines_12_7_2016_cleanpdf.pdf?la=en, accessed October 2019.
Based on a breathing rate that is 88 percent of a school receptor (456 vs. 520), total hours that are 36 percent of a
school receptor (7,200 vs. 20,160), and an age sensitivity factor that is 33 percent of a school receptor (1 vs. 3).

Case No. 2018-007883ENV
April 2020

4.E-13

Balboa Reservoir Project
Responses to Comments

4. Comments and Responses
4.E. Air Quality

Comment AQ-2: Construction Schedule
This response addresses comments from the commenter listed below; each comment on this topic
is quoted in full below this list:
I-HEGGIE2-20
I-MARABELLO2-1

“The EIR construction modeling of air quality in Appendix D assumes three years. Again, six years
is the Developers Option and should be the default, not three years which is not recommended
due to air quality and other impacts.”
(Jennifer Heggie, Email, September 23, 2019 [I-HEGGIE2-20])

“INADEQUACY OF ESTIMATED NUMBER OF CONSTRUCTION WORKING DAYS PER
YEAR
To calculate Average Daily Emissions of ROG, NOx, PM10, and PM2.5, the SEIR’s analyses use a
multiplier of 260-262 days. This would grossly underestimate the emissions in the very likely
scenario where construction happens on more than 262 days per year. Commercial construction
sites all around the city are routinely working 6 or even 7 days a week.
And this project will be no different. As you know, the developer is allowed to construct seven
days a week, which is consistent with San Francisco Police Code section 2908.
And to keep this project on schedule and keep costs in line, the developers will work many
weekends.
Thus, the estimates for emissions and necessary mitigation offsets should account for more
working days.
If construction happens on just an additional 27 Saturdays and/or Sundays, this will increase all
emissions by 10%. If developers average 6 construction days a week, this will inflate emissions by
19.8%. That percentage doubles if construction averages 7 days a week.
Let’s assume a very likely average of construction occurring 6 days a week. This would cause the
NOx levels to cross the significance threshold for both the Developers Proposed Option and the
Additional Housing Option under both the six-year and compressed three-year schedules. As well,
PM10, and PM2.5 will increase significantly. Thus, all lifetime excess cancer risks should be adjusted.
All four of the proposed option-schedule scenarios would trigger the implementation of Mitigation
Measure M-AQ-2d. Thus, mitigation offsets would need to increase dramatically.
It’s deceptive to use an unrealistic construction working days per year. Why not use a more realistic
number so the developer and the public know the maximum or at least truer impacts? Should they

Balboa Reservoir Project
Responses to Comments

4.E-14

Case No. 2018-007883ENV
April 2020

4. Comments and Responses
4.E. Air Quality

come in under the number of estimated days, great. The monitoring will support them and they’ll
save money and lives.”
(Brian Marabello, Email, September 23, 2019 [I-MARABELLO2-1])

Response AQ-2: Construction Schedule
The comments opine on the construction schedule assumptions in the air quality modeling, state
that the analysis should account for weekend construction, and that the analysis underestimates
air quality impacts.
The response to the construction schedule and air quality analysis is organized by the following
subtopics:


Construction Schedule Analyzed in the Draft SEIR



Emissions Associated with Weekend Construction Activities



Construction Emissions Impacts in the Draft SEIR

Construction Schedule Analyzed in the Draft SEIR
One comment states that the air quality analysis should have assumed six years in the emissions
modeling, not three years. The air quality analysis includes both a six-year and a three-year
construction schedule; the results for both schedules are presented in the draft SEIR. Regarding the
six-year construction schedule, as stated on draft SEIR p. 3.D-45, “With regard to construction
schedule and phasing, the analysis assumed that Phase 0 (site preparation and grading) would
require a full year, followed by Phase 1 construction for 30 months, followed by Phase 2 construction
for 30 months, for a full construction duration of six years.” Regarding the three-year construction
schedule, this option represents the shortest possible construction schedule for the project.
The project sponsor developed a detailed construction schedule based on the number of
anticipated work days and the equipment fleet necessary for construction. This schedule and total
equipment hours are based on an average of five days of construction during the week, and
conservatively lasts for a total of six years. According to the project sponsor, the vast majority of
construction would occur five days per week, with occasional work on Saturdays. However,
weekend days are rarely full eight to 10 hour days of activity and are more typically two to six
hours of activity. The draft SEIR assumes that soil export would occur six days per week for two
months during excavation activities. This includes some weekend activity.
Air quality impacts are also shown assuming that the project could be constructed over three years
instead of six years. The draft SEIR estimates emissions and health risks under the three-year
construction schedule, which includes weekend days of construction, and represents the shortest
possible construction schedule. This compressed schedule was developed in consultation with the
project sponsor and includes the amount of construction activity required to build the project in
three years, which would require more weekend work than assumed under the six-year
construction schedule. Impacts are based on both weekday and weekend days of construction.
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Emissions Associated with Weekend Construction Activities
One comment states that the air quality analysis should have accounted for weekend days of
construction, instead of the 260 to 262 annual construction work days assumed in the analysis, which
represents weekdays only. The commenter claims that if construction occurred six or seven days per
week to include weekend work, emissions would increase by 10 to 40 percent from what was
reported in the draft draft SEIR, and NOX would likely exceed the significance thresholds. If
construction would occur six or seven days per week, the total number of equipment hours would
not change; either 1) the average daily construction equipment hours would decline and the total
duration would remain the same, or 2) the average daily construction equipment hours would
remain the same and the total duration of construction would decrease. In the first case, the average
daily emissions would decrease from what was analyzed in the draft SEIR, because average daily
equipment hours would decrease. In the second case, average daily and total construction emissions
would not change; only total annual emissions may increase for the years when construction occurs,
which would be less than six years for the reasons identified above. Neither case would result in
increased criteria air pollutant or health risk impacts presented in the draft SEIR.

Construction Emissions Impacts in the Draft SEIR
As stated on draft SEIR pp. 3.D-50 to 3.D-51 with regard to criteria pollutant impacts, “because the
construction schedule could be compressed into three years, average daily combined construction
and operational emissions could increase substantially, increasing the reactive organic gas (ROG)
and nitrous oxide (NOx) emissions. It is estimated that this shortened construction schedule could
result in average daily criteria pollutant emissions that are 1.5 to 2.5 times greater than those
presented in draft SEIR Table 3.D-8a. Therefore, the potential condensed project construction
schedule and phasing would likely increase the NOx impact.” With regard to health risk impacts,
the draft SEIR states on pp. 3.D-75 to 3.D-76 that under the three-year construction schedule, “the
excess lifetime cancer risk at offsite sensitive receptor locations would increase” and the “the
annual average PM2.5 concentrations at offsite sensitive receptor locations would increase,
contributing further to the impact.”
To mitigate impacts associated with the three-year construction schedule, Mitigation Measure MAQ-2d (Offset Construction Emissions for the Compressed Schedule) requires NOX offsets based
on the amount of NOX that exceeds the air district’s threshold of 54 pounds per day over the
duration when this threshold is exceeded. As explained on draft SEIR pp. 3.D-53 to 3.D-56, this
measure would require a one-time reduction of 2.0 tons per year of ozone precursors for the
Developer’s Proposed Option or 3.2 tons per year of ozone precursors for the Additional Housing
Option. This calculation assumes 260 to 262 work days of construction per year. However,
emissions are based on total equipment hours, not work days (as discussed above). Additional
weekend days of construction would not increase the equipment hours, it would only reduce the
number of equipment hours occurring per day (e.g., fewer hours on weekdays, more hours on
weekend days). In this event, average daily emissions would go down, not up, and Mitigation
Measure M-AQ-2d would be sufficient to reduce ozone precursor emissions to less than the
threshold of signficance as long as an offset project to reduce these emission is identified and
implemented prior to or during the period in which the impact occurs. However, as stated on draft
SEIR p. 3.D-56, this Impact AQ-2a is conservatively considered significant and unavoidable with
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mitigation because implementation of the emissions offset project would be outside the jurisdiction
and control of the City, no specific emission reduction project has been identified, and the project
may be constructed over a much shorter timeframe resulting in higher ozone precursor emissions.
The commenter further claims that if construction occurs over six or seven days per week, the total
amount of PM10 and PM2.5 would increase, and health risks would also increase. As discussed
above, construction activities on weekends would not increase total emissions, it would only
change when the emissions occur throughout the construction period (i.e., more emissions over a
shorter overall duration with the same number of workdays). The total TAC emissions for the
project would remain approximately the same. This could mean, however, that more TAC
emissions could occur during more susceptible sensitive receptor age groups, such as the 0 to 2 age
group. Thus, the draft SEIR conservatively assumes that construction could occur over a
compressed three-year period with regard to health risks, which would already account for this
shift in emissions timing. As stated on draft SEIR p. 3.D-80, “… the project may be constructed over
a shorter timeframe than assumed in this analysis. This could result in increased cancer risks to
offsite receptors as well as increased PM2.5 concentrations for both offsite and onsite receptors.
Therefore, potential changes in the construction schedule could result in a significant and
unavoidable impact.”
In order to present the maximum impact of the proposed project, the three-year construction
schedule was used to determine air quality impacts. Because this is a possibility due to the
unknowns associated with construction phasing depending on market conditions and other
unanticipated factors, the draft SEIR conservatively uses this scenario to determine the air quality
impacts of the proposed project. The draft SEIR concludes on pp. 3.D-56 and 3.D-80 that both
criteria air pollutant impacts and health risk impacts would be significant and unavoidable with
mitigation under the compressed three-year construction schedule. Therefore, construction
occurring six or seven days per week would not result in a new NOX exceedance or a new impact.
Thus, the draft SEIR finds a significant and unavoidable impact due to the uncertainty associated
with the construction schedule, and this uncertainty incorporates the potential for accelerated
construction activities that may include weekend construction.
Mitigation measures that would reduce criteria pollutant emissions from construction and
operations that exceed any thresholds of significance will be enforced through the MMRP. In
addition, certain mitigation measures have reporting and monitoring components to ensure their
implementation. For example, Mitigation Measure M-AQ-2d, Offset Construction Emissions for the
Compressed Schedule, requires that the project sponsor must either submit the offset project to the
ERO for approval prior to issuance of the final certificate of occupancy for the final building
associated with Phase 1, or provide the offset agreement to the ERO prior to issuance of the first
site permit. However, this measure may not be feasible if an adequate offset project is not identified
and implemented, as discussed above and as stated on draft SEIR p. 3.D-56; therefore, the impact
is conservatively considered significant and unavoidable with mitigation.
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Comment AQ-3: Mitigation Measure
This response addresses comments from the commenter listed below; each comment on this topic
is quoted in full below this list:
A-BAAQMD-1

“However, even with these Project design features and on-site mitigation measures, the DSEIR
finds that air quality impacts from the Project still exceed the City’s thresholds of significance for
the compressed schedule. Therefore, Mitigation Measure M-AQ-2d: Offset Construction Emissions
for the Compressed Schedule (M-AQ-2d) proposes that the Project applicant provide funds to
achieve additional emission reductions to reduce air emissions below the thresholds of
significance. To this end, M-AQ-2d states that the Project applicant would provide funding to the
Air District to fund emissions reduction projects in the region in order to offset the remaining
criteria pollutant emissions generated by construction during the compressed schedule.
Please be aware that the Air District does not currently have a fee program for offsetting emissions.
These are occasionally conducted on a case-by-case basis based on available projects. We
recommend that M-AQ-2d replace “Air District” with “governmental entity.” This will allow the
project applicant to seek additional options if the Air District has no available projects at the time.”
(Greg Nudd, Deputy Air Pollution Control Officer, BAAQMD, Letter, September 23, 2019 [A-BAAQMD-1])

Response AQ-3: Mitigation Measure
The City incorporated the air district’s Clean Air Foundation into Mitigation Measure M-AQ-2d
(Offset Construction Emissions for the Compressed Schedule), like the City has presented as
mitigation for other projects in San Francisco, including the Potrero Power Station Mixed-use
Project (Mitigation Measure M-AQ-2f), the Golden State Warriors Event Center and Mixed-Use
Development at Mission Bay Blocks 29-32 (Mitigation Measure M-AQ-2b), and the Seawall Lot 337
and Pier 48 Mixed-Use Project (Mitigation Measure M-AQ-1.5). All of these mitigation measures
reference the air district’s Clean Air Foundation and ozone precursor emissions offsets projects. In
addition, based on correspondence with the air district, the air district provided the City with an
“Offsite Mitigation Program Questionnaire” for the City to complete and submit to the air district.55
Upon submitting the questionnaire, the air district indicated that they would follow up with a “fee
calculation analysis, should the program be administered through our Clean Air Foundation,” and
that their “offsite mitigation program” could also include PM emission offsets if needed.
In addition, in 2016, the air district issued a mitigation project agreement for the Faria Preserve
Residential Development and VTM 9342, through the Clean Air Foundation, with the purpose of
assisting “Faria Preserve in satisfying the requirements of Mitigation Measure 3.3-l(b),” which is
the EIR’s ozone precursor offsets mitigation measure. The agreement would also “ensure the
proper funding and management of an emissions reduction program to offset ozone precursor
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emissions attributable to construction of the Faria Preserve Residential Development” to address
Faria Preserve's obligation to satisfy the requirements of Mitigation Measure 3.3.l(b).
Based on this correspondence, it was the City’s understanding at the time it prepared the draft
SEIR that the air district had a grant program for offsetting ozone precursor emissions. However,
in response to the air district’s request, acknowledging that the air district’s emissions reduction
grant program is evolving, and because individual emission reduction projects needed to support
the ozone precursor offsets required by Mitigation Measure M-AQ-2d (Offset Construction
Emissions for the Compressed Schedule) have not yet been identified, Mitigation Measure M-AQ2d is revised as follows (deleted text is shown in strikethrough and new text is shown in double
underline):
Mitigation Measure M-AQ-2d: Offset Construction Emissions for the Compressed
Schedule. Under the compressed three-year construction schedule for either the Developer’s
Proposed Option or the Additional Housing Option, the project sponsor shall implement
this measure. Prior to issuance of the final certificate of occupancy for the final building
associated with Phase 1, the project sponsor, with the oversight of the Environmental
Review Officer (ERO), shall either:
1.

Directly fund or implement a specific offset project within San Francisco if available to achieve
the equivalent to a one-time reduction of 2.0 tons per year of ozone precursors for the
Developer’s Proposed Option or 3.2 tons per year of ozone precursors for the Additional
Housing Option. To qualify under this mitigation measure, the specific emissions offset
project must result in emission reductions within the San Francisco Bay Area Air Basin
that would not otherwise be achieved through compliance with existing regulatory
requirements. A preferred offset project would be one implemented locally within the
City and County of San Francisco. Prior to implementing the offset project, it must be
approved by the ERO. The project sponsor shall notify the ERO within six months of
completion of the offset project for verification; or

2.

Pay mitigation offset fees to the Bay Area Air Quality Management District Bay Area Clean
Air Foundation or other governmental entity or third party. The mitigation offset fee,
currently estimated at approximately $30,000 per weighted ton, plus an administrative
fee of no more than 5 percent of the total offset, shall fund one or more emissions
reduction projects within the San Francisco Bay Area Air Basin. The fee will be
determined by the planning department ERO, the project sponsor, and the air district
governmental entity or third party responsible for administering the funds, and be
based on the type of projects available at the time of the payment. This fee is intended to
fund emissions reduction projects to achieve reductions of 2.0 tons per year of ozone
precursors for the Developer’s Proposed Option or 3.2 tons per year of ozone precursors
for the Additional Housing Option, which is the amount required to reduce emissions
below significance levels after implementation of other identified mitigation measures
as currently calculated.
The agreement that specifies fees and timing of payment shall be signed by the project
sponsor, the governmental entity or third party responsible for administering the
funds air district, and the ERO prior to issuance of the first site permit. This offset
payment shall total the predicted 2.0 tons per year of ozone precursors for the
Developer’s Proposed Option or 3.2 tons per year of ozone precursors for the
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Additional Housing Option above the 10-ton-per-year threshold after implementation
of Mitigation Measures M-AQ-2a, M-AQ-2b, and M-AQ-2c.
The total emission offset amount is presented above was calculated by summing the
maximum daily construction emissions of ROG and NOx (pounds/day), multiplying
by 260 work days per year, and converting to tons. The amount represents the total
estimated construction-related ROG and NOx emissions offsets required. No
reductions are needed for operations or overlapping construction and operations.
The second paragraph on draft SEIR p. 3.D-54 is revised as follows to reflect changes in Mitigation
Measure M-AQ-2d:
Mitigation Measure M-AQ-2d would offset emissions of ROG and NOx that would exceed
the respective thresholds of significance for these pollutants. Thus, these offsets, if
implemented, would reduce impacts to less-than-significant levels. The measure allows
the project sponsor to directly fund or implement an offset project; however, no such
project has yet been identified. Additionally, implementation of the emissions reduction
project could be conducted by the air district governmental entity or third party
responsible for administering the funds and is outside the jurisdiction and control of the
City and not fully within the control of the project sponsor. Therefore, the residual impact
of project emissions during construction is conservatively considered significant and
unavoidable with mitigation, due to some limited uncertainty in its implementation. This
finding does assume that the project sponsor would implement Mitigation Measures
M-AQ-2a, M-AQ-2b, and M-AQ-2c, in addition to Mitigation Measure M-AQ-2d.
Although the specific offset projects are not known, it is anticipated that implementation
of this mitigation measure would not result in any adverse environmental effects.
The last paragraph on draft SEIR p. 3.D-54 is revised as follows to reflect changes in Mitigation
Measure M-AQ-2d:
The Developer’s Proposed Option would be less than significant under the assumed sixyear construction schedule. The Additional Housing Option under the assumed six-year
schedule would be reduced to less than significant with mitigation through the
implementation of Mitigation Measure M-AQ-2a and M-AQ-2b. Given the potential that
the project could be developed under an accelerated construction schedule of three years’
duration, the potential exists that construction emissions of NOx would exceed the daily
and annual significance thresholds even with mitigation, which would be a significant
impact (see Table 3.D-8b). Therefore, in the case of the Developer’s Proposed Option or the
Additional Housing Option under the compressed three-year construction schedule, the
project sponsor would also be required to implement Mitigation Measure M-AQ-2c, which
requires that all heavy-duty trucks greater than 19,500 pounds must have model year 2014
or newer engines, and Mitigation Measure M-AQ-2d, which requires the project sponsor
to implement emission offsets. However, because implementation of the emissions offset
project would be conducted by the air district governmental entity or third party
responsible for administering the funds and would be outside the jurisdiction and control
of the City and not fully within the control of the project sponsor, because no specific
emission reduction project has been identified, and because the project may be constructed
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over a much shorter timeframe resulting in higher NOx emissions than presented above,
the impact with respect to criteria air pollutants is conservatively considered significant
and unavoidable with mitigation. These conclusions are summarized in Table 3.D-9,
Summary of Construction Criteria Pollutant Impacts (Impact AQ-2).
With these changes, Mitigation Measure M-AQ-2d has the same effect as before on the project’s
construction emissions impact. Whether the emissions offset program is implemented by the air
district or another governmental agency has no effect on the actual emission reductions, as long as
the offset program complies with Mitigation Measure M-AQ-2d as worded above. Mitigation
Measure M-AQ-2d would still offset emissions of ROG and NOx that would exceed the respective
thresholds of significance for these pollutants. Further, even with implementation of this mitigation
measure, the draft SEIR determines that the air quality impact would be significant and
unavoidable. Therefore, no changes to impacts would result from this change to Mitigation
Measure M-AQ-2d. These changes and do not result in significant new information with respect to
the proposed project, including the level of significance of project impacts or any new significant
impacts. Therefore, recirculation of the draft SEIR pursuant to CEQA Guidelines section 15088.5 is
not required.
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4.F

Alternatives

The comments and corresponding responses in this section cover topics in draft SEIR Chapter 6,
Alternatives. These include topics related to:


Comment AL-1: Range of Project Alternatives



Comment AL-2: Environmentally Superior Alternative



Comment AL-3: Alternative A, No Project Alternative



Comment AL-4: Alternative B, Reduced Density Alternative



Comment AL-5: Alternative B, Economic Feasibility



Comment AL-6: Alternative C, San Ramon Way Passenger Vehicle Access Alternative



Comment AL-7: Alternative D, Six-Year Construction Alternative

Comment AL-1: Range of Project Alternatives
This response addresses comments from the commenter listed below; each comment on this topic
is quoted in full below this list:
O-WPA1-6
O-WPA2-1
O-WPA3-8
O-WPA3-15
I-ALI-2
I-BARISH3-29
I-BARISH3-35
I-BERNSTEIN4-2
I-BERNSTEIN5-8
I-BIERINGER1-4
I-BIERINGER4-3
I-COLLINS3-1
I-COLLINS3-5

I-EVBUOMA-3
I-FISHER-3
I-HALFORD1-4
I-HALFORD2-4
I-HOUWER-4
I-KAUFMYN1-2
I-LEGION-1
I-LEGION-4
I-MARTINEZ-2
I-MEDAL-4
I-PEDERSON2-11
I-RHINE-3
I-SAPPHIRE-2

I-SIMON-2
I-SIMON-11
I-SIMON-12
I-SIMON-13
I-SIMON-15
I-TARQUINO-2
I-TARQUINO-5
I-TARQUINO-9
I-VICKY-2
I-WEYER-2
I-WHITE-1
I-WILENSKY-3
I-WORLEY-2
I-ZELTZER-2

“And last, the rejection by the Planning Department of the use of the site for City College as an
alternative was not appropriate. Public land should not be used for anything but public good.
Parties in the scoping process requested that this alternative of using project land for City College
should be an alternative. The Planning Department rejected that and that was inappropriate under
the law.
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I only had two minutes. I tried to be brief. Thank you very much. We will put the rest of our
comments in writing. Or, no, we will put those comments in writing.”
(Michael Ahrens, President, Westwood Park Association, CPC Hearing, September 12, 2019 [O-WPA1-6])

“Good afternoon Commissioners. Anita Theoharis, Westwood Park Association Board Member on
behalf of Westwood Park. I know that comments should be narrowly focused on technical issues,
but I do have one nontechnical observation that does have relevance to one of our -- to one of the
technical objections to the sufficiency of the draft.
Our goal is to support a housing project on the reservoir that includes affordable housing for
people of modest means. A project that creates a new neighborhood with sufficient open space and
a welcoming environment for everyone. A project with a number of units that can be supported by
the existing and planned infrastructure. And one that does not damage a crown jewel of the City,
City College, or the students who attend in the hopes of a better life for themselves and their
families.”
(Anita Theoharis, Board Member, Westwood Park Association, CPC Hearing, September 12, 2019
[O-WPA2-1])

“2. Alternatives Analysis
CEQA requires that an EIR ‘consider a reasonable range of potentially feasible alternatives that will
foster informed decision-making and public participation’ (CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.6(a).
The Project DSEIR considers three alternatives, plus the required ‘No Project’ alternative. This may
be a ‘reasonable range’ of alternatives, but as discussed below, the WPA believes the specific
alternatives selected, and the discussion of those alternatives, fails to meet the CEQA alternative
analysis requirement that the alternative analysis will ‘foster informed decision-making and public
participation.’”
(Michael Ahrens, President, Westwood Park Association, Letter, September 22, 2019 [O-WPA3-8])

“Rejection of the Alternative to use Project Site for CCSF
Parties of interest in the Scoping Process submitted requests for Alternatives to be considered in
the DSEIR. Various parties requested that one Alternative that the City should include in the DSEIR
is the use of the Project Site solely for CCSF [DSEIR, page 6-60]. The Planning Department rejected
this alternative on the basis that the significant impacts cannot be eliminated and that the Project
Sponsor’s objectives would not be implemented [DSEIR, page 6-60]. CCSF is a tuition free higher
educational institution serving the educational needs of the residents of San Francisco, many of
whom are immigrants. Since implementation of the free tuition policy, the student body of CCSF
is estimated to increase by 55% by 2026. The new buildings in the CCSF Master Plan would occupy
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the current parking lot, which is the only undeveloped portion of the CCSF Ocean Campus leaving
this campus no additional room to expand. Public land should be used for public use and not
private residential use. In this case, educational buildings and housing for CCSF students, staff,
and teachers (both CCSF teachers and those in nearby public schools) should have been included
and analyzed as an alternative use of the Project site.”
(Michael Ahrens, President, Westwood Park Association, Letter, September 22, 2019 [O-WPA3-15])

“I would request that the PUC place the needs of City College above those of a private developer.
It should either continue to lease the land to City College or transfer it for once and all to City
College to make use of according to principles of equity and relevance for the college community.”
(Amna Ali, Email, September 18, 2019 [I-ALI-2])

“The DSEIR must consider the option of using this public land to build 100% affordable housing
The DSEIR states the need to “Develop the reservoir in a manner that will best benefit the
neighborhood, the city, and the region as a whole.
San Francisco is woefully behind in creation of affordable housing, and yet, this DSEIR does not
study or offer the option of dedicating this publicly owned property to affordable housing only. It
does not even consider the recommended option of its own PEIR of 500 housing units for the lower
Balboa Reservoir dedicated to those earning less than 120 percent of median area income.
Instead it accepts the premise of creating market rate housing in order to obtain affordable housing
without exploring possible funding for a greater number of affordable units, without the market
rate housing—which would be have a smaller environmental impact to the areas already
identified: noise, air quality and transportation.
One of the greatest obstacles to building affordable housing is the price of land. In San Francisco
this obstacle is even more formidable than in other areas of the country. The City of San Francisco
already owns this parcel, so why is the City of San Francisco planning to sell public land that it
already owns to a private developer that will build mostly market rate housing in a neighborhood
where affordable housing makes more sense?
Policy 4.5.1 in the Balbo Park Station Area Plan says that when offering public land for
development, first consideration should be given by these agencies to the development of housing
affordable to individuals or families making less than 120 percent of the area median income.”
(Jean B. Barish, Letter, September 23, 2019 [I-BARISH3-29])
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“The DSEIR must consider the possibility of using this public land to build dedicated educator
housing
Since approval of the PEIR the City of San Francisco has also identified a great need for housing
dedicated to educators. The lower Balboa Reservoir is surrounded by schools whose teachers
would be able to walk to work if they lived there.”
(Jean B. Barish, Letter, September 23, 2019 [I-BARISH3-35])

“Policy 4.5.1 in the Balboa Park Station Area Plan (or PEIR) says that when offering public land for
development, first consideration should be given by such public agencies making the land
available for the development of housing affordable to individuals or families making less than
120 percent of the area median income. This is a very low priority for the current development.
Selling the valuable asset of publicly owned land is not the only or best option.
The Draft SEIR must consider the possibility of using this public land to build dedicated educator
housing. This is an option that has begun to be explored more fully since the current Balboa
Reservoir project was initiated just a few years ago.”
(Harry Bernstein, Email, September 23, 2019 [I-BERNSTEIN4-2])

“The other option, even though rather peremptorily dismissed in the Draft SEIR, is to have the land
transferred to the College, thereby retaining it as public land. At that point, modest plans might be
made for some faculty or student housing without overwhelming the neighborhood or interfering
significantly with traffic or parking—due to the smaller scope of the project. But this would have
to be determined later.”
(Harry Bernstein, Email, September 23, 2019 [I-BERNSTEIN5-8])

“This is public land. It should be used for the public. I strongly urge you accept alternative A,
which is to do nothing and start back at the drawing board to build affordable housing for teachers
and students.”
(Garry Bieringer, CPC Hearing, September 12, 2019 [I-BIERINGER1-4])

“The proposed housing project is currentlly public land. PUBLIC LAND SHOULD BE USED
EXCLUSIVELY FOR THE PUBLIC!!!, and not for the bennefit of private corporations/developers.
I strongly urge the Planning Commission to adopt recommoendation A, which is to scrap the entire
projoect, and then go back to the drawing board and propose a smaller scale development to be
exclusively for San Francisco public school educators, CCSF Educators, and CCSF stsudents. A
smaller housing development like this will keep the land for public use and will tremendoully help
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those most impacated by the high cost of SF housing and it will help those who are contributing to
the betterment of San Francisco.
Your proposed project is not designed for affordability. It will not help the housing shortage for
lower income working San Franciscans. It will line the pockets of rich developers while crushing 2
outstanding educational institutions and destroying the vitality of this community.”
(Garry Bieringer, Email, September 23, 2019 [I-BIERINGER4-3])

“Hello. Am writing to support alternative housing projects NOT located on Balboa Reservoir. I
hope to enumerate various reasons for this here.
1. There are a lot of vacant, fallow lots not being used. Evidently these are now part of a passive
Real Estate Investment Trust portfolio for folks who don't know they could do better if paid market
rate by developers for building. Daly City is full of blighted vacant lots & closed businesses.
Forward thinking developers have put in nice big apartments and condos literally minutes from
the SF county line, very conveniently located.”
(Monica Collins, Email, September 22, 2019 [I-COLLINS3-1])

“9. The city definition of affordable housing, like the definition of transit rich, is frankly self serving
and spurious. It has absolutely nothing to do with real lives, families, working classes, workers
struggling with student loans, high rents, child care and other expenses.
10. AvalonBay developers charge $4000 now for a one bedroom apartment over Whole Foods one
km away on Ocean. Not rent controlled either as it's new, I believe. Can we put to rest the false,
rather offensive trope that this is affordable housing for other than the well paid?
11. "up to" 50% affordable or subsidized housing is similarly meaningless. "Up to" is another term
for "LESS THAN". or "UNDER". The subsidies also very widely.”
(Monica Collins, Email, September 22, 2019 [I-COLLINS3-5])

“It's a demoralizing process. If this land is to be developed into housing, the city should own the
property, not Avalon Bay. We should invest in our residents, our workers in all trades- not just
tech. And having publicly owned housing would do this.”
(Marria Evbuoma, Email, September 19, 2019 [I-EVBUOMA-3])

“A smaller project with 100% of the housing units affordable to low- and moderate-income
residents, could merit our support.”
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(Allan Fisher, Email, September 12, 2019 [I-FISHER-3])

“The best outcome to this controversy would be for the SFPUC to transfer the 'reservoir' land once
and for all to the College, or at least the current lease could be extended for a 60-year contract, for
the benefit of all the people of San Francisco. We look for your support in this outcome.”
(Daniel T. Halford, Email, September 9, 2019 [I-HALFORD1-4])

“The best outcome to this controversy would be for the SFPUC to transfer the 'reservoir' land once
and for all to the College, or at least the current lease could be extended for a 60-year contract, for
the benefit of all the people of San Francisco.”
(Daniel T. Halford, Email, September 16, 2019 [I-HALFORD2-4])

“Further, the proposed developer that you have selected is already charging a premium for the
other apartments that are on ocean which is unaffordable and means that you have double or triple
the amount of tenants living in these units just to be able to afford the ridiculous rents. There are
other vacant lots such as the old Geneva Drive In where you could place these units.”
(Michell Houwer, Email, September 12, 2019 [I-HOUWER-4])

“Housing. This project is not addressing the real crisis in San Francisco. It’s not addressing the
affordability crisis of housing. Public land should be kept in public hands for public good, and it
should only be used for 100 percent deeply affordable housing on the Balboa Reservoir. It certainly
should not be given over to a private developer, whose CEO makes $7 million a year.”
(Wynd Kaufmyn, CPC Hearing, September 12, 2019 [I-KAUFMYN1-2])

“I believe that the DSEIR on the Balboa Reservoir has many deficiencies.
Policy 4.5.1. in the BPSAP says the when offering public land for development, first consideration
should be given to the development of housing affordable to individuals families making less than
120% of AMI. Instead, the privatization of the lower Bal Reservoir will remove one of the most
important resources for building affordable housing—public land owned by the city—turning it
over to a large national for-profit real estate corporation that owns eight entirely unaffordable
rental housing developments.”
(Vicki Legion, Email, September 22, 2019 [I-LEGION-1])
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“The Draft SEIUR doe not consider the possibility of using this public land to build dedicated
educator housing, taking the dominant but inaccurate point of view that 100% affordable housing
is not realistic. There is already a 100% affordable building at 1100 Ocean, which was built on land
previously owned by the MTA. There are many possible sources of funding for 100% affordable
educator housing.
Public land is a sacred trust that must stay in public hands forever, and be used only for public
good—not for the seven-million plus annual salary that goes to the AvalonBay CEO.”
(Vicki Legion, Email, September 22, 2019 [I-LEGION-4])

“A third value that we hope we share with you is that public lands must be used for the public
good. The Balboa Reservoir should not be turned over to for-profit developers to build market rate
housing and maybe some affordable housing that perhaps in reality is not for low income, working
class people. There is such scant open space available for new housing that the City of San Francisco
focus on more housing for those who cannot buy market rate housing: teachers and other public
servants who would likely use transit or walk or bike to work at nearby schools or at City College.
We encourage the Planning Commission to live up to these San Francisco values. Build housing
on public open space, but build it for those who would otherwise be shut out of the market and
who would likely use transit or walk/bike to work (nonpolluting alternatives to cars).”
(Anita Martinez, Email, September 23, 2019 [I-MARTINEZ-2])

“This project should be built in a different location.”
(Tomasita Medál, Email, September 23, 2019 [I-MEDAL-4])

“The Draft should address whether dedicating a substantial portion of the project to housing City
College employees and/or students would minimize traffic-related impacts of the project and
whether such dedication would be feasible.”
(Christopher Pederson, Email, September 23, 2019 [I-PEDERSON2-11])

“The second thing I wanted to address is there’s a lot of talk about affordable housing. So, I just
wanted to put out a couple of figures for your consideration. If you look at the development plan,
the request is for 18 percent affordable housing for people who are making 80 percent of the area
median income, and that would be $66,500 a year.
Then, an additional 17 percent for moderate income. That’s 120 percent over the AMI. We’re talking
$99,500 a year. And then, you get to 50 percent with an additional, optional moderate income
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housing and that additional housing is -- there’s no responsibility for the developer to build it and
there’s currently no funding in the plan.
So, I know this is about the EIR and not the project itself, but I just wanted you to have those figures
that the actual affordable housing that will be gotten from giving away this public land to a private
developer is less than one-fifth. So, and of course, the biggest cost in building housing is the land.
If the public land were not given away, it could all be affordable. So, just to think about that. Thank
you very much.”
(Marcie Rhine, CPC Hearing, September 12, 2019 [I-RHINE-3])

“Furthermore, there are not going to be enough units in this building for students to be able to
access them. It’s public land and it should be only 100 percent affordable. And if that can’t be, then
the situation that we have currently, with the available parking, is the best situation for the
students. That’s all, thank you.”
(Sophie Sapphire, CPC Hearing, September 12, 2019 [I-SAPPHIRE-2])

“This letter also asserts that the DSEIR does not adequately address the alternative for 100%
affordable housing on the Balboa Reservoir site.”
(Leslie Simon, Email, September 17, 2019 [I-SIMON-2])

“At most the Balboa Reservoir Project will offer 33% housing that is affordable to people with
teachers salaries and below. That would provide about 350 units. An alternative plan would build
350 units only, all of them affordable (100%) to people with teachers’ salaries and below. A model
for this plan exists adjacent to the Balboa Reservoir at 1100 Ocean, a development built on public
land and 100% affordable. The possibility of this model must be explored.
I have attached a sketch that shows how these units would fit into the Lower Lot of the Reservoir.
Alternative funding sources could include a proposed municipal bank and a reassessment of
under-assessed commercial properties or a change in the Twitter tax. It is not necessary to use
unneeded luxury housing, which create the need for a substantial number of additional affordable
units, to fund affordable units.”
(Leslie Simon, Email, September 17, 2019 [I-SIMON-11])56

“Until funding for 100% affordable housing for the number of units that could be established in
the Lower Lot in a sequenced manner so as not to radically reduce parking before public transit
56

The attachment referenced by the commenter can be found with the original comment letter in RTC
Attachment 2, Comment Letters and Emails on the Draft SEIR.
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has been improved, no housing should be built on the Balboa Reservoir because it will have an
adverse impact on the enrollment and consequent health of City College of San Francisco.
The attached alternative plan shows three structures, which could be built in phases, so that when
the promised better transit services are established, some of the Lower Lot could be dedicated
incrementally to affordable housing. I request that this alternative plan be explored.”
(Leslie Simon, Email, September 17, 2019 [I-SIMON-12])57

“The DRAFT SEIR must consider the option of using this public land to build 100% affordable
housing. San Francisco is woefully behind in creation of affordable housing, and yet, this Draft
SEIR simply dismisses the option of dedicating this publicly owned property to affordable housing
only. It does not even consider the recommended option of its own PEIR of 500 housing units for
the lower Balboa Reservoir dedicated to those earning less than 120 percent of median area income.
Instead it accepts the premise of creating market rate housing in order to obtain affordable housing
without exploring possible funding for a greater number of affordable units, without the market
rate housing—which would have a smaller environmental impact to the areas already identified:
noise, air quality and transportation.
One of the greatest obstacles to building affordable housing is the price of land. In San Francisco
this obstacle is even more formidable than in other areas of the country. The City of San Francisco
already owns this parcel, so why is the City of San Francisco planning to sell public land that it
already owns to a private developer that will build mostly market rate housing in a neighborhood
where affordable housing makes more sense?
A development solely devoted to affordable housing would better blend with the residents of this
working class neighborhood. The proposed development of mostly market rate units leaves these
residents vulnerable to displacement due to gentrification. The adjacent neighborhood, Excelsior,
is also a working class neighborhood vulnerable to displacement due to gentrification.
I again refer you to an article by Joseph Smooke and Dyan Ruiz “Five Reasons Why San Francisco
Must Not Give Up Public Land for Market Rate Development” (Truth-out, April 3, 2015).
Policy 4.5.1 in the BPSAP says that when offering public land for development, first consideration
should be given by these agencies to the development of housing affordable to individuals or
families making less than 120 percent of the area median income.”
(Leslie Simon, Email, September 17, 2019 [I-SIMON-13])

57

The attachment referenced by the commenter can be found with the original comment letter in RTC
Attachment 2, Comment Letters and Emails on the Draft SEIR.
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“* The DRAFT SEIR must consider the option of using this public land to build 100% affordable
housing
The Draft SEIR states the need to “DEVELOP THE RESERVOIRS IN A MANNER THAT WILL
BEST BENEFIT THE NEIGHBORHOOD, THE CITY, AND THE REGION AS A WHOLE”.
* The DRAFT SEIR must consider the possibility of using this public land to build dedicated
educator housing”
(Eve Tarquino, Email, September 12, 2019 [I-TARQUINO-2])

“The City already owns this land, why sell it to developers that will not use it for affordable
housing? The City can build affordable housing and instructor housing so our city dwellers can
be supported.”
(Eve Tarquino, Email, September 12, 2019 [I-TARQUINO-5])

“We Need affordable housing in our neighborhood, not MORE market-rate housing!”
(Eve Tarquino, Email, September 12, 2019 [I-TARQUINO-9])

“And I would say, I am all for affordable housing. I grew up living in Section 8s. And to me this
plan is not aggressive enough. I’m sorry, it’s public land. A hundred percent of it should go to
affordable housing.
We know that the cost of land in San Francisco is incredibly high. Why would we take public land
and privatize it? We should be asking for a more aggressive plan. If anything, to expand access to
education, to provide affordable housing to students, to faculty.
I mean, unless we’re addressing their ability to access education, then I’m sorry, this plan is just
not good enough. Thank you.”
(Vicky, CPC Hearing, September 12, 2019 [I-VICKY-2])

“The Balboa Reservoir, as I understand it, is currently owned by the public. Given the high cost of
living in this city, the number of people living on the streets or in their automobiles/campers, and
the general difficulty the city has had in trying to encourage more developers to build affordable
housing, it strikes me as absolutely ludicrous that the proposed project does not prioritize belowmarket rate housing options. We the public own this land, and this land should be used to benefit
the public. While I acknowledge that it may be difficult to entice a for-profit developer to build an
entirely market-rate complex, I think that at least 50% of the units should be market rate in order
to serve the public good. Furthermore, why not give the land to a non-profit developer - work with
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them to build a complex that is entirely for the public good. Quit lining the pockets of the
developers just because they are lining the pockets of our politicians.”
(Andy Weyer, Email, September 20, 2019 [I-WEYER-2])

“Homelessness and housing insecurity impacts some of my students every semester. It is
commonplace for students to leave school due to housing loss or a housing crisis. Please help our
community college students by creating short term housing options for CCSF students
experiencing an emergency. Short term housing for students is needed in San Francisco and the
Balboa Reservoir is the best location. Prevent homelessness while supporting individuals engaged
in activities that will lead to wage increases and financial self sufficiency. Support
students..provide a roof over their heads while they are in school! Help them to complete their
education!”
(Kathleen White, Email, September 19, 2019 [I-WHITE-1])

“And none of this addresses future needs that CCSF might have for this land. Ideally, the SFPUC
should transfer the 'reservoir' land once and for all to the College. Public land should be preserved
for the public and not sold to private developers.”
(Debra Wilensky, Email, September 23, 2019 [I-WILENSKY-3])

“The DRAFT SEIR is inadequate because it fails to consider the option of building 100% affordable
housing
The Draft SEIR states the need to “DEVELOP THE RESERVOIRS IN A MANNER THAT WILL
BEST BENEFIT THE NEIGHBORHOOD, THE CITY, AND THE REGION AS A WHOLE”.
San Francisco is woefully behind in creation of affordable housing, and yet, this Draft SEIR does
not consider the option of dedicating this publicly owned property to 100% affordable housing.
Nor does it even consider its own PEIR (Balboa Park Station Area Plan) which
http://generalplan.sfplanning.org/Balboa_Park_Station.htm states that when offering public land
for development, first consideration should be given to the development of housing affordable to
individuals or families making less than 120 percent of the area median income.
One of the greatest obstacles to building affordable housing is the price of land. In San Francisco
this obstacle is even more formidable than in other areas of the country. The City of San Francisco
should not sell this public land to a private developer that will build mostly market rate housing.
The DSEIR accepts the unexamined premise that creating market rate housing in conjunction with
some affordable housing is the only path forward. It does not explore the possibility of funding
units which are 100% affordable.

Case No. 2018-007883ENV
April 2020

4.F-11

Balboa Reservoir Project
Responses to Comments

4. Comments and Responses
4.F. Alternatives

The DRAFT SEIR is inadequate because it fails to consider the possibility of using this public land
to build dedicated educator housing
Since approval of the PEIR, the City of San Francisco has identified an urgent need for housing
dedicated to educators. The lower Balboa Reservoir is surrounded by schools whose teachers
and students would be able to walk to work/school if they lived there. The DSEIR needs to
examine this alternative.”
(Jennifer Worley, President, AFT 2121, Email, September 23, 2019 [I-WORLEY-2])

“Now, the San Francisco Labor Council has said, along with the Union, AFP 21, the PUC should
transfer that property to City College for development. That’s what we support. It shouldn’t be
privatized, as you’re supporting these developers to do.”
(Steve Zeltzer, United Public Workers for Action, CPC Hearing, September 12, 2019 [I-ZELTZER-2])

Response AL-1: Range of Alternatives
The comments raise concerns regarding the range of alternatives in the SEIR and suggest additional
alternatives. Other comments disagree with the rejection of using the site for City College facilities
and state that because the project site is public land, development of 100 percent affordable housing
units, development of dedicated educator and student housing, retention of the land in public
ownership, or sale of the land to City College should be alternatives considered in the draft SEIR.
Comments regarding secondary impacts to City College are addressed in Response PS-2, Public
Services and Secondary Impacts, on RTC p. 4.H-59. The alternatives presented in the draft SEIR
meet CEQA requirements.
The response below describes the CEQA requirements for the alternatives analysis, the objectives
used to define alternatives, and the alternatives selection process. The response is organized by the
following subtopics:


CEQA Requirements for Alternatives



Alternatives Selection Process



Other Alternatives and Alternatives Considered but Rejected
–

Alternative Locations

–

Public Land and Affordable Housing

CEQA Requirements for Alternatives
CEQA Guidelines section 15126.6(a) provides that “An EIR shall describe a range of reasonable
alternatives to the project, or location of the project, which would feasibly attain most of the basic
objectives of the project but would avoid or substantially lessen any of the significant effects of the
project and evaluate the comparative merits of the alternatives.”
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The alternatives need not meet all of the project objectives, but should meet most of the basic project
objectives. The CEQA Guidelines recognize that the range of conceivable alternatives to a proposed
project is potentially vast, and that an EIR need not consider every conceivable alternative to a
project. However, it must include a reasonable range of potentially feasible alternatives that are
limited by the “rule of reason” and that will foster informed decision-making and public
participation (see CEQA Guidelines section 15126.6(a)).
The main purpose of presenting a range of alternatives to a proposed project is to focus on
alternatives that are capable of reducing or eliminating any significant effects of the proposed
project identified in an EIR (CEQA Guidelines section 15126.6(b)). The draft SEIR for the Balboa
Reservoir Project meets this requirement. For example, the draft SEIR includes one alternative that
eliminates the significant and unavoidable air quality impacts, as well as two alternatives that
reduce but do not fully avoid the significant and unavoidable noise, air quality, and transportation
and circulation impacts. Decision-makers can compare the environmental impact trade-offs among
these alternatives and the proposed project.
The range of potential alternatives is limited to those that could feasibly attain most of the basic
objectives of the proposed project. Among the factors to be considered in feasibility are site suitability,
economic viability, general plan consistency, other plans or regulatory limitations, jurisdictional
boundaries, and whether the project sponsor can reasonably acquire or have access to an alternative
site (CEQA Guidelines section 15126.6(f)(1)). As described below, the draft SEIR provides a
discussion and analysis of the alternatives selection process that was used to identify the range of
alternatives analyzed in the draft SEIR in compliance with CEQA guidelines section 15126.6.

Alternatives Selection Process and Project Objectives
The draft SEIR Section 6.A.3, Alternatives Selection, on pp. 6-3 to 6-7, describes the alternatives
section process. The first step is to use the project objectives in the identification, selection, and
evaluation of alternatives. As shown on draft SEIR pp. 2-4 to 2-5, the City, the SFPUC, and the project
sponsor has nine shared project objectives and the City and the SFPUC has one additional objective.
The second step presents a summary of all the significant and unavoidable impacts that are
identified in draft SEIR Chapter 3, which consist of secondary operational loading impacts, transit
delay impacts, and noise and air quality impacts during constriction.
The third step focuses on strategies to address the significant and unavoidable impacts. The
strategies are summarized below:


Alternative Strategy to Address Secondary Loading Impacts (draft SEIR p. 6-5):
–



Providing an additional point of access to the project site, which would reduce the
number of project-generated vehicle trips at the Ocean Avenue/Lee Avenue intersection;

Alternative Strategy to Address Transit Delay Impacts (draft SEIR pp. 6-6 to 6-7):
–

Providing an additional point of access to the project site, which would reduce the
number of project-related vehicle trips along transit routes;
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–



Reducing the density of the project would reduce the number of project-generated
vehicle trips, which would reduce to some extent, the potential for a project to have a
considerable contribution to increases in transit delay;

Alternative Strategy to Address Construction-Related Impacts (draft SEIR p. 6-7):
–

Require construction be phased sequentially over a six-year period, with no compressed
schedule; and

–

Reduce the scale of the project, which could reduce the magnitude of construction.

These strategies are evaluated and alternatives screened for their feasibility and ability to meet
most of the project objectives. Table 6-2 on draft SEIR pp. 6-9 to 6-10 summarizes the ability of the
alternatives to meet project objectives. The range of alternatives includes the No Project Alternative
as required by CEQA Guidelines section 15126.6(3) and three alternatives at the project site
(Reduced Density, San Ramon Way Passenger Vehicle Access, and Six-Year Construction
Schedule). Together, the four identified alternatives present a reasonable range of alternatives
adequate to inform decision makers.

Other Alternatives and Alternatives Considered but Rejected
Several comments state that the project should be located elsewhere. Several comments state that
an alternative dedicating the site only for City College uses should be considered. One comment
states that the draft SEIR should consider “whether dedicating a substantial portion of the project
to housing City College employees and/or students would minimize traffic-related impacts of the
project and whether such dedication would be feasible.”
As described in draft SEIR Chapter 6, Alternatives, and above, the consideration of alternatives
carried forward for analysis was based on three factors, consistent with section 15126.6(a) of the
CEQA Guidelines:


The alternative would be potentially feasible



The alternative would feasibly attain most of the project’s basic objectives



The alternative would avoid or substantially lessen one or more of the significant
environmental impacts of the proposed project

Alternative Locations. As described in draft SEIR Section 6.E.2, Alternatives Considered but
Rejected, the draft SEIR considers alternative locations and included the reasons for rejecting
alternative locations. As described on draft SEIR pp. 6-56 to 6-57, the reasons for rejecting
alternative locations include:


The sites would not meet the basic project objectives, which are specific to the Balboa
Reservoir site based on policy considerations evaluated by the city;



The sites would result in the same construction-related impacts as the proposed site;



No comparable parcel of land is available within the plan area that the project sponsor could
reasonably acquire, control, or otherwise have access;
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An alternative site would not meet the basic objectives related to “developing the reservoir
site with a mixed-use residential neighborhood, including a substantial number of affordable
housing units, site infrastructure, and bicycle and pedestrian connections”; and



An alternative location would not meet the project objective related to “developing an
underutilized side under the Public Land for Housing Program.” (SEIR p. 6-57)

Alternative locations such as Daly City are not considered, as that is not within the City and County
of San Francisco’s jurisdiction; however, the same reasons for rejecting alternative locations above
is applicable.
Public Land and Affordable Housing. As described in draft SEIR Section 6.E.2, Alternatives
Considered but Rejected, the SEIR considers a fully affordable housing alternative. As described
on draft SEIR pp. 6-58 to 6-59, the reasons for rejecting this alternative include:


It would not meet the project objectives related to building a “mixed-income community with
a high percentage of affordable units to provide housing options for households at a range of
income levels …, “develop a project that is financially feasible …,” and “provide SFPUC’s
water utility ratepayers with fair market value …” and



This alternative would arguably be a fundamentally different project given the request for
qualifications process that occurred for the project site. As noted on draft SEIR p. 6-59, “…
100 percent affordable housing developments in San Francisco are typically sponsored by the
Mayor’s Office of Housing and Community Development, which provides substantial
financial support for such projects and which typically seeks out not-for-profit developers
who specialize in the production of fully affordable residential projects. Accordingly, it has
never been the case that the planning for this project assumed or required a 100 percent
affordable housing development, which would require a substantially different financial
structure and City development partner(s).”

An alternative dedicating all of the site to City College uses would not meet the basic objective of
implementing the City’s 2014 Public Land for Housing program and the Surplus Public Lands
Initiative (Proposition K), by replacing an underused surface parking lot located on surplus public
land with a substantial amount of new housing, including a high percentage of affordable housing.
A project that dedicates housing only to educators and student housing would require affordable
subsidies and thus is similar to the fully affordable housing alternative considered but rejected.
The range of income levels proposed by the project could include housing for educators and
students but would not preclude other professions. As described in RTC Chapter 2, the project
sponsor is proposing to provide approximately 150 moderate-income dwelling units dedicated to
educator households as part of the 50 percent affordable housing. The project sponsor’s
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commitment to the amount and type of affordable housing developed as part of the proposed
project would be part of the development agreement between the City and the project sponsor.58
As stated, an alternative with the majority or all the site dedicated to educator and student housing
would not meet the basic project objectives; therefore, it is rejected from further consideration. For
informational purposes, the transportation impacts under such a scenario would still likely remain
significant and unavoidable for several reasons as described on draft SEIR pp. 6-59 to 6-60:


Providing educators and students with housing on the project site may lead to less vehicular
travel than not providing such dedicated housing. However, the cumulative impact related
to public transit delay (Impact C-TR-4, discussed on draft SEIR pp. 3.B-94 to 3.B-99) is based
on the addition of vehicle and transit trips generated by the proposed project in combination
with the City College facilities master plan projects and other cumulative development. Due
to the uncertainty surrounding the development at City College’s Ocean Campus and the
uncertainty of SFMTA approval of other measures under its jurisdiction, cumulative transit
delay impacts would be significant and unavoidable. The impacts to transit delay would
occur irrespective of potential changes in travel demand or patterns from educator or student
housing.



The cumulative impact to passenger and freight loading (Impact C-TR-6b, discussed on draft
SEIR pp. 3.B-101 to 3.B-102) is determined based on the impact to existing loading zones
along Lee Avenue between Ocean Avenue and the project site. Under such a scenario, the
Lee Avenue extension would still occur, and impacts to loading on Lee Avenue would occur
irrespective of potential changes travel demand or patterns from educator or student
housing. Thus, the impact conclusion would be significant and unavoidable.

Additional reasons that the transportation impacts under such a scenario would still likely remain
significant and unavoidable are:


In addition to the Ocean Campus, City College has eight centers and various other
instructional sites throughout San Francisco. Providing educators and students with housing
on the project site would not obviate the need for travel to and from these other sites.



Employees and students traveling to and from the campus site only accounts for a portion of
total daily travel to and from the project. Even among those students and employees who
travel to and from the Ocean Campus for school and work purposes, other travel would still
occur from those students and employees throughout the day.



The co-location of student housing at one of eight City College campus centers would not
prevent project-related vehicle travel from using Ocean Avenue in the project vicinity.

Such a scenario also would not reduce the significant and unavoidable noise and air quality
construction impacts, as described on draft SEIR p. 6-60. The draft SEIR presents and analyzes a
reasonable range of alternatives consistent with CEQA Guidelines section 15126.6(a). CEQA does
58

The development agreement is part of the entitlement process for project approval. The development
agreement requires recommendation for approval by the planning commission and approval by the board of
supervisors. Pursuant to the requirements of Administrative Code Chapter 56, the proposed development
agreement is subject to noticing requirements and will be made available for public review prior to
presentation to the planning commission for its consideration and recommendation to the board of supervisors
per standard City procedures.
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not require analysis of “every imaginable alternative” but rather it gives agencies the flexibility to
eliminate certain alternatives that either do not reduce environmental impacts or do not further the
project’s main objectives. The planning department has determined that all alternatives analyzed in
the draft SEIR to be potentially feasible, consistent with the CEQA guidelines.
In accordance with CEQA, the draft SEIR evaluates the physical environmental effects of the
proposed project. Economic, social, or quality-of-life effects of a project are not considered
environmental impacts under CEQA (CCR Title 14 section 15131) unless there would be a physical
impact on the environment resulting from such effects (such as impacts addressed in air quality,
transportation, and noise sections of the draft SEIR), or if such effects result in the need for the
construction of new or physically altered facilities that would result in significant physical
environmental impacts. The alternatives proposed in the comments are not specified to reduce
significant physical environmental impacts, but instead focus on socioeconomic concerns related to
the project, and would not meaningfully alter the alternatives analysis completed in the draft SEIR.
The comments regarding the affordable housing ratio of the project do not concern the adequacy
or accuracy of the environmental impact analysis and no further response is required. Comments
on socioeconomic or quality-of-life effects will be transmitted to City decision-makers for
consideration in their deliberations on the proposed project.

Comment AL-2: Environmentally Superior Alternative
This response addresses comments from the commenter listed below; each comment on this topic
is quoted in full below this list:
O-WPA3-13
I-PEDERSON2-1
I-PEDERSON2-4

“Environmentally Superior Alternative
The DSEIR concludes that Alternative D is the “Environmentally Superior Alternative.” (DSEIR,
pp. 6-49 – 6-50.) This conclusion contradicts the evidence provided in the DSEIR which states that
the combination of the reduced density alternative (Alternative B) and Alternative D “would result
in less environmental impacts than the Project options and variants.” (DSEIR, p. 6-50.) Therefore,
it is clear that the combination of alternatives B and D would result in fewer environmental
impacts. The inescapable conclusion would be that the environmentally superior alternative is
Alternative B constructed over six years in two phases. As written, the alternative section of the
DSEIR is drafted to lead, or mislead, the public and decision-makers into approving the Project or
the Additional Housing Option that has a higher density even though neither the Project or the
Additional Housing Option is the environmentally superior alternative.”
(Michael Ahrens, President, Westwood Park Association, Letter, September 22, 2019 [O-WPA3-13])
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“Although the Draft is sufficient in most respects, it is deficient in three different ways: it
misidentifies the environmentally superior alternative”
(Christopher Pederson, Email, September 23, 2019 [I-PEDERSON2-1])

“A. The Additional Housing Option is the Environmentally Superior Alternative.
The Draft identifies the no project alternative as the environmentally superior alternative. Aside
from the no project alternative, it identifies the alternative that requires a six-year construction
period as environmentally superior. It also opines that a reduced density version of the project
constructed over a six-year period, if feasible, would further reduce environmental impacts.
The Draft’s evaluation of which alternative is environmentally superior is fundamentally flawed
because it fails to address the adverse environmental consequences of providing less housing than
proposed in the Additional Housing Option and of constructing the public parking garage
component of the developer’s proposed option.
The most urgent environmental problem that the world and the state face today is climate change.
(IPCC, Climate Change 2014, Synthesis Report; Cal. Health & Safety Code, section 38501.) In 2017,
transportation accounted for 41% of California’s greenhouse gas (“GHG”) emissions and 46% of
San Francisco’s GHG emissions. (California Air Resources Board (CARB), California Greenhouse
Gas Emission Inventory: 2000-2017 (2019 Edition); sfenvironment.org/carbonfootprint.) The
California Air Resources Board has concluded that California cannot meet its GHG reduction goals
unless it substantially reduces vehicle miles travelled (“VMT”). (CARB, California’s 2017 Climate
Change Scoping Plan: The Strategy for Achieving California’s 2030 Greenhouse Gas Target; CARB,
2018 Progress Report, California’s Sustainable Communities and Climate Protection Act (Nov.
2018), pages 5, 27-28.) A primary strategy for reducing VMT is locating multi-family housing close
to major employment centers, public transit, and other amenities such as neighborhood
commercial districts. Unfortunately, restrictions on residential development within the major
urban cores of the state present a major obstacle to accomplishing the state’s GHG emissions
reduction goals. (CARB, 2018 Progress Report, pages 46, 53, 63-64.)
The Balboa Reservoir is unusually well-suited to be the location of high-density residential
development because it is (1) immediately adjacent to City College, a major employment center
and trip generator; (2) within easy walking distance of multiple transit lines, including BART and
Muni lines KT, 8, 8BX, 29, 43, 49, 54, and 91 (and also the J, M, 28R, and 88 lines, which serve the
Balboa Park BART station); and (3) adjacent to the Ocean Avenue neighborhood commercial
district. To deny or reduce the amount of multi-family housing there would directly impede the
state’s efforts to reduce the most significant environmental impact of them all: climate change.
The potential adverse environmental impacts identified in the Draft all pale in comparison to the
environmental impacts of climate change. To treat temporary construction-related noise and air
quality impacts and traffic challenges associated with loading for the adjacent Whole Foods
grocery store as more significant than climate change is self-evidently ludicrous. More importantly,

Balboa Reservoir Project
Responses to Comments

4.F-18

Case No. 2018-007883ENV
April 2020

4. Comments and Responses
4.F. Alternatives

the Draft’s failure to provide a reasonable evaluation of the magnitude and significance of the very
different kinds of environmental impacts that the City’s action on this project might have means
that it is not adequately informing decision-makers and the public about the potential
environmental consequences of the City’s action.
In addition, as discussed in more detail below, the Draft fails to address how the proposed public
parking garage will undercut City College’s efforts to reduce automobile commuting and thereby
induce more GHG emissions and VMT than would occur if the public parking garage is not
constructed.
The Draft’s alternatives analysis should therefore be revised to address the environmental
consequences of providing less housing than proposed in the Additional Housing Option and of
providing the public parking garage. Once that analysis is provided, the SEIR should conclude that
the Additional Housing Option is the environmentally superior alternative because it provides the
most housing in a manner that is likely to result in the lowest per capita VMT and GHG emissions,
thereby advancing the state’s strategy for addressing the climate crisis.”
(Christopher Pederson, Email, September 23, 2019 [I-PEDERSON2-4])

Response AL-2: Environmentally Superior Alternative
The comments disagree with the identification of the environmentally superior alternative.
Responses to the specific details of each comment as they relate to environmental issues are
presented to below. Please also refer to Response AL-1, Range of Alternatives, on RTC p. 4.F-12,
for more details on the development of alternatives process.
As stated in draft SEIR Section 6.D, Environmentally Superior Alternative, the environmentally
superior alternative is the alternative that avoids or substantially lessens some or all of the
significant and unavoidable impacts of a project. However, if the environmentally superior
alternative is the No Project Alternative, the EIR shall also identify an environmentally superior
alternative among the other alternatives (CEQA Guidelines section 15126.6).
The draft SEIR concludes on p. 6-50 that “Alternative D, Six-Year Construction Schedule would
meet all of the project objectives and would avoid and substantially reduce the severity of projectand cumulative-level impacts related to construction-related air quality and health risks.” One
comment states that the combination of Alternatives B and D would be the environmentally
superior alternative and claims that the draft SEIR is drafted to lead or mislead the public and
decision-makers into approving one of the proposed project options, despite neither being the
environmentally superior alternative. The comment omits the preceding draft SEIR text regarding
the combination of Alternatives B and D. The draft SEIR acknowledges that “[i]t is also possible
that Alternative D could be combined with Alternative B by the decision makers.” The draft SEIR
goes on to describe that this combined alternative would lessen the severity of the significant and
unavoidable adverse impacts of the proposed project.
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Other comments state that the draft SEIR misidentifies the environmentally superior alternative
because the analysis does not address the climate change consequences of providing less housing
than the Additional Housing Option or constructing the public parking garage under the
Developer’s Proposed Option. Concerning VMT and GHG emissions of the project, the draft SEIR
concludes impacts related to vehicle miles traveled (VMT) (draft SEIR pp. 3.B-79 to 3.B-80) and
greenhouse gas emissions (draft SEIR Appendix B, pp. B-37 to B-40) to be less than significant.
Accordingly, neither VMT nor GHG emissions were the main criteria in the development of
alternatives because CEQA does not require that the alternatives address less-than-significant
impacts.
The commenter is correct that a denser project would be more VMT and GHG efficient at this
project site than a less dense project. However, none of the alternatives analyzed would have
significant impacts on VMT or GHG emissions.

Comment AL-3: Alternative A, No Project Alternative
This response addresses comments from the commenter listed below; each comment on this topic
is quoted in full below this list:
I-BIERINGER4-4
I-RANDOLPH-1
I-SCHNEIDER2-2

“Please adopt Alternative A.”
(Garry Bieringer, Email, September 23, 2019 [I-BIERINGER4-4])

“However, I think it is deficient in its discussion of cumulative greenhouse gas emissions and
traffic impacts.
In two tables (Table S-3, Table 6-6) and in the discussion of the alternatives in 6.C (p. 6-14), the EIR
says that the No Project Alternative would have No Impact (NI) on greenhouse gas (GHG)
emissions, whereas the proposed project would have a Less than Significant (LTS) impact on GHG
emissions. Therefore, Section 6.D concludes that ‘the No Project Alternative would be the
environmentally superior alternative because it would result in no impacts to all resources’.
I believe this is in direct conflict with the Plan Bay Area 2040 FEIR, which finds that the ‘No Project
and Main Streets Alternatives would result in a greater number of significant and unavoidable
impacts compared to the proposed Plan’ of concentrating jobs and housing in Priority Development
Areas (PDAs) (p. ES-8). Indeed, the whole purpose of SB 375 (2008) and Plan Bay Area was to reduce
GHG emissions by concentrating jobs and housing near transit. The Plan Bay Area 2040 EIR may be
used ‘as the basis for cumulative analysis of specific project impacts’ (Section 1.1.6).
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This is relevant because the Balboa Reservoir is the biggest single development in the Balboa Park
PDA (see screenshot of PDA map, below). It is minutes away by foot from the Balboa Park BART
station and numerous Muni light rail and bus lines.

If the project were not built, the people who would have lived there do not simply vanish. Instead,
they move further away in the Bay Area or elsewhere in the United States with worse transit
service. By excluding reasonable estimates of per capita GHG emissions under the No Project
Alternative, the Draft EIR makes it impossible to compare GHG impacts among the No Project,
Reduced Density, Developer’s Proposed Project, and Additional Housing alternatives.
The same reasoning applies to VMT, though to your credit Table 3.B-9 includes a comparison of
local VMT to Bay Area VMT that shows that Balboa Park area residents are likely to drive less per
capita.
In my opinion, developing the Balboa Reservoir to the highest density is likely to have lower
cumulative 2040 impacts on greenhouse gas emissions and traffic than any of the alternatives,
including the no project alternative.”
(Yonathan Randolph, Email, September 23, 2019 [I-RANDOLPH-1])

“And I’d also like to say that the kind of thing that isn’t included in the Environmental Impact
Report is the number of people who will live in these places in the future, without cars, and who
will be taking public transit in San Francisco, rather than that same number of people living out in
Modesto and driving into San Francisco every day, for an hour and a half. So, I think those are
really important environmental considerations to make as well.”
(Benjamin Schneider, CPC Hearing, September 12, 2019 [I-SCHNEIDER2-2])
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Response AL-3: Alternative A, No Project Alternative
Two comments express support for the adoption of Alternative A, No Project. Regarding the
comment that calls for building affordable housing for teachers and students, refer to
Response AL-1, Range of Alternatives, on RTC p. 4.F-12.
One comment states that the draft SEIR did not include a full analysis of greenhouse gas emissions
for the No Project Alternative, which then makes it impossible to compare GHGs emissions with
the proposed project options and alternatives. Comments regarding affordable housing and the
alternatives screening process are addressed in Response AL-1, Range of Alternatives, on RTC
p. 4.F-12.
Concerning VMT and GHG emissions of the project, the draft SEIR concludes impacts related to
vehicle miles traveled (VMT) (draft SEIR pp. 3.B-79 to 3.B-80) and greenhouse gas emissions (draft
SEIR Appendix B, pp. B-37 to B-40) to be less than significant. Accordingly, neither VMT nor GHG
emissions were the main criteria in the development of alternatives because CEQA does not require
that the alternatives address less-than-significant impacts.
The commenter is correct that a denser project would be more VMT and GHG efficient at this
project site than a less dense project. However, none of the alternatives analyzed would have
significant impacts on VMT or GHG emissions.

Comment AL-4: Alternative B, Reduced Density Alternative
This response addresses comments from the commenter listed below; each comment on this topic
is quoted in full below this list:
O-WPA3-10
I-BARISH2-4
I-HEGGIE2-1
I-HEGGIE2-10
I-OSAWA-8
I-SIMON-11

“Alternative B: Reduced Density Alternative Mitigates Construction Impacts on Riordan High
School and the Childcare Center
A noise monitoring report was prepared to establish the existing noise levels within 900 feet of the
project site as part of the DSEIR. This report included a long term (24 hr. or longer) and a short
term (15 min.) study. The closest Noise-Sensitive Receptor is Archbishop Riordan High School
(“Riordan High School”) which is within 80’ of the North Access Road which is the route to be
used by construction haul trucks for 4 months, and approximately 50‘ from the standard
construction activities for the Lee Avenue extension and the Block G building. The estimated
duration of construction noise from the project is six years.
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Table 3.C-7 provides a list of equipment that generates noise between 74 (Welder, Concrete Truck)
and 90 dBA (Hoe Ram, Concrete Saw, Rock/concrete Crusher) at a distance of 50’ and at 110’ the
noise is reduced to 68 dBA (a welder) to 84 dBA (Hoe ram, Concrete Saw, Rock/Concrete Crusher).
After Phase 1 is complete, in addition to the construction noise there will be an increase in noise
from project related traffic. The noise impact on the Riordan High School as well as other nearby
sensitive receptors such as the Ingleside Library and the Shining Stars Family Childcare Center will
be significant.
The project included multiple buildings and is proposed to be constructed in two phases.
Therefore, construction haul trucks will use the North Access Road not just during the estimated 4
months of the excavation and grading phase of the Project but for the full six years of the proposed
construction. Although the DSEIR describes the construction noise as intermittent, these noisy
periods will be disruptive to students and teachers throughout the Riordan High School day. The
most effective way to mitigate construction impacts is to decrease the density of the project so as
to not prolong the construction schedule and require a noise buffer zone adjacent to Riordan High
School. We request that the analysis of the lower density alternative be included as a variant. A
noise buffer zone next to Riordan High School and the Childcare Center should also be included
as a mitigation measure.”
(Michael Ahrens, President, Westwood Park Association, Letter, September 22, 2019 [O-WPA3-10])

“I urge the Commission to consider reducing the project to one that is about 400 units, such as
illustrated in this drawing. (Att 2)”
(Jean Barish, Letter, September 12, 2019 [I-BARISH2-4])

“Knowing that the development will cause serious risks to our educational institutions, neighbors,
students and small children, I believe it is worth taking a step back and asking what is the highest
good for this area that causes the least damage to the City and the immediate surroundings. In that
light, please identify what number of units could be safely constructed in the Balboa Reservoir
without creating significant adverse impacts to transportation and circulation, air quality, and
noise, and secondary public benefits, such as educational services.
As we are aware, City College is an engine for the service jobs of San Francisco and provides
opportunity including childcare and child development for students who need them while taking
classes to develop skills and a better future. There are reasons that a 100% affordable housing
building which houses aged-out foster youth among others was constructed next to City College
at the Balboa Reservoir. Adding to the public good is an adjacent private school which is wellknown as a high school, but also for its special treatment facilities for learning disabilities. Those
institutions as well as many childcare, nursery school and other educational institutions are located
nearby. This education hub is important for providing services to all of San Francisco. Therefore,
it would benefit the City to first identify what number of units would meet City standards before
shoe-horning in a project that is known in advance to have unmitigable adverse impacts.”
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(Jennifer Heggie, Email, September 23, 2019 [I-HEGGIE2-1])

“8. Four alternatives for number of units were proposed: 0, 800, 1100, and 1550. Why is the
alternative for 800 units not included in assessments? The impacts and results of mitigation on the
800-unit proposal needs to be addressed.”
(Jennifer Heggie, Email, September 23, 2019 [I-HEGGIE2-10])

“I would urge the adoption of the lowest density alternative option for the development.”
(Ed Osawa, Email, September 22, 2019 [I-OSAWA-8])

“At most the Balboa Reservoir Project will offer 33% housing that is affordable to people with
teachers salaries and below. That would provide about 350 units. An alternative plan would build
350 units only, all of them affordable (100%) to people with teachers’ salaries and below. A model
for this plan exists adjacent to the Balboa Reservoir at 1100 Ocean, a development built on public
land and 100% affordable. The possibility of this model must be explored.
I have attached a sketch that shows how these units would fit into the Lower Lot of the Reservoir.
Alternative funding sources could include a proposed municipal bank and a reassessment of
under-assessed commercial properties or a change in the Twitter tax. It is not necessary to use
unneeded luxury housing, which create the need for a substantial number of additional affordable
units, to fund affordable units.”
(Leslie Simon, Email, September 17, 2019 [I-SIMON-11])

Response AL-4: Alternative B, Reduced Density Alternative
The comments state that the draft SEIR does not adequately analyze the impacts of the 800-unit
alternative. Comments also request that additional lower density alternatives be analyzed. In
response to the comment that a 100 percent affordable housing project “would better blend” with
the project vicinity, refer to Response AL-1, Range of Alternatives, on RTC p. 4.F-12.
The 800-unit reduced density alternative (Alternative B) is analyzed on draft SEIR pp. 6-14 to 6-28.
The 800-unit alternative is not considered a variant to the proposed project. Because, as described
on draft SEIR p. 5-1, variants are “variations of the proposed project at the same project site, with
the same objectives, background, and development controls, but with a specific variation that may
or may not reduce environmental impacts … these variants modify limited features or aspects of
the project, unlike the alternatives to the project … which analyze different approaches to
developing the project site to address significant impacts that would result from the project.” The
800-unit reduced density alternative is not considered a variant because it is not a variation of the
proposed project with the same development controls.
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As noted on draft SEIR p. 6-7, one potential alternative screening strategy to avoid or lessen
construction noise impacts would be to reduce the scale of the project. Alternative B was selected
to address construction-related noise and air quality effects of the proposed project options. The
draft SEIR acknowledges that the “type of construction equipment and use characteristics would
not change because demolition, excavation, and construction activities, even though more limited,
would still occur. Thus, the potential to generate occasional temporary noise increases of at least
10 dBA over ambient levels at offsite locations along Ocean Avenue, Plymouth Avenue, and
Archbishop Riordan High School and future onsite receptors would remain …”
One commenter states that construction impacts to Riordan High School could be reduced by
decreasing the project density and requiring a noise buffer zone adjacent to the school and childcare
center as a mitigation measure. As discussed in draft SEIR Section 3.D, noise impacts from
construction activities would be significant and unavoidable. As with the proposed project options
and as described on SEIR p. 6-21, construction noise impacts of Alternative B would be reduced with
Mitigation Measure M-NO-1, which includes measures that are intended to buffer or place distance
between the construction noise sources and nearby sensitive receptors. For example, Mitigation
Measure M-NO-1 would require the contractor to locate stationary noise sources as far from adjacent
or nearby sensitive receptors as possible; and erecting temporary noise barriers around the site,
particularly where a site adjoins noise-sensitive uses (such as Archbishop Riordan High School).
However, as stated on draft SEIR p. 6-21, noise impacts under Alternative B would remain significant
and unavoidable with mitigation.
Several comments suggest additional reduced density alternatives, including a 400-unit alternative
and a 100 percent affordable housing alternative with 350 units. The draft SEIR considers
Alternative B, a reduced density alternative that would develop 800 units, or approximately 33 to
40 percent less gross square footage than the proposed project options. The draft SEIR does not
consider a further reduced density alternative because it would not meet most of the basic project
objectives.
A further reduced alternative of 350 or 400 units would not meet or would partially meet the
following project objectives, but to a lesser extent than the proposed options and Alternative B:


Implement the goals of the City’s 2014 Public Land for Housing program and the Surplus
Public Lands Initiative (Proposition K), passed by the voters in November 2015, by
replacing an underused surface parking lot located on surplus public land with a
substantial amount of new housing, including a high percentage of affordable housing.



Implement the objectives and goals of the General Plan Housing Element and of the 2009
Balboa Park Station Area Plan that calls for the development of a mixed-use residential
neighborhood on the west reservoir to address the citywide demand for housing.



Contribute to the City’s goal of creating 5,000 housing units each year on a site
specifically identified in the general plan for additional housing in close proximity to
local and regional public transportation by maximizing the number of housing units in
the project.

Case No. 2018-007883ENV
April 2020

4.F-25

Balboa Reservoir Project
Responses to Comments

4. Comments and Responses
4.F. Alternatives



Build a high-quality residential community with a wide range of building types and
heights, and a range of dwelling unit type and tenure, which will provide new residents
with the greatest variety of housing options.



Build a mixed-income community with a high percentage of affordable units to provide
housing options for households at a range of income levels, and by doing so facilitate a
neighborhood that fosters personal connections across income ranges.

It is unknown if a further reduced alternative of 350 or 400 units would meet the following project
objectives related to infrastructure or financing, but it is less likely to meet or fully meet them:


Replace the reservoir’s abandoned infrastructure with new infrastructure improvements,
including new streets and sidewalks, bicycle and pedestrian amenities, pedestrian paseos
and multiuse paths, water, sewer and gas/electric utilities, new fire hydrant
infrastructure and an extension of the City’s Auxiliary Water Supply System (AWSS),
and community facilities including one new public park, another major open space, a
community center, and a childcare facility.



Establish pedestrian and bicycle connections from the project site to adjacent
neighborhoods including City College of San Francisco, Ocean Avenue, Sunnyside and
Westwood Park, and increase and improve pedestrian access to transit connections in the
area including Bay Area Rapid Transit (BART), Municipal Railway (Muni) light-rail and
bus lines, and Muni’s City College Terminal.



As stated in the City’s Balboa Reservoir Request for Proposals, work with City College to
address parking needs by identifying substitute parking and transportation solutions.



Develop a project that is financially feasible and able to support the financial investment
that will be required to realize it, including equity and debt return levels that will be
required by investors and lenders to finance residential developments, as well as
eligibility for required federal, state, regional, and local sources of subsidy for
infrastructure and utility construction and affordable housing.



Provide SFPUC’s water utility ratepayers with fair market value for this utility land asset
as required by the city’s charter and applicable law.

Thus, such an alternative is considered, but rejected.
The following construction and operation analysis of a further reduced alternative is provided for
informational purposes.
Construction of any number of buildings at the site would result in significant and unavoidable
project-level and cumulative impacts for air quality (compressed schedule) and noise (six year and
compressed schedule). Regardless of the number of units (such as 350 or 400 units), construction
would require the initial phase (Phase 0) to prepare the site. Phase 0 would include the demolition
of the parking lot, west side berm, and north and east embankments, followed by grading,
excavation, and construction of the site infrastructure. The installation of site infrastructure and
finish grading would be required for any residential construction at the site.
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Like Alternative B, the type of construction equipment and use characteristics would not change
because demolition, excavation, and construction activities, even though more limited, would still
occur under a further reduced alternative. If housing is concentrated on the south side of the site,
such an alternative may result in less construction-related noise impacts to Archbishop Riordan
High School. However, the noise levels at the receptors nearest to the southern and western project
property lines would still exceed the “Ambient + 10 dBA” standard. As stated on draft SEIR p.
3.C-29, “it should be noted that the majority of construction activity would not occur at the closest
project site boundary to these closest receptors. However, given the extended duration of these
phases of construction … this impact is considered significant and unavoidable with mitigation.”
A further reduced density alternative would reduce project-generated traffic volumes and transit
trips compared to the proposed project. However, similar to Alternative B and as discussed under
Impact C-TR-4 on draft SEIR p. 3.B-94, the cumulative growth in traffic volumes and transit trips
associated with implementation of the City College facilities master plan is uncertain at this time,
and the transit delay contribution from City College in combination with a further reduced
alternative is unknown. The addition of vehicle and transit trips generated by a further reduced
density alternative in combination with the facilities master plan projects and other cumulative
development would increase transit delay and may exceed the four-minute transit delay threshold.
The project traffic volumes would be reduced under a further reduced density alternative, but it
was not estimated if it would contribute considerably to significant cumulative transit impacts
related to transit delay because this alternative was considered, but rejected. Given the potential
for exponential delay under cumulative conditions (refer to draft SEIR p. 3.B-95), a further reduced
density alternative could contribute considerably. Therefore, a further reduced density alternative
in combination with cumulative projects could result in significant cumulative transit impacts
related to transit delay.
Under a further reduced density alternative, the Lee Avenue extension would still provide an
access point to the site. Similar to Alternative B and as discussed under Impact C-TR-6b on draft
SEIR p. 3.B-101, this reconfiguration of Lee Avenue would reduce the supply of on-street loading
available to Whole Foods and nearby land uses. A further reduced alternative would reduce
project-generated traffic volumes at the Ocean Avenue/Lee Avenue intersection, however, it would
affect existing freight loading activity and passenger loading/unloading, and could create
potentially hazardous conditions to people bicycling or significant delay that may affect transit.
Under a further reduced density alternative, operations could contribute considerably to
significant cumulative secondary impacts with respect to loading. Therefore, a further reduced
alternative in combination with cumulative projects could result in a significant cumulative impact
with respect to loading along Lee Avenue between Ocean Avenue and the project site.
Thus, the significant and unavoidable construction-related noise and air quality impacts would
occur, and cumulative transit delay and Lee Avenue loading impacts identified in the draft SEIR
could occur.
Draft SEIR Chapter 6, Alternatives, discusses the impacts that would result from construction of
the reduced density alternative at an appropriate level of detail and compares these impacts to the
proposed project, and these comment does not raise any specific environmental issues or questions
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regarding the adequacy or accuracy of the draft SEIR’s analysis. The range of alternatives included
in the draft SEIR is adequate under CEQA Guidelines section 15126.6.

Comment AL-5: Alternative B, Economic Feasibility
This response addresses comments from the commenter listed below; each comment on this topic
is quoted in full below this list:
O-WPA1-4
O-WPA2-2
O-WPA3-9

“Next, there is an extreme error in the DSEIR in discussing Reduced Density Alternative B in
stating that no financial analysis has been conducted. That’s false and we will show why.”
(Michael Ahrens, President, Westwood Park Association, CPC Hearing, September 12, 2019 [O-WPA1-4])

“It doesn’t accomplish these goals. However, there was a proposal, submitted by Related of
California, a developer, during the RFP process, a process that Westwood Park was frozen out of
by the Balboa Citizens Advisory Committee. A project that could be one we could support.
It brings me to the relevant objection. The draft concludes that the financial feasibility of a reduced
option of 800 units referred to as Plan B is unknown. That is factually incorrect.
Related proposed a 680-unit project, with parking to accommodate City College. And in
discussions with Related, they said they could reduce the number of units even further and still
make a profit.
Yet, this document ignores that real world fact and concludes that the financial feasibility option
of 800 units is unknown, even though a well-known and respected developer concluded it could
make a profit with far fewer units.
The EIR must conclude that a reduced density option is financially feasible and study the impacts
of that option.
We will submit in writing as well. And thank you very much for your time.”
(Anita Theoharis, Board Member, Westwood Park Association, CPC Hearing, September 12, 2019
[O-WPA2-2])

“Alternative B: Financial Feasibility of Reduced Density Alternative
The WPA objects to the conclusion regarding the financial feasibility of Alternative B, the Reduced
Density Alternative, that would reduce the number of housing units from either 1550 or 1100 units
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to 800 units. The DSEIR incorrectly states that “the financial feasibility of the reduced density
alternative is unknown” (DSEIR, page 6-17). As noted on pages 2-5 in the Project
Description/Background section of the DSEIR, the SFPUC issued a request for qualifications for
development of the property in November 2016. From the submissions, SFPUC selected three
developers to submit comprehensive proposals: Avalon, Emerald Fund and Related California.
The proposal from Avalon and its development partners was selected by SFPUC to enter into
exclusive negotiations for the development.
The Related California RFP proposal was to develop 680 units, of which 50.2% were proposed to
be affordable and work force housing units, or 120 fewer units than the Alternative B project with
800 units. Therefore, there is no factual basis for the conclusion in the DSEIR that the financial
feasibility of the Alternative B project is unknown as this is contrary to Related California’s
proposal with fewer units that they clearly considered to be financially feasible. A copy of the
Related California’s Response to the RFP proposal is attached to this letter as exhibit 3.
The WPA submitted a Scoping Letter on November 12, 2018, which is attached hereto as Exhibit 4.
That Scoping Letter fully discussed the financial feasibility of a reduced density project. As WPA
stated in that letter, the Related California proposal was for 680 units but in addition, Related
California disclosed to WPA that a project with fewer units than 680 was feasible. Footnote 1 of the
Scoping Letter, states that ‘In discussion with the Westwood Park Community, Related California
acknowledged that a 500 unit development is financially feasible’. Hence, the statements in the
DSEIR that the ‘financial feasibility of the reduced density alternative is unknown’ are simply
incorrect, contrary to the evidence, and ignores the factual evidence that is readily available to the
Planning Department.”
(Michael Ahrens, President, Westwood Park Association, Letter, September 22, 2019 [O-WPA3-9])59

Response AL-5: Alternative B, Economic Feasibility
The commenters object to the statement in the draft SEIR that the financial feasibility of the reduced
density alternative is unknown. One comment provides Related California’s proposal for 680 units
that was submitted in response to the original SFPUC request for proposals for development of the
project site (the proposal is included in its entirety in RTC Attachment B).
The commenters assert that because Related California submitted a 680-unit proposal for the
SFPUC’s request for proposals, a reduced density alternative by the Reservoir Community
Partners, LLC, would be financially feasible. The Related California proposal is not relevant to the
current project as proposed by Reservoir Community Partners, LLC, because they are different
projects by different developers. A response to a request for proposals also does not prove that the
respondent has a feasible project. Alternative B is considered to be a potentially feasible reduced
density alternative because it meets most of the basic project objectives, and it lessens the project’s
significant environmental effects. The draft SEIR concludes on pp. 6-27 to 6-28 that the reduced
59

The attachment referenced by the commenter can be found with the original comment letter in RTC
Attachment 2, Comment Letters and Emails on the Draft SEIR.
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density alternative would have slightly less severe significant impacts than the proposed project
options, but the significant and unavoidable impacts would remain.
The planning commission will certify the SEIR if they determine that the SEIR has been completed
in compliance with CEQA, including that it describes a reasonable range of potentially feasible
alternatives. The planning commission will determine the actual feasibility of the alternatives after
and separate from SEIR certification. The planning commission may consider non-environmental
information in making the actual feasibility determination, such as an economic/financial
feasibility analysis.

Comment AL-6: Alternative C, San Ramon Way Passenger Vehicle Access
Alternative
This response addresses comments from the commenter listed below; each comment on this topic
is quoted in full below this list:
O-SNA1-1
O-SNA2-1
O-WPA1-5
O-WPA3-11

O-WPA3-16
O-WPA3-17
I-BURGGRAF-3
I-DELROSARIO-1

I-FREY1-4
I-FREY2-4
I-OSAWA-5
I-OSTEN-2

“Good afternoon Commissioners. My name is Amy O’Hare. I’m the Sunnyside representative on
the Balboa Reservoir Community Advisory Committee. I’m also on the Board of Sunnyside
Neighborhood Association, and I’m speaking for the Board today.
I want to address a particular aspect of the environmental report and that is Alternative C. That’s
opening San Ramon Way to vehicular traffic.
I want to urge the Planning Department to support this alternative. As currently planned, there are
only two openings for vehicular traffic in and out of the reservoir sites. By opening San Ramon
Way, a third access point would be provided, mitigating some of the locked in nature of the site.
When AECOM did the initial transportation analysis, in 2015, they conclude: Extending San Ramon
Way would reduce local traffic bottleneck into the neighborhood. The extension would attract a
portion of the Reservoir site traffic and it can be accommodated without resulting in substantial
negative impacts on the existing neighborhood.
The draft SEIR states that opening San Ramon Way to vehicles would redistribute traffic from
Ocean Avenue and Frida Kahlo Way, where it would otherwise contribute to the transit delay.
Opening San Ramon Way would provide emergency vehicles better access.
Further, it would reduce project generated traffic volume at Lee Avenue, which is identified in the
draft report as a troublesome intersection with a lot of projected congestion.
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In 1917, Westwood Park laid out several stub-ended streets. It was laid out with several stub-end
streets, including San Ramon.
In 1986, Westwood Park Association successfully blocked the opening of the one of the east -- the
west side of Westwood Park and so that’s just a solid wall. And on the other side of that is the El
Dorado development, which happened in the 80s.
The original planners fully envisioned that these stubs would be connecting up with new streets
as future residential development happened in the surrounding neighborhoods.
Connecting San Ramon Way to the Balboa Reservoir Project would seem like an obvious part of
effectively developing this site. But apparently, the barrier to do so lies far in the past.
I have a conveyance real estate, which was just provided to me by the assessor today, which shows
that in 1955 Westwood Park acquired a very tiny slice of San Ramon Way, as a lot. Which a lot was
just made up out of public streets. And this is a barrier that’s right at the edge of the Balboa
Reservoir Project. And I urge the Commission to override this ownership that costs them $1.36.”
(Amy O’Hair, Board Member, Sunnyside Neighborhood Association, CPC Hearing, September 12, 2019
[O-SNA1-1])

“Please urge the Planning Dept to open San Ramon Way to all traffic at the Balboa Reservoir
housing site, which was studied as Alternative C in the Balboa Reservoir SEIR. The current two
plans include only two openings for vehicle traffic into and out of the site, at Lee Avenue and
Ocean, and onto Frida Kahlo Way near Cloud Circle. By opening San Ramon Way, a third street
access would be added to the building site, mitigating some of locked-in nature of the site.
When AECOM did the initial transportation analysis in March 2015, they concluded: ‘Extending
San Ramon Way would reduce local traffic at bottlenecks into the neighborhood….The extension
would likely attract a portion of the reservoir site traffic heading to or from the west end and could
likely be accommodated without resulting in substantial negative effects on the existing
Westwood Park neighborhood.’1
The Balboa Reservoir draft SEIR states that opening San Ramon Way to vehicles would
redistribute traffic from Ocean Avenue and Frida Kahlo Way, where it would otherwise
contribute to transit delay (p.6-37). It would provide emergency vehicles better access to the
western portions (p.6-36). Further, this alternative would reduce project-generated traffic
volumes at the Lee Avenue-Ocean Avenue intersection (p.6-37), which is identified as a point of
heavy traffic congestion (p.3.B-3).
In 1917, Westwood Park was laid out with the several stub-end streets, including San Ramon, abutting
its periphery. The original planners naturally envisioned these stubs connecting up with new streets
in future adjacent residential developments. Connecting San Ramon Way might seem an obvious part
of effectively developing the site, but apparently the barrier to doing so lies far in the past.
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In 1950s the Westwood Park homeowners association decided that a completed street at this
location was something they wanted to prevent forever.
On June 30, 19552 the City and County of San Francisco sold a ten-foot wide strip of the public
street to the Westwood Park Homeowners Association (3178/018), for just $1.36.
Thus a HOA of 600-some households, owning a thin strip of previously public land, now stands against
a better distribution of traffic, better emergency vehicle access, and the alleviation of transit delay.
The Commission can and should correct this incomplete street. Please urge the Planning
Department to pursue Alternative C. Thank you for your consideration.”
Footnotes:
1
Memorandum from AECOM to the SF Planning Dept about Balboa Reservoir existing conditions, dated March
17, 2015. http://default.sfplanning.org~plans-and-programs planning-for-thecity/publicsites~balboareservoir/Balboa-Reservoir-Study Existing-Conditions-Transportation.pdf.
2
See attached conveyance from the SF Assessor’s.

(Amy O’Hair, Board Member, Sunnyside Neighborhood Association, Letter, September 12, 2019
[O-SNA2-1])60

“Next, there is the improper inclusion of Alternative C on San Ramon Way, on Passenger Vehicle
Alternative. That should be rejected and we will say why. That has to do with Plymouth Avenue
and others.”
(Michael Ahrens, President, Westwood Park Association, CPC Hearing, September 12, 2019 [O-WPA1-5])

“Alternative C: San Ramon Way Passenger Vehicle Alternative
It is WPA’s opinion that Alternative C, the San Ramon Way Passenger Vehicle Alternative should
be rejected as an alternative by the Planning Department. As described in the DSEIR, San Ramon
Way currently terminates just west of the Project site and that the WPA owns the 10-foot wide
parcel that separates the end of the street and the Project site. Implementation of this alternative
would require purchase of this parcel by the Developer or the City.
Allowing San Ramon Way to be used for vehicle access would create significant adverse
consequences. Attached to this letter as exhibit 5 is the declaration of Jenny Perez, a resident who
has lived on lower Plymouth Avenue near San Ramon Way for 37 years. Ms. Perez submitted a
declaration commenting on the inaccuracies in the DSEIR relating to the alternative use of San
Ramon Way for vehicle traffic and to the additional adverse consequences if San Ramon is opened
to through vehicle traffic.
Also attached as exhibit 6 is the declaration of Anne Chen, a resident of lower Plymouth for 40
years. Ms. Chen’s declaration comments on the inaccuracies in the DSEIR relating to the alternative
60

The attachment referenced by the commenter can be found with the original comment letter in RTC
Attachment 2, Comment Letters and Emails on the Draft SEIR.
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of using San Ramon Way for Vehicle traffic. WPA could have solicited many more similar
declarations from WPA residences, and is willing to do so if that would be helpful.
The residents residing in WPA believes that this alternative, if implemented, would have a negative
traffic and noise impact on the Westwood Park neighborhood, especially on Plymouth Avenue and
San Ramon Way. WPA objects to this alternative and will not sell the WPA owned parcel to allow
access to the project site. Thus, this alternative is not reasonably feasible and should have been
rejected by the Department as an Alternative.”
(Michael Ahrens, President, Westwood Park Association, Letter, September 22, 2019 [O-WPA3-11])

“The Draft Subsequent Environmental Impact Report for the Balboa Reservoir Project (‘DSEIR’)
correctly notes the effective roadway width with on street parking at the lower segment of
Plymouth is approximately 10 feet wide or less and two way vehicle travel is not feasible on
Plymouth. (See DSEIR, page 6-34). However, the DSEIR is totally incorrect when it says as follows:
‘These instances are rare and this is not an issue under existing conditions due to the low traffic
volumes on the segment.’
The DSEIR also says as follows: ‘[T]he proposed project is not expected to pose potentially
hazardous conditions due to the low traffic volumes’ (DSEIR, page 6-35). The DSEIR is totally
wrong in their conclusions.
At another place the DSEIR says that the addition of vehicle traffic over San Ramon would increase
instances of oncoming traffic on Plymouth, but ‘drivers would have sufficient opportunities to pull
over into available street parking spaces or driveway curb cuts.’ [DSEIR, page 6-37]
All of these comments in the DSEIR are without any basis in fact and are incorrect. At the current
time there are seldom any parking spaces on the lower segment of Plymouth near San Ramon. I
have witnessed many times a day, two to seven behind the main car driving up or down the hill,
are meeting each other and unable or unwilling to move. Many times, these confrontations turn in
road rage. They have hit each other’s car, yell profanities, because of the tight squeeze of the road,
will hit parked cars. The neighbors have woken up to the anger of the drivers in the morning or at
night. It’s all day everyday. That is the situation now.
If San Ramon is opened to traffic, 1100 from up to 1500 new units with approximately 1500-4000
people living in the complex(s), there certainly will continue to be no open spaces to park.
Moreover, there will be an increase in the violent problems on Plymouth and additional problems
with potential road rage, car damages for driving on the street. I disagree with the DSEIR
conclusion, that if San Ramon is opened there would be sufficient opportunities to pull over into
available on street parking. There are generally no parking spaces available now, and if San Ramon
is opened to traffic, there would be alerications for any available parking space that would
guaranty no open parking spaces.
The DSEIR concludes that the use of San Ramon as a vehicle street would not create potentially
hazardous conditions for people walking, biking, driving or public transit, and this alternative is ‘less
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than significant.’ [DSEIR 6-36]. This is a conclusion that is not based on any factual analysis. I have
lived on Plymouth for 37 years, and can testify that opening San Ramon to vehicle traffic from 1100
or 1550 units and from City College would create something close to a war zone on this narrow street.
I declare under penalty of perjury that the foregoing is true and correct. Executed on this 14 day of
September, 2019, at San Francisco, California.”
(Jenny Perez statement attached to Westwood Park Association, Letter, September 22, 2019 [O-WPA3-16])

“The Draft Subsequent Environmental Impact Report for the Balboa Reservoir Project (‘DSEIR’)
correctly notes the effective roadway width with on street parking at the lower segment of
Plymouth is approximately 10 feet wide or less and two way vehicle travel is not feasible on
Plymouth. (See DSEIR, page 6-34). However, the DSEIR is totally incorrect when it says as follows:
‘These instances are rare and this is not an issue under existing conditions due to the low traffic
volumes on the segment.’
The DSEIR also says as follows: ‘[T]he proposed project is not expected to pose potentially
hazardous conditions due to the low traffic volumes’ (DSEIR, page 6-35). The DSEIR is totally
wrong in their conclusions.
At another place the DSEIR says that the addition of vehicle traffic over San Ramon would increase
instances of oncoming traffic on Plymouth, but ‘drivers would have sufficient opportunities to pull
over into available street parking spaces or driveway curb cuts.’ [DSEIR, page 6-37]
All of these comments in the DSEIR are without any basis in fact and are incorrect. At the current
time there are seldom any parking spaces on the lower segment of Plymouth near San Ramon. I
have witnessed many times a day, two to seven behind the main car driving up or down the hill,
are meeting each other and unable or unwilling to move. Many times, these confrontations turn in
road rage. That is the situation now.
If San Ramon is opened to traffic from up to 1500 new units there certainly will continue to be no
open spaces to park. Moreover, there will be an increase in the problems on Plymouth and
additional problems with potential road rage and simply driving on the street. I disagree with the
DSEIR conclusion in the DSEIR, quoted above, that if San Ramon is opened there would be
sufficient opportunities to pull over into available on street parking. There are generally no parking
spaces available now, and if San Ramon is opened to traffic, there would be certain fights for any
available parking spaces that would guaranty no open parking spaces.
The DSEIR concludes that the use of San Ramon as a vehicle street would not create potentially
hazardous conditions for people walking, biking, driving or public transit, and this alternative is
‘less than significant.’ [DSEIR 6-36]. This is a conclusion that is not based on any factual analysis. I
have lived on Plymouth for over 40 years, and can testify that opening San Ramon to vehicle traffic
from 1100 or 1550 units and traffic from City College would create something close to a war zone
on this narrow street.”
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(Anne Chen letter attached to Westwood Park Association, Letter, September 22, 2019 [O-WPA3-17])

“I especially agree with my neighbors on statements made in regards to traffic up and down on
Plymouth Avenue already nowadays, which is a narrow street, with not a lot of open parking spots
already and certainly not "sufficient opportunities to pull street parking spaces over into available
on or driveway curb cuts", as mentioned in the DSEIR (page 6-37).
There are several incidents per week - occasionally per day - already where cars get stuck, because
they cannot get out of each others way, subsequently stalling traffic both ways. This is already
today's situation, that would just worsen with any alternative of the project (besides A: No Project).
Parking and traffic on Plymouth Avenue - and all surrounding streets of the planned project would increase tremendously, depending on the picked alternative, but especially, if San Ramon
Way would be opened up, even just for pedestrian traffic, which would make parking in
Westwood Park even more attractive to people wanting and needing parking and quick access to
the new development.
Please provide evidence that backs up your statement that any project alternative – especially
Alternative C (San Ramon Way Passenger Vehicle) would have a "less-than-significant impact", as
my impression is to the contrary, namely that any project alternative (other than A) would have a
stark impact in terms of parking and traffic on the whole surrounding neighborhood, specifically
Westwood Park.”
(Alex Burggraf, Email, September 23, 2019 [I-BURGGRAF-3])

“The only ongoing headache has been the traffic through Plymouth Avenue (between Ocean
Avenue and Monterey Boulevard).
I’m told and concerned that your office is considering opening San Ramon to vehicles?? The streets
are very narrow as it is, causing regular arguments between drivers, and accidents to parked cars
when drivers attempt to squeeze through. Please reconsider so that this issue does not get worse
for residents of this neighborhood.”
(Ronnie Del Rosario, Email, September 11, 2019 [I-DELROSARIO-1])

“And then, my third concern is opening San Ramon Way. In the DEIR it downplayed and, in fact,
it even said it was a positive that on Plymouth, it’s basically one lane. The 1200 block of Plymouth,
where I live, there’s always parking cars on both streets, so it’s single lane. So, you have to go into
the driveways and let people pass. And this happens all day. And the driveways are small and if
the car is big, or the driver isn’t such a good driver, it can take a long time for people just to move
down the street. And sometimes people get upset. Sometimes they get really nasty. Sometimes they
scream. Sometimes they just sit.
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And the EIR just sort of really downplayed this, that this would slow traffic. Well, as a previous
speaker said, that sometimes people still go very fast on Plymouth and people on Plymouth regard
this situation as a negative, not as a positive.
And then, just, I think the predictions of the traffic through San Ramon is inaccurately low because
the EIR does not address that if that San Ramon Way was opened you’d get other traffic than just
the project. Thank you.”
(Laura Frey, CPC Hearing, September 12, 2019 [I-FREY1-4])

“Thirdly, a very big concern is allowing vehicle traffic on San Ramon Way (alt. C). We live on the
1200 block of Plymouth between Ocean and San Ramon. Plymouth is the only north/south road
between Monterey and Ocean, and we have cars on Plymouth all day. All parking spaces on either
side of the 1200 block of Plymouth are usually filled. As stated in the Draft EIR drivers continually
have to yield to each other because it is a single lane of traffic between parked cares. Usually the
pullout space (the driveway) is small, and if the car is not small or the driver not great this can take
awhile. Often people get impatient, sometimes they get nasty. Commute times and weekends are
especially congested and nasty. It is a continual problem. The Draft EIR dismisses this problem as
helping with speed, but drivers sometimes still go fast on Plymouth, which exacerbates the ONE
LANE traffic problem. Getting in-and-out of driveways is difficult because of space and traffic, and
side-swiping is a problem. Opening San Ramon to vehicles would increase traffic, so it would
increase the problems we already have. And, I believe the predictions of traffic are inaccurately
low in the Draft EIR--perhaps, resident traffic will be greater than the prediction, but the Draft EIR
does not even address the traffic from non-resident cars--i.e. "cutting through" the development.”
(Laura Frey, Email, September 22, 2019 [I-FREY2-4])

“The analysis of an additional automotive access route (Alternative C, pages 6-29 to 6-44) focuses
disproportionately on the impact on a short tab of a street that will access the project (San Ramon
Way) rather than the broader impact on the narrow streets that would feed into that access. These
feeder streets are two-way but de facto single lane roads due to parking, and even today cars
routinely must leapfrog from driveway cutout to cutout as they pass in opposite directions. A
somewhat comical argument is made in the Alternative C analysis that the increased congestion
will result in safer driving conditions as traffic speed will be reduced; indeed, it is difficult to have
an injurious accident in a gridlock situation. The analysis also fails to adequately account for the
likely increase in bicycle traffic along Plymouth and other feeder streets, as San Ramon will become
a useful shortcut for bicyclists to get to City College.”
(Ed Osawa, Email, September 22, 2019 [I-OSAWA-5])

“We are also opposed to the opening of San Ramon Avenue to traffic as this would directly impact
parking and activity in front of our home.”
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(G. Scott Osten and Ralph J. Torrez, Email, September 19, 2019 [I-OSTEN-2])

Response AL-6: Alternative C, San Ramon Way Passenger Vehicle
Access Alternative
Comments include support and opposition to Alternative C, San Ramon Way Passenger Vehicle
Access Alternative. Comments opposing the alternative state that Alternative C would have negative
traffic and noise impact on the Westwood Park neighborhood. The comments also state the draft
SEIR does not address the broader impact of the alternative and the analysis downplays potential
traffic hazards impacts on San Ramon Way.
The response to the Alternative C analysis is organized by the following subtopics:


Draft SEIR Alternative C Analysis



Walking and Biking Impacts



Operational Traffic Noise



Alternative Feasibility

Draft SEIR Alternative C Analysis
The analysis of Alternative C: San Ramon Way Passenger Vehicle Access is discussed starting on
draft SEIR p. 6-29 and the discussion of transportation and circulation impacts begins on draft SEIR
p. 6-31.
Plymouth Avenue is 24-feet wide. Between Ocean and Greenwood avenues (just north of
Archbishop Riordan campus), Plymouth Avenue includes approximately 118 on-street parking
spaces along both sides of the street. Collected data show that parking utilization ranges between
40 and 88 percent with between 37 and 81 on-street vehicle parking spaces available during the
weekday a.m. (9 a.m.), midday (2 p.m.), and p.m. (8 p.m.) periods (draft SEIR p. 6-37). There are
frequent curb cuts along the street, including at least 20 in the approximately 400-foot block of
Plymouth Avenue between Wildwood Way and Greenwood Avenue.
Collected data also show a total of 268 and 226 vehicles during the p.m. and a.m. peak hours,
respectively, at the San Ramon Way/Plymouth Avenue/Southwood Drive intersection. For
comparison purposes, this is approximately 12 to 15 percent of the existing peak hour volumes at
the Ocean Avenue/Miramar Avenue intersection and approximately 29 to 30 percent of the existing
peak hour volumes at the Judson Avenue/Gennessee Street intersection (refer to Table 3.B-2 on
draft SEIR p. 3.B-10).
While responding to this comment, a typo was identified in Table 3.B-2 on draft SEIR p. 3.B-10. The
following edit corrects the draft SEIR text. Table 3.B-2 on draft SEIR p. 3.B-10 is revised as follows
(deleted text is shown in strikethrough and new text is shown in double underline):
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TABLE 3.B-2
VEHICULAR COUNTS AT STUDY INTERSECTIONS
Number of Vehiclesa,b
Number

Intersection

A.M. Peak Hour

P.M. Peak Hour

1

Ocean Avenue/Miramar Avenue

1,833

1,876

2

Ocean Avenue/Lee Avenue

1,898

2,021

3

Ocean Avenue/Frida Kahlo Way/Geneva
Avenue

2,090

2,293

4

Ocean Avenue/San Jose Avenue

1,376

1,413

5

Ocean Avenue/Plymouth Avenue

1,841

1,866

6

San Ramon Way/Southwood Drive/Plymouth
Avenue

422268

409226

7

Greenwood Avenue/Plymouth Avenue

430

397

8

Geneva Avenue/San Jose Avenue

2,590

2,485

9

Judson Avenue/Frida Kahlo Way

1,030

1,040

10

Judson Avenue/Hazelwood Avenue

437

341

11

Judson Avenue/Gennessee Street

851

780

12

Monterey Boulevard/Gennessee Street

1,684

1,636

13

Cloud Circle (N)/Frida Kahlo Way

750

923

14

Cloud Circle (S)/Frida Kahlo Way

1,074

1,210

15

City College Upper Reservoir Lot (N)/Frida
Kahlo Way

750

923

16

City College Upper Reservoir Lot (S)/Frida
Kahlo Way

1,074

1,210

17

I-280 SB Off Ramp/Ocean Avenue

1,505

1,509

18

I-280 SB Ramps/Geneva Avenue

2,463

2,590

19

I-280 NB Ramps/Geneva Avenue

2,653

2,642

20

I-280 NB Ramps/Ocean Avenue

1,101

1,207

21

Ocean Avenue/Brighton Avenue

1,708

1,846

22

Ocean Avenue/Harold Avenue

1,905

1,981

23

Holloway Avenue/Lee Avenue

440

378

SOURCE:

Quality Counts, 2018.

NOTES:
a Vehicle volume (number of vehicles) reflects the sum of all turning movements at the intersection.
b The weekday a.m. peak hour is the peak one hour (four consecutive 15-minute intervals) of vehicle traffic occurring
between 7 a.m. and 9 a.m. The weekday p.m. peak hour is the peak one hour (four consecutive 15-minute intervals) of
vehicle traffic occurring between 4 p.m. and 6 p.m.

The effect of the addition of project-generated vehicle traffic to surrounding streets within the
Westwood Park neighborhood (e.g., Plymouth Avenue, Southwood Drive, and San Ramon Way west
of Plymouth Avenue) is discussed starting on draft SEIR p. 6-35. As shown in Table 6-4 and Table 6-5
(draft SEIR pp. 6-32 and 6-33), a portion of vehicle trips generated by the project options would utilize
San Ramon Way. Under the Developer’s Proposed Option, 31 and 48 vehicles would use San Ramon
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Way during the weekday a.m. and p.m. peak hours, representing 12 and 15 percent of project vehicle
trips respectively. Under the Additional Housing Option, 41 and 62 vehicles would use San Ramon
Way during the weekday a.m. and p.m. peak hours, representing 12 and 15 percent of project vehicle
trips respectively. These project trips would correspond with a decrease in the same number of
vehicles utilizing the Frida Kahlo Way/North Access and Ocean Avenue/Lee Avenue project access
routes. The project trips likely to use the San Ramon Way access were identified based on the project
vehicle trip distribution presented in Table 3.B-15 on draft SEIR p. 3.B-44.
As mentioned on draft SEIR p. 6-37, the addition of project-generated vehicle traffic would increase
instances of oncoming traffic and locations where there is not space for vehicles to pass side-byside. The frequent curb cuts and low vehicular volumes would continue to provide opportunities
for drivers to pull over and let oncoming traffic pass without resulting in potentially hazardous
conditions. However, the SFMTA could eliminate on-street parking on one side of Plymouth
Avenue, instead of its current configuration of parking on both sides. This would result in the
removal of approximately 60 spaces between Ocean and Greenwood avenues. With parking
confined to one side of Plymouth Avenue, the street would provide additional clearance for twoway operation of vehicles without the need for drivers to pull over to let oncoming traffic pass.
It is possible that the project’s new connection to Plymouth Avenue via San Ramon Way could
encourage some existing drivers to use this new connection to avoid traveling on portions of Ocean
Avenue. However, it is unlikely that this new connection would provide meaningful travel time
savings, even under congested conditions, and thus not a substantial increase in existing drivers
using this new connection. For existing eastbound Ocean Avenue drivers that continue north on
Frida Kahlo Way, the new connection route would include a left-turn onto Plymouth Avenue, a
right-turn on San Ramon Way, traveling through the proposed project’s roadway network, and a
left turn onto Frida Kahlo Way. For southbound vehicles on Frida Kahlo Way that continue west
on Ocean Avenue, the new connection route would include traveling through the proposed
project’s roadway network and turning left onto Plymouth Avenue from San Ramon Way.
Furthermore, even if some drivers chose to utilize this new connections route, a low number of
trips would not change impact conclusions.
The draft SEIR analysis is supported by substantial evidence. The comments received on the draft
SEIR do not present evidence that the analysis is inadequate, that there would be any new
significant impacts there were not addressed in the draft SEIR, or that impacts would be
substantially more severe than those identified in the draft SEIR.
With respect to parking, as discussed on draft SEIR p. 3.A-3 and p. 3.B-31, the Developer’s
Proposed Option and Additional Housing Option meet the Public Resources Code section 21099(d)
criteria as a residential, mixed-use infill project in a transit priority area and therefore parking is
not an environmental impact for the purposes of CEQA. However, given that the topic is of interest
to the public and decision makers, more detail is provided in an analysis of secondary
environmental impacts related to City College in draft SEIR Appendix B, Section E.14, Public
Services (pp. B-87 to B-90). For informational purposes, a discussion of existing and project parking
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supply and demand within the site and within the neighborhood, is provided starting on p. 1 of
RTC Attachment 1, Non-CEQA Transportation Analysis.61
Additionally, as discussed on draft SEIR p. 3.B-25, the San Francisco Planning Commission
adopted Resolution No. 19579 on March 3, 2016, removed automobile delay (traffic congestion), as
described solely by level of service (LOS) or similar measures of vehicular capacity or traffic
congestion, as significant impact on the environment pursuant to CEQA. Further, CEQA removed
automobile delay statewide in December 2018.62

Walking and Biking Impacts
With respect to people biking and walking, the evaluation criteria for a significant impact requires
the assessment of potentially hazardous conditions. For purposes of environmental analysis, hazard
refers to a project generated vehicle potentially colliding with people walking or biking that could
cause serious or fatal physical injury, accounting for engineering aspects of a project that may cause
a greater risk of collisions resulting in serious or fatal physical injury than a typical project. These
engineering aspects include but are not limited to speed, turning movements, complex designs,
substantial distance between street crossings, and sight lines. Human error or non-compliance with
laws, weather conditions, time-of-day, and other factors are not included in such consideration.
As discussed on draft SEIR p. 6-35, the primary access point for people walking and biking to the
project site would be from the northern extension of Lee Avenue, the paseos connecting to Brighton
Avenue and San Ramon Way, and the shared use path connecting to Plymouth Avenue. The
analysis acknowledges the potential of the addition of project-generated vehicle traffic to San
Ramon Way under Alternative C to increase potential for conflicts between people driving and
people walking and biking to/from the site. However, given the low vehicle speeds (less than 25
miles per hour) and the presence of unobstructed sightlines and available sight distance to see
people walking on the sidewalk and biking along the roadway, Alternative C would not create
potentially hazardous conditions for people walking or bicycling.

Operational Traffic Noise
Operational traffic noise impacts are analyzed on draft SEIR pp. 6-39 and 6-40 and concludes that
the trip distribution of traffic on Plymouth Avenue would result in an increase of roadside noise
levels by 1.0 to 1.3 dBA for the proposed project. These increases would be below the threshold of
significance of 5dBA, resulting in a less-than-significant impact with respect to roadside traffic
noise. The comments received on the draft SEIR do not present evidence that the analysis is
inadequate, that there would be any new significant impacts there were not addressed in the draft
SEIR, or that impacts would be substantially more severe than those identified in the draft SEIR.

61

62

Balboa Reservoir – Non-CEQA Analysis, August 1, 2019.
http://ab900balboa.com/DEIR_to_NOD_Documents/2019-08-200000401.pdf
Public Resources Code section 21099(b)(2) states: “Upon certification of the guidelines by the Secretary of the
Natural Resources Agency pursuant to this section, automobile delay, as described solely by level of service or
similar measures of vehicular capacity or traffic congestion shall not be considered a significant impact on the
environment pursuant to this division, except in locations specifically identified in the guidelines, if any.” The
secretary certified the guidelines in December 2018.
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Alternative Feasibility
In response to the comment regarding the 10-foot-wide parcel, as described in Response AL-5,
Alternative B, Economic Feasibility, on RTC p. 4.F-29, the planning commission will certify the
SEIR if it determines that the SEIR has been completed in compliance with CEQA, including that
it describes a reasonable range of potentially feasible alternatives. The planning commission and
other approval agencies will determine the actual feasibility of the alternatives after and separate
from SEIR certification. The decision makers are required to take into consideration, as applicable,
non-environmental information such as the economic, legal, social, technological considerations in
determining whether alternatives are feasible (CEQA Guidelines section 15091).

Comment AL-7: Alternative D, Six-Year Construction Alternative
This response addresses comments from the commenter listed below; each comment on this topic
is quoted in full below this list:
O-WPA3-12
I-HEGGIE2-9

“Alternative D: Six Year Construction Alternative
Alternative D is the “Six-Year Construction Alternative”. This Alternative does not meet the criteria
of an alternative as it is clearly nothing more than a variant of the proposed Project with a two phase
construction schedule. The discussion of Alternative D in the DSEIR does not provide any additional
information or analysis of potential impacts that are not already provided in the impact analysis of
the Project. A potential six year construction schedule is noted as realistic and possible in the Project
description, which can be imposed as a condition of approval by the Planning Commission. For
Alternative D to be a true alternative, it must also include a comparison the impacts of Alternative B
that would be constructed in two phases over a six year period. This is necessary so that there will be
an objective basis for determining which project variant or alternative will have the least impact on
the environment. Thus, the analysis in Alternative D does not provide any meaningful comparison
of potential impacts or the ‘comparative merits of the alternatives’, as required by CEQA Guidelines
Section 15126.6(a). If the DSEIR is to include a two phase project as an alternative, then it should also
include a two phase Alternative B in the Alternative D discussion.”
(Michael Ahrens, President, Westwood Park Association, Letter, September 22, 2019 [O-WPA3-12])

“7. The project construction is ‘anticipated to occur in three main phases over the course of six
years,’ (page 2-3). If that is the case, then why does Table S-3 identify Alternative D: Six Year
Construction Schedule’ as an alternative rather than the plan? (pp s-44 to S-48.)”
(Jennifer Heggie, Email, September 23, 2019 [I-HEGGIE2-9])
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Response AL-7: Alternative D, Six-Year Construction Alternative
The comments state that Alternative D does not meet the criteria of an alternative, should be
compared to Alternative B (Reduced Density Alternative), and that Alternative B should be
analyzed assuming construction in two phases over a six-year period.
One comment incorrectly states that construction would occur in two phases. The proposed project
would be constructed in three phases (Phase 0, Phase 1, and Phase 2) as described on draft SEIR
pp. 2-38 to 2-39. Under the CEQA process, the draft SEIR analyzes the environmental impacts of
the project as proposed by the project sponsor. The project as proposed by the sponsor includes a
six-year and three-year compressed construction scenario and was therefore analyzed as the
proposed project and not as an alternative.
As described in Chapter 6, Alternatives, of the draft SEIR and in Response AL-1, Range of Project
Alternatives, on RTC p. 4.F-12 above, the consideration of alternatives carried forward for analysis
was based on three factors, consistent with section 15126.6(a) of the CEQA Guidelines:


The alternative would be potentially feasible



The alternative would feasibly attain most of the project’s basic objectives



The alternative would avoid or substantially lessen one or more of the significant
environmental impacts of the proposed project

Alternative D would not have a compressed construction schedule scenario and the six-year
schedule was selected to avoid the significant and unavoidable impacts related to air quality. This
alternative was carried forward to make it more transparent to the decision makers that an
alternative with a six-year schedule is an option for their consideration during deliberations on the
proposed project. Alternative D would substantially lessen the severity of significant and
unavoidable impacts, reducing them to less than significant with mitigation (construction-related
criteria air pollutant emissions, construction-related exposure of sensitive receptors to pollutant
concentrations and resulting excess cancer risk, cumulative regional air quality impacts, and
cumulative health risk impacts).
The draft SEIR presents and analyzes a reasonable range of alternatives consistent with CEQA
Guidelines section 15126.6(a). CEQA Guidelines section 15126.6(d) states that an EIR “shall include
sufficient information about each alternative to allow meaningful evaluation, analysis, and
comparison with the proposed project.” A comparison of impacts between Alternatives B and D are
therefore not required under CEQA. Contrary to the commenter’s assertion, the Alternative B
analysis did evaluate both a six-year and compressed construction schedule on draft SEIR p. 6-18.
Table 6-1 on draft SEIR pp. 6-8 to 6-9 provides a comparison of the proposed project and
alternatives, including construction schedule. Table 6-6 on draft SEIR pp. 6-51 to 6-55 provides a
comparison of environmental impacts of the proposed project options to impacts of the
alternatives. Regarding Alternatives B and D, as described earlier in Response AL-2:
Environmentally Superior Alternative, on RTC p. 4.F-19, it is possible that Alternative D could be
combined with Alternative B by the decision makers.
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4.G

Cumulative Impacts

The comments and corresponding response in this section relate to the cumulative analysis in the
draft SEIR:


Comment CU-1: Cumulative Analysis

Comment CU-1: Cumulative Analysis
This response addresses comments from the commenter listed below; each comment on this topic
is quoted in full below this list:
O-WPA1-3
O-WPA3-7
I-BARISH3-22
I-BARISH3-23
I-BELBIN-3
I-GOODMAN-2

“Next, the DSEIR fails to mention that City College has an agreement and will undertake to have
500 units of student housing developed on what’s called the East Basin. That is not taken into
consideration.
In addition, the consideration of the building of the PAEC, and the STEAM building, is going to go
on simultaneously and the DSEIR does not take into consideration the tremendous environmental
problems caused by a simultaneous construction on the East Basin and the West Basin, which will
result in virtually no parking remaining.”
(Michael Ahrens, President, Westwood Park Association, CPC Hearing, September 12, 2019 [O-WPA1-3])

“CCSF Student Housing Project
The DSEIR fails to mention in the cumulative analysis that CCSF will proceed with the construction
of 500 units of student housing on the campus which was discussed at a Balboa Reservoir CAC
meeting on June 10, 2019. Such a project would only exacerbate the lack of adequate parking, as
well as creating additional secondary impacts on transportation, air quality and noise. The related
impacts from this foreseeable Project should be included in the cumulative impact analysis.”
(Michael Ahrens, President, Westwood Park Association, Letter, September 22, 2019 [O-WPA3-7])

“Further, Antioch v. Pittsburg (1986) 187 Cal. App. 3d 1325 (http://resources.ca.gov/ceqa/cases/1986/
antioch_121686.html) Stands for the proposition that an EIR must consider cumulative impacts on
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future projects. CCSF is planning to do additional construction on the upper parking lot adjacent
to the Project, namely a Performing Arts Education Center and a STEAM building. But the DSEIR
failed to consider the impact of the Project on this future construction. The FSEIR must review and
evaluate this impact.
Further, California Code of Regulations, Title 14, 15125 (c) states: Knowledge of the regional setting is
critical to the assessment of environmental impacts. Special emphasis should be placed on environmental
resources that are rare or unique to that region and would be affected by the project. The EIR must
demonstrate that the significant environmental impacts of the proposed project were adequately investigated
and discussed and it must permit the significant effects of the project to be considered in the full
environmental context.
City College is a unique educational institution that provides services for tens of thousands of
students daily, and employment for many more thousands. It is the only Community College in
San Francisco, with a long and storied history of serving the entire City of San Francisco. There is
no question that the Project will impact City College. The DSEIR is inadequate since it fails to
comprehensively consider the environmental impacts of the Project on City College. The FSEIR
must rigorously review all the substantial environmental impacts on City College in accordance
with CEQA. Failure to do so would result in a flawed and inadequate FSEIR.”
(Jean Barish, Letter, September 20, 2019 [I-Barish-22])

“Approach to Cumulative Impact Analysis (p. 3.A-8) The DSEIR states: At the time of this DSEIR
preparation, the project description detail for the facilities master plan projects for the Ocean Campus is
limited, City College may change those projects or their details depending on funding availability, and City
College has not conducted CEQA analysis for those projects. Therefore, the cumulative analysis for this SEIR
will qualitatively assess the impacts of these Ocean Campus projects identified in Table 3.A-2 collectively as
the “City College Facilities Master Plan” using best available information at the time of this SEIR
preparation. (p. 3.A-14)
An analysis based on “best available information” is inadequate. CEQA reviews should not be
based on speculation, but on quantifiable, objective data. The fact that the City College FMP is
ambiguous and uncertain at this time raises serious questions about the validity of any conclusions
about Cumulative Impact Analyses.”
(Jean Barish, Letter, September 20, 2019 [I-BARISH3-23])

“Planning documents presented to date make inadequate evaluation of cumulative impacts and
fail to account for past, present and reasonably foreseeable projects by completely ignoring the
PAEC!”
(Charles Belbin, Email, September 22, 2019 [I-BELBIN-3])

Balboa Reservoir Project
Responses to Comments

4.G-2

Case No. 2018-007883ENV
April 2020

4. Comments and Responses
4.G. Cumulative Impacts

“I had attended many of the Reservoir project meetings providing comment and concerns on the
proposals. Also indicating the joint/dual nature of the Balboa Reservoir and CCSF planning efforts
and that they should not be looked at independently, but jointly as cummalative impacts on an
area.
This is very similar to the growth impacts of SFSU-CSU and Parkmerced and Stonestown. The
growth and impacts of institutions in the areas and the flow of traffic along ocean ave is directly
impacted by the ongoing developments and the increased traffic which will occur with this
development. The City College masterplan is underway but does not indicate the fact that they
have considerable land to redevelop, and this includes the eastern edge of their property which
abuts the freeway and can easily be transformed vertically into parking with buildings above using
a layering concept to allow joint use of the parking for the CCSF and other adjacent parking needs
for BART, LWHS, and even the Balboa Park, and Police station across the freeway.”
(Aaron Goodman, Letter, September 12, 2019 [I-GOODMAN-2])

Response CU-1: Cumulative Analysis
Comments state that the draft SEIR cumulative analysis is inadequate because it is not based on
quantifiable data, and does not analyze the proposed project’s cumulative impacts on City College.
The comments also state that the cumulative analysis does not take into consideration other potential
City College projects such as student housing, the City College Performing Arts Education Center,
and the STEAM building.
The cumulative impact analysis in the draft SEIR is consistent with CEQA. Cumulative impacts, as
defined in CEQA Guidelines section 15355, refer to two or more individual effects that, when taken
together, are “considerable” or that compound or increase other environmental impacts. A
cumulative impact from several projects is the change in the environment that would result from the
incremental impact of the project added to the impacts of other closely related past, present, or
reasonably foreseeable future projects.
Two approaches to an adequate discussion of cumulative impact analysis are provided in CEQA
Guidelines section 15130(b)(1): (a) the analysis can be based on a list of past, present, and reasonably
foreseeable future projects producing related or cumulative impacts; or (b) a summary of projections
contained in a general plan or related planning document can be used to determine cumulative
impacts. The projections model includes individual projects and applies a quantitative growth factor
to account for other growth that may occur in the area. The analyses in the SEIR employ both the list‐
based approach and a projections‐based approach, depending on which approach best suits the
individual resource topic being analyzed. The cumulative impact analysis in the draft SEIR is
consistent with CEQA Guidelines section 15130.
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Based on review of the June 10, 2019, meeting audio recording of City College’s update63 and draft
meeting notes,64 the concept of additional housing on the east basin has been discussed at previous
board meetings, but further action has not been taken to study the potential east basin housing (such
as in the facilities master plan or environmental review), or to undertake or implement this project;
thus this concept of additional housing is speculative and not reasonably foreseeable in the
cumulative analysis. Even if this proposal were reasonably foreseeable, the cumulative impacts from
this proposal would likely be covered by the draft SEIR cumulative analysis, as explained below.
Potential cumulative impacts of the facilities master plan projects construction on the east basin are
considered in the draft SEIR. Section 3.A.6, Approach to Cumulative Impact Analysis on draft SEIR
pp. 3.A-10 and 3.A-14, describes the recommendations for the Ocean Campus in the facilities master
plan, as well as projects that could be funded by a bond measure, which passed on March 3, 2020.
Because of the differences between the facilities master plan and the bond measure projects, the
cumulative analysis qualitatively assess “the impacts of these Ocean Campus projects identified in
Table 3.A-2 collectively as the ‘City College Facilities Master Plan’ using best available information
at the time of this SEIR preparation.”
The draft SEIR appropriately considers the facilities master plan projects in its cumulative analysis.
At the time the Notice of Preparation was published in October 2018, the facilities master plan had
not been adopted by the City College Board of Trustees. The draft SEIR acknowledges on p. 3.A-10
that the facilities master plan was adopted in March 2019. As stated on draft SEIR p. 3.A-14 (and
as updated in RTC Chapter 5), “[a]t subsequent 2019 Board of Trustees meetings, City College staff
presented a facilities planning update on a potential bond measure that would be anticipated to
fund construction of the facilities master plan projects…[i]n that update, a number of the facilities
master plan projects were included in the list of potential bond-funded improvements. However,
the East Basin Parking Garage was no longer included, the Performing Arts and Education Center
was replaced by a new Diego Rivera Theater and a smaller STEAM building (both on the east
basin), and a Student Development Building was proposed at the location of the existing Creative
Arts Extension Building.”
The bond measure, which passed on March 3, 2020, listed a range of project types that could be
funded by the bond for the City College campus system: “the types of authorized projects of the
measure also include…facility master plan preparation and updates, environmental studies…[i]n
addition to the projects listed above, repair, renovation and constructions may include, but not be
limited to, some or all of the following:…build new or renovate existing facilities such as a Science,
Technology, Engineering Art and Math (STEAM) building… fine and theater arts and visual arts
and performing arts facilities …construct parking facilities”65 At the time of this RTC document
publication, the City College Board of Trustees are still required to allocate and authorize bond
63

64

65

Balboa Reservoir Community Advisory Committee City & County of San Francisco, Item 4-Updates from City
College (audio), https://media.sfplanning.org/audio/cac/balboareservoir_CAC_Audio-061019-04.mp3, accessed
January 7, 2020.
Balboa Reservoir Community Advisory Committee City & County of San Francisco, Meeting Minutes, June 10,
2019, https://default.sfplanning.org/plans-and-programs/planning-for-the-city/publicsites/balboareservoir_CAC_Unapproved_Meeting_Minutes-06102019_revised.pdf, accessed January 7, 2020.
City and County of San Francisco Department of Elections, City College Job Training, Repair and Earthquake Safety
Measure, March 3, 2020, https://voterguide.sfelections.org/en/city-college-job-training-repair-and-earthquake-safetymeasure, accessed March 26, 2020.
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funding towards specific projects, including potentially those identified in the facilities master plan
at the Ocean Campus. As noted on draft SEIR p. 3.A-14, the projects identified in the facilities
master plan are still required to undergo a separate CEQA review process. The cumulative analysis
in the draft SEIR is conservative in that it identifies potential facilities master plan projects or bond
measure projects where appropriate. The draft SEIR acknowledges that there is no quantifiable
data available from City College related to the facilities master plan projects; therefore, the analysis
is based on conservative assumptions regarding what is reasonably foreseeable, and the analysis
does not engage in speculation. CEQA Guidelines section 15130(b) states that the discussion of
cumulative impacts “need not provide as great detail as is provided for the effects attributable to
the project along. The discussion should be guided by the standards of practicality and
reasonableness, and should focus on the cumulative impact to which the identified other projects
contribute rather than the attributes of other projects which do not contribute to the cumulative
impact.”
The cumulative transportation-related construction impacts are discussed under Impact C-TR-1 on
draft SEIR p. 3.B-91 and states that “construction of the proposed project or variant may overlap
with construction of other cumulative development and transportation infrastructure projects,
including new development and/or modernization of existing buildings as part of the City College Facilities
Master Plan … although the City College facilities master plan projects would not be required to
comply with all of the city’s requirements, they would be required to adhere to the blue book
regulations addressing transportation-related circulation, access, staging and hours of delivery
when working on city streets.”
Cumulative transportation-related operational impacts are discussed under Impacts C-TR-4 to
C-TR-6b on draft SEIR pp. 3.B-92 to 3.B-102. The analysis under each cumulative transportationrelated operational impact qualitatively assesses the potential impacts of the facilities master plan
projects. As stated on draft SEIR p. 3.B-95, “the transit delay contribution from City College’s Ocean
Campus, in combination with the proposed project options, is unknown. For the purposes of a
more conservative analysis, the addition of vehicle and transit trips generated by the proposed
project options in combination with the City College facilities master plan projects and other
cumulative developments is expected to increase transit delay and could exceed the four-minute
threshold of significance for individual Muni routes described in the Approach to Impact Analysis
Methodology.” The analysis concludes that cumulative transit delay would be significant even
with the implementation of Mitigation Measure M-C-TR-4.
The cumulative air quality-related construction impacts are discussed under Impact C-AQ-2 on
draft SEIR p. 3.D-92. As stated on draft SEIR p. 3.D-92, the cumulative projects “could include the
City College Performing Arts Center… and is anticipated to be under construction for 24 months
from 2021 to 2023.” The cumulative air quality analysis states that new sensitive receptors “could
potentially be exposed to the project’s construction and operational toxic air contaminant emissions
if the new receptors are present in the near future.” The project-level health risk assessment
identified sensitive receptors that are close to where the new City College facilities master plan
projects might be located, and acknowledges that possibility that these projects could generate
construction-related toxic air contaminant emissions at the same time as the proposed project. The
analysis concludes that the proposed project in combination with nearby cumulative projects
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would result in significant health risk impact on offsite and onsite sensitive receptors with respect
to increased cancer risk, even with the implementation of Mitigation Measures M-AQ-2a,
M-AQ-4a, and M-AQ-4b.
The draft SEIR noise section qualitatively assesses the impacts of the facilities master plan projects
including the potential Performing Arts and Education Center building on the east basin under
Impact C-NO-1 on draft SEIR pp. 3.C-38 to 3.C-39. As stated on draft SEIR p. 3.C-39, “with respect
to existing offsite receptors, the closest cumulative project where concurrent construction would
have the potential to cumulatively increase noise levels at existing sensitive receptors would be the
City College East Basin Parking Structure, although the Performing Arts Center is also in the same
campus area, which is located approximately 80 feet south of Archbishop Riordan High School.”
The cumulative noise analysis is conservative in which it considers the worst-case scenario (i.e., the
East Basin Parking Structure being the closest facilities master plan project) would be constructed
near Archbishop Riordan High School (sensitive receptor). The analysis concludes that the
proposed project in combination with nearby cumulative projects would result in significant
construction-related noise impacts on sensitive receptors, even with the implementation of
Mitigation Measure M-NO-1.
As described above, where the draft SEIR determines cumulative impacts to be significant, mitigation
measures to reduce those cumulative impacts to the extent feasible are identified. Therefore, the
cumulative analysis appropriately considers the growth and development information available
for the City College Ocean Campus at the time of the draft SEIR preparation.
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4.H

Initial Study Topics

The comments and corresponding responses in this section cover topics in the initial study (draft
SEIR Appendix B). These topics are related to:


Plans and Policies [PP]



Land Use and Land Use Planning [LU]



Population and Housing [PH]



Wind [WI]



Shadow [SH]



Utilities and Service Systems [UT]



Public Services [PS]



Biological Resources [BI]



Geology and Soils [GE]

Plans and Policies
The comments and corresponding responses in this section cover topics in initial study Section C,
Compatibility with Existing Zoning and Plans (draft SEIR Appendix B). These include topics
related to:


Comment PP-1: General Plan, Zoning Controls, Height Limits, Balboa Park Station Area Plan;
SFPUC Land Use Framework

Comment PP-1: General Plan, Zoning Controls, Height Limits, Balboa
Park Station Area Plan, SFPUC Land Use Framework
This response addresses comments from the commenter listed below; each comment on this topic
is quoted in full below this list:
I-ADAMS-2
I-BARISH3-2
I-BARISH3-3
I-BARISH3-36
I-BARISH3-37
I-BARISH3-4
I-BARISH3-40

I-BARISH3-41
I-BARISH3-6
I-BERNSTEIN4-1
I-HANSON4-1
I-JA5-1
I-JA11-4

I-JA11-5
I-JA11-6
I-TARQUINO-11
I-TARQUINO-12
I-TARQUINO-8
I-WORLEY-4

“We’ve heard remarks about zoning. This project’s going to require a zoning change. Spot zoning
is the substance of federal lawsuits. When a neighborhood is zoned a certain way and people,
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developers, come in and capture a spot, and create a spot zone exception to the normal asset value
of a consistently zoned neighborhood, that’s lawsuit material.”
(Michael Adams, CPC Hearing, September 12, 2019 [I-ADAMS-2])

“This DSEIR is a project-level EIR that is tiered from a previously certified program-level EIR
(“PEIR”)
The Project is a portion or sub-set of the Balboa Park Station Area Plan (the “Plan”). To better
understand some of the defects with the DSEIR, it is important to refer to the Plan and several of
its Objectives and Policies.
(http://generalplan.sfplanning.org/Balboa_Park_Station.htm#BPS_HSG)
Policy 1.4.2 states: If the PUC should decide that the west basin is not needed for water storage, it should
consider facilitating the development of a mixed-use residential neighborhood on part of the site to address
the city-wide demand for housing. The development on the site should recognize the opportunity to knit the
surrounding neighborhoods together through the creation of a community open space and pedestrian
connections.
Policy 1.4.2, therefore, states that at best, only part of the west basin would be used for housing.
The development of a project with up to 1,550 units goes far beyond partial development of the
reservoir. It should be scaled back to be compliant.
Policy 4.4.1 states: “If the PUC should decide that the west basin is not needed for water storage, it should
consider development of a mixed-use residential neighborhood on part of the site to address the city-wide
demand for housing. Affordable housing should be considered a high priority per Policy 4.5.1.”
and
Policy 4.5.1 states: “…Where publicly-owned parcels are being developed, … city policy directs that surplus
public property be considered for development of affordable housing. Thus, when offering their land for
development, first consideration should be given by these agencies to the development of housing affordable
to individuals or families making less than 120 percent of the area median income.
Since the Project only requires the developer to provide less than 1/3 affordable units, it is not
compliant with the Plan policies. This must be considered when the Final SEIR (“FSEIR”) is
prepared.
Policy 6.4.1 states: Regardless of scale, new development should add to the district’s character, create a
human scale public realm, and fit within the city’s traditional fabric; regardless of architectural style. Largerscale development efforts must take great care to not overwhelm the scale of the area and to positively establish
a pedestrian-scale pattern. Urban design guidelines have been developed for the plan area and compliance
with the guidelines is mandatory.
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The Project is massive and out of scale with the surrounding neighborhoods. It will have buildings
up to 8 stories high, casting shadows on public open space and Archbishop Riordan High School.
It will dwarf the single family homes surrounding it, and it will remove open space that is used by
City College of San Francisco (“City College”) for both parking and recreational purposes. A
Feasible Alternative must be considered. In view of the foregoing, the Project is not in accord with
the Plan and needs to be revised accordingly.”
(Jean Barish, Letter, September 23, 2019 [I-BARISH3-2])

“Balboa Park Station Area Plan (p. B-3)
The area plan’s land use map designates the site’s land use as P (Public), and the height map
indicates a 40-foot height limit (Maps 3 and 6). However, the Project will include buildings up to
78 feet in the Developer’s Proposed Option and up to 88 feet in the Additional Housing Option.
(B-4) The FSEIR must provide substantial evidence explaining why this increase in height limit will
not have an unanticipated and significant environmental impact.”
(Jean Barish, Letter, September 23, 2019 [I-BARISH3-3])

“The Accountable Planning Initiative (p. B-5)
Under Proposition M, planning policies must include conservation and protection of existing
housing and neighborhood character (B-5). The DSEIR fails to discuss how the will impact
neighborhood character. In accordance with Proposition M, the FSEIR must provide substantial
evidence explaining this analysis.”
(Jean Barish, Letter, September 23, 2019 [I-BARISH3-4])

“Land Use Impacts
Impact LU-2: No conflict with applicable land use plans (p. B-14)
According to this section, the proposed project would require rezoning to permit structures up to
88 feet tall. It would appear, therefore, that any significant land use conflict can simply be mitigated
by rezoning the land. This appears to be an abuse of legislative discretion. The FEIR must consider
the appropriateness of this rezoning option.”
(Jean Barish, Letter, September 23, 2019 [I-BARISH3-6])

“The DSEIR must consider the impact of the change of zoning
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The proposed zoning change from P (Public) to Reservoir Special Use District constitutes a
qualitative change of land use from PUBLIC to PRIVATE. This is being done under the aegis of
“affordable housing” when, in reality, most of the units will be market-rate housing.”
(Jean Barish, Letter, September 23, 2019 [I-BARISH3-36])

“The DSEIR must consider the option of leaving open space
The Balboa Reservoir is currently open space that allows for vistas of the Pacific Ocean to the
Farralones from the CCSF Science Building. The BPS Area Plan contains a Streets and Open Space
Element. Why is this consideration left out?”
(Jean Barish, Letter, September 23, 2019 [I-BARISH3-37])

“The DSEIR must consider the option of leaving open space
The BPSAP contains a Streets and Open Space Element. Why is this left out?”
(Jean Barish, Letter, September 23, 2019 [I-BARISH3-40])

“Objective 1.4 of the Balboa Park Station Area Plan, regarding Land Use-‘This Plan encourages the owners of this site-to develop the reservoir in a manner that will best
benefit the neighborhood, the city, and even the region as a whole.’
Housing is one recommendation, along with this excerpt from the Streets and Open Space Element
of the Balboa Park Area Station Plan, p. 30:
‘A number of open spaces are proposed in the plan area, including the Phelan Loop Plaza, the
Geneva Plaza, open space associated with the proposed freeway deck, Brighton Avenue, the
Library playground and the proposed Balboa Reservoir open space.”
(Harry Bernstein, Email, September 23, 2019 [I-BERNSTEIN4-1])

“Summary of Land Use Impacts in the PEIR (p. B-12)
This section omits the fact that a zoning change from P (Public) to a Special Use District is A BIG
DEAL. Privatizing public land by a private developer is A BIG DEAL.
Since the certification of the BPS Final EIR, there has been a major change in the housing
development environment for surplus public sites.
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At the time of the PEIR, only non-profit agencies were able to buy and build on public surplus
lands.
2015 Prop K Public Land for Housing ended the restriction that only non-profit builders could use
public lands for housing. With the passage of Prop K, private for-profit developers were allowed
to cash in on a bonanza to privatize public lands.
The change of zoning from P to SUD to enable privatization of public land is a new condition
that did not exist at the time of the PEIR. A LTS determination based on conditions that did not
exist at the time of the PEIR requires fresh treatment in SEIR.”
(Alvin Ja, Email, September 11, 2019 [I-JA11-4])

“* The DRAFT SEIR must consider the impact of the change of zoning”
(Eve Tarquino, Email, September 12, 2019 [I-TARQUINO-8])

“The proposed zoning change from P (Public) to Reservoir Special Use District constitutes a
qualitative change of land use from PUBLIC to PRIVATE. This is being done under the aegis of
“affordable housing” when, in reality, most of the units will be market-rate housing.”
(Eve Tarquino, Email, September 12, 2019 [I-TARQUINO-11])

“The DRAFT SEIR is inadequate because it fails to consider the impact of the zoning change
The proposed zoning change from P (Public) to Reservoir Special Use District constitutes a
qualitative change of land use from PUBLIC to PRIVATE with no analysis of the impact this would
have. The change is justified by the fiction of offering “affordable housing” when, in reality, most
of the units will be market-rate housing.”
(Jennifer Worley, Email, September 23, 2019 [I-WORLEY-4])

“The entire Reservoir Project process has avoided discussion or application of the State Surplus
Property Statute:
STATE SURPLUS PROPERTY STATUTE
The State Surplus Land Statute 54222 says:
Any local agency disposing of surplus land shall send, prior to disposing of that property, a written offer to
sell or lease the property as follows:
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(c) A written offer to sell or lease land suitable for school facilities construction or use by a school district for
open-space purposes shall be sent to any school district in whose jurisdiction the land is located.
PUC’s principle of market rate return is not absolute. SF Administrative Code 23 for Real Property
Transactions calls for:
SF Administrative Code 23.20 states
Transfers of Real Property pursuant to this Article shall be paid for no less than 100% of the appraised value,
except where the Board of Supervisors determines by resolution that a lesser sum will further a proper public
purpose, and provided that the Public Utilities Commission shall be paid at least the historical cost of such
Real Property.
SF Administrative Code 23.3 for Real Property Transactions calls for:
‘… sales price of at least 100% of the appraised value of such Real Property, except where the Board
determines either that (a) a lesser sum will further a proper public purpose, or…’
The Balboa Park Station Area Plan had called for developing the Reservoir to ‘best benefit the
Neighborhood, City, Region as a whole.’ Yet any analysis of what constitutes ‘best benefit’ has been
bypassed. Instead, by fiat, the City declared that the Reservoir would be used for housing to be
developed by private developers. And despite the teacher shortage, consideration for teacher
housing by school has been minimized.
The Reservoir Project has apparently ducked the State Surplus Property Statute’s requirement
that the property be offered for school facilities construction. This omission should trigger
treatment in the SEIR.”
(Alvin Ja, Email, September 11, 2019 [I-JA11-6])

SFPUC Land Use Framework
“The DSEIR must consider the impact of creating a nuisance
The Land Use Framework adopted by the Public Utilities Commission in 2012 (PUC Resolution 120044) states that Land may be sold or transferred when…Use of the land sold is not to result in activities
creating a nuisance.
Given the limited street parking in the surrounding neighborhoods, and the fact that the main
ingress/egress to the Reservoir Housing project will be Kahlo Way, the 1100-1550 unit Balboa
Reservoir Project will result in creating a substantial traffic and parking nuisance.”
(Jean Barish, Letter, September 23, 2019 [I-BARISH3-41])
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“This section of the SEIR provides a summary of the plans and policies of the City and County of
San Francisco, and regional, state, and federal agencies that have policy and regulatory control
over the project site.
3.B.5 as it is written in the SEIR, critically omits the Land Use Framework that was adopted by the
San Francisco Public Utilities Commission in 2012. The lease and sale of PUC property is governed
by this SFPUC document, ’FRAMEWORK FOR LAND MANAGEMENT AND USE.’ The
document lays down conditions for sale of SFPUC land to include Economic, Environmental, and
Community criteria.
Here is the excerpt from the SFPUC Land Use Framework:
4. Use of the land sold will not to result in activities creating a nuisance.
The Balboa Reservoir Project fails enormously to uphold Condition 4 of ‘Community Criteria.’”
(Christine Hanson, Email, September 23, 2019 [I-HANSON4-1])

“3.B.5 Regulatory Framework
This section provides a summary of the plans and policies of the City and County of San Francisco, and
regional, state, and federal agencies that have policy and regulatory control over the project site. No federal
regulations, plans, or policies are relevant to the project.
3.B.5 critically omits the Land Use Framework that was adopted by the Public Utilities Commission
in 2012, attached (PUC Resolution 12-0044).
Balboa Reservoir in context of PUC’s Land Use Framework
The lease and sale of PUC property is governed by the PUC document, ‘FRAMEWORK FOR LAND
MANAGEMENT AND USE.’
The document lays down conditions for sale of PUC land to include economic, environmental, and
community criteria.
The Balboa Reservoir Project has been promoted as part of the Public Land for Housing Program
whose purpose is to build affordable housing.
Public Land for Housing in the context of Balboa Reservoir, will fail its overarching goal of
affordability. Instead, Balboa Reservoir will achieve 67% unaffordable housing, in exchange for
33% affordable housing.
The PUC Land Use document states:
COMMUNITY CRITERIA: Land may be sold or transferred when:
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1. The sale or transfer is evaluated under SFPUC Community Benefit and Environmental Justice policies
and objectives.
2. The sale or transfer would not significantly adversely affect the implementation of an adopted resource
agency plan for the area.
3. The sale would not increase the risk of loss, injury or death to SFPUC employees or others on or near the
parcel.
4. Use of the land sold will not to result in activities creating a nuisance.
The Balboa Reservoir Project fails Condition 4 of ‘Community Criteria.’
The current plan removes existing parking for City College students. It deliberately limits parking
within the Reservoir to 0.5 parking spaces per residential unit in the unrealistic expectation that
this will discourage car ownership by new Reservoir residents.
Given the limited street parking in the surrounding neighborhoods, and the fact that the main
ingress/egress to the Reservoir Housing project will be Kahlo Way, the 1100-1550 unit Balboa
Reservoir Project will result in creating a substantial traffic and parking nuisance that would inhibit
student enrollment and attendance at City College [The word ‘nuisance’ understates the problem].
The Balboa Reservoir Project fails to comply with PUC’s ‘Framework for Land Management and
Use.’
The sale of Balboa Reservoir to private developers would provide a short–term cash infusion to
PUC Water Enterprise. However the short-term gain of quick cash doesn’t justify losing this
valuable piece of public land in perpetuity to private developers in the guise of ‘affordable
housing.’
The draft SEIR is deficient in its omission of the PUC Land Use Framework within the
Regulatory Framework.”
(Alvin Ja, Email, August 26, 2019 [I-JA5-1])

“Impact LU-2: The proposed project would not conflict with any applicable land use plans,
policies or regulations of an agency with jurisdiction over the project adopted for the purpose of
avoiding or mitigating an environmental effect. (Less than Significant)
The Initial Study fails to assess the PUC Land Use Policy. The Land Use Framework adopted by
the Public Utilities Commission in 2012 (PUC Resolution 12-0044) states: ‘Use of the land sold is not
to result in activities creating a nuisance.’
Given the limited street parking in the surrounding neighborhoods, and the fact that the main
ingress/egress to the Reservoir Housing project will be Kahlo Way, the 1100-1550 unit Balboa
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Reservoir Project will result in creating a substantial traffic and parking nuisance [The word
‘nuisance’ understates the problem].
From earlier submission to the Reservoir CAC and City Team:
PUC LAND USE POLICY
1. The RFQ’s section on Applicable Land Use Policies makes no reference to the PUC’s own
‘Framework for Land Use and Management.’
2. From the PUC website: By adoption of the Framework, the Commission is seeking to advance
the analytical and decision-making process surrounding the administration of real estate assets
under the SFPUC’s exclusive jurisdiction.
3. PUC’s Land Use Framework policy allows sale only if: ‘Use of the land sold will not result in creating
a nuisance.’
4. Even though the PUC Land Use Framework was formulated to focus on ‘Land Management
Guidance for…Disposition of SFPUC Lands,’ The City Team has dismissed the importance of this
policy document: ‘It is not necessary, or feasible, for an RFQ to name all of the City policies and procedures
that apply to the project.’ [from Staff Response to ‘Why doesn’t the RFQ discuss the SFPUC Land Use
Framework?’]
Importantly, Staff misstated the essence of the question. The real question was whether or not the
intended disposition of the PUC Reservoir property complies with PUC’s policy on ‘Disposition
of SFPUC Lands’; the question was not whether the Land Use Framework policy is ‘named.’
The PUC Land Use Framework was adopted post-PEIR. Its requirement that use of the Reservoir
not result in a nuisance should be enforced.”
(Alvin Ja, Email, September 11, 2019 [I-JA11-5])

“* The DRAFT SEIR must consider the impact of creating a nuisance
The Land Use Framework adopted by the Public Utilities Commission in 2012 (PUC Resolution
12-0044) states that Land may be sold or transferred when….Use of the land sold is not to result
in activities creating a nuisance.
Given the limited street parking in the surrounding neighborhoods, and the fact that the main
ingress/egress to the Reservoir Housing project will be Kahlo Way, the 1100-1550 unit Balboa
Reservoir Project will result in creating a substantial traffic and parking nuisance [The word
‘nuisance’ understates the problem]. Please listen to the people of S.F. and this neighborhood.”
(Eve Tarquino, Email, September 12, 2019 [I-TARQUINO-12])
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Response PP-1: General Plan, Zoning Controls, Height Limits, Balboa
Park Station Area Plan , SFPUC Land Use Framework
Comments state that the project is not consistent with a number of plans, policies, and regulations
including, but not limited to the Balboa Park Station Area Plan, zoning, disposition of surplus
property, and SFPUC’s “Framework for Land Management”. Other comments also state that the
draft SEIR did not evaluate impacts from rezoning and impacts on neighborhood character with
respect to building scale and height.
Comments regarding shadow on public open space and non-public open space (such as
Archbishop Riordan High School) are addressed in Response SH-1, Shadow Impacts, on RTC
p. 4.H-21, and Response SH-2, Non-CEQA Shadow Effects, on RTC p. 4.H-23, respectively.
Concerning parking and traffic generally, refer to Response TR-7, Parking, on RTC p. 4.C-61 and
Response TR-8, Vehicle Traffic Congestion and Associated Impacts, on RTC p. 4.C-71. Comments
regarding City College parking are addressed in Response PS-2, Public Services and Secondary
Impacts, on RTC p. 4.H-59.
The response to plans and policies comments is organized by the following subtopics:


General Plan, Zoning Controls, Height Limits



Balboa Park Station Area Plan



Disposition of Surplus Property

An EIR is required to discuss inconsistencies between the proposed project and applicable general
plans, specific plans, and regional plans; the EIR need not resolve them though.66 The draft SEIR is
compliant with these CEQA requirements.

General Plan, Zoning Controls, Height Limits
Draft SEIR Appendix B, Section C, Compatibility with Existing Zoning and Plans, discusses
potential inconsistencies of the proposed project with applicable local plans and policies, as well
as conflicts with regional policies. The draft SEIR acknowledges that the proposed project would
not be consistent with the site’s current P (Public) zoning and would require rezoning to a new
Balboa Reservoir Special Use District. As stated on draft SEIR Appendix B, pp. B-14 to B-15,
inconsistencies with existing plans and policies do not, in and of themselves, indicate a significant
physical environmental effect. To the extent that adverse physical environmental impacts may
result from such inconsistencies, the draft SEIR evaluates the environmental impacts resulting from
such inconsistencies in draft SEIR Chapter 3 and draft SEIR Appendix B. To the extent that such
substantial physical environmental impacts may result from such conflicts, the draft SEIR discloses
and analyzes the physical impacts under the relevant topic sections, including, but not limited to,
draft SEIR Section 3.B, Transportation and Circulation; draft SEIR Appendix B Section E.10, Wind
and Section E.11, Shadow.

66

CCR Title 14 section 15125
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Changes to neighborhood character are not considered significant environmental effects under
CEQA unless the changes would result in a substantial adverse physical change in the
environment. Physical environmental effects related to building height, such as wind and shadow,
are discussed in the draft SEIR Appendix B, Sections E.10 and E.11, respectively. Concerning
aesthetic impacts, including views and vistas, draft SEIR Appendix B, Section E.2, Aesthetics (B16), explains that, pursuant to CEQA section 21099, “aesthetic impacts of a residential or mixeduse residential project on an in-fill site in a transit priority area shall not be considered significant
impacts on the environment.” [Emphasis added.] Therefore, the draft SEIR does not evaluate the
effects on neighborhood character or scale. It is acknowledged that the Balboa Park Station Area
Plan includes language accompanying Policy 6.4.1 stating that “new development should add to
the district’s character, create a human scale public realm, and fit within the city’s traditional
fabric.” This policy consideration may be evaluated by the decision-makers, including the planning
commission and board of supervisors, along with other policy matters—including those set forth
by Proposition M—in their deliberations on the project.
Concerning the allegation of “spot zoning,” a zoning change cannot, in itself, result in physical
change. As stated above, to the extent that physical environmental effects could result from the
proposed rezoning, these effects are analyzed in the applicable topic sections of the draft SEIR.
Concerning the comment that a “significant land use conflict can simply be mitigated by rezoning,”
thereby resulting in “an abuse of legislative discretion,” this statement is incorrect. As discussed
above, a project’s inconsistency with an applicable plan or policy does not, in itself, lead to a
significant impact under CEQA unless the conflict would result in adverse changes in the physical
environment. It is also within the purview of the board of supervisors, as the City and County of
San Francisco’s legislative body, to make changes to various laws governing San Francisco,
including the San Francisco Planning Code.

Balboa Park Station Area Plan
Regarding the statement that the Balboa Park Station Area Plan called for the SFPUC to consider, if
water storage at the site were determined not to be needed, “development of a mixed-use residential
neighborhood” on only “part of” the Balboa Reservoir west basin (Plan policy 1.4.2). The project
would not be inconsistent with this policy. The proposed project is a mixed-use residential project on
part of the site.
Concerning the area plan’s Streets and Open Space section, the area plan identifies anew open space
to be created on the project site (“the western portion of the Balboa Reservoir”). The area plan also
identifies housing on the project site (“Policy 4.4.1—Develop housing on the West basin if it is not
needed for water storage”), and therefore it cannot reasonably be assumed that the area plan
proposed that the entire project site would be devoted to open space. The proposed project would
include approximately 4 acres of publicly accessible open space, as stated on draft SEIR p. 2-21,
including an approximately 2-acre park in the center of the site. The project would also include three
pedestrian connections from and through the site to Ocean Avenue and pedestrian access to Unity
Plaza, Frida Kahlo Way, and San Ramon Way.
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Regarding the statement that the project site “is currently open space,” no portion of the project site
is formally designated by San Francisco Recreation and Parks Department or other city agencies as
open space under existing conditions. As described on draft SEIR p. 2-7, a large portion of the project
site is occupied by an asphalt-paved 1,007-space parking lot. The parking lot is surrounded on three
sides by sloping western, northern, and eastern edges. Much of the northern and western slopes are
concrete-covered or, in the case of the access road to the parking lot, paved with asphalt. The tops of
the northern and western slopes contain a paved pathway that is used for informal recreational
purposes, while the eastern slope contains pathways and stairs that provide access to the parking lot.
Further, as noted above, the proposed project would provide approximately 4 acres of publicly
accessible open space as well as pedestrian connections to and through the site.

Disposition of Surplus Property
The proposed project would not be inconsistent with Proposition K, approved by San Francisco
voters in 2015, which states that “surplus property developments with 200 or more units would
allow mixed-income projects and would also require at least 33 percent of the housing in each such
development to be made permanently affordable to low- and moderate-income households.” As
stated on draft SEIR p. 2-13, up to 50 percent of the residential units to be developed pursuant to
the project would be income-restricted; that is, affordable to persons earning between 55 and 120
percent of the area median income. As defined by the Mayor’s Office of Housing and Community
Development, based on state and federal guidelines, families earning up to 80 percent of area
median income are classified as “low income,”67 while those earning between 80 percent and
120 percent of area median income are classified as “moderate income.” Therefore, the proposed
project would exceed Proposition K’s requirement with respect to affordable housing.
Regarding the potential change in ownership of the project site from a public agency to a private
entity, a transfer of ownership would not, in itself, result in any physical environmental impacts.
Likewise, the nature of the developer—non-profit or for-profit or, as here, a combination thereof—
has no bearing on a project’s physical environmental impacts.
Concerning state law governing disposition of surplus property, California Government Code
section 54221(f)(1)(F)(ii) exempts from the definition of surplus property a “mixed-use
development that is more than one acre in area, that includes not less than 300 housing units, and
that restricts at least 25 percent of the residential units to lower income households … for a
minimum of 55 years for rental housing and 45 years for ownership housing.” This statute’s
definition of “lower income households” is the same as low income households discussed above—
those earning less than 80 percent of area median income. Regardless, this comment does not raise
specific environmental issues about the adequacy or accuracy of the draft SEIR’s analysis of
physical environmental impacts that require a further response.
Regarding the provisions in the San Francisco Administrative Code concerning the sales price of
land disposed of by the City and County of San Francisco, the SFPUC and the board of supervisors,
in considering the sale of the project site to the project sponsor, would be bound by law to follow
67

This category is further subdivided into “very low income,” meaning families earning less than 50 percent of
area median income. For 2019, 80 percent of area median income for a family of four was $98,500, while
120 percent of area median income was $147,800.
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the administrative code. Regardless, the comment does not raise any issue with respect to the
project’s potential physical environmental impacts or the draft SEIR’s analysis thereof, and no
further response is required.
Finally, concerning the SFPUC Framework for Land Management and Use (“land use
framework”), this document was adopted by the SFPUC in 2012 by Resolution 12-0042 (not the
Resolution 12-0044 cited by the commenters; that resolution dealt with an agreement between the
SFPUC and the San Francisco Unified School District for the installation of solar photovoltaic
systems on school district sites). The analysis in the draft SEIR does not support the commenter’s
statement that the project’s impact on traffic and parking, including elimination of the existing
parking lot on the project site that is used by City College students, faculty, and others, would
create a nuisance.

Land Use and Land Use Planning
The comments and corresponding responses in this section cover topics in draft SEIR Appendix B,
section E.1, Land Use and Land Use Planning. These include topics related to:


Comment LU-1: Cumulative Land Use

Comment LU-1: Cumulative Land Use
This response addresses the comment from the commenter listed below; the comment is quoted in
full below this list:
I-BARISH3-7

“Impact C-LU-1: The proposed project, in combination with reasonably foreseeable future projects, would
not result in significant cumulative impacts to land use. (Less than Significant) (p. B-15)
There is no objective data to support this conclusion. Rather, the DSEIR simply states that in
combination with reasonably foreseeable future projects, the Project would have less-thansignificant cumulative land use impacts. But absent a quantitative analysis of all the CEQA
environmental impacts, it is improper to reach such a conclusion. The FSEIR must provide
substantial evidence to support its conclusion. Absent an analysis of the substantial evidence, the
FSEIR will be insufficient.”
(Jean Barish, Letter, September 23, 2019 [I-BARISH3-2])

Response LU-1: Cumulative Land Use
The commenter states that the final SEIR must provide substantial evidence to support the
conclusion that the project would not result in significant cumulative impacts to land use.
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The physical environmental effects of the project are evaluated in the draft SEIR. As discussed in
Response PP-1 on RTC p. 4.H-10, the project would have a significant land use impact if the project
physically divides an established community or substantially conflicts with a land use plan or
policy that was adopted for the purpose of avoiding or mitigating an environmental effect, such
that a substantial adverse physical change in the environment related to land use would result. The
initial study concluded that the project would not create physical barriers that would divide the
Plan area; rather, the project would extend a network of pedestrian and bicycle facilities through
the project site (see draft SEIR Appendix B, p. B-14). The draft SEIR did not identify any conflict
with a land use plan or policy that was adopted for the purpose of avoiding or mitigating an
environmental effect associated with cumulative development.
Regarding the comment that a quantitative analysis of all environmental impacts is required to
determine that cumulative land use effects would be less than significant, the questions to be
answered by the analysis are whether the project, along with cumulative development, would
physically divide an established community or cause a significant effect due to a conflict with policies
adopted to avoid environmental effects. With respect to the former, the draft SEIR states on draft
SEIR Appendix B, p. B-15, that cumulative development, like the proposed project, would be infill
development. Therefore, neither the project nor any of the cumulative projects would divide an
established community. Regarding the latter, potentially significant physical environmental effects
that may result from the project along with cumulative development are discussed in each topic’s
relevant cumulative scenario. The commenter does not provide evidence supporting the claim that
the draft SEIR’s less-than-significant cumulative land use conclusion is incorrect.

Population and Housing
The comments and corresponding response in this section cover draft SEIR Appendix B,
Section E.3, Population and Housing:


Comment PH-1: Population Growth

Comment PH-1: Population Growth
This response addresses comments from the commenter listed below; each comment on this topic
is quoted in full below this list:
I-BARISH1-4
I-BARISH2-6
I-BARISH3-8

I-JA11-1
I-JA11-3

I-SIMON-14
I-TARQUINO-7

“The initial study says there would be a population increase of over 100 percent in the plan area,
but then concludes there would be no significant cumulative population impacts because this is
just a tiny increase compared to the total population of the City as a whole. This is a flawed apples
and oranges comparison and should not be accepted.”
(Jean Barish, CPC Hearing, September 12, 2019 [I-BARISH1-4])
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“2) The Initial Study says there would be a population increase of over 100% in the plan area, but
concludes there would be no significant cumulative population impact because this is a tiny
increase compared to the population of the City as a whole. This is a flawed apples and oranges
comparison, and should not be accepted.”
(Jean Barish, Letter, September 12, 2019 [I-BARISH2-6])

“Population and Housing Impacts
Impact C-PH-1 The proposed project, in combination with reasonably foreseeable future projects, would not
result in significant cumulative population and housing impacts. (Less than Significant) (p. B-21)
The Developer’s Proposed Option and Additional Housing Option would increase the onsite
residential populations by 2,530 and 3,565 respectively. Compared to the increase in population
analyzed in the PEIR or 1,150 residents (Table 1, p. B-19) this is an increase of over 100% in the plan
area. Yet, despite this significant increase in population compared to the PEIR, the DSEIR concludes
it is not significant. It justifies this decision by saying it would not be substantial for the City as a
whole. While that may be true, it improperly fails to consider the impact on the immediate
neighborhood. The FEIR must thoroughly analyze this population increase within the Area Plan,
not within the entire City.”
(Jean Barish, Letter, September 23, 2019 [I-BARISH3-8])

“I have added the following addition to "Comment on Initial Study: Land Use":
The increase from 500 units contained in the program-level PEIR to 1,100 to 1,550 units of the
current proposal constitutes "substantial unplanned growth." This increase should trigger SEIR
review.”
(Alvin Ja, Email, September 11, 2019 [I-JA11-1])

“Summary of Land Use Impacts in the PEIR (p. B-12)
The proposed project would not result in new or substantially more severe impacts than those identified in
the PEIR.
For this to be accurate, the following question would have to be answered in the negative:
Would the project result in potentially significant effects not identified in the prior EIR? This question
examines whether or not the proposed project would result in new significant or potentially
significant environmental effects that were not identified in the PEIR. This could include significant
effects that are due to:
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Project-specific features of the proposed project.
Substantial changes with respect to the circumstances under which the project would be
undertaken, such as real estate development trends in the surrounding area or major projects that
were previously unanticipated.
I contend that the answer to the question is YES, thus triggering Impact treatment in the SEIR.
The section acknowledges: The project site was located within the Balboa Reservoir Subarea and was
assumed to include up to 500 residential units.
A later paragraph states: The PEIR concluded that implementation of the area plan would not result in
significant land use impacts and did not require any mitigation measures.
SF Planning Dept professionals are aware that a program-level determination is not the same as a
project-level determination. Otherwise, the BPS FEIR would not have necessitated project-level
reviews of the Kragen Project and the Phelan Loop Project within the FEIR.
It is professionally dishonest for the Planning Dept to pretend that the BPS FEIR’s program-level
determination for an BPS Area Plan area-wide target of 1,780 units could be legitimately used to
insinuate that the Reservoir Project current numbers of 1,100-1,550 units had already gotten the
thumbs-up from the PEIR.
Did you forget the earlier quote of the Reservoir sub-area “assumed to include up to 500 residential
units”?
In the context of “Project-specific features of the proposed project”, by any objective measure,
jumping from 500 units in the program-level PEIR to 1,100-1,550 units in the current two Reservoir
options is a big increase of 120% and 210% respectively.
The area-wide target of 1,780 units is shown on the Area Plan Development Status Sept 2018
Update pdf. It consists of 790 Tier 1 (0-5 yrs) units and 990 Tier 2 ( 5-20 yrs) units. The pdf shows
482 units built or underway. This leaves an area-wide shortfall of 1,298 units.
Although I can understand the desire to achieve this area-wide target, forcing a square peg into a
round hole out of desperation will not succeed without imposing adverse impacts onto the
Reservoir vicinity. Trying to force the Reservoir Project-- targeted for 500 units in the PEIR--in order
to fulfill the 1,298 unit area-wide shortfall is an objectively significant Reservoir impact.
The approval and certification of the program-level BPS Final EIR with an area-wide target of
1,780 units does not equate with a LTS determination for a project-level 1,100-1,550 Reservoir
units. The Initial Study merely manipulates words and paragraphs to imply and assert, without
evidence, that:
“The proposed project would not result in new or substantially more severe impacts than those identified in
the PEIR.”

Balboa Reservoir Project
Responses to Comments

4.H-16

Case No. 2018-007883ENV
April 2020

4. Comments and Responses
4.H. Initial Study Topics

The increase from 500 units contained in the program-level PEIR to 1,100 to 1,550 units of the
current proposal constitutes "substantial unplanned growth." This increase should trigger SEIR
review.”
(Alvin Ja, Email, September 11, 2019 [I-JA11-3])

“The DRAFT SEIR does not consider the impact of increasing the number of units from the original
recommendation in the PEIR. The Reservoir Project’s two options are for 1,100 units and for 1,550
units. The Balboa Park Station PEIR’s Housing option for the Reservoir referred to 425-500 units.
From the 425-500 units indicated in the PEIR to the 1,100-1,550 units indicated in the Draft SEIR
constitutes an increase of 109.9% to 264.7% over and above the Balboa Park Station PEIR. The
increased number of units between the BPS Program EIR to the Reservoir Subsequent EIR
constitutes ‘substantial unplanned growth.’”
(Leslie Simon, Email, September 17, 2019 [I-SIMON-14])

“From the 425-500 units indicated in the PEIR to the 1,100-1,550 units indicated in the Draft SEIR
constitutes an increase of 109.9% to 264.7% over and above the Balboa Park Station PEIR.
The increased number of units between the BPS Program EIR to the Reservoir Subsequent EIR
constitutes ‘substantial unplanned growth.’”
(Eve Tarquino, Email, September 12, 2019 [I-TARQUINO-7])

Response PH-1: Population Growth
Comments state the cumulative population impacts analysis is flawed and inappropriately
compares population growth citywide as opposed to plan area. Comments also state the current
proposal increasing the number of units between the PEIR and draft SEIR constitutes substantial
unplanned growth.
As noted in Response CEQA-1, Type of EIR, Tiering, and Focusing Second-Tier Review, on RTC p.
4.A-3, the area plan does not place a cap on the number of units within the plan area or at the
project site. The PEIR assumed 500 units at the project site for purposes of program-level analysis
and this SEIR is evaluating, among other things, the potential impacts associated with the greater
number of units than assumed in the PEIR. The purpose of the SEIR is to provide project-level
environmental review and analyze whether the proposed development at the project site
(compared to the 500 residential units and 100,000 square feet of open space assumed in the PEIR)
would be within the scope of the program-level analysis or if the project would result in new
significant impacts or substantially more severe significant impacts identified in the PEIR. For topic
areas where the increased number of units could cause environmental impacts not adequately
covered by the PEIR, the SEIR analyzes those impacts. The use of the PEIR to focus the second-tier
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review and applicable principles in the CEQA Guidelines are further explained in Response
CEQA-1.
The analysis relies in part on the citywide projections provided in the Plan Bay Area 2040 Final,
which serve as planned City growth. Impact PH-2 (draft SEIR Appendix B, pp. B-19 to B-21) and
draft SEIR Section 4.A, Growth-Inducing Impacts, evaluates whether the project would directly or
indirectly induce substantial unplanned growth in the area. As discussed there, the Association of
Bay Area Governments’ (ABAG) population growth projection for the Balboa Park Priority
Development Area is 9,855 by 2040, and the proposed project’s maximum population increase
would represent approximately 36 percent of this planned growth within the Balboa Park Priority
Development Area during that period. The ABAG growth projections for the Balboa Park Priority
Development Area represent planned growth in the area because Priority Development Areas are
locally designated areas within existing communities that have been identified and approved by
local cities or counties for future growth. The proposed project would result in a higher portion of
anticipated growth to occur at the project site, which is within a designated regional Priority
Development Area, rather than elsewhere in the city. Consistent with Plan Bay Area, development
under the project would accommodate a portion of the city’s share of anticipated regional growth.
Impact C-PH-1 (draft SEIR Appendix B, pp. B-21 to B-22) and draft SEIR Section 4.A, GrowthInducing Impacts (draft SEIR pp. 4-1 to 4-3), provides an evaluation of potential cumulative
growth-inducing impacts. The SEIR determines that the proposed project would not result in a
significant growth-inducing impact, either directly or indirectly.
As stated on draft SEIR pp. 4-2 to 4-3, “[t]he increase in the residential and employment population
on the project site would not result in a substantial or unplanned increase in the population of the
project vicinity or the city because it would be located on an infill site in an urbanized area. Growth
associated with the project site would be consistent with the City’s identification of Balboa Park as
an area of San Francisco where future growth will be focused.” The proposed project would not
result in substantial unplanned growth because while the project would increase the residential
population on the site, this growth is accounted for within the planned growth for San Francisco.
Further, the purpose of the question is if such unplanned growth could result in physical
environmental impacts. As addressed under their respective topics in the draft SEIR and draft SEIR
Appendix B, this project-related growth would be served by existing infrastructure, and public
services. The proposed project also would not indirectly result in growth inducement because it
would be located on an infill site in an urbanized area. Although the proposed project would
involve extensions of Lee Avenue and other infrastructure, such facilities would not enable
additional development in other currently undeveloped areas. The project also would not remove
any existing barriers to growth in the surrounding area. Thus, for the reasons summarized above
and described in the draft SEIR, the project’s growth inducement impacts would be less than
significant.
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Wind
The comments and corresponding response in this section cover draft SEIR Appendix B, topic E.10,
Wind:


Comment WI-1: Wind Impacts

Comment WI-1: Wind Impacts
This response addresses comments from the commenter listed below; each comment on this topic
is quoted in full below this list:
I-HEGGIE2-23
I-MUELLER2-4

“20. Wind Impacts:
The creation of wind tunnels is a risk of constructing buildings up to or over 80 feet. But the DEIR
indicates there is no significant impact from wind. To anyone who lives, studies or works in the
area, the power of the wind coming off the ocean is already well known. To mitigate the risk of
tunneling already strong winds into educational and residential communities, no new building
should exceed 79-80 feet. The developers' option does not exceed 80 feet, but the additional housing
option is likely to create wind tunnels. If San Francisco wants to sweep the many young children
who congregate in the area off their feet, the additional housing option will do it.”
(Jennifer Heggie, Email, September 23, 2019 [I-HEGGIE2-23])

“Also, the particular situation of the land under consideration for this extremely dense proposed
housing development was not fully researched in conjunction with the high wind velocity coming
directly from the ocean to that property through what is commonly called The Gap. In this DSEIR,
the only comments about wind concerned the effects that may be generated involving tall
buildings. It did not describe the actual complex wind situation in this particular land area.”
(Madeline Mueller, Email, September 23, 2019 [I-MUELLER2-4])

Response WI-1
The comments state that existing conditions in the project vicinity are windy and that the proposed
project, particularly the Additional Housing Option, would result in adverse wind conditions.
The draft SEIR Appendix B, p. p. B-42, describes the existing wind environment at the project site,
making specific reference to the fact that historical wind data from Fort Funston (generally due
west, and thus upwind, of the site) “show that there is reasonable consistency between the Civic
Center and the Fort Funston meteorological stations, regardless of their substantially different
locations. Similar to Civic Center, the majority of strong winds at Fort Funston were recorded as

Case No. 2018-007883ENV
April 2020

4.H-19

Balboa Reservoir Project
Responses to Comments

4. Comments and Responses
4.H. Initial Study Topics

blowing from the south-southwest through the north-northwest.” This is relevant because San
Francisco’s most complete wind record is from the Civic Center meteorological station, and it is
based on the Civic Center data that the initial study generally describes as the existing wind
environment in San Francisco.
The question is whether the project would result in adverse changes to existing conditions. Thus,
the draft SEIR Appendix B explains on p. B-42 that wind impacts are generally caused by large
building masses extending substantially above their surroundings, and by buildings oriented so
that a large, unarticulated wall catches a prevailing wind. In general, as noted above, new buildings
less than 80 feet in height above ground surface are unlikely to result in substantial adverse effects
on ground-level winds such that pedestrians would be uncomfortable. Under both project options,
development would result in buildings up to five or six stories (up to about 65 feet) taller than most
structures west of the project site. Project buildings would step up in height from west to east, in
line with the prevailing westerly winds. As a result, upwind portions of the project would therefore
provide some wind shelter to the taller downwind buildings. Thus, under the Developer’s
Proposed Option and as stated on draft SEIR Appendix B, p. B-42, “the greatest difference in height
between adjacent blocks, moving with the prevailing wind from west to east, would be less than
35 feet. This means that no portion of the proposed project, under the Developer’s Proposed
Option, would present a wall into the prevailing winds at a height greater than about 35 feet, which
is comparable to a three-story residential building.” The Additional Housing Option would add
one more story, for a maximum unobstructed building wall about 45 feet tall. The design of the
project under either option, with heights stepping up from west to east, would serve to limit the
project’s potential effects on ground-level (pedestrian) winds. Therefore, wind effects of the
proposed project, under either option, would be less than significant.

Shadow
The comments and corresponding responses in this section cover topics in draft SEIR Appendix B
topic E.11, Shadow. These include topics related to:


Comment SH-1: Shadow Impacts



Comment SH-2: Non-CEQA Shadow Effects

Comment SH-1: Shadow Impacts
This response addresses comments from the commenter listed below; each comment on this topic
is quoted in full below this list:
I-BARISH1-3
I-BARISH2-5
I-BARISH3-9

“There are numerous flaws in the draft SEIR. I’d like to highlight a few that are just representative
of the problem in this document.
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In the initial study, Appendix B, of the draft SEIR, these are just three examples of many problems
with the SEIR.
The study concluded that the project would not create adverse shadow effects, despite the fact that
there would be new shadow on Unity Plaza for over 25 percent of the year and there would be
significant shadow on Riordan High School. No significant effect.”
(Jean Barish, CPC Hearing, September 12, 2019 [I-BARISH1-3])

“1) The DSEIR Initial Study eliminated many environmental impacts for review by concluding they
were not potentially significant. But these conclusions are flawed. The Study concluded that the project
would not create adverse shadow effects, despite the fact that there would be new shadow on Unity
Plaza for over 25% of the year, and there would be significant shadow on Riordan High School.”
(Jean Barish, Letter, September 12, 2019 [I-BARISH2-5])

“Shadow Impacts
Impact SH-1 The proposed project would not create shadow that substantially and adversely affects the use
and enjoyment of publicly accessible open spaces (Less than Significant) (p. B-46)
The DSEIR states that there would be new shadow between May 1 and August 15 (B-47-50). Fig. 3
illustrates this new shadow. These are the warmer, drier summer months, when people are more
likely to be outside closer to sunrise and sunset. Yet, despite any objective measure of significance
and any substantial evidence, the DSEIR states that any new shadow would not be significant. The
FSEIR must provide substantial evidence that such an increase in shadow is not significant.”
(Jean Barish, Letter, September 23, 2019 [I-BARISH3-9])

Response SH-1: Shadow Impacts
The comments take issue with the draft SEIR’s conclusion that project shadow effects would be
less than significant with respect to Unity Plaza and Riordan High School. In particular, the
commenter states that Unity Plaza would be newly shaded for “over 25 percent of the year.”
Concerning shadow on Riordan High School, refer to Response SH-2, Non-CEQA Shadow Effects,
on RTC p. 4.H-23.
The commenter’s assertion that new shadow would reach Unity Plaza for more than one-fourth
(25 percent) of the year over-represents the proposed project’s impact. The project would add new
shadow to the plaza about 29 percent of the number of days per year, but the project would not
continuously add new shadow during the sunlight hours of those days.
As stated on draft SEIR Appendix B, p. B-50, the project would cast new shadow on Unity Plaza
from about May 1 through August 15. The project would cast no new shadow on Unity Plaza for
about 37 weeks of the year. When considering the hours analyzed under San Francisco Planning
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Code section 295, which considers times between one hour after sunrise and one hour before
sunset, the project would cast new shadow on Unity Plaza for fewer days of the year—about 10
weeks between mid-May and late July.68 As stated on initial study p. B-47, project shadow would
not reach Unity Plaza until shortly before 7:30 p.m. This means that the project would add new
shadow to Unity Plaza for a maximum of a few minutes per day during the period governed by
section 295 (and for a maximum of just over one hour per day overall, including non-section 295
hours of sunlight). Therefore, project shadow would fall on Unity Plaza during less than 0.5 percent
of the yearly hours governed by section 295, which is far less than 25 percent of the year.69 And
because the area shaded at any given minute would be no more than 20 percent of the plaza, the
total shadow as a percentage of theoretical annual available sunlight on the plaza would be far
less—on the order of 0.05 percent.
As stated on draft SEIR Appendix B, p. B-46, the significance of shadow impacts is evaluated based
on whether a project would “create shadow that substantially and adversely affects the use and
enjoyment of publicly accessible open spaces.” Draft SEIR Appendix B, concludes on p. B-50:
Given that the project would add net new shadow on Unity Plaza for a limited time of the day—
early evening, during approximately the last hour or less before sunset—and limited period of
the year—May through mid-August—the proposed project would not substantially affect the
use of Unity Plaza, and the shadow impact would be considered less than significant.
The foregoing further substantiates the draft SEIR Appendix B conclusion of a less-than-significant
shadow impact on Unity Plaza.

Comment SH-2: Non-CEQA Shadow Effects
This response addresses comments from the commenter listed below; each comment on this topic
is quoted in full below this list:
O-ARHS-4
I-BARISH3-10

“The other thing is there’s not nearly enough detail about the blockage of light into our building.
It was designed to have natural light coming in to warm the building, to enhance the culture of
learning for our students in the classrooms. That’s all going to be blocked.”
(Andrew Currier, President, Archbishop Riordan High School, CPC Hearing, September 12, 2019
[O-ARHS-4])

68

69

In early May and early August, project shadow would not reach Unity Plaza until a few minutes before sunset,
outside the hours governed by section 295.
Calculation: 10 weeks per year x 7 days per week = 70 total days of shading during section 295 hours. At a
conservative average of 15 minutes per day, this would represent a total of 17.5 hours of new shadow per year,
which is just under 0.5 percent of the 3,721.4 hours in the section 295 year.
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“Impact C-SH-l The proposed project … would not result in cumulatively considerable impacts related to
shadow. (Less than Significant) (p. B-50)
The DSEIR discloses that the project would cast new shadow on the athletic field at Archbishop
Riordan High School Athletic Field. (p. 51) But it appears this shadow is not subject to CEQA
analysis since it is not a publicly accessible open space. That, however, is a technicality which
should not justify disregarding this significant shadow impact on a high school adjacent to the
project. The FSEIR should evaluate and determine if the shadow on Archbishop Riordan High
School’s Athletic Field is a significant environmental impact.”
(Jean Barish, Letter, September 23, 2019 [I-BARISH3-10])

Response SH-2: Non-CEQA Shadow Effects
The comments state that the project would cast shadow on the Archbishop Riordan High School
athletic field, that such shadow is not subject to CEQA because of the “technicality” that the field is
not publicly accessible open space, and that this shadow impact should be significant. The comments
also state that the project would block natural light from entering the Archbishop Riordan High School
building.
The draft SEIR appropriately analyzes shadow impacts consistent with city guidelines. The CEQA
Guidelines does not include a reference to shadow as a potential physical environmental effect.
The City and County of San Francisco analyzes shadow impacts under CEQA, partially based on
the City’s history of concern regarding the shading of publicly accessible space, as evidenced by
voter passage of Proposition K, which added section 295 to the San Francisco Planning Code in
1985. The shadow analysis is consistent with the planning department’s shadow analysis guidance
and Chapter 31 of the San Francisco Administrative Code. As explained on draft SEIR Appendix B,
p. B-46, the planning department’s criterion for determining whether a project in San Francisco
would result in a significant shadow impact is whether the project would “create shadow that
substantially and adversely affects the use and enjoyment of publicly accessible open spaces”
(emphasis added). There is no CEQA requirement in San Francisco, or elsewhere in California, for
analysis of effects with respect to shadow on private property. As indicated on draft SEIR
Appendix B, p. B-51, this discussion is provided under the separate heading of “Supplemental
Information.” This is precisely because, as explained above, effects on non-publicly accessible
spaces and on private buildings are not subject to CEQA.
City decision-makers may consider the project’s shadow on Archbishop Riordan High School and
other adjacent or nearby private properties during their deliberations on whether to approve the
project.
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Utilities and Service Systems
The comments and corresponding responses in this section cover topics in draft SEIR Appendix B,
Section E.13, Utilities and Service Systems. These include topics related to:


Comment UT-1: Utilities and Service Systems – Water Supply



Comment UT-2: Stormwater and Sewer



Comment UT-3: Other Utilities and Service Systems Comments

Comment UT-1: Utilities and Service Systems - Water Supply
This response addresses comments from the commenter listed below; each comment on this topic
is quoted in full below this list:
I-BARISH3-11
I-FREY1-2
I-FREY2-2

I-HEGGIE2-22
I-MARTINPINTO-5
I-MUELLER1-1

I-MUELLER2-2
I-MUELLER2-3
I-TIMA-4

“Utilities and Service Systems Impacts
Impact UT-1 Sufficient water supplies are available to serve the proposed project … unless the Bay Delta
Plan Amendment is implemented … Impacts related to new or expanded water supply facilities cannot be
identified at this time or implemented in the near term … (Less than Significant) (p. B-59)
According to the DSEIR, page B-57, SFPUC Resolution 02-0084 determined that there was sufficient
water supply to serve expected development projects in San Francisco through the year 2020, and
the implementation of the Area Plan was not expected to have any substantial impact on water
supply. Since the Project will not be completed until approximately 2027, it appears this projection
is obsolete. Please explain.
Further, in the Conclusion on page B-73, the DSEIR states that there is too much uncertainty related
to the possible implementation of the Bay-Delta Plan Amendment to identify environmental
effects, and such effects are, therefore, speculative at this time. Please explain how an informed
decision regarding the availability of an adequate water supply for the Project can be determined
in view of these uncertainties, and why, in view of these uncertainties, the DSEIR states the
environmental impact is less than significant.
Further, according to a September 22, 2019 article in the San Francisco Examiner, a recent civil grand
jury report, “Act Now Before It Is Too Late: Aggressively Expand and Enhance Our High-Pressure
Emergency Firefighting Water System,” raised the alarm about the lack of coverage for western
San Francisco neighborhoods. According to the report, The City’s high-pressure emergency water
supply system “does not cover large parts of Supervisorial Districts 1, 4, 7 and 11, roughly onethird of the City’s developed area,” the report said. “As a result, these districts are not adequately
protected from fires after a major earthquake.”
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(https://www.sfexaminer.com/news/report-large-parts-of-sf-not-adequately-protected-from-firesaftermajorearthquake/?fbclid=IwAR145KV4GH_CNfBJvCogj0bPF__iAYdlgyWcrmV5PyZkhjN995GTKpG
6AOc)
The Project is in D 7. In view of the grand jury’s report, the DSEIR is inadequate for not reviewing
the environmental impact of building a massive development on a reservoir that could serve the
area in case of an emergency. The DSEIR must provide substantial evidence that covering the
Balboa Reservoir will not significantly impact Utilities and Service Systems.”
(Jean Barish, Letter, September 23, 2019 [I-BARISH3-11])

“My second issue is density. This is a downtown style project, without the downtown style streets.
And has Hedda mentioned, the firefighting infrastructure, water pipes that accommodate the
dense housing in the other parts of the City that have dense housing, their water structure is totally
different than what we have in this area. And that lack of firefighting infrastructure would be a
hazard to the residents of the development itself, but it would also be a hazard to all of the
surrounding neighborhoods.”
(Laura Frey, CPC Hearing, September 12, 2019 [I-FREY1-2])

“Second issue is density. This is a very high density project--without the large streets or the
firefighting infrastructure/water pipes to accommodate dense housing. (The fire-fighting
infrastructure in dense parts of the City is different than in this area.) The lack of a sufficient firefighting infrastructure would be a hazard for the residents of any new dense housing project at
Balboa Reservoir and for the residents in the surrounding areas.”
(Laura Frey, Email, September 22, 2019 [I-FREY2-2])

“19. San Francisco ensures fire safety primarily through provisions of the building code and fire
code. Do those codes take into account the lack of a water supply for emergencies for the western
part of the City and any need for water storage? The City has been through many fire emergencies,
and it would be irresponsible to take these issues lightly. Ignoring or postponing the issue of a
water supply for emergencies is not going to help us during an emergency. The potential housing
loss due to a fire could be much greater than the housing gain from any one development. Is there
a need for water storage for fire emergencies, and if so, there needs to be an evaluation of possible
sites while they still exist, including at the Balboa Reservoir.”
(Jennifer Heggie, Email, September 23, 2019 [I-HEGGIE2-22])

“The loss of the 17.6 acre reservoir space will present a lost opportunity to store drinking water
during an emergency, as was originally intended in 1957 when it was constructed. In San Francisco,
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there are three terminal reservoirs; the Sunset Reservoir, the University Mound Reservoir, and the
Merced Manor Reservoir. Together, they contain about 327 000 000 gallons of water, which
represents 79% of all the water in San Francisco Reservoirs. According to the November 2018 issue
of the Westside Observer, only 33% of this water belongs to San Francisco. State Water Code 73503
states that the water is jointly owned by San Francisco and the 27 wholesale water customers (cities
on the Peninsula). This means when a disaster occurs, San Francisco is legally obligated to share
the water equitably with Peninsula cities. According to the August 12, 2003 minutes of the SF Public
Utilities Commission, after a major Earthquake, San Francisco could have as little as 86 000 000
gallons of water to serve a 900 000 population, or slightly less than 100 gallons of water per person.
It is important to remember that our water comes to San Francisco from Hetch Hetchy reservoir,
approximately 170 miles away via transmission lines, which must cross four significant faults in
the SF Bay Area alone (the Calaveras, Greenville, Hayward, and San Andreas). If a 9.0 earthquake
were to occur, which is the theoretical maximum magnitude of Earthquake to occur in San
Francisco, it would be about 10 times stronger than the 1906 earthquake and 100 times stronger
than the 1989 earthquake. This has the potential to sever all transmission of water from Hetch
Hetchy to San Francisco.
The Balboa Reservoir represents an opportunity to store an additional 110 000 000 gallons
approximately (based on 17 acres x depth of 20 feet). This water storage capacity is not insignificant.
What does the project propose to do to increase our water storage when it comes to firefighting
capacity?”
(Stephen Martinpinto, Letter, September 23, 2019 [I-MARTINPINTO-5])

“San Francisco is listed as a city with housing more dense than Tokyo and Hong Kong. In America,
San Francisco is second in density only to New York City. The proposed housing project for the
lower Balboa Reservoir would have housing five times more dense than the surrounding area.
Thirty years ago a similar proposal involving a smaller number of housing units on the Reservoir
site was rejected by San Francisco voters. One of the major concerns for housing at the site came
from the fire department. The Chief had many reasons to not recommend housing in the Balboa
Reservoir, citing conditions which have become even more dangerous over the years.
Increasing drought and the extreme winds coming through the reservoir gulch make a perfect storm
for the type of fires that we now see devastating entire towns in California. The situation was dire
before and now it's impossible to overstate the fire danger involving that particular basin (and all
surrounding neighborhoods), a basin which is being proposed for impossibly dense housing. The
lack of immediate water sources made and still makes the situation very bad. We've all seen what
fires fed by strong horizontal winds, minus enough water, can do to houses and buildings.”
(Madeline Mueller, Email, September 23, 2019 [I-MUELLER1-1])
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“In particular, the areas of water supply and safety have been largely ignored.
Appendix F: Water Supply Assessment contains the report given at a PUC hearing some months
ago concerning the availability of water for the proposed development. I was at that hearing and
clearly understood that such a supply was not actually assured except perhaps under the
somewhat mythical consideration: "during normal years". However, it is pretty apparent that with
climate change reality upon us, we cannot consider anything in the future to be 'normal years' (!)”
(Madeline Mueller, Email, September 23, 2019 [I-MUELLER2-2])

“At that hearing and in appendix F, it was also made clear that detailed research into water safety
and the potential for urban fires was not addressed. Reports of lack of appropriate water supplies
in the western half of San Francisco, should there be fires, has been reported as recently as a few
days ago.”
(Madeline Mueller, Email, September 23, 2019 [I-MUELLER2-3])

“Then, you need emergency water in case we have an earthquake to kill the fires. There is no
emergency water supply for the west and south area of San Francisco. Would you please get busy
before you start building and get that done?”
(Etta Tima, CPC Hearing, September 12, 2019 [I-TIMA-4])

Response UT-1: Utilities and Service Systems - Water Supply
Commenters state that the draft SEIR must provide substantial evidence that the project would not
significantly impact utilities and service systems, specifically as it relates to the availability of water
and emergency water supplies. Several comments express concern regarding the density of the
project and state that there is lack of emergency water storage and supplies in the south and west
side of the city, and question how an informed water supply decision can be determined in view
of uncertainties regarding the Bay Delta Plan Amendment. One comment states that the project
will present a lost opportunity as a reservoir to store drinking water.
Impact UT-1 (draft SEIR Appendix B, pp. B-59 to B-73) provides background information about
water supply reliability and drought planning for the city, along with three potential water supply
scenarios that are evaluated in the project’s water supply assessment. Updated water supply and
demand projections, extending to 2040, are discussed in Impact UT-1.
In summary, the analysis on draft SEIR Appendix B, p. B-67, determines that sufficient water
supplies would be available to serve the proposed project options and reasonably foreseeable
future development in normal, dry, and multiple dry years unless the Bay-Delta Plan Amendment
is implemented. If the Bay-Delta Plan Voluntary Agreement is implemented, the resulting regional
water system supply shortfalls during dry years would be less than those under the Bay-Delta Plan
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Amendment and would require rationing of a lesser degree and closer in alignment to SFPUC’s
adopted level of service goal of no more than 20 percent system-wide during dry years (draft SEIR
Appendix B, p. B-68). If the Bay-Delta Plan Amendment is implemented, the SFPUC may develop
new or expanded water supply facilities to address shortfalls in single and multiple dry years, but
this would occur with or without the proposed project.
The analysis concludes that construction and/or operation of new or expanded water supply
facilities could result in a significant cumulative impact. However, the proposed project would not
contribute considerably as it would represent 0.17 percent of the total water demand in San
Francisco in 2040. Thus, new or expanded dry-year water supplies would be needed under the
Bay-Delta Plan Amendment regardless of whether the proposed project is constructed. Any
physical environmental impacts related to the construction and/or operation of new or expanded
water supplies would occur with or without the proposed project.
The analysis also acknowledges on draft SEIR Appendix B, p. B-71 that given the long lead times
associated with developing additional water supplies, the SFPUC would likely address supply
shortfalls through increased rationing for the next 10 to 30 years (or more). The higher levels of
rationing on a citywide basis could result in significant cumulative effects, but the proposed project
would not make a considerable contribution to impacts from increased rationing. Therefore,
regardless of whether the Bay-Delta Plan Amendment is implemented, the conclusion in the initial
study that the proposed project would result in less-than-significant water supply impacts, both
individually and cumulatively, remains the same.
Comments expressing concern regarding firefighting water supply infrastructure are noted. There
is a well‐established regulatory framework and permitting process in place, enforced through the
fire department, building department, San Francisco Building Code, and San Francisco Fire Code.
Additionally, concerning wildfire, as stated in draft SEIR Appendix B, Section E.22, San Francisco
County does not contain any State Responsibility Area land or lands classified as very high fire
severity zones.
The proposed project would include construction of auxiliary water supply system distribution lines
and fire hydrants that would serve the project site for firefighting and other emergency uses (draft
SEIR p. 2-36). As described in Impact UT-1, draft SEIR Appendix B, p. B-60, the “SFPUC City
Distribution Division would conduct a hydraulic analysis to confirm that the existing system is
adequate to meet the project’s water demands, including fire suppression system pressure and flow
demands. If the existing infrastructure is found to be inadequate to meet the project’s demand, the
SFPUC would modify the water conveyance system, such as upsizing the water mains and
appurtenances.” The fire department and San Francisco Department of Building Inspection (building
department) would also review building plans to ensure that the proposed project complies with the
latest California Building Code requirements for fire and life safety measures as specified in the San
Francisco Fire Code. As described under Impact PS-1 on draft SEIR Appendix B, p. B-83, “[t]hese
requirements include measures related to emergency access and egress; fire hydrants and sprinkler
systems; fire-rated design, construction, and materials; restrictions on occupant loads; emergency
lighting; smoke alarms; and mechanical smoke control and emergency notification systems. The
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project sponsor would work with the fire department to determine utility and access requirements
for fire protection and emergency services at the project site.”
As discussed in Impact UT-1, the project site has not been identified as current or future water
storage in San Francisco in the city’s Urban Water Management Plan. The concept of developing
the site for water storage was raised during the scoping period for the draft SEIR and described on
draft SEIR p. 6-61. As described there, the Balboa Reservoir site does not contribute in any way to
water supply or storage, as it is not and was never a functioning reservoir as was originally
intended for the site.

Comment UT-2: Stormwater and Sewer
This response addresses comments from the commenter listed below; each comment on this topic
is quoted in full below this list:
O-NAF-1
I-GOODMAN-4

“San Francisco’s sewer collection system and storm drain system are a combined sewer system (CSS).
The vast majority of stormwater should be conveyed through the CSS, which includes the streets and
their curbs, catch basins, and underground storm drain, which is then collected and treated.
However, the sewers on Ocean Avenue between Frida Kahlo Way (formerly Phelan Avenue) and
Miramar are undersized and unable to convey the combined sewage from the sewers uphill from
them. Excess combined sewage flow is discharged from the sewers into the streets causing heavy
overland flow along Ocean Avenue during moderate storm situations which has resulted in
combined sewage, including human waste, flooding downstream of the Balboa Reservoir.
The following CCSF EIR report excerpt from the EIR
https://www.ccsf.edu/MP/Docs/046Services_DEIR.pdf) documents that:

report

(Page

4.6-5

of

"The area west of Phelan Avenue is served by a 30-inch reinforced concrete sewer in Phelan Avenue
that carries flow south to Ocean Avenue. Although the sewer’s condition is unknown, it is severely
undersized. According to the SFDPW, the sewers surrounding the Main Campus, while adequate for
the dry weather flow from the campus, are inadequate for flows that occur in a 5-year storm event.
Currently, the City does not have the funds to upgrade the under-sized sewers surrounding the
campus. The SFPUC is in the process of revising its 1973 Wastewater Master Plan. Among other things,
this Plan would include upgrading the City’s hydraulically and structurally inadequate sewers."
In addition, low lying areas are already negatively impacted by flow from upstream projects like
the
2011
Colon/Greenwood/Plymouth/Southwood/Wildwood/Miramar
sewer
system
improvement project which resulted in a transfer of flood risk to Ingleside Terraces:
City and County of San Francisco 2030 Sewer System Master Plan TM505
(http://sfwater.org/modules/showdocument.aspx?documentid=592), Section 5.7.3.1, "Conveyance
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along Ocean Avenue (Upsizing and Auxiliary, page 107, ʺThis alternative will lower the HGL and
alleviate flooding in the upstream portions of the reach, along Ocean Avenue between Phelan and
Miramar avenues. However, the extra conveyance capacity provided by the relief and auxiliary
sewers serve to move larger peak flows downstream to the Legion Court area west of Ashton
Avenue. Predictably, the higher arriving peak flows will cause elevated HGLs and effectively
transfer the flooding problems to this area.ʺ
Even though the Balboa Reservoir project would not “substantially” alter the existing drainage
pattern, any additional waste from additional residents would increase the quantity of human
waste discharged during these events and increase the exposure to residents and businesses
downstream in low lying areas. The Balboa Reservoir EIR fails to address this issue and fails to
fully disclose the projectʹs dry and wet‐weather impact on the existing sewer system.
The constant expansion of lines upstream, continued development, and the failure to correct the
defects in the existing sewer lines have created and continues to create a nuisance and public health
risk by subjecting those residents in low lying areas to the risk of exposure to hazardous waste.
The sewer lines downstream of the Balboa Reservoir project must be enlarged, and all known and
foreseeable deficiencies corrected, prior to the start of this development.”
(Neighbors Against Flooding, Email, September 17, 2019 [O‐NAF‐1])
“I am for the design and proposal of the housing development as an individual, and feel the need
for 100% affordable units and a more robust look at water‐use and retention on the site for
reclamation and sewage issues and infrastructure must be a part of both sites (Balboa Reservoir
and CCSF land developments). My concerns were raised during meetings where I attended SFPUC
water games planning charrettes and we indicated the importance of water/sewer systems above
sea‐level that can begin to alleviate lower down systems elevation wise.”
(Aaron Goodman, Letter, September 12, 2019 [I‐GOODMAN‐4])

Response UT‐2: Stormwater and Sewer
The comments state that the draft SEIR does not address the increase in wastewater and
stormwater caused by the project. The comments also express concern regarding the existing
condition and capacity of downstream combined sewer lines and how the proposed project would
impact them.
Refer to Response AL‐1, Range of Alternatives, on RTC p. 4.F‐12 for further information regarding
consideration of 100 percent affordable housing.
Impacts UT‐2 and UT‐3 on draft SEIR Appendix B, pp. B‐74 to B‐76, and Impact HY‐2 on draft SEIR
Appendix B, pp. B‐111 to B‐112, analyze impacts associated with wastewater and stormwater
generated by the project. The proposed project would be subject to several regulations that require
onsite water re‐use and decreasing the amount of stormwater runoff from the site. The proposed
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project could result in long-term changes in the volume of discharges to the City’s combined sewer
system in the sub-basin due to new residents, employees, and visitors who could increase the
amount of wastewater generation (draft SEIR Appendix B, p. B-112). The draft SEIR Appendix B
concludes on p. B-112 that all “wastewater discharges to the combined sewer system would be
treated at the Oceanside Treatment Plant in compliance with the Oceanside NPDES permit …
because the stormwater and wastewater discharges from the project would not result in an increase
in the frequency of combined sewer discharges, the project’s impacts related to changes in
combined sewer discharges would be less than significant.”
Regarding concerns about the downstream overflow conditions, please refer to Impact UT-3, draft
SEIR Appendix B, p. B-75, which acknowledges that the Ocean Avenue sewer main is designated
as high risk and slated for replacement through SFPUC’s Collections System Asset Management
Program (CSAMP). A CSAMP ranking of “high” indicates potential need for replacement. As
further stated on p. B-75, the “project team would be required to confirm with SFPUC and the San
Francisco Department of Public Works’ Engineering Hydraulics Division that adjacent sewer
infrastructure has adequate capacity and integrity to serve the potential development program.”
Sanitary sewage (wastewater) volumes flowing into the combined sewer system are considerably
smaller than stormwater flows into the same system. For example, the City’s wastewater treatment
system treats approximately 575 million gallons per day (mgd) of combined sanitary sewage and
stormwater during storm conditions, but one eighth that volume—70 mgd—during non-storm
conditions.70
The ratio of stormwater to sanitary sewage from the project site is substantially greater than 8:1
during storm conditions. This is because stormwater runoff flow to the combined sewer system is
variable, whereas sanitary sewer flow is less so. That is, storm flow peaks during and shortly after
heavy rainfall, and diminishes considerably as time elapses; as a result, stormwater volume, for
purposes of sizing stormwater and wastewater conveyance piping such as that along Ocean
Avenue, is typically measured in cubic feet per second of peak flow, rather than gallons per day
(gpd) of total flow. Conversely, sanitary sewer flows, though considerably smaller in volume, are
more consistent and typically have one or two peaks during any given day. For residential areas
similar to the proposed project, flows are generally higher before and after the typical work day,
although there is sewer flow throughout the day because not all working residents are on the same
schedule, some residents may work at home, some residents do not work, some attend school, etc.
Moreover, under current conditions, stormwater flow from the project site (west basin) and the
east basin drains to the combined sewer at a constrained rate due to the small capacity of the
existing drain inlets and pipes. In particular, the great majority of the west basin drains into two
undersized storm drains located along the western perimeter of the former reservoir.71 That is, the
project site, and especially the former reservoir, acts to detain peak stormwater flow into the
combined sewer. Additional storm drains in the east basin and along a service road on the west

70
71

San Francisco Public Utilities Commission, Sewer System Improvement Program Fact Sheet, June 5, 2019,
https://sfwater.org/modules/showdocument.aspx?documentid=13986, accessed March 15, 2020.
BKF Engineers, Balboa Reservoir Hydrologic and Hydraulic Modeling, January 9, 2020.
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basin (the location of the proposed Lee Avenue extension) provide for more stormwater
conveyance capacity.
The project’s master infrastructure plan would include requirements to prevent the project
exacerbating that existing condition. Those requirements would include:


the proposed project will not increase the project site’s peak stormwater discharge to the
Ocean Avenue sewer system during the 5‐year, 3‐hour; and 100‐year, 3‐hour storm
conditions. The peak stormwater flows are what the SFPUC and San Francisco Public Works
(public works)72 use to size the stormwater and wastewater conveyance system (the sewer
pipe and street surface below top of curb), such as that along Ocean Avenue.



the proposed project will reduce the existing peak stormwater flows further by an amount to
offset the project’s additional worst‐case condition in which the project’s peak sanitary
sewage flow would occur simultaneously with peak stormwater flow. This would be
achieved through infrastructure design that includes green infrastructure or a combination of
green infrastructure and detention facilities.73

The master infrastructure plan would be part of the development agreement that must be
approved by the Board of Supervisors for the project to proceed, and the design requirements
would be a term within the agreement. Thus, while combined sewage overflows would continue
to contribute to occasional downstream flooding, implementation of project would not exacerbate
that existing condition due the project’s peak discharge limitation requirements in its master
infrastructure plan.
Additionally, and in compliance with the city’s Stormwater Management Ordinance, the project
would be required to reduce stormwater rate and volume by 25 percent for the smaller 2‐year, 24‐
hour storm, which would result in a decrease in total flow from the project site to the combined
sewer system during this storm condition.
The analysis in the draft SEIR Appendix B, Impact UT‐3, as supplemented by the above,
determines that the proposed project impacts related to stormwater and wastewater would be less
than significant through compliance with the terms of the master infrastructure plan in the
development agreement, Non‐Potable Water Ordinance, the San Francisco Stormwater Ordinance,
and SFPUC and public works infrastructure review.

Comment UT‐3: Other Utilities and Service Systems
This response addresses comments from the commenter listed below; each comment on this topic
is quoted in full below this list:
I‐MUELLER1‐2

72
73

San Francisco Public Works has jurisdiction over flows in street surfaces below the top of the curb.
Brian Scott, BKF Engineers, e‐mail to ESA, April 24, 2020.
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“The recent MUB building at City College and soon-to-be-built Performing Arts Education Center
on the college portion of the reservoir use geothermal energy sources. Has there been research on
the compatibility of the college's system with other projects?”
(Madeline Mueller, Email, September 23, 2019 [I-MUELLER1-2])

Response UT-3: Other Utilities and Service Systems
The commenter asks whether research has been done on the compatibility of the college's proposed
geothermal energy system with other projects.
The geothermal energy sources are not proposed as part of the Balboa Reservoir project. As
described on draft SEIR p. 2-37, a portion of the Multi-Use Building hydronic wells were installed
by City College beneath the location of the proposed Lee Avenue extension and right-of-way along
the east side of the project site. The utility pipelines associated with the hydronic wells that extend
beneath the project site would be removed during construction and the remainder of the system
would be maintained. The hydronic wells under the Lee Avenue easement and project site would
be removed or capped, in accordance with a Memorandum of Understanding with City College.

Public Services
The comments and corresponding responses in this section cover topics in draft SEIR Appendix B,
topic E.14, Public Services. These include topics related to:


Comment PS-1: Emergency Services



Comment PS-2: Public Services and Secondary Impacts

Comment PS-1: Emergency Services
This response addresses comments from the commenter listed below; each comment on this topic
is quoted in full below this list:
O-ARHS-3
I-MARTINPINTO-1
I-MARTINPINTO-4

“The other thing is we’re worried that fire trucks aren’t going to be able to get to our school in case
of a fire. There’s not been enough detail or clarity about transportation. They’ve delayed that
meeting. That was supposed to take place this week. That has not occurred. It’s been delayed until
September 30th. I need more clarity on the impact of transportation on our school.”
(Andrew Currier, President, Archbishop Riordan High School, CPC Hearing, September 12, 2019
[O-ARHS-3])
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“This Statement [that the proposed project “would not be expected to increase demand for public
services (in order to maintain acceptable service ratios, response times, or other performance
objectives for public services) to the extent that it would require new or physically altered
governmental facilities, the construction of which could result in significant environmental
impacts”] is an erroneous assumption. Response times for emergency vehicles located at Fire
Station 15 (address 1000 Ocean Avenue) will be adversely affected, as well as response times from
the next nearest three fire stations (Fire Station 33 at 8 Capitol Avenue, Fire Station 39 at 1091
Portola Drive, and Fire Station 19 at 290 Buckingham Way). It is generally assumed that with new
residences comes new traffic, which will undoubtedly slow response times. Although response
priority 3 emergency calls (also known as code 3 calls) permit the use of emergency lights and
sirens to safely bypass traffic signals and other traffic control devices, response priority 2 calls (code
2 calls) do not. Because code 2 calls require that emergency vehicles negotiate traffic at regular
speeds, code 2 calls have the potential to become severely extended. Furthermore, upon arrival to
the scene of a code 2 call, often times the situation is found to be more severe than previously
thought, and calls are often upgraded to code 3.
With the addition of 500 – 1550 new units, an additional 1000 – 3000 or more residents will arrive.
This will undoubtedly increase demand on the emergency response system, depending on the
demographics of the new residents (statistically, senior citizens and low-income people are more
frequent users of 911). Increased demand of the emergency response system combined with
increased response times puts a strain on the ability of the SFFD to meet their 4 minute response
time criteria (4 minutes from dispatch of call to patient contact).”
(Stephen Martinpinto, Letter, September 23, 2019 [I-MARTINPINTO-1])

“what does the project propose to do to improve emergency vehicle response times?”
(Stephen Martinpinto, Letter, September 23, 2019 [I-MARTINPINTO-4])

Response PS-1: Emergency Services
Commenters request information about emergency vehicle access and express concern regarding
emergency access to areas surrounding the project site and project impacts on emergency response
times.
Draft SEIR Appendix B, Section E.14, Public Services, discusses the project’s impacts related to the
provision of public services associated with the project. As stated in Impact PS-1, the city’s fire
protection and medical emergency resources are regularly reassessed based on need in order to
maintain acceptable service performance standards. The fire department and building department
would review building plans to ensure that proposed buildings comply with the latest California
Building Code requirements for fire and life safety measures as specified in the San Francisco Fire
Code, including measures related to emergency access and egress. Such review also includes
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evaluating the project site’s circulation and ensure that emergency access and egress to adjacent
sites are not affected. Adherence to San Francisco Fire Code requirements as part of the project
design would minimize demand for future fire protection services.
As noted under Impact PS-1, the project-related increase in residents would not be considered
substantial or unplanned growth and would not result in a substantial increased demand for police
services, fire protection, and emergency medical services. Police, fire protection, and emergency
medical services are regularly assessed as part of the City’s dynamic demand-based deployment
of available resources and the need to maintain acceptable service ratios and response times. While
demand might increase as a result of the implementation of the proposed project, the increased
demand would not be substantial, nor would it require expansion of existing police or fire stations
or construction of new facilities. Therefore, no significant environmental impacts from construction
or operation of new or expanded public service facilities would occur as a result of the proposed
project. Thus, the incremental increase in the demand for police, fire protection, and emergency
medical services would be a less-than-significant impact.
Access to Archbishop Riordan High School north of the site would be maintained. There would be
no change to access to the front entrance of Riordan High on Frida Kahlo Way, nor would there be
any change in vehicular access into the Riordan campus from Judson Avenue. Egress from
Archbishop Riordan High School through the existing exit-only driveway that leads into the
project site would also continue with project implementation. As described on draft SEIR p. 2-26,
“the functionality of the existing ‘exit only’ driveway for Archbishop Riordan High School west of
the Lee Avenue and north access road intersection would be maintained. The street connecting the
‘exit only’ driveway to Lee Avenue would be 20 feet wide and one-way eastbound.” The
emergency access impacts analysis is presented in draft SEIR Section 3.B, Transportation and
Circulation, under Impact TR-3 (draft SEIR pp. 3.B-71 to 3.B-73). That analysis found that
emergency access to the project site would be similar to existing conditions and that project
implementation would not adversely affect fire apparatus responding from nearby San Francisco
Fire Department station 15, despite the increase in traffic generated by the project. As stated on
draft SEIR p. 3.B-73, the fire department conducted a preliminary review of the development plans
and streetscape changes as currently proposed. Prior to finalizing the design and dimensions of
the internal street network, the fire department and police department would review and approve
the internal roadway configurations and dimensions to ensure emergency access to the site is
acceptable.

Comment PS-2: Public Services and Secondary Impacts
This response addresses comments from the commenter listed below; each comment on this topic
is quoted in full below this list:
I-BARISH1-5
I-BARISH2-7
I-BARISH3-12
I-BARISH3-13
I-BARISH3-14
I-BARISH3-16
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I-BARISH3-18
I-BARISH3-30
I-BARISH3-31
I-BARISH3-32
I-BARISH3-39
I-BELBIN-2
I-BERNSTEIN1-3
I-BERNSTEIN4-4
I-BERNSTEIN4-5
I-BERNSTEIN5-1
I-BERNSTEIN5-3
I-BERNSTEIN5-7
I-BRAD-1
I-COLLINS3-4
I-EVBUOMA-1
I-EVBUOMA-2
I-FISHER-2
I-FISHER-4
I-FRAKNOI-1
I-FRAKNOI-2

I-HALFORD2-3
I-E. HANSON-3
I-E. HANSON-6
I-E. HANSON-7
I-HOUWER-3
I-JA2-1
I-JA2-2
I-JA3-1
I-JA3-2
I-JA3-3
I-JA4-2
I-KAUFMYN2-1
I-KAUFMYN2-2
I-KAUFMYN2-4
I-KAUFMYN2-5
I-KOPP-2
I-KOWALSKI-2
I-LEGION-3

I-RHINE-2
I-SAPPHIRE-1
I-SIMON-4
I-SIMON-7
I-SIMON-8
I-SIMON-9
I-SIMON-10
I-TARQUINO-4
I-TIMA-1
I-VESSELENYI-2
I-VICKY-1
I-WEYER-3
I-WILENSKY-4
I-WORLEY-6
I-WORLEY-7
I-ZELTZER-4

“Finally, another example, the initial study, Appendix B, concludes the project would not result in
cumulative impacts on public services, yet it did not analyze the impacts of the project on City
College. Again, the draft SEIR review of this impact is inadequate.”
(Jean Barish, CPC Hearing, September 12, 2019 [I-BARISH1-5])

“3) Finally, the Initial Study concludes the project would not result in cumulative impacts on public
services. Yet it did not analyze the impacts of the project on City College. Again, the DSEIR review
of this impact is inadequate.”
(Jean Barish, Letter, September 12, 2019 [I-BARISH2-7])

“Public Services Impacts – Failure to Consider Impact on City College of San Francisco (“City College”)
Impact C-PS-1: The proposed project, in combination with reasonably foreseeable future projects, would not
result in cumulative impacts on public services. (Less than Significant)
By way of the Initial Study, the DSEIR offhandedly dismisses impacts on City College. The Initial
Study fails entirely to address the impact on student attendance and enrollment and on part-time
Instructors who have to travel between multiple community college sites.”
(Jean Barish, Letter, September 23, 2019 [I-BARISH3-12])
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“The Initial Study cites City College’s TDM/Sustainability Plan’s goal to reduce car travel as
justification for the less-than-significant conclusion of the Project’s impact on City College. The
Initial Study states: The City College sustainability plan has a performance objective to reduce
automobile trips, with which the removal of parking at the project site would not conflict.
… Thus, the proposed project would not – in order to maintain acceptable service ratios, response
times, or other performance objectives – be expected to increase demand for public services to the
extent that would require new or physically altered public facilities, the construction of which
could result in significant environmental impacts, and the proposed project would not result in
new or substantially more-severe impacts than those identified in the PEIR.
This is incorrect. Removing parking would clearly increase demand for public services in the form
of, among others, demand for increased public transit, demand for more TNC’s, and demand for
alternative parking in other areas of the City College campus. For the reasons set forth in the review
below of the Kittelson TDM, DSEIR Appendix C, there are no effective mitigations proposed for
the loss of parking due to this Project.”
(Jean Barish, Email, September 12, 2019 [I-BARISH3-13])

“City College is the central educational, economic, and cultural focus of the neighborhood. Its
interests cannot be allowed to be made secondary to the Project.
City College’s educational mission makes it a target destination for students, staff, faculty. This
simple fact needs to be recognized as being desirable, even if CCSF students need to drive to school
and need parking.
The Project must take responsibility for mitigation of its own significant cumulative impacts on
City College, traffic and parking. The burden of mitigation should not be shifted onto City College
and neighborhoods.”
(Jean B. Barish, Esq., MS, Letter, September 23, 2019 [I-BARISH3-14])

“Removal of student parking will have significant impact on student enrollment and attendance.”
(Jean B. Barish, Esq., MS, Letter, September 23, 2019 [I-BARISH3-16])

“The substantial impact on City College’s educational mission must be comprehensively and
objectively examined in the DSEIR. The omission of this examination renders the DSEIR and Initial
Study inadequate.”
(Jean B. Barish, Letter, September 23, 2019 [I-BARISH3-18])
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“The DSEIR is inadequate because it fails to consider the impacts on the public service of City College of San
Francisco.
The Reservoir Project will have an adverse impact on higher public educational services offered by
City College. According to a City College Ocean Campus Survey of City College students and
workers conducted in May 2016, 45.7% commuted by car. Inside Higher Ed reported on a survey
that detailed Community College students’ challenges. The researcher said, “The biggest surprise
we had was parking [rated at #5]. This is a big issue for them because of personal schedules or
work schedules.”
Hence, the elimination of over 1,000 student parking spaces by the Reservoir development without
first putting viable alternatives into place will limit students’ access to higher education services
offered by City College.
The impact on gig-working part-time Instructors who have to travel between multiple community
college sites must also be considered.”
(Jean B. Barish, Esq. MS, Letter, September 23, 2019 [I-BARISH3-30])

“The DSEIR says: "… it would be speculative to conclude that the loss of parking would lead to
substantial adverse impacts…" and concludes that loss of parking for City College would be "less
than significant, and no mitigation measures are necessary." Yet the DSEIR itself relies on the
speculation that "likely, the shortfall in parking supply would cause some drivers to shift to another
mode of travel, others to rearrange their schedule to travel at other times of day…" It avoids
assessing the possibility that students might not be able to continue attending City College.
The DSEIR notes that the City College TDM/Sustainability Plan has a performance objective to
reduce automobile trips, with which the removal of parking at the project site would not conflict.
This is a moot point. Just because the DSEIR does not conflict with the TDM/Sustainability Plan
does not mean the project has no impact on the public service of City College. There is no evidence
that TDM would resolve the effects of lost student parking on student access to higher education.”
(Jean Barish, Email, September 12, 2019 [I- BARISH3-31])

“Although New Public Resources Code Section 21099 exempts parking adequacy as a CEQA
impact, it does not exempt the secondary impact on City College’s ability to provide public higher
educational services. It is erroneous to extend 21099's parking exemption onto the elimination of
the public benefit of providing access to higher education.
The Reservoir Project’s elimination of the baseline environmental setting of the 1,000-space student
parking lot without first ensuring viable alternatives will have the undesirable effect of limiting
students’ access to higher education services offered by City College.”
(Jean Barish, Email, September 12, 2019 [I- BARISH3-32])
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“The DSEIR must consider the impact of costs incurred to CCSF
The proposed Reservoir development has forced City College to include in its Facilities Master
Plan 2-3 new parking structures to make up for the loss of existing parking in the PUC Reservoir.
This secondary impact must be addressed.
The project has already cost the college. The original PAEC (Performing Arts Education Center) is
going through a major re-design to accommodate the loss of parking.”
(Jean B. Barish, Esq. MS, Letter, September 23, 2019 [I-BARISH3-39])

“City College is a universally recognized and unique treasure of the San Francisco Bay Area. It is
an Appendix G CEQA Environmental Checklist Environmental Factor in the category of Public
Services. And although having been repeatedly brought up by the public throughout the “public
engagement process”, the SEIR fails to adequately address impacts on CCSF and other schools in
the “full environmental context.”
I have attached a 2015 submission by the Save CCSF Coalition to the City Team (OEWD/Planning)
and Reservoir CAC. Excerpt
Subject: Input for planning – CCSF must be considered
Comments:
CCSF is the central educational, economic, cultural focus of the neighborhood. Any planning and
development at the PUC's west reservoir site cannot be allowed to impact CCSF negatively,
whether it's in relation to the need for parking for students, faculty and staff; or the needs of PAEC.
Current Balboa Reservoir planning is focused on discouraging private auto use by making parking
difficult and more expensive. This goal has the side effect of discouraging enrollment and
attendance. Such a policy would only result in shifting car usage to other schools where parking is
easier, or causing students to drop out!”
(Charles Belbin, Email, September 22, 2019 [I-BELBIN-2])

“So, the college really has not -- the impacts on the college, the secondary impacts from parking,
not the parking itself because that’s an issue that’s being considered in other ways, but the impacts
on the college, and the access to education, which should have some priority. Thank you.”
(Harry Bernstein, CPC Hearing, September 12, 2019 [I-BERNSTEIN1-3])
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“I feel that I cannot do better than quote another prior submission regarding the inadequacy of
addressing the impact on public services in the vicinity of the Balboa Reservoir site—and public
services significantly includes area schools.
“On page 7 of the ESA Scope of Work, under "Task 4. Administrative Draft Initial Study-1", the
only mention of impact on schools is: "The public services section will include a discussion of public
school capacity, the findings of the water supply assessment, and a discussion of the potential need
for access to the SFPUC water/wastewater easement along the south side of the project site. EP will
provide ESA with language regarding public schools…" This merging of two environmental effects
categories of "Utilities and Service Systems" with "Public Services" is grossly deficient. The
evaluation of adverse impacts on schools should not be legitimately bypassed:
The question, as per item 12a under Public Services is:
Would the project result in substantial adverse physical impacts associated with the provision of,
or the need for, new or physically altered governmental facilities, the construction of which could
cause significant environmental impacts, in order to maintain acceptable service ratios, response
times, or other performance objectives for any public services such as fire protection, police
protection, schools, parks, or other services?
The answer is objectively yes for schools and fire protection from this list.”
(Harry Bernstein, Email, September 23, 2019 [I-BERNSTEIN4-4])

“Although New Public Resources Code Section 21099 exempts parking adequacy as a CEQA
impact, it does not exempt the secondary impact of adequate parking on CCSF's public educational
service. Student parking, being the existing condition and setting, cannot be bypassed by extending
21099's parking exemption onto the elimination of the public benefit of providing access to a
commuter college.”
(Harry Bernstein, Email, September 23, 2019 [I-BERNSTEIN4-5])

“1) there’s little acknowledgement of the effect of the development on City College as well as other
nearby schools in terms of public services”
(Harry Bernstein, Email, September 23, 2019 [I-BERNSTEIN5-1])

“3) The loss of parking in the Lower Reservoir lot is likely to have a significant impact on access to
education, especially for those individuals who are tightly scheduled because they are working,
going to school and perhaps having additional family responsibilities besides. That is, the loss of
approximately 1000 spaces from the Lower Reservoir site will make it harder for many such people
to get to the school in a timely manner. Even now many faculty members mention the difficulty
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that their students often have early in the semester getting to class on time because of traffic backing
up and fewer spaces available, and those quite often located in the most distant lots.”
(Harry Bernstein, Email, September 23, 2019 [I-BERNSTEIN5-3])

“Another part of the story not yet mentioned is the long promised Performing Arts Education
Center (PAEC) at City College, which has been something of a political football. It was a strong
component of the last two successful bond measures at the College—in 2001 and 2005—and is
essential for the Music and Theatre Arts programs but also for the College as a whole. This project
was shovel-ready in October, 2012, but final discussion about it was postponed and in less than a
year, during a State takeover initiated in July, 2013, was abruptly canceled by the Special Trustee
with Extraordinary Power. Some have doubted the legality of this takeover but the College
community is still living with the consequences therefrom. That is why the future of the PAEC is
still a current issue. Until about 2014, there was no doubt that the PAEC would eventually be built
and that the majority of the parking for it would be in the Lower Reservoir lot. Trustees, when
asked about their backup plan (in the event that the Lower Reservoir lot was sold or became
otherwise unavailable) and seemed to say that they didn’t know they needed such a plan. The
Facilities Master Plan, which has had some interference from City agencies, has been inconsistent
in pushing for the timely completion of the PAEC. After returning to power, the Board of Trustees
once again advocated strongly for the PAEC’s completion starting in 2016. City/City College
meetings about land use, sometimes referred to as the City/City College Consortium have kept
track of any progress on plans for the PAEC, and also on the Education Master Plan and Facilities
Master Plan. (The former Mayor of San Francisco was in consultation with the State Chancellor of
the College system at the time that the College was taken over by the State and did not oppose the
maneuvers as he should have been willing to do.)
The PAEC is needed, partly because at present City College is an incomplete campus, lacking an
auditorium as it does. This is an accreditation issue, but it has been so for more than 50 years. Plans
for the College to complete the PAEC appear to be unclear, but the construction should begin
before any housing development is approved. With or without the PAEC, it remains clear that a
development of 1100 units or more is a threat to the survival of the College as presently constituted.
That is one of the reasons that some have urged either to reduce the number of units of a projected
Balboa Reservoir development—instead having 800 units or less, with greater emphasis on gardens
and open space.”
(Harry Bernstein, Email, September 23, 2019 [I-BERNSTEIN5-7])

“Hi. My name’s Brad. I’ve lived here. I grew up here. I was born here. But you have to really think
about this location. It’s City College. It’s the main campus. So, you really have to think about what
this use is for and the impact.
I’m all for, you know, affordable housing. I believe in, you know, biking. But you really have to
think about all the people that can’t bike here to that location. You know, it’s very valuable to be
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able to have a parking lot and so that it opens it to everybody that wants to be able to park there.
And it’s frustrating and I’m sure you guys are frustrated, too, that it’s dragged on so long. But
there’s a reason why it’s dragged on so long because people really, you know, that believe in this.
I’m glad that we’re really taking time to make sure that this is. And also, so I’m also disabled, and
so, you have to think about the mobility of the, you know, people that need to be able to get to
campus and to get to class on time.
Obviously, you know, parking’s very limited. So, thanks for your time.”
(Brad, CPC Hearing, September 12, 2019 [I-BRAD-1])

“7. Low income CCSF students include many parents of two kids, one in day care, another miles
away in school, two jobs, an academic course of study or a vacational one at the college. BART
doesn't serve all of them, most- even the commuters- aren't on a BART line or within walking
distance. BART fares are quite high for adults.
8. Harming these students by impacting/ threatening/ replacing that admittedly ugly and retro
parking lot is a huge mistake. I've seen countless grads go from welfare to being happy
independent taxpayers and they are tremendously proud and very very grateful to CCSF.”
(Monica Collins, Email, September 22, 2019 [I-COLLINS3-4])

“If this land is to be developed, plans should at least include parking for CCSF students.”
(Marria Evbuoma, Email, September 19, 2019 [I-EVBUOMA-1])

“Also, the land was supposed to have been the site for the Performing Arts Education Center. My
son just started Kindergarten at Creative Arts Charter School in the Western Addition.”
(Marria Evbuoma, Email, September 19, 2019 [I-EVBUOMA-2])

“A lot of money will be made by for-profit corporation and banks, but I am deeply concerned about
the negative effects on CCSF, a gem of a school that serves the community. CCSF students tend to
be working class, low income, people of color and stressed between balancing school work, jobs
and family life. Many need to drive to school. We must protect their parking.”
(Allan Fisher, Email, September 12, 2019 [I-FISHER-2])

“But this massive project will not be beneficial to the students who will not be able to afford these
housing units. Instead they will suffer from reduced and more expensive parking and increased
road congestion.”
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(Allan Fisher, Email, September 12, 2019 [I-FISHER-4])

“To propose this project without a guarantee of more efficient mass-transit possibilities, and
without compensation to CCSF is unconscionable.”
(Allan Fisher, Email, September 12, 2019 [I-FISHER-5])

“As a long-time San Francisco resident and voter, I am appalled that the environmental report on
the plan to do away with the parking for students on the Reservoir at CCSF did NOT consider the
impact it would have on the college, the students, and the neighborhood.”
(Andrew Fraknoi, Email, September 21, 2019 [I-FRAKNOI-1])

“City College, where I have taken classes, is a jewel in the crown of San Francisco, a vital
community resource used by people of all economic and racial groups. It is wrong (and sneaky) to
ignore its needs when planning to take away one of its key parking resources.
The planning for this project must take those issues into consideration. Not everyone has the luxury
of being on a MUNI line to get to the college or the luxury of a schedule that allows waiting for a
MUNI line.”
(Andrew Fraknoi, Email, September 21, 2019 [I-FRAKNOI-2])

“My name is Laura Frey, Westwood Park. Thanks for your patience with all these people. Three
main concerns. My first concern, like a lot of people, is City College. I don’t think the impact on
City College has been really addressed in this. And I want to remind the Planning Department that
the timing of the development, the process began at the same time that the accreditation crisis
began. So, City College, like Chris alluded to, was out of the loop and never really caught up.”
(Laura Frey, CPC Hearing, September 12, 2019 [I-FREY1-1])

“First is City College. This is public land. I have heard from City College people, as well as longtime SF residents that the reservoir area had been set aside for City College use, if it were to be
developed. This draft EIR does not sufficiently examine the long-term impact of this project on City
College. Also the timing of the development should be remembered. The process for this proposed
development began at the same time as City College's accreditation crisis began--this probably kept
City College from having the time and resources to properly consider the impact of this
development on its future at the very beginning… and it has probably been "behind" ever since.”
(Laura Frey, Email, September 22, 2019 [I-FREY2-1])
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“2) Do you believe that the loss of parking, both during the construction of the new development
as well as once the new, smaller parking lot is built will have an impact on enrollment and retention
of students at city college?”
(Wilson Oswaldo Gomez, Email, August 28, 2019 [I-GOMEZ-2])

“The proposed housing would cost City College over a thousand parking spaces, thus denying
access to education to thousands of CCSF students who cannot attend classes unless they drive.
The typical CCSF student is a part-time student, meaning that s/he needs to drive in order to be
able to juggle a job (or two jobs), family responsibilities and classes. Therefore eliminating parking
spaces seriously limits access to education. City College is still recovering from the massive loss of
students caused by the accreditation crisis; we simply cannot afford to lose more students.”
(Daniel T. Halford, Email, September 9, 2019 [I-HALFORD1-1])

“In 2001 and again in 2005 San Francisco voters approved bond measures to build the Performing
Arts Education Center (PAEC), which was already shovel ready in fall 2013, when the stateappointed special trustee Robert Agrella put it on hold. The college has already invested $30
million toward its construction, including the basement (which the PAEC shares with the MultiUse Building), which is already finished. The latest revision of the PAEC construction plan has
extensively downsized the education portion of the PAEC because it would remove too many
parking spots! Sufficient parking is so crucial that it is actually endangering the award-winning
design of a long-needed building. City College is the only community college in California without
a required auditorium. It also does not have the required facilities for students majoring in music.
This is a disgrace in a city that is world-famous for performing arts.”
(Daniel T. Halford, Email, September 9, 2019 [I-HALFORD1-2])

“In 2001 and again in 2005 San Francisco voters approved bond measures to build the Performing
Arts Education Center (PAEC), which was already shovel ready in fall 2013, when the stateappointed special trustee Robert Agrella put it on hold. The college has already invested $30
million toward its construction, including the basement (which the PAEC shares with the MultiUse Building), which is already finished. The latest revision of the PAEC construction plan has
extensively downsized the education portion of the PAEC because it would remove too many
parking spots! Sufficient parking is so crucial that it is actually endangering the award-winning
design of a long-needed building. City College is the only community college in California without
a required auditorium. It also does not have the required facilities for students majoring in music.
This is a disgrace in a city that is world-famous for performing arts.”
(Daniel T. Halford, Email, September 16, 2019 [I-HALFORD2-2])
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“We all know that our city needs more affordable housing, but affordable for whom? The private
developers define affordable as $139,000 a year, single income! But building market-rate luxury
housing on land that City College clearly needs, a need affirmed by the voters three times already,
is more than immoral. It’s just crazy.”
(Daniel Halford, Email, September 16, 2019 [I-HALFORD2-3])

“2. Accompanying this is a SEIR document that does not address the potential impacts of the
development on education or access to education.”
(Edward Simon Hanson, PhD, Email, September 23, 2019 [I-E.HANSON-3])

“4. Currently the site is the location of a motorcycle safety-training course, which is not mentioned
in the SEIR. This is a direct educational use of the site, taking place right now, which would be
displaced by the development.”
(Edward Simon Hanson, PhD, Email, September 23, 2019 [I-E.HANSON-6])

“5. Parking while not a mitigatable factor under CEQUA, is connected to historical use and the
viability of the educational institutions that surround the site. If the impact of the development on
parking has the potential to disrupt businesses surrounding the site causing them to close or
significantly alters their future potential, than that impact needs to be documented in this report.
The current report minimizes the impact report on enrollment consequences inherent in the
removal of access to education. Nobody wants to argue for parking but in reality due to the unique
student population and constraints of the urban environment ease of parking is related to
enrollment dynamics and this factor should be taken into account in the projects impact on the
surrounding institutions. Comparisons to other equivalent educational institutions should be
analyzed.”
(Edward Simon Hanson, PhD, Email, September 23, 2019 [I-E.HANSON-7])

“Parking is already virtually impossible with the two existing parking lots for the college. If you
were to take away the reservoir parking option this would further strain and impact students, the
outlying community and other institutions in the area.”
(Michell Houwer, Email, September 12, 2019 [I-HOUWER-3])

“The Draft EIR concludes that loss of parking for City College would be "less than significant, and
no mitigation measures are necessary."
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It says: "Furthermore, it would be speculative to conclude that the loss of parking would lead to
substantial adverse impacts…"
Yet to justify the "less than significant" determination, the Draft EIR itself relies on the speculation
that "likely, the shortfall in parking supply would cause some drivers to shift to another mode of
travel, Others to rearrange their schedule to travel at other times of day…”
The draft EIR avoids assessing the possibility that students might stop attending CCSF.
And, as predicted, TDM/Sustainability Program is trotted out as justification: "The City College
sustainability plan has a performance objective to reduce automobile trips, with which the removal
of parking at the project site would not conflict."
The following had been submitted during the Scoping period before the City College Fehr& Peers
TDM Plan came out. My October 2018 submission refers to the Nelson/Nygaard Balboa Area TDM,
but the comment still pertains.
The DEIR's assumption of the success of TDM to obviate student parking is purely speculative.
DEFICIENT MITIGATIONS FOR ADVERSE IMPACTS ON PUBLIC SERVICES OF
SCHOOLS, TRANSIT
1. SCHOOLS, ESPECIALLY CITY COLLEGE
There are many schools in the surrounding area: City College, Riordan, Sunnside, Aptos, Lick
Wilmerding, Denman, Balboa.
City College is a commuter school. City College students, faculty, and staff commute to school.
According to a CCSF Ocean Campus Survey conducted in May 2016, these City College
stakeholders—in addition to those using public transit (42%) and walking/biking (9.4%), 45.7%
commuted by car.
The mission of any school is to provide education. But if access to an institution is made difficult,
the goal of providing education will be curtailed due to impaired physical access.
Although reducing car usage in general is a commendable goal, the Reservoir Project’s elimination
of the baseline environmental setting of the 1,000-space student parking lot will have the
undesirable effect of discouraging enrollment at City College.
The interests of students, faculty, and staff will inevitably be harmed by the Reservoir Project.
Unless willfully blind, the 1100-1550 unit Reservoir Project will obviously create significant adverse
impact on the public service provided by the area’s schools, especially City College.
(Alvin Ja, Email, August 8, 2019 [I-JA2-1])
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Transportation Demand Management As Mitigation
Consequently, the City Team ponied out a Balboa Area Area TDM Framework in response to
community concern. The City Team misled the public by giving the impression that it would be an
objective study of parking and circulation issues. But in reality the result was a foregone
conclusion. The SFCTA contract specified the parameters of this study: “The Planning Department
and SFMTA are proposing a Transportation Demand Management (TDM) study in coordination
with CCSF Ocean Campus to reduce single-occupant vehicle trips by college staff, faculty,
students, and neighborhood residents.” In other words, the burden of dealing with the adverse
impacts on City College and the neighborhoods of 2,200 to 3,100 new adult Balboa Reservoir
residents would be shifted onto the victims.
The Nelson-Nygaard TDM Framework will undoubtedly be brought forth as support for TDM as
appropriate mitigation.
The Nelson-Nygaard TDM Framework fails to rise to the standard of providing substantial
evidence that TDM would be able to resolve the effects of lost student parking on student
enrollment.
The Nelson-Nygaard TDM Framework, lacking substantial evidence of its efficacy, falls back on
speculation and wishful thinking. Its dubious evidence in support of the efficacy of a TDM solution
for City College are a couple case studies: University of Louisville’s Earn-a-Bike Program and Santa
Monica College’s Corsair Commute Program which provide financial incentives for using
sustainable transportation.
(Alvin Ja, Email, August 8, 2019 [I-JA2-3])

NO EVIDENCE IS PROVIDED THAT A SIMILAR FINANCIAL INCENTIVE PROGRAM WOULD
SUCCEED IN MAINTAINING ENROLLMENT AT CITY COLLEGE.
Please refer to the attached critique of the Nelson-Nygaard TDM Framework entitled “Balboa
Reservoir’s TDM Non Sequitur” (attached) and enter it into the Administrative Record, as well.
Impact on Public Service of City College and Other Schools
From my 10/11/2018 submission “Comment on Balboa Reservoir NOP re: "Summary of Potential
Environmental Issues":
Although 21099 exempts parking adequacy as a CEQA impact "for the (Reservoir Project itself) project",
21099 does not exempt the secondary parking impact on CCSF's public educational service to students from
assessment and consideration.
Student parking, being the existing condition and setting, cannot be be bypassed by extending 21099's
parking exemption onto the elimination of the public benefit of providing access to a commuter college.
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The proposed Reservoir development has forced City College to include in its Facilities Master Plan 2-3 new
parking structures to make up for the loss of existing parking in the PUC Reservoir. This is the secondary
[physical--aj] impact that must be addressed in the Subsequent EIR.”
(Alvin Ja, Email, August 8, 2019 [I-JA2-2])

“Initial Study
In some cases, the initial study identified mitigation measures in these topic areas that would reduce potentially
significant impacts to a less-than-significant level to support the determination that under these resource areas,
the proposed project would have no In some cases, the initial study identified mitigation measures in these topic
areas that would reduce potentially significant impacts to a less-than-significant level to support the
determination that under these resource areas, the proposed project would have no new significant impacts or
no substantially more severe significant impacts than those previously identified in the PEIR. Therefore, the
topics addressed in the initial study are listed below and are not analyzed in this SEIR chapter.
Under Public Services, the PEIR did not analyze the impacts of a Reservoir Project on City College.”
(Alvin Ja, Email, August 13, 2019 [I-JA3-1])

“By way of the Initial Study, the SEIR offhandedly dismisses impacts on City College. The Initial
Study fails entirely to address impact on student attendance and enrollment and on gig-working
part-time Instructors who have to travel between multiple community college sites.”
(Alvin Ja, Email, August 13, 2019 [I-JA3-2])

“The Initial Study cites City College’s TDM/Sustainability Plan’s goal to reduce car travel as
justification for the “less-than-significant” conclusion of impact on City College. The Initial Study
states:
The City College sustainability plan has a performance objective to reduce automobile trips, with which
the removal of parking at the project site would not conflict.


Removal of parking would not conflict with CCSF sustainability plan..… but it would
conflict with access to education.

Thus, the proposed project would not – in order to maintain acceptable service ratios, response times, or
other performance objectives – be expected to increase demand for public services to the extent that would
require new or physically altered public facilities, the construction of which could result in significant
environmental impacts, and the proposed project would not result in new or substantially more-severe
impacts than those identified in the PEIR.


This is an non sequitur. Just because CCSF TDM doesn't conflict with loss of existing
parking, does not mean that TDM measures will be able to solve the problem of student
access to education. The success of TDM is speculative. Finally, reference to the PEIR is
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mystifying because CCSF was not assessed in the BPS Final EIR's Public Services section
to begin with.
The SEIR/Initial Study implicitly considers TDM to be the overriding goal of City College instead
of recognizing that the main purpose of CCSF is education, with TDM being a secondary
consideration.
The SEIR's speculative possibility of success of TDM to alleviate loss of student parking in the
Initial Study is an inadequate justification to come to a conclusion of less-than-significant
impact on CCSF.
Instead of being relegated to the Initial Study, impact on City College’s educational mission
and on access to education must be comprehensively and objectively examined. The SEIR and
Initial Study are inadequate.”
(Alvin Ja, Email, August 13, 2019 [I-JA3-3])

“Parking Conditions
The proposed project meets all of the criteria, and thus the transportation impact analysis does not
consider the adequacy of parking in determining the significance of project impacts under CEQA.
Parking is not discussed further in this SEIR.
My 10/11/2018 scoping comment stated:
Although 21099 exempts parking adequacy as a CEQA impact "for the (Reservoir Project itself)
project", 21099 does not exempt the secondary parking impact on CCSF's public educational service to
students from assessment and consideration.
Student parking, being the existing condition and setting, cannot be be bypassed by extending
21099's parking exemption onto the elimination of the public benefit of providing access to a commuter
college.
The proposed Reservoir development has forced City Colllege to include in its Facilities Master Plan 2‐
3 new parking structures to make up for the loss of existing parking in the PUC Reservoir. This is the
secondary impact that must be addressed in the Subsequent EIR.
The draft SEIR is inadequate and defective in failing to treat parking in the main body of the
SEIR. Although the Initial Study does discuss the subject, the Initial Study's assessment is
similarly inadequate and defective.”
(Alvin Ja, Email, August 26, 2019 [I-JA4-2])
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“The DRAFT SEIR for the Balboa Reservior Project is inadequate because it fails to consider the
impacts of the project on the public service of CCSF
The Reservoir Project will have an adverse impact on higher public educational services offered by
City College of San Francisco, a unique and treasured institution by all of San Francisco.
According to a CCSF Ocean Campus Survey of CCSF students and workers conducted in May
2016, 45.7% commuted by car. Inside Higher Ed reported on a survey that detailed Community
College students’ challenges. The researcher said, ‘The biggest surprise we had was parking [rated
at #5]. This is a big issue for them because of personal schedules or work schedules.’”
(Wynd Kaufmyn, Email, September 22, 2019 [I-KAUFMYN2-1])

“Hence, the elimination of over 1,000 student parking spaces by the Reservoir development
without first putting viable alternatives into place will limit students’ access to higher education
services offered by CCSF.
The impact on gig-working part-time Instructors who have to travel between multiple community
college sites must also be considered as it will likely affect these workers' access to employment.”
(Wynd Kaufmy, Email, September 22, 2019 [I-KAUFMYN2-2])

“The DSEIR irresponsibly avoids assessing the possibility that students/contingent faculty will
likely not be able to continue attending/working at CCSF.
Why is there no recommendation in the DSEIR to enhance public transit infrastructure?
The DRAFT SEIR notes that CCSF TDM/Sustainability Plan has a performance objective to reduce
automobile trips, with which the removal of parking at the project site would not conflict. This is a
moot point. Just because the DSEIR does not conflict with the TDM/Sustainability Plan does not
mean the project has no impact on the public service of CCSF. There is no evidence that TDM
would resolve the effects of lost student parking on student access to higher education.”
(Wynd Kaufmyn, Email, September 22, 2019 [I-KAUFMAN2-4])

“Although New Public Resources Code Section 21099 exempts parking adequacy as a CEQA
impact, it does not exempt the secondary impact on CCSF's ability to provide public higher
educational services. It is erroneous to extend 21099's parking exemption onto the elimination of
the public benefit of providing access to higher education.
The Reservoir Project’s elimination of the baseline environmental setting of the 1,000-space student
parking lot without first ensuring viable alternatives will have the undesirable effect of limiting
students’ access to higher education services offered by CCSF.”
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(Wynd Kaufmyn, Email, September 22, 2019 [I-KAUFMAN2-5])

“As a San Francisco resident since December 20, 1955, a 15-year member of the Board of
Supervisors, and a 12-year State Senator representing the area in which the City College of San
Francisco campus is located, a commencement speaker at City College, a lecturer in various City
College classes since 1985, and public user of City College facilities, including its wellness center,
the proposed EIR minimizes the effect of a horrendous private development of the Balboa
Reservoir acreage. I am informed of a proposed construction of 1,100 residential units and a
different plan for 1,550 residential units by the City and County of San Francisco, with heights from
25 feet to 88 feet. The affect upon City College will be enormous in terms of parking loss, and the
EIR is limited to just the reservoir acreage.”
(Quentin Kopp, Email, September 23, 2019 [I-KOPP-2])

“I do not believe that the EIR takes into account the death that will happen to City College. City
College needs different types of things. Some of them may be buildings. Some of them may be
parking. Some of them may be an on ramp to the freeway. It needs a lot of different things. To not
leads to the college animus.”
(Ken Kowalski, Member, Westwood Park Homeowners Association, CPC Hearing, September 12, 2019
[I-KOWALSKI-2])

“The Draft SEIR fails to address the fact that the Reservoir project will have a negative impact on
public services, specifically City College of SF, which needs to re-grow enrollment. The proposed
AvalonBay project will do this by reducing student access to education by eliminating over 1000
parking places on the lower reservoir, while hundreds of other parking places on the upper
reservoir will be lost to new buildings. The DSEIR provides NO concrete plans for improving
public transportation. The 43 and 29 buses and BART all have serious capacity issues already, but
no concrete proposals are made to increase capacity. In this context, reducing transportation
demand by 15% will only limit student and faculty/staff access and shrink City College.”
(Vicki Legion, Email, September 22, 2019 [I-LEGION-3])

“What I had wanted to say was that I’m deeply disappointed in the Draft EIR. I feel it is tragic that
it fails to consider City College of San Francisco and its viability, health and importance to the
community as a critical and important element in any plans for development of the Balboa
Reservoir.”
(Sally Magnuson, Email, September 22, 2019 [I-MAGNUSON-1])
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“CCSF has had use of this public PUC land for many decades and it is necessary for the students
of CCSF in order for them to be able to access this life changing education that CCSF offers.
Students attending CCSF need easy comfortable access to their classes and if the Balboa Reservoir
is sold off for private development it will kill CCSF as we know it.
As a low income working mom I needed to use the Balboa Reservoir all the time to be able to get
to my child development classes. I could not take my kids to school on the bus and then bus to
CCSF and arrive on time and then get to work. It would have been an impossible. I would have
had to drop out of school and not pursue the career in education that I dreamt of.
Please let CCSF do the job it does best which is offering rich and valuable educations to the people
of San Francisco. Let’s take care of this precious College and not threaten it all the time with greed
based land grabs just because it’s happening ALL over the city. This is a place for future generations
also … Future generations that if they can have access to the education will be the ones able to
envision and help create the changes humanity needs. Our future educators, social workers, artists,
musicians, political representatives, gardeners chefs, nurses, doctors, scientists, ambassadors and
parents will be able to come from this place, if we keep it safe and accessible.
Please don’t let these public lands be stolen from this community college that desperately t needs
it. If CCSF were a Public Hospital would we consider selling off access to the hospital … regarding
it as frivolous and inconsequential and then provide no parking and thus no easy way to even BE
at the hospital? Would we instead ask patients find their own way there on an erratic and congested
public transit system?
CCSF offers a lifeline to at least 70,000 people per semester. It is a critical San Francisco resource
and is part of the fabric of the city and it needs to be deeply considered FIRST in any type of “land
grab” proposal that comes before you.”
(Sally Magnuson, Email, September 23, 2019 [I-MAGNUSON-2])

“Your SDEIR does not consider what would be the impact of this massive project on the Native
American students, the Pacific Islander students, the Latina and Latino students, the Black
students, the Asian students, and the disabled students of City College of San Francisco. All of
these students desperately need the education that City College offers.
The SDEIR needs to consider what would be the impact of this project on the students of color, the
working class students, and the disabled students of City College who need a place to park while
they snatch a class among their many work and family obligations. What will happen to them if
they lose access to a parking lot that they need?”
(Tomasita Medal, Email, September 23, 2019 [I-MEDAL-1])

“Not having parking would make attending classes for working class students who have family
and work obligations impossible.”
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(Tomasita Medal, Email, September 23, 2019 [I-MEDAL-3])

“Also, since over 1,000 units of affordable student parking (available via PUC leases to CCSF since
1958) will be lost under the proposed development, doesn't it become inappropriate that in order
for a commuter school like City College to survive, it must ask San Francisco taxpayers to fund
parking structures on the college land. This land is already the site of one of the most densely
populated campuses in the State when comparing the number of students per acre (and many of
these CCSF acres are vertical)?
The State Chancellor's office for Community Colleges will not fund parking structures. The cost
must be borne by local residents. So in order to maintain a Community College that adult learners
in San Francisco wish and need, citizens will need to pay hundreds of millions of dollars via bond
measures for parking structures!
In effect the PUC is being asked to transfer public land to private profit makers while at the same
time charging the public millions of dollars to do so if they wish to maintain their college ------that
truly does not make sense (!)”
(Madeline Mueller, Email, September 23, 2019 [I-MUELLER1-5])

“Hi. Sorry, I’m a little nervous. This is my first time at any of these meetings and watching other
people speak, it’s incredibly inspiring -- sorry. My name is Jess Nguyen and I have been a student
since January 2018 and a proud recipient of free City. I’m incredibly grateful for the opportunity
to change my life and my career. And now, you help protect the access for future students.
I would like to echo the student disability advocate, Brad, for his statements on the already lack of
available parking for disabled students. The parking lot is not just parking it’s a representation of
students, students carpool. They work two or three jobs just to go to school. Free city is their only
option to go and actually get to the next level. They can’t afford to even live -- I would -- I’ve heard
the pictures shown in the developer’s plan, of the land in question, showing the CCSF parking lot
as being under-utilized. The photo was said to be taken on a Sunday. I don’t know about you, but
we don’t offer many Sunday classes at our school or on Ocean campus. The library isn’t even open.
I don’t think it’s a fair representation of the current service this public land provides.
Nearby, Riordan uses the parking lot during the school year for band practice. The upper CCSF lot
is filled by 10:00 a.m. and the Balboa Reserved Public Land has been essential for students.
Students have been posting videos on Twitter of the Balboa Reservoir being occupied by students,
at ccsfstudentsays/#ccsfbottomlaw and ccsfsaid.
Students are going to experience the pain and it’s going to affect the success of the community.
Neighborhoods are flooded with cars. And if students are rushing to find parking in residential,
surrounding areas, then you’re going to increase the risk of pedestrian fatalities.
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SF is known as a premier city. During the transit week, associate students surveyed students on
their MUNI commute to school. One tweeted result showed that a large number of students take
over an hour to get to school on MUNI. Students commute over an hour just to come here to learn.
And it’s not a surprise that veteran students come in droves to San Francisco. The education and
higher rate of reimbursement encourages them to come all the way from Hollister, Joshua Tree,
Stockton and Sacramento just to go. Where will students go?
Pushing the responsibilities -- pushing the burden on neighbors seems irresponsible.
Is this the absolute best use of the land? The school isn’t perfect. It had seven to eight chancellors
in the last decade. I question its management of money and how the CCSF Transportation Report
represented students.
I’ve sat on the land. I’ve organized. I’ve advocated and I’ve talked to students for hours at a time.
Seventy percent of the CCSF teaching staff are now part-timers. Their salaries won’t even cover
affordable housing that Avalon claims to build.”
(Jess Nguyen, CPC Hearing, September 12, 2019 [I-NGUYEN-1])

“This is a school that has been a part of the life of the City for generations. It’s trained people for
essential jobs and public services, provided enrichment to countless people through lifelong
learning. And to not consider it, consider the impact seems to me a serious flaw that should be
reexamined.”
(Marcie Rhine, CPC Hearing, September 12, 2019 [I-RHINE-2])

“Hi. My name’s Sophie Sapphire. I was born and raised in San Francisco and I’ve been a City
College of San Francisco student since 2012.
I recently moved near campus, so I can walk to school. But for seven years I had to drive, and that
was living in the City. I lived in the outer Richmond. And to take a bus from there to City College
takes an hour and a half. That’s the time it takes for me to walk out of my house until I’m in my
classroom. And that was what it was like for me.
So, like Vicky said, over 40 percent of students who go to City College commute.
And for those seven years that I drove to school, I always had to drive straight down to the lower
lot, the language -- or, excuse me, the location that is in question, because the upper lot is always
full. And as the years have progressed, this has only continued to get more and more severe. There
is no access to parking on campus and, frankly, it’s a necessity for many of these students who do
work part and fulltime jobs, like myself, to be able to attend school.”
(Sophie Sapphire, CPC Hearing, September 12, 2019 [I-SAPPHIRE-1])
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“1. Transportation
The DRAFT SEIR says: "… it would be speculative to conclude that the loss of parking would lead
to substantial adverse impacts…" and concludes that loss of parking for City College would be
"less than significant, and no mitigation measures are necessary." Yet the Draft SEIR itself relies on
the speculation that "likely, the shortfall in parking supply would cause some drivers to shift to
another mode of travel, others to rearrange their schedule to travel at other times of day…" It avoids
assessing the possibility that students might stop attending CCSF. The report must consider the
true impact on student attendance and enrollment and also on gig-working part-time instructors
who have to travel between multiple community college sites.”
(Leslie Simon, Email, September 17, 2019 [I-SIMON-3])

“The DRAFT SEIR claims that CCSF TDM/Sustainability Plan has a performance objective to
reduce automobile trips, with which the removal of parking at the project site would not conflict.
But just because it doesn’t conflict with the TDM/Sustainability Plan doesn’t mean there is no
impact on the public service of CCSF. The current use of the Reservoir serves a public benefit in
providing physical access to education.”
(Leslie Simon, Email, September 17, 2019 [I-SIMON-4])

“Although New Public Resources Code Section 21099 exempts parking adequacy as a CEQA
impact, it does not exempt the secondary impact of adequate parking on CCSF's public educational
service. Student parking, being the existing condition and setting, cannot be bypassed by extending
21099's parking exemption onto the elimination of the public benefit of providing access to a
commuter college.
The DRAFT SEIR must consider the impact of reduced parking without first putting viable
transportation options in place. According to a CCSF Ocean Campus Survey of CCSF students
and workers conducted in May 2016, 45.7% commuted by car. City College is a commuter school.”
Inside Higher Ed reported on a survey that detailed Community College students’ challenges. The
researcher said, “The biggest surprise we had was parking [rated at #5]. This is a big issue for them
because of personal schedules or work schedules.” (February 12, 2019)
(Leslie Simon, Email, September 17, 2019 [I-SIMON-7])

“Although reducing car usage in general is a commendable goal, the Reservoir Project’s
elimination of the baseline environmental setting of the 1,000-space student parking lot will have
the undesirable effect of discouraging enrollment at City College.
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The Balboa Reservoir Project will bring in 2,200 adult residents and will supplant all 1,007 spaces
from the Lower Lot decreasing capacity parking for City College students by 50%. This will further
erode enrollment at the College. The Balboa Reservoir Project will succeed in permanently
shrinking City College, a deeply adverse impact on the College.”
(Leslie Simon, Email, September 17, 2019 [I-SIMON-8])

“FYI the proposed public parking by the Balboa Reservoir Project will be too expensive (estimated
cost is $12-$20/day while students now pay $3/day or $40/semester) for City College students.
Instead it will serve BART commuters with high paying jobs.”
(Leslie Simon, Email, September 17, 2019 [I-SIMON-9])

“The proposed Reservoir development has forced City College to include in its Facilities Master
Plan two to three new parking structures to make up for the loss of existing parking in the PUC
Reservoir. This secondary impact must be addressed.
To alleviate this impact consider these proposals:
--establish a shuttle to BART from Frida Kahlo Way and offer free public transportation for college
students (won for K-12 students in 2013);
--increase service on the lines serving the Reservoir area: K, 29, 43, 54, 15, and 8 Bayshore, and 49.
Only then can students with multiple responsibilities consider public transit as a means of getting
to and from jobs and children’s schools. Only then can they give up parking in the Balboa Reservoir
allowing 100% affordable housing to be built on public land, leaving green space and enough
parking for those students for whom even improved public transit will not alleviate their need to
drive to school.”
“The Balboa Reservoir Project is forcing City College to include new parking garages in its Facilities
Master Plan (FMP). But where will the funding for the ambitious FMP come from? One of the
proposed sources is a nearly billion-dollar bond measure not even on the ballot yet, let alone
approved by the voters. Why force this added burden on one of the most treasured of San
Francisco’s institutions when it is struggling to regain its health?
The project has already cost the college. The original PAEC (Performing Arts Education Center) is
going through a major re-design to accommodate the loss of parking.
When the Performing Arts and Education Center (approved by voters in bond measures in 2001
and 2005) is built on the Upper Reservoir, aka Upper Lot, at least 200 spaces will be lost, boosting
usage to 80% of available space. When the 25% drop in enrollment is restored, then approximately
400 more parking spaces will be needed pushing the combined lot’s usage back to about 100%
capacity.”
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(Leslie Simon, Email, September 17, 2019 [I-SIMON-10])

“* The DRAFT SEIR must consider the impacts on the public service of City College of San
Francisco educational services. The elimination of over 1,000 student parking spaces by the
Reservoir development will limit students’ access to CCSF-- a commuter school.”
(Eve Tarquino, Email, September 12, 2019 [I-TARQUINO-4])

“Thank you for your invitation. My name is Etta Tima. I’m a resident for 48 years and at times old
age helps to understand something. I live on Plymouth Avenue. I view the parking lot every
morning. It is full. And it is necessary. And it should remain because during Ed Lee’s time, he said
he wanted to put another 100,000 people into the County of San Francisco.
Now, I’m asking you, where should they find education? If you reduce the parking space, this at
this moment presents 4 percent of the student body. That is not very much.”
(Etta Tima, CPC Hearing, September 12, 2019 [I-TIMA-1])

“Plenty of students have no choice but to get to school by car and my peers who drive are already
having a hard time finding parking on busy days.”
(Hold Sall Vesselenyi, Email, September 23, 2019 [I-VESSELENYI-2])

“Hi. My name is Vicky. I am a student at City College. And I’m here because -- I’m here to represent
a lot of those who couldn’t come with me. If you can imagine the 20,000 students who will be
impacted by this, who are currently enrolled at City College. Twenty thousand students, yeah.
We already, as is, are a commuter school. We know that when we did a survey in 2016, it showed
that over 45 percent of the students have to commute to the college. Right. And so, we already -we’re serving a population where more than 80 percent are either employed or looking for paid
jobs. So, they’re part-time students. Or, really, they’re actually maybe taking a full course load and
just working part-time.
And we know of that, there’s 26 percent who work 26 plus hours. That’s a survey we did in 2019.
So, if we’re thinking about the population that we serve at City College, how they live in the
intersections of being marginalized, having disabilities, being of color, being trans, they’re
probably the ones who are working these jobs.
So, if you’re taking away access, physical access to education, where they have to transport
themselves to the college, we’re probably not going to have the same level of enrollment. These
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students won’t have access to educations. Is that something we’re ready to take away from people?
From a population that’s already marginalized?”
(Vicky, CPC Hearing, September 12, 2019 [I-VICKY-1])

“Additionally, I am concerned about how the project might impact students at City College. I
frequently see cars parked in the reservoir because the main parking lot is full. City College serves
a huge number of students who are juggling full or part-time jobs and do not have the ability to
depend on MUNI (which is notoriously unreliable) to get to campus. If all of this parking is
removed, I fear that we will be limiting the types of students that we are trying to serve in our
community. There is nothing more American than people putting in extra effort and working hard
to better their situation in life, and I feel that this seemingly “minor” loss of parking could result in
a significant negative impact on these individuals.”
(Andy Weyer, Email, September 20, 2019 [I-WEYER-3])

“Please remember the current and future needs of City College students and faculty and the needs
of the current residents of the neighborhood in regard to this plan for housing. Don’t allow crisis
thinking regarding the obvious need for affordable housing to push ahead with this ill-conceived
plan that will have harmful consequences long into the future.”
(Debra Wilensky, Email, September 23, 2019 [I-WILENSKY-4])

“The DRAFT SEIR is inadequate because it fails to consider the impact of monetary costs incurred
to CCSF
The proposed Reservoir development has already cost the college money due to the major redesign
of the original PAEC (Performing Arts Education Center).”
(Jennifer Worley, President, AFT 2121, Email, September 23, 2019 [I-WORLEY-6])

“The DRAFT SEIR is inadequate because it fails to consider secondary environmental impacts
The significant secondary environmental impacts of potential new CCSF parking construction
replacing spaces eliminated by the project must be addressed.”
(Jennifer Worley, Email, September 23, 2019 [I-WORLEY-7])

“The students at San Francisco City College need that parking. There’s no plans for parking for
them. These are working class students who work at jobs. Where are they going to go? They’re
going to be driven out of City College because they won’t have parking. They have to go to their
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jobs. They won’t be able to. They’ll go to other colleges. That’s part of the privatization and the
destruction of City College, which is being pushed, really, by the developers and the mayor of San
Francisco. And if the supervisors approve that, they’re part of this actual development process.”
(Steve Zeltzer, CPC Hearing, September 12, 2019 [I-ZELTZER-4])

Response PS-2: Public Services and Secondary Impacts
The comments assert that secondary impacts of the proposed project on City College and impacts
on students, college enrollment, and the neighborhood were not addressed. Comments also
disagree with the exemption from parking analysis allowed under CEQA section 21099, and state
that the secondary impacts of a potential new City College parking construction replacing the
spaces eliminated by the project must be addressed. Other comments disagree that because the
project does not conflict with the City College TDM/Sustainability Plan does not mean the project
would have no impact on the public service of City College.
Other commenters state that the project would result in shifting car usage to other schools where
parking is easier, or causing students to drop out; and motorcycle safety training would be
displaced by the project.
Comments regarding traffic congestion are addressed in Response TR-8, Vehicle Traffic
Congestion and Associated Impacts, on RTC p. 4.C-71. Concerning the SEIR cover photo, refer to
Response CEQA-2, Existing Setting and Baseline, on RTC p. 4.A-22. Regarding a BART shuttle, see
Response GC-4, Scope of Project, on RTC p. 4.I-16.
The response to the public services and secondary impacts analysis comments is organized by the
following topics:


Loss of Parking



CEQA Section 21099



City College Awareness of the Proposed Project



City College Not Analyzed in Balboa Park Area Plan EIR



Scope of Utilities and Service Systems and Public Services Analysis



Other Issues Raised

Loss of Parking
The commenters do not present evidence supporting their claim that the secondary public services
impact analysis is insufficient due to the project removal of parking that is currently used by City
College.
Many comments state that the project would result in the loss of access to education due to the
removal of parking. Another comment states that the loss of on-site parking “has the potential to
disrupt businesses surrounding the site causing them to close or significantly alters their future
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potential.” Social and economic impacts, such as potential impacts on City College enrollment and
disruption to businesses, need not be evaluated under CEQA. CEQA Guidelines sections 15064(e)
and 15131 state economic and social effects are not considered significant impact under CEQA and
need not be analyzed unless they could result in adverse physical effects on the environment. The
commenters have provided no such evidence that such adverse physical effects could occur. The
decision-makers, including the planning commission and the board of supervisors, may choose to
consider such additional issues as part of their deliberations on the merits of the proposed project.
CEQA requires public agencies to identify potential direct or indirect effects on the environment
that could result from a project. Direct effects are effects that are caused by a project and occur in
the same time and place. An indirect or secondary environmental effect is a change in the physical
environment that is caused by the project but occurs later in time or further away from the project
site and is still reasonably foreseeable. The focus of CEQA is to address whether and how a
proposed project’s physical changes to the environment could result in adverse physical impacts
on the environment, such as impacts of a project on air quality, water quality, or wildlife habitat.
CEQA Guidelines section 15360 defines “environment” for the purposes of CEQA as “the physical
conditions which exist within the area which will be affected by the proposed project…” (emphasis
added).
The draft SEIR adequately addresses the direct and indirect impacts of the project. The CEQA
Guidelines Appendix G question for public services, with respect to educational facilities, asks
whether the project would “result in substantial adverse physical impacts associated with the
provision of new or physically altered governmental facilities, need for new or physically altered
governmental facilities, the construction of which could cause significant environmental impacts,
in order to maintain acceptable service ratios, response times, or other performance objectives for
… schools….”
This question is perhaps best looked at as a two-part question:
1.

Would there be any change, as a result of the project, in a public agency’s ability to “maintain
acceptable service ratios, response times, or other performance objectives for … schools…?”

2.

If the answer to the above inquiry is or could be yes, the second part of the Appendix G
question asks whether “the provision of new or physically altered governmental facilities [or
the] need for new or physically altered governmental facilities” would “result in substantial
adverse physical impacts” or if “the construction of [such facilities] could cause significant
environmental impacts.”

The reason that this Appendix G question must be understood in this manner is that “Effects
analyzed under CEQA must be related to a physical change” per CEQA Guidelines
section 15358(b). This may include both direct and indirect effects; regardless, however, a CEQA
impact must result from a physical change.
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Accordingly, the reasoning with respect the potential effect of the removal of the surface parking
lot on the project site as a parking use for City College is as follows:
a) Would the loss of the existing use of the project site for City College parking conflict with one
or more performance objectives established by City College?
b) If a) is yes, would that require the need for new or physically altered City College facilities,
such as TDM or replacement parking?
c)

If b) is yes, would the construction or operation of such new or physically altered City facilities,
such as TDM or replacement parking, result in any adverse physical effects? Examples include
an increase in VMT, increased emissions of criteria pollutants and/or toxic air contaminants,
increased noise, or other impacts.

Only if questions a), b), and c) were all answered in the affirmative would a significant impact
result under CEQA. As shown in draft SEIR and reiterated and expanded below, the answer to
question a) is no. Even if the answer to question a) and b) is yes, the answer to question c) is no as
explained below.
Question a): As discussed on draft SEIR Appendix B, p. B-90, the City College sustainability plan
has a performance objective to reduce automobile trips, with which the removal of parking at the
project site would not conflict. City College does not have performance objectives or other
standards related to the provision of parking, except insofar as it seeks to reduce automobile trips,
which would serve to decrease parking use.
For informational purposes, neither California Community Colleges nor City College use parking
availability as a variable for projecting future enrollment or as an enrollment strategy. The
department reviewed several California Community Colleges and City College sources for
enrollment projection methodologies, enrollment strategies, and past and future enrollments.
Those sources are summarized in Table RTC-11, Community Colleges Enrollment Projection
Variables and Enrollment Strategies, and Table RTC-12, City College Student Enrollment. Some
sources show varying enrollment projections. This is to be expected, given the multiple variables
that affect enrollment and as prior enrollment projections have not been met. Specific to City
College, enrollment has sometimes changed substantially over the decades, including a decline in
enrollment between 2008–09 and 2016–17. City College sources did not mention parking
availability as a variable for this changing enrollment.
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TABLE RTC-11
COMMUNITY COLLEGES ENROLLMENT PROJECTION VARIABLES AND ENROLLMENT STRATEGIES
Source
Month/
Year
June
2011

Unknown
2018

May
2018

August
2019

Enrollment Projection Variables OR
Enrollment Strategy

Name

Summary

Research and Planning
Group of California
Community Colleges,
“Weekly Student
Contact Hours
Forecast Report”

Report prepared for California
Community College Chancellor’s
Office to explore options for
forecasting enrollment at the
districts that constitute the state
community college system.

City College of San
Francisco, “Draft
Enrollment
Management and
Growth Plan 2018–
2022”

Collaborative Brain
Trust, “The Path to
32,000 FTES Report”

California Community
Colleges Chancellor’s
Office, “2020–21 FiveYear Capital Outlay
Plan”

Balboa Reservoir Project
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Draft plan that established a set of
benchmarks and goals to guide
the City College’s efforts to restore
enrollment for academic years
2018/19 through 2021/22.

Enrollment Projection Variables:


Population by different age group



Population by ethnicity



Financial and economic (e.g., recession,
state budget)



Population participation rate (# per
thousand residents who attended
college district)

Enrollment strategies:


Free City



Online Learning



Student-Centered Scheduling Practices



High School Partnerships



New Programs in Major Areas



Centers and Major Locations



Noncredit Strategies



Student Development



Marketing and Public Relations

Report to the Chancellor and
Board of Trustees of City College
of San Francisco to validate the
goal set by City College to attain a
full-time equivalent student
enrollment (FTES) of 32,000 by
the end of the 2021–2022
academic year. They conclude
“there is definitely an opportunity
to grow its FTES. However,
necessary changes will take time
and there is no assurance that the
goal can be reached in the next
four years.”

Enrollment strategies:

The report identifies the statewide
capital needs, priorities, and costs
of the California Community
Colleges. The report uses an
enrollment projection model to
identify future growth.

Enrollment Projection Variables:

4.H-62



Student carrying load



Labor Market Analysis



Free City



Enrollment Management/ Scheduling



Distance education



Student participation rates



In district and out of district enrollment



Weekly student contact hours to
enrollment ratios



Adult population projections
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TABLE RTC-12
CITY COLLEGE STUDENT ENROLLMENT
Past and Future Fulltime Equivalent Students
Enrollment – Campus Wide (academic years)a

Source

Month/Year

Name

Unknown
2018

City College of San Francisco,
“Draft Enrollment Management
and Growth Plan 2018–2022”

March 2019

City College of San Francisco,
“Facilities Master Plan Final Draft”

June 2019

City College of San Francisco,
“Education Master Plan 2018–
2025”

Accessed
April 2020

City College, “Instructional
Productivity” (webpage)

August
2019

California Community Colleges
Chancellor’s Office, “2020–21
Five-Year Capital Outlay Plan”c

Range between
1992–1993 and
2016–2017b

2017–
2018

2018–
2019

2019–
2020

2020–
2021

2024–
2025

19k to 43k (e)

23k (p)

26k (p)

28k (p)

31k (p)

—

21k (p)

22k (p)

23k (p)

25k (p)

31k (p)

—

—

24k (p)

28k (p)

—

23k (e)
—

23k (e)

—

NOTES:
Numbers rounded to nearest 1k.
e = actual prior or existing enrollment; p = projected enrollment; — = no reported value
a Data was not readily available to isolate only Ocean campus.
b The sources had variation in actual prior enrollments. The department selected the lowest of the values for this range; if the values
differed. City College enrollment reached its peak in 2008–09 and experienced declines to 2016–17.
c The department calculated the values in this row by using the weekly student enrollment contact hours projections in Appendix E.1,
divided by 15. This calculation is consistent with that presented in the City College Facilities Master Plan.

Indirect or secondary effects due to the loss of parking and City College’s performance objective to
reduce automobile trips are analyzed on draft SEIR Appendix B, p. B-90. The analysis concludes that
under the Developer’s Proposed Option, the up to 750 public parking spaces could accommodate a
hypothetical typical four-hour parking shortfall of 37 to 239 parking spaces during the period that
City College classes are in session. This shortfall is based on a parking occupancy data survey
conducted in 2017 and 2018. This hypothetical shortfall would not be expected to occur during the
other 20 hours of the day or during periods that City College classes are not in session.
Under the Additional Housing Option with no public parking garage, the draft SEIR Appendix B,
p. B-90 concludes that (1) the additional time needed for drivers to find alternative spots or circling
for parking would not result in significant secondary effects, and (2) it would be speculative to
conclude the loss of parking would lead to substantial adverse impacts related to the construction of
new or physical altered facilities at City College. Thus, the project would not result in significant
impacts to the studied performance objective.
The draft SEIR states that the hypothetical shortfall in parking supply “would cause some drivers
to shift to another mode of travel,” among other things such as rearranging travel or parking
elsewhere. Studies show that the removal of parking would likely cause some drivers to shift to
another mode of travel; thus, the information in the draft SEIR regarding this shift is based on
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substantial evidence. The study cited in footnote 131 on draft SEIR Appendix B, p. B-90, is included
in the project’s administrative record: City and County of San Francisco, Transportation Demand
Management Technical Justification, June 2016, references research that has been used to confirm that
the availability of parking increases private car ownership and vehicle travel and that parking
supply can undermine incentives to use transit and travel by other modes (see p. 31). Additionally,
this document summarizes research conducted in San Francisco that found that reductions in offstreet vehicular parking for office, residential, and retail developments reduce the overall
automobile mode share associated with those developments, relative to projects with the same land
uses in similar context that provide more off-street vehicular parking. Also refer to Response TR7, Parking, on RTC p. 4.C-61.
As further described under Impact C-PS-1 on draft SEIR Appendix B, p. B-91, the cumulative analysis
considers the proposed project in combination with the City College facilities master plan projects
identified in Table 3.A-2 on draft SEIR p. 3-A-13. These projects include a Performance Arts Education
Center that would replace a portion of the City College parking on the east basin (or a Diego Rivera
Theater), a STEAM building, and an east basin parking structure. The additional parking space
shortfall from the facilities master plan would be accommodated should the east basin parking
structure be developed. Additionally, according to Fehr & Peers City College of San Francisco
Transportation Demand Management (TDM) and Parking Plan, the Performance Arts Education
Center “performances would likely occur the evening hours, when parking is much more readily
available.”74
The draft SEIR appropriately evaluates impacts to public services, including secondary impacts
related to the loss of City College parking as discussed in Impact PS-1 on draft SEIR Appendix B,
pp. B-85 to B-91. Although unrelated to the public services analysis, refer to RTC Chapter 5, Draft
SEIR Revisions, on RTC p. 5-10, which updates the status of the potential City College East Basin
Parking Garage project.
Although the answer to question a) is no, we turn to questions b) and c) for informational purposes.
Questions b and c): A significant effect on the environment can only result from a physical change
relative to existing conditions. Thus, the operational effects of replacing the existing City College
parking on the project site with new parking at a nearby location such as the east basin, in and of
itself, would result in little or no effect because it would effectively replace existing City College
parking with replacement parking at a location close enough so as to not meaningfully change
travel patterns.
The draft SEIR considers City College replacement parking on the east basin in its cumulative
analysis (see discussion of City College Facilities Master Plan on draft SEIR pp. 3.A-10 to 3.A-14).
As described in draft SEIR Section 3.A, Transportation and Circulation, cumulative transit delay
and passenger/freight loading effects would be significant and unavoidable (Impacts C-TR-4 and
C-TR-6b, respectively). Likewise, cumulative effects related to regional air quality would also be
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Fehr & Peers, City College of San Francisco Transportation Demand Management (TDM) and Parking Plan,
March 15, 2019; page 33. Available at: http://ab900balboa.com/EIR_References/20190315_fehr%20peers_CCSF%20TDM%20Plan_2019-03-15_FP.pdf.pdf. Reviewed February 26, 2020.
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significant and unavoidable with mitigation (Impact C-AQ-1 in draft SEIR Section 3.D, Air
Quality). With respect to construction impacts, as identified in draft SEIR Sections 3.C, Noise, and
3.D, Air Quality, cumulative construction noise impacts, including development of City College
parking on the east basin, would be significant and unavoidable with mitigation with respect to
noise (Impact C-NO-1) and air quality (health risk; Impact C-AQ-2).
Further, if City College or the proposed project does not construct additional parking for City
College users, this lack of additional parking would not result in direct or indirect physical
environmental impacts not already described above or explained earlier as it relates to the
Appendix G public services question. Based on the foregoing, the loss of the project site as parking
for City College would have no significant effect under CEQA that was not already analyzed in
the draft SEIR.

CEQA Section 21099
CEQA section 21099, Senate Bill (SB) 743 was signed by Governor Jerry Brown in 2013. SB 743
added section 21099 to CEQA regarding analysis of aesthetics and parking impacts for urban infill
projects. As described in draft SEIR Section 3.A (p. 3.A-3), CEQA section 21099(d)(1) states that “…
parking impacts of a residential, mixed-use residential, or employment center project on an infill
site located within a transit priority area shall not be considered significant impacts on the
environment.” Thus, it is state legislation, and not a unilateral City decision, that has eliminated
the consideration of parking as a CEQA impact for infill projects; the City has implemented CEQA
section 21099. The same holds true for removal of automobile delay (aka vehicular level of service)
analysis and inclusion of vehicle miles traveled analysis, a change also made pursuant to
section 21099(b).
The proposed project meets the three criteria under CEQA section 21099 because the project site is
(1) located within 0.5 mile of several Municipal Railway (Muni) transit lines and the Balboa Park
Bay Area Rapid Transit (BART) station; (2) located on an infill site that is developed as surface
parking, and adjacent to residential and mixed uses; and (3) would include residential, retail, and
community center and childcare uses meeting the definition of a mixed-use residential project. This
determination and supporting analysis is documented in "San Francisco Planning Department
Eligibility Checklist CEQA Section 21099—Modernization of Transportation Analysis for the
Balboa Reservoir Project" (November 15, 2018), which is available for review at 1650 Mission Street,
Suite 400, San Francisco, California as part of Case No. 2017-007883ENV. Therefore, CEQA
section 21099 applies to the proposed project.

City College Awareness of the Proposed Project
Concerning the allegation that City College staff and/or administrators may not have had “the time
and resources to properly consider the impact of this development” due to the college’s threatened
loss of accreditation, this comment does not raise physical environmental issues. For informational
purposes, planning department staff has engaged in communications with City College staff, as
explained in the Response CEQA-3, Administrative Record, on RTC p. 4.A-31.
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City College Not Analyzed in Balboa Park Area Plan EIR
Concerning the comment that it is not appropriate to compare public services impacts to those
effects analyzed in the Balboa Park Area Plan PEIR in that City College was not analyzed in the
PEIR, CEQA Guidelines section 15162 states that an impact previously analyzed in an EIR need not
be re-evaluated in an EIR unless one of several factors arises. One of these factors is that the project
could have one or more significant effects not discussed in the previous EIR. Inasmuch as the PEIR
identified no significant effects on public services and the draft SEIR Appendix B concludes that
public services impacts would be less than significant, this topic—Public Services—would have no
new significant impacts or no substantially more severe significant impacts than those previously
identified in the PEIR.

Scope of Utilities and Service Systems and Public Services Analyses
One comment states that the merging of the Utilities and Public Service Systems and Public
Services initial study checklist categories in the consultant’s scope of work is deficient. The analysis
contained in the draft SEIR is prepared in accordance with the CEQA Guidelines. The scope of
work referred to is required as part of the project initiation phase, in accordance with the planning
department’s “Environmental Review Guidelines.” However, the scope of work is not a
replacement for the initial study checklist.
Draft SEIR Appendix B evaluates impacts on utilities and service systems in Section E.13 (starting
on p. B-57) and impacts on public services in Section E.14 (starting on p. B-80), including effects on
City College (Section E.14) and fire protection (Section E.13), which is also mentioned by the
commenter. The scope of the public services analysis is limited by definition to services that are
publicly funded pursuant to CEQA Guidelines Appendix G. Archbishop Riordan and Lick
Wilmerding are private high schools. Similarly, the motorcycle classes are not considered public
services.75 Effects on these facilities and uses would be considered social and/or economic effects,
which, as explained above in this response, are not considered significant effects on the
environment.

Other Issues Raised
One commenter states that the 43 and 29 Muni lines and BART all have existing “capacity issues”
and that “reducing transportation demand by 15 percent will only limit student and faculty/access
and shrink City College.”
As explained on draft SEIR p. 3.B-77, the City does not consider transit ridership capacity, by itself, in
CEQA analysis, consistent with state guidance to not treat the addition of new users as an adverse
impact and to reflect enactment of new funding sources for and policies that encourage additional
ridership. Nevertheless, the draft SEIR provides, in Appendix C2, Transit Assessment Memorandum,
a discussion of project ridership and capacity. As shown there, while BART ridership does exceed
capacity in the peak hours to and from downtown, neither the 29 Sunset nor the 43 Masonic Muni lines
approach 85 percent capacity utilization.
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The Motorcycle Safety Foundation is a not-for-profit organization sponsored by U.S. manufacturers and
distributors of motorcycles. https://www.msf-usa.org/AboutMSF.aspx.
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Regarding the comment concerning reducing transportation demand by 15 percent, it is assumed
that this refers to the proposed project’s Transportation Demand Management (TDM) program.
Reducing project-generated vehicle trips would mostly affect only project residents. If the
comment is intended to refer to City College’s TDM program, implementation of that plan would
be the responsibility of City College.
Concerning the “Nelson-Nygaard TDM Framework,” this is a document prepared by
Nelson\Nygaard Consulting, Inc., in coordination with the San Francisco Planning Department
and the San Francisco Municipal Transportation Agency, and with funding from the San Francisco
County Transportation Authority (SFCTA) and the Metropolitan Transportation Commission. It
was published by SFCTA in December 2017. The TDM Framework “was designed to initiate
collaboration between the City, City College of San Francisco (CCSF), and surrounding
neighborhoods in the effort to encourage sustainable transportation choices in the area,” but is not
a plan but rather “a supportive resource” to provide “a common foundation for TDM within the
Balboa Reservoir, City College, and the surrounding neighborhoods.”76 As noted, the proposed
project would be required under the San Francisco Planning Code to develop and implement a
project-specific TDM Plan applicable to the project itself. Refer to Response TR-2, Travel Demand,
on RTC p. 4.C-7, for additional information concerning TDM.
Regarding the comment that the draft SEIR should compare City College to comparable
educational institutions, there is no requirement in CEQA for such an analysis, particularly with
respect to parking, which as explained on draft SEIR p. 3.A-3, is not a CEQA impact in the case of
the proposed project.

Biological Resources
The comment and corresponding response in this section cover draft SEIR Appendix B topic E.15,
Biological Resources:


Comment BI-1: Biological Resources

Comment BI-1: Biological Resources
This response addresses comments from the commenter listed below; each comment on this topic
is quoted in full below this list:
I-HALL-1

76

San Francisco County Transportation Authority, Metropolitan Transportation Commission, San Francisco
Municipal Transportation Agency, San Francisco Planning Department, Nelson\Nygaard Associates, Inc.,
Balboa Area Transportation Demand Management (TDM) Framework, Final Draft, December 2017. Available on the
internet at: http://default.sfplanning.org/plans-and-programs/planning-for-the-city/publicsites/balboareservoir/BalboaPark_TDM_Final_121117.pdf. Accessed February 27, 2020.
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“I’m greatly disappointed to learn that the Balboa Reservoir Draft Supplemental Environmental
Impact Report fails to take into consideration San Francisco’s vanishing biodiversity.
Although the reservoir was meant to be a hard surface where plants shouldn’t grow, over the years
native coyote brush (Baccharis pilularis), yellow bush lupine (Lupinus arboreus) and various nonnative shrubs have colonized the area. The result is a patchy habitat that has attracted a thriving flock
of Coastal Nuttall’s white-crowned sparrows. I saw breeding evidence this Spring. About 60 of the birds
were counted. A local resident, Greg Gaar, assures me that they’ve been breeding there since, at least,
the 1970s. The attraction is the native coyote brush, an amazing plant that offers cover for our local birds
and sustenance for over 54 insect species (https://plants.usda.gov/plantguide/pdf/pg_bapi.pdf). Also
present are house finch, red tail hawk, California scrub jay, Anna’s hummingbird, West Coast lady
butterfly, bumblebee, grasshopper and various lichens.
A recent World Wildlife fund study points out that the world has lost 52% of its biodiversity since
the 1970s (https://www.cbsnews.com/news/world-wildlifefund-wwf-half-the-worlds-biodiversitygone-over-last-40-years/). This means that, in San Francisco, where habitat for biodiversity is at a
premium, we need to be careful where we trod. City and state officials agree, with each entity rolling
out biodiversity resolutions that have the goal of protecting flora and fauna.
(https://sfenvironment.org/policy/resolution-adopting-citywide-biodiversitygoals)
(http://opr.ca.gov/docs/20180907-CaliforniaBiodiversityActionPlan.pdf)
I urge you to hire an ecologist and make plans to mitigate by building new local native habitat in
the immediate proximity of your development so biodiversity can adapt to the stark changes
you’re proposing. Most of the creatures on this property are non-migratory and have no where else
to go. Please include biodiversity mitigation in your report.”
(Bob Hall, Email, August 21, 2019 [I-HALL-1])

Response BI-1: Biological Resources
The commenter requests that biodiversity mitigation be included in the draft SEIR.
Draft SEIR Appendix B, Section E.15, Biological Resources, evaluates project impacts on biological
resources, including the potential for adverse effects on special-status species, sensitive natural
communities, protected wetlands, and wildlife movement and nursery sites. The impact of the loss
of vegetation on the site was not identified as an impact on candidate, sensitive, or special-status
species because on-site habitat is not suitable for those species and none were identified on the
project site based on a review of the California Natural Diversity or California Native Plant Society
databases (see draft SEIR Appendix B, p. B-94). Therefore, mitigation is not required.
Impact BI-4 (draft SEIR Appendix B, p. B-95) discusses potential impacts on the movement of
resident or migratory wildlife species and acknowledges that trees and vegetation within the
project site may provide suitable habitat for migratory and resident birds. The analysis concludes
that should removal of the trees and vegetation and construction-related activities occur during
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the nesting season, compliance with the requirements of the Migratory Bird Treaty Act and the
California Fish and Game Code would ensure that impacts associated with the movement of any
native resident or migratory wildlife species or with established native resident or migratory
wildlife corridors would be less than significant; for this reason, no mitigation is proposed.

Geology and Soils
The comment and corresponding response in this section cover draft SEIR Appendix B topic E.16,
Geology and Soils:


Comment GE-1: Geology and Soils

Comment GE-1: Geology and Soils
This response addresses comments from the commenter listed below; each comment on this topic
is quoted in full below this list:
I-TIMA-3

“If you are building 1,200 units on an earthquake fault, and I’m sure you know because I have
expressed this before, the earthquake fault runs right through City College, and Riordan High
School, and Wildwood.”
(Etta Tima, CPC Hearing, September 12, 2019 [I-TIMA-3])

Response GE-1
The comment states that an earthquake fault runs through City College, Riordan High School, and
Wildwood Way in the Westwood Park neighborhood.
The comment does not specify which fault is in the project area. As stated under Impact GE-1 on
initial study p. B-100 of the initial study (SEIR Appendix B), “[i]n a seismically active area, such as
the San Francisco Bay Area, the remote possibility exists for future faulting in areas where no faults
previously existed; however, the geotechnical investigation concluded that the risk of surface
faulting and consequent secondary failure from previously unknown faults is very low.” In
addition, no known active earthquake faults or fault zones cross the project area, and the area is
not within an Alquist-Priolo Fault Zone or a Seismic Hazards Zone. There is a well‐established
regulatory framework and permitting process in place, enforced through the building
department’s site permit process and the San Francisco Building Code. The project sponsor would
work with qualified geotechnical engineers on a design-level geotechnical report as part of the
building permit process. The report would reflect the latest iteration of the proposed project, and
geotechnical recommendations where necessary to comply with the building code. The building
department staff would review the construction plans for conformance with the recommendations
in the geotechnical report as part of the building permit review process. The project sponsor and
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the design team would be required to follow the geotechnical report recommendations as part of
the building permit process.
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4.I

General Comments

The comments and corresponding responses in this section cover General Comments (GC) on
topics throughout the draft SEIR. These include topics related to:


Comment GC-1: General Environmental Comments



Comment GC-2: Noticing



Comment GC-3: Opinions Related to the Project



Comment GC-4: Scope of Project



Comment GC-5: Market-Rate Units

Comment GC-1: General Environmental Comments
This response addresses comments from the commenter listed below; each comment on this topic
is quoted in full below this list:
A-CALTRANS-3
A-CALTRANS-4
O-ARHS-1
I-BARISH1-2
I-BARISH1-6
I-BARISH2-2
I-BARISH2-8
I-BARISH3-1

I-BARISH3-28
I-BARISH3-42
I-BERNSTEIN1-1
I-BIERINGER1-2
I-BIERINGER4-2
I-BURGGRAF-1
I-BURGGRAF-2
I-E.HANSON-1

I-HEGGIE1-1
I-HONG-5
I-KAUFMYN-1
I-KOPP-3
I-KOWALSKI-3
I-MARTINEZ-1
I-MUELLER2-1
I-MUHLHEIM-1
I-PEDERSON2-2

“Coordination
As the project progress, please keep Caltrans informed of any updates with the project, including
but not limited to alternative selection and scope changes.”
(Wahida Rashid, Acting District Branch Chief, Caltrans, Letter, September 10, 2019 [A-CALTRANS-3])

“Lead Agency
As the Lead Agency, the City of San Francisco is responsible for all project mitigation, including
any needed improvements to the State Transportation Network. The project's fair share
contribution, financing, scheduling, implementation responsibilities and lead agency monitoring
should be fully discussed for all proposed mitigation measures.”
(Wahida Rashid, Acting District Branch Chief, Caltrans, Letter, September 10, 2019 [A-CALTRANS-4])
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“Good afternoon. That’s a tough one to follow, but I’ve got a few concerns. My name’s Dr. Andrew
Currier. I’m representing Archbishop Riordan High School, as its President.
There’s a multitude of concerns. But as it relates to this report, we serve 680 boys, 9 to 12, and a
quarter of them, 170 of them, have diagnosed learning needs. And if you see, if I could pull this up,
this circle RSP; that represents the learning area. It’s a specialized designed learning area for
students with diagnosed learning needs that they can’t -- we can’t move them elsewhere in the
building.
So, we’re worried that there’s not enough information about the noise, the dust, the disruption to
their learning growth, their academic growth. Again, we don’t have any option to move them
elsewhere in the building, so we really want more detail on that. We want some sensitivity to that.
These are young men that cannot be served by San Francisco public schools. These are specialized
programs.
We also have 50 students in residence at Archbishop Riordan High School who, also, some of them
have significant learning needs. They can’t go elsewhere to receive this help.”
(Andrew Currier, President, Archbishop Riordan High School, CPC Hearing, September 12, 2019
[O-ARHS-1])

“I’m here to state my opposition to the project in general and to highlight some of the many flaws in
the draft EIR. I’d like to show you a rendering of what the project will look like if it has 1,550 units.
As you can see, this is an oversized project. It would squeeze up to 1,550 units of housing, mostly
market rate, onto a parking lot adjoining CCSF, and a quiet neighborhood of single-family homes.
While it may be a developer’s field of dreams, this project is an environmental nightmare to the
surrounding neighborhoods and to City College. It will create traffic congestion, transit issues,
environmental problems galore, convert public land into private property for profiteering
developers, and it will not meet the growing need in San Francisco for affordable housing.”
(Jean Barish, CPC Hearing, September 12, 2019 [I-BARISH1-2])77

“In these and in many other areas the draft SEIR offers no objective criteria to serve as a basis for
determining that the impacts aren’t less than significant.
Accordingly, it is a flawed document that must be revised before it is submitted for final review.
Thank you for your consideration.”

77

The figure referenced by the commenter can be found with the original comment letter in RTC Attachment 2,
Comment Letters and Emails on the Draft SEIR.
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(Jean Barish, CPC Hearing, September 12, 2019 [I-BARISH1-6])

“I am here … to highlight some of the flaws in the Draft Subsequent EIR. (Att 1)
This oversized project could squeeze up to 1,550 units of housing, mostly market rate, onto a
parking lot adjoining CCSF and a quiet neighborhood of single-family homes. (Att 1)
While it may be a developer's Field of Dreams, the project is a nightmare to the surrounding
neighborhoods and to City College.
It will create congestion, transit problems, lack of access to CCSF, and many other environmental
problems. It will also convert public land, currently owned by the SF PUC and used by CCSF for
decades, into private property for profiteering developers. And it will not meet the growing need
in San Francisco for affordable housing.”
(Jean Barish, Letter, September 12, 2019 [I-BARISH2-2])

“In these and many other areas, the DSEIR offers no objective criteria to serve as a basis for
determining that the impacts are not significant. Accordingly, the it is a flawed document that must
be revised before it is submitted for final review.”
(Jean Barish, Letter, September 12, 2019 [I-BARISH2-8])

“After reviewing the DSEIR it is clear there will be many significant environmental impacts to that
cannot be mitigated if this project is approved. Additionally, the DSEIR is flawed because it fails
to consider numerous environmental impacts that should have been considered.
Following are my questions and comments regarding this DSEIR.
Definitions
“Substantial Evidence,” as used in this letter, shall mean: “enough relevant information and
reasonable inferences from this information that a fair argument can be made to support a conclusion,
even though other conclusions might also be reached.” (14 Cal Code Regs Sec. 15384(a)) “Substantial
evidence includes facts, reasonable assumptions predicated upon facts, and expert opinion
supported by facts.” (14 Cal Code Regs Sec. 15384 (b) ) “ Argument, speculation, unsubstantiated
opinion or narrative, or evidence that is clearly inaccurate or erroneous, or evidence that is not
credible, shall not constitute substantial evidence.” (14 Cal Code Regs. Sec 15064(f)(5))
“Feasible Alternatives”, as used in this letter, shall mean: “capable of being accomplished in a
successful manner within a reasonable period of time, taking into account economic,
environmental, social, and technological factors.” (Public Resources Code section 21061.1; 14 CCR
section 15364)”
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(Jean Barish, Letter, September 23, 2019 [I-BARISH3-1])

“NOVEMBER 12, 2018 SCOPING LETTER
Included in this letter as Attachment 1 is the November 12, 2018 Scoping Letter submitted for this
Project. Many of these issues were not addressed in the DSEIR. These comments should all be
addressed during the preparation of the FSEIR.”
(Jean Barish, Letter, September 23, 2019 [I-BARISH3-28])78

“The Balboa Reservoir Project will significantly impact City College of San Francisco and the
surrounding neighborhoods. Your preparation of the Final Environmental Impact Report should
assure that any project on this land will both benefit the community as well as not harm the
environment or community.”
(Jean Barish, Letter, September 23, 2019 [I-BARISH3-42])

“My name is Harry Bernstein. I’m a faculty member at City College. So, I would like to provide
some context to the impacts indicated in the Subsequent EIR for the Balboa Reservoir Project.
Noise, air quality and transportation from the project will cause significant and unavoidable
adverse impact. You hear those words? Significant and unavoidable adverse impact. Impacts on
the college students, faculty and staff, students at the adjacent Riordan High School, and students
in the childcare program at the adjacent multi-use building.
So, these topics, noise, air quality, and transportation came up before the Planning Commission at
their meeting in August. And this was the context I want to mention. The mayor has sought to
streamline development, housing development in San Francisco. And so, she is trying to get a -have several factors that are considered in CEQA to reduce the required mitigation. So, these,
besides secondary ones like cultural and paleontological, they include noise, air quality, and
transportation.
So, out of this 500-page report, the serious issues are the one that the City is trying to -- I don’t
know if it’s put under the rug, but not have to consider. They’ve already done that with parking.
Okay, so that’s the way we’re going, just to save some months, save some dollars, but to give the
public and the public health less opportunity, less consideration.”
(Harry Bernstein, CPC Hearing, September 12, 2019 [I-BERNSTEIN1-1])

78

The attachment referenced by the commenter can be found with the original comment letter in RTC
Attachment 2, Comment Letters and Emails on the Draft SEIR.
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“And I went down to the Planning Commission and I picked up this book, or this tome, as I call it.
And as I read through it, I started calling this the Balboa Housing Boondoggle Project.
And I cannot separate the actual project from this SEIR. It’s like they borrowed some frumies -some Sharpies from Donald Trump, drew the lines to make their own reality, and ignored the
reality that the neighbors of this project and the students of City College are going to be facing.”
(Garry Bieringer, CPC Hearing, September 12, 2019 [I-BIERINGER1-2])

“When I finally picked up a copy of the SDEIR and read through it, I was appalled at how this
document minimized all the problems this would cause the community and the 2 large educational
institutions closest to this proposed housing: CCSF and Riordan High School. The routes laid out
for the trucks (several estimated to be 20 trucks/hr), via the north access road (right off Frieda Kecko
way (formerly Phelan Ave.) would cause years of disruption to of us that must drive, walk, or use
MUNI down this street and will provide massive noise pollution along with air pollution. Using
Lee Avenue would totally block traffic on Ocean Ave., and there is a very large children's climbing
structure about 50 yards from the proposed Lee Ave. Route. There is no way we can have children
climbing on that structure with all the trucks whizzing by so closely.”
(Garry Bieringer, Email, September 23, 2019 [I-BIERINGER4-2])

“You have received a written comment via Email from Michael Ahrens and the Board of the
Westwood Park Association in parallel. I am a resident of Westwood Park as well (in the 1300
Plymouth block) and I wholeheartedly agree and concur with all the comments made by the WPA
board, especially with the comments made by other residents (Exhibit 5 and 6 respectively attached
to the WPA comments).”
(Alex Burggraf, Email, September 23, 2019 [I-BURGGRAF-1])

“In general, I think that a lot of the infrastructural impact (parking, traffic, noise during
construction) on the neighborhood of the project - especially Westwood Park - is either not
adequately addressed or drastically underestimated in the DEIR.”
(Alex Burggraf, Email, September 23, 2019 [I-BURGGRAF-2])

“I also want to express the concern that the aesthetic effects of the proposed development,
including height of buildings compared to surrounding areas, is gravely underestimated and
downplayed, especially considering that Westwood Park has been declared a "Residential
Character District" by the Board of Supervisors.”

Case No. 2018-007883ENV
April 2020

4.I-5

Balboa Reservoir Project
Responses to Comments

4. Comments and Responses
4.I. General Comments

(Alex Burggraf, Email, September 23, 2019 [I-BURGGRAF-4])

“The DSEIR is not only inadequate, it stands as evidence to a planning process that runs contrary
to the principles of good planning, fair input and democracy.
From the onset the project has been biased and selective in the way facts have been presented to
the public for input. The SEIR clearly downplays and minimizes the potential impacts of the project
on City College of San Francisco, and the surrounding educational institutions”
(Edward Hanson, PhD, Email, September 23, 2019 [I-E.HANSON-1])

“My name’s Jennifer Heggie. I’m from Sunnyside and representing the Balboa Reservoir
Committee for the SNA.
First, I want to thank the Planning Department for this SEIR. It identifies many of our concerns that
are issues that cannot be mitigated, including noise, transportation, and air quality.”
(Jennifer Heggie, CPC Hearing, September 12, 2019 [I-HEGGIE1-1])

“4. During the construction period, this massive project will need a lot of daily communication
from the sponsor to the community. All too often this process fails.”
(Dennis Hong, Email, September 11, 2019 [I-HONG-5])

“Hi. I’m Wynd Kaufmyn and I’ve been a teacher at City College for 36 years. You know, San
Francisco has always prided itself on its commitment to social justice and equity. To that end, the
City’s undertaking an effort to train its decision makers to be more sensitive and aware of social
justice.
In fact, I know that on September 26th you, the Planning Commission, are scheduled to participate
in a racial and social equity training.
In light of this, and in light of the fact that the draft Environmental Impact Report states the need
to develop the reservoir in a manner that will best benefit the neighborhood, the City, and the
region as a whole. In light of these things, I ask you to consider the social justice aspects of the
proposed Balboa Reservoir Project with respect to housing, education, and labor.”
(Wynd Kaufmyn, CPC Hearing, September 12, 2019 [I-KAUFMYN1-1])

“And, thirdly, the environmental impact to the neighborhood will be overwhelming. When they
rebuilt Ocean Avenue, they used right behind our house, which abuts to the reservoir, as a
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dumping ground for the concrete and asphalt. There were over 70 filed complaints, with payoffs
for damages to homes, sewer lines, et cetera, et cetera, et cetera.”
(Kevin Kowalski, CPC Hearing, September 12, 2019 [I-KOWALSKI-3])

“Has the Planning Department truly assessed the environmental impact, more cars and more
pollution, on the neighbors around the Balboa Reservoir?”
(Anita Martinez, Email, September 23, 2019 [I-MARTINEZ-1])

“The email below was sent during last year's CEQA process preceding the current Balboa Reservoir
DSEIR. In it, I noted areas which should have been reviewed in this environmental impact report.
Many were not; only a few were cherry-picked to be addressed. I do not believe that this is fully legal.”
(Madeline Mueller, Email, September 23, 2019 [I-MUELLER2-1])

“<!--[if !supportLists]-->1. <!--[endif]--> This is not a complete report. It does not re-study many
areas of the original Balboa Station Area Plan that included a much smaller housing project. Much
larger project = larger impact.”
(Fred Muhlheim, Email, September 23, 2019 [I-MUHLHEIM-1])

“it fails to adequately evaluate the environmental impacts of the 750-space public parking garage
included in the developer’s proposed option”
(Christopher Pederson, Email, September 23, 2019 [I-PEDERSON2-2])

Response GC-1: General Environmental Comments
The comments include general statements about the City’s responsibility for project mitigation and
monitoring. A number of comments express general dissatisfaction with respect to the adequacy
of the draft SEIR analysis of noise, air quality, and traffic. In some cases, the comment serves as an
introductory paragraph for a more specific and detailed list of issues that follows (which are
bracketed as separate comments and responded to elsewhere in this document under each specific
topic). Specific comments on which these conclusions may be based are responded to elsewhere in
this RTC document, under the relevant environmental topics. The general environmental
comments here, and where these issues are addressed in the draft SEIR and this RTC document,
include the following:
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Environmental Impact Report Topics


Congestion, transit, pedestrian, and other transportation impacts [draft SEIR Section 3.B; RTC
Section 4.C]



Noise impacts [draft SEIR Section 3.C; RTC Section 4.D]



Air quality impacts [draft SEIR Section 3.D; RTC Section 4.E]

Initial Study Topics


Effects on City College of San Francisco [SEIR Appendix B Section E.14; RTC Section 4.H]

Also refer to Response CEQA-1, Type of EIR, Tiering, and Focusing Second-Tier Review, on RTC
p. 4.A-3 for further discussion of the concept of tiering from the prior EIR.
One commenter states that project construction would require communication between the project
development team and the community. The comment is acknowledged, and it is noted that
Mitigation Measure M-NO-1, Construction Noise Control Measures on draft SEIR pp. 3.C-30 to
3.C-31, requires the preparation of a construction noise control plan that is to be reviewed and
approved by the planning department. Such a plan, to be prepared by a qualified acoustical
consultant, typically requires the posting of contact information at the project site to allow nearby
residents and others to lodge complaints regarding noise generated during construction. The
project sponsor would be required to file weekly noise monitoring log reports with the planning
department that would include listing of noise complaints and how they were resolved.
A commenter makes specific reference to a “children’s climbing structure about 50 yards from the
proposed Lee Ave. Route” and alleges that the project would result in a safety hazard to children
using the climbing structure. This comment apparently concerns the play structure at the northern
end of Unity Plaza. While the play structure is, indeed, about 50 yards east of the proposed Lee
Avenue extension, the play structure is considerably closer than 50 yards (i.e., about 20 yards) to
the existing Muni City College Loop. The play structure is also immediately adjacent to the paved
area off of Lee Avenue that is currently used as an informal truck loading zone for the Whole Foods
grocery and other retail stores. Neither of these proximate bus and truck uses has resulted in
reported safety issues with respect to the play structure or Unity Plaza. Moreover, under conditions
with the proposed project, with the Lee Avenue extension completed, the Unity Plaza play
structure would be no closer to an active street than are many other play structures and children’s
playgrounds in the City. For example, in the greater project vicinity, Minnie & Lovie Ward
Recreation Center has a children’s playground with play structures that is 30 yards or less from
Capitol Avenue. The commenter raises no specific reason why the Unity Plaza play structure
should be subject to greater traffic-related effects than any other comparable recreational facilities.
It is further noted that the primary haul route for construction truck traffic would be via Frida
Kahlo Way and North Access Road. During construction, Lee Avenue extension may be used by
non-haul trucks for material delivery. The truck routes would be subject to review and approval
by San Francisco Public Works and SFMTA, and the project sponsor would be required to meet the
City of San Francisco’s Regulations for Working in San Francisco Streets (blue book requirements)
related to safety measures, sidewalk, and lane closures.
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One commenter states that aesthetic effects of the project should be considered because the adjacent
Westwood Park neighborhood is a “residential character district.” This designation, contained in San
Francisco Planning Code section 244.1, requires that new construction and alterations within the
Westwood Park Residential Character District “be consistent with the design policies and guidelines
of the General Plan and with the previously adopted ‘Residential Design Guidelines’ as amended by
portions of ‘The Westwood Park Association Residential Design Guidelines.’” These planning code
provisions are not applicable to the proposed project.
More generally with respect to potential aesthetics impacts of the proposed project, as stated in the
SEIR, the proposed project is located in an urban infill zone and transit priority area (see draft SEIR
Appendix B, p. B-16; draft SEIR p. 3.A-3). As described therein, pursuant to CEQA section 21099,
aesthetics impacts of a qualifying mixed‐use or employment center project on an infill site located
within a transit priority area are not, as a matter of law, considered significant impacts on the
environment; and consequently potential aesthetics effects on existing character, scenic vistas, or
views are not part of the CEQA analysis. However, aesthetics effects of the proposed project or project
variant would still be considered by decision-makers as part of the design review approvals.
Some commenters raise a concern with respect to parking. As with aesthetics, parking effects are
not, as a matter of law, considered significant impacts on the environment; and consequently are
not part of the CEQA analysis.
CEQA Guidelines section 15151 contains the standards used to determine whether an EIR is
adequate:
An EIR should be prepared with a sufficient degree of analysis to provide decision makers
with information which enables them to make a decision which intelligently takes account
of environmental consequences. An evaluation of the environmental effects of a proposed
project need not be exhaustive, but the sufficiency of an EIR is to be reviewed in light of
what is reasonably feasible. Disagreement among experts does not make an EIR inadequate,
but the EIR should summarize the main points of disagreement among the experts. The
courts have looked not for perfection but for adequacy, completeness, and a good faith effort
at full disclosure.
The draft SEIR complies with the standards set in CEQA Guidelines section 15151. Further,
inadequacy of an EIR can be shown only when there has been a prejudicial abuse of discretion by
the lead agency, either because the agency has not proceeded in the manner required by law or
because the conclusions in the EIR are not supported by substantial evidence (CEQA
section 21168.5). None of the comments on the draft SEIR shows failure to follow the law or
demonstrate that the draft SEIR’s conclusions are not based upon substantial evidence.
Finally, one commenter states that the draft SEIR does not re-evaluate some topics analyzed in the
Balboa Station Area Plan PEIR. This is incorrect. Environmental topics from the Balboa Station Area
Plan PEIR are included in the draft SEIR, either in chapter 3, Environmental Setting, Impacts, and
Mitigation Measures, or in draft SEIR Appendix B.
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Comment GC-2: Noticing
This response addresses comments from the commenter listed below; each comment on this topic
is quoted in full below this list:
I-BIERINGER1-1
I-BIERINGER4-1

“Good afternoon. Garry Bieringer. I live within three blocks of this proposed project area and have
lived there for 40 years. I first found out about this project and this meeting today when I was
taking my dog for a walk right where the project is to be built. And I saw on these lamp posts, this
kind of public notice wrapped around. So, I tried to read it and looked a little bit goofy walking
around and around, because it really wasn’t readable to the public. Finally, I was able to sense it’s
from the Planning Commission. I got a name and an email. And I wrote Ms. Poling. I told her my
problem with this and asked, well, can I get more information?
So, she directed me to the website. She was very helpful.”
(Garry Bieringer, CPC Hearing, September 12, 2019 [I-BIERINGER1-1])

“I first found out about this project while walking my dog in the proposed housing area, and saw
a planning notice wrapped around a light pole. I tried to read the notice but had to keep walking
around and around the pole and kept losing my place. I finally got a name and phone number from
the planning dept. and I called to complain about this placement. The notice was clearly intended
to make it very challenging, if not impossible, for anyone to read and showed extreme insensitivity
towards the community most impacted by this proposed housing development. This was a
harbinger of things to come!”
(Garry Bieringer, Email, September 23, 2019 [I-BIERINGER4-1])

Response GC-2: Noticing
The commenter alleges inadequacy in the public notices posted concerning the availability of the
draft SEIR. Public notice was given as required under both CEQA and the San Francisco
Administrative Code. CEQA Guidelines section 15087(a) requires that public notice of the
publication of a draft EIR be given to any person or organization who has requested such notice
and shall also be given by at least one of the following: publication in a newspaper of general
circulation; posting on and off the project site; or direct mailing to owners and occupants of
contiguous properties. A notice must also be posted in the offices of the county clerk and
notification must also be given to the Governor’s Office of Planning and Research CEQA
clearinghouse. San Francisco Administrative Code section 31.14(a) requires that all of the above
forms of notice be provided with respect to both availability of the draft EIR and of the impending
public hearing at which comments on the draft EIR may be made before the planning commission.

Balboa Reservoir Project
Responses to Comments

4.I-10

Case No. 2018-007883ENV
April 2020

4. Comments and Responses
4.I. General Comments

In addition, notice of availability of the draft EIR and public hearing is posted at the planning
department.
All of the above noticing was completed in accordance with the CEQA Guidelines and the San
Francisco Administrative Code and following the planning department guidelines for posting of
the project site and vicinity. These planning department guidelines require the posting of one or
more larger poster-size (approximately 24 inches by 36 inches) notice and at least several smaller
(11-by-17-inch) notices. In the case of the proposed project, because of the relatively large size of
the project site, three (3) poster-size notices were installed—one near the eastern boundary of the
site, within the upper City College parking lot (west of the Multi-Use Building); one at the end of
San Ramon Way, adjacent to the western boundary of the project site; and one at the end of Lee
Avenue, adjacent to the project site’s southeast corner. In addition to the three large posters, 19 11by-17-inch notices were posted. These small notices were placed—generally on light standards and
utility poles—within both the west and east basin parking lots; on Frida Kahlo Way, Ocean
Avenue, and Plymouth Avenue; adjacent to the Ingleside Branch Public Library outdoor courtyard;
and in Unity Plaza. All of the posted notices were weather-protected. As required by planning
department guidelines, the notices were inspected during the draft SEIR public comment period
to ensure that they were still in place and remained legible. Replacement notices were installed on
at least four locations during follow up inspections.

Comment GC-3: Opinions Related to the Project
This response addresses comments from the commenter listed below; each comment on this topic
is quoted in full below this list:
I-ADAMS-1
I-ADAMS-3
I-BARISH3-17
I-BURGGRAF-4

I-COLLINS3-2
I-COLLINS3-6
I-CUTTEN-1
I-EVANS1-1

I-HONG-6
I-HONG-8
I-KAUFMYN1-4

“MR. ADAMS: Hello. My name is Michael Adams. I come to you as a student of City College, a
former City Planner, a former Administrator of a major university in this City, and a person who
lives in a walkable neighborhood.
The access from my walkable neighborhood to City College is accomplished by rapid transit. Rapid
transit in San Francisco is getting in a car, driving twice as far in half the time as you can get on
MUNI or BART, and getting to your destination and doing your business, and then departing on
your next rapid transit journey.
That parking lot is more than a piece of asphalt. It’s kind of like folks would call the runways at
San Francisco Airport a parking lot. Without any context in terms of the cultural and social and
economic value of that property. It’s not a parking lot. It’s a transit stop for people’s shopping and
experiencing the educational opportunity that City College provides.”
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(Michael Adams, CPC Hearing, September 12, 2019 [I-ADAMS-1])

“This group, who are opposing this project, I’d like you to look at the diversity of the group and
then compare that with the diversity of this panel, and then compare that with the diversity of the
project sponsors, who can’t find a person who looks like me to support the project.
There’s something about San Francisco that gets preserved when diverse populations join together
to try to make their point and presence known.
Justin Herman, who I studied under as a City Planner, destroyed the Western Addition. And that
legacy has continued, unfortunately, in major decisions by this City, through this Planning
Department, through this City Board of Supervisors. And it would be helpful, since you’re going
through a transition of administrators, to look carefully, and not repeating the ghost of Justin
Herman.
Carlton Goodlett is a better ghost. And he was a friend and neighbor of ours in Omaha, Nebraska.
Think about it.”
(Michael Adams, CPC Hearing, September 12, 2019 [I-ADAMS-3])

“The proposed ‘solutions’ to circulation, parking, and congestion problems be simply based on
wishful thinking and ‘creative solutions.’ Conjecture and hope is not a solution for student access
to education.”
(Jean Barish, Letter, September 23, 2019 [I-BARISH3-17])

“2. No one is allowed to do whatever they want with their property. It's a society and we are strictly
governed for the benefit of the commonweal. The benefit of neighbors, and visitors as well. We are
a tourist city.
3. Tourist cities that depend heavily on revenue from visitors shouldn't be encouraging dense
residential clusters or towers that detract enormously from the beauty of the city and create traffic
nightmares. This is why Paris France keeps the beauty in the city- they rely on tourism-and keep
dense housing developments just outside city limits. Not saying it’s all for the best necessarily, but
it's the reason why.”
(Monica Collins, Email, September 22, 2019 [I-COLLINS3-2])

“12. I'm a 3rd generation construction worker who's pro housing. But not all housing at any cost.
Our tiny city isn't Los Angeles Dallas or Atlanta and can't spread at will. We can no more allow all
comers physically, than the aforementioned city of Paris, and an infinite number of people would
live here as they would there. These are fantasy or dream cities to so many. We’re more like
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Manhattan. EVERYONE in NYC knows why New York has suburbs and five boroughs, which are
mostly for residential purposes. How sensible is that!
13. SF has lost working classes, families, elders, poor and people of color due to gentrification and
to eminent domain. This last in the 1960's notoriously, in the now Western Addition, then the
Fillmore, working class lively neighborhood heavily populated by proud African American
property owners who lost their homes, their cities, their community. DON'T DO TO OMI by
gentrification, what was done to the Fillmore by the bulldozer.
14. City College management is not REMOTELY the City College community. The Diego Rivera
mural on campus is now threatened with being taken elsewhere permanently. Please listen not to
well paid, elite college leadership, but to the actual CCSF community: neighbors, graduates,
students, faculty, supporters.
15. CCSF is beloved by all San Franciscans. Please don't let rich corporate developers from
elsewhere threaten or destroy it just to generate some revenue for now. This is an answer only
insofar as a fix of drugs is an answer to a drug addict. Please look at the long game and the
wonderful investment that is public education.”
(Monica Collins, Email, September 22, 2019 [I-COLLINS3-6])

“This proposal has nothing to do with providing benefits to anybody. It's all about the money and
basically is a done deal. Most all of the objections are valid. I can't wait for the day when most of
what is going on in SF implodes on the residents. Good luck!”
(Merritt Cutten, Email, September 16, 2019 [I-CUTTEN-1])

“Lastly, the social justice aspect with regard to labor. In the January 9th, 2018 San Francisco County
Transit Authority meeting, where the TDM was passed, Malia Cohen says this: I believe that
Avalon Bay will create a lot of problems for us.
Yeah. Those of us that have relationships in labor, many times they have come here, our labor
partners have come here raising concerns that they haven’t hired union labor to do the job. Any
project built in San Francisco, and especially one on public land, should be mandated to use local
union labor. Thank you.”
(Wynd Kaufmyn, CPC Hearing, September 12, 2019 [I-KAUFMYN1-4])

Response GC-3: Opinions Related to the Project
These comments generally represent the opinions of the commenters regarding various aspects of
the proposed project. None of the comments raise significant environmental points or identify
issues related to the adequacy or accuracy of the SEIR. The opinions of the commenters will be
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provided to the decision-makers for their consideration prior to taking an approval action on the
project.

Comment GC-4: Scope of Project
This response addresses comments from the commenter listed below; each comment on this topic
is quoted in full below this list:
I-EVANS2-2
I-FREY1-3
I-FREY2-3
I-GOODMAN-3

I-HEGGIE2-21
I-OSAWA-10
I-PEDERSON2-6
I-PEDERSON2-8

I-PEDERSON2-10
I-T.RANDOLPH-2
I-WEIBEL-1

“SHUTTLE—WHERE IS THE SHUTTLE???
Members of the public participating in the public input process for the Balboa Reservoir
development have consistently, repeatedly, and loudly requested that a developer-funded shuttle
be part of the solution to the traffic and transportation problems created by the project. The shuttle
would run between the Balboa Reservoir site and the Balboa Park Station and would also serve
students, faculty and staff at City College of San Francisco.
We believe that a free shuttle with frequent service is an absolutely necessity if the residents of the
BR project are actually expected to use public transit. Since this expectation of public transit use is
an essential component of a successful project, every reasonable measure to promote the use of
transit must be used. In a city saturated with shuttle buses, this a logical part of the solution. The
shuttle idea has been brought in public meetings, in meetings with the developer, in meetings with
city representatives, and at neighborhood association meetings.
Despite this consistent, loud call for a shuttle, there is no mention of any shuttle in the SEIR. It does
not appear to have even been discussed as part of the effort to manage transportation demand.
This is a huge deficiency that must be corrected before the SEIR is approved.”
(Rita Evans, Letter, September 23, 2019 [I-EVANS2-2])

“I’ve gone to all the BRCAC meetings and the Planning Department kept assuring us that the
parameters of the BRCAC would have a strong bearing on the final plan. The density of this project
far exceeds the density that would have been built if the parameters had been followed.
In the urban design parameters it stated that the height would be 28 feet on the west and then
gradually go to 65 on the east. Now, it starts out, I think, at 30, 35, something like that, and then it
jumps real quick, and then it goes real high to 78 or 88 feet.”
(Laura Frey, CPC Hearing, September 12, 2019 [I-FREY1-3])
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“I have gone to all of the BRCAC meetings, and the Planning Department often assured us that the
parameters developed at the BRCAC meetings would have a strong bearing on the final plan. This
plan far exceeds the density that would be built if the BRCAC parameters were followed. In the
URBAN DESIGN parameters, it is stated that the height would be 28' to the west and
GRADUALLY increasing to 65' to the east. In the current proposed plan the height quickly jumps
to 48'-58' on the west and goes up to 78'-88' on the east.”
(Laura Frey, Email, September 22, 2019 [I-FREY2-3])

“The prior proposals for the Balboa Park Station included concepts for platforming over the
freeway. My interest is in indicating the direct linkage that can occur from a more robust
transit/parking and pedestrian “green-way” linkage from Frida Kahlo Way corner of Ocean down
towards the BART station, on or along the southern edge of CCSF with a more gradual walkway
that crosses the freeway and brings people directly into an intermodal station at Balboa Park that
would treat the station as an intermodal hub that links the T-Geneva Harney, M-Line and J and K
lines with significant bus and other systems in the district.
The increase in housing over near Alemany, and at the opposite end of Ocean Ave at the El-Ray
theater, means that more congestion will be impacting an already heavily trafficked and gridlocked
area.”
(Aaron Goodman, Letter, September 12, 2019 [I-GOODMAN-3])

“18. Use of Natural Gas:
Per the EIR, efforts will be made to move away from fossil fuels toward renewable energy sources
in accordance with the 2017 Clean Air Plan. As of 2017, electricity supplied to San Franciscans was
82% emissions-free, with 64% of electricity generated from renewable sources that include wind,
solar and existing large hydropower. (DOE's Focus 2030: A Pathway to Net Zero Emissions report
of July 2019, p. 7.) “Should the city fail to meet its renewable electricity goal by 2030, and continues
to use natural gas and other fossil fuels, San Francisco could see up to five times more cumulative
emissions by 2050.” (Focus 2030 report, page 8.)
It is in the interest of San Francisco that all new buildings are powered by electricity and not natural
gas. In the interest of meeting San Francisco's Net Zero Emissions plan, please identify only
electrical infrastructure and appliances in all structures built on the Balboa Reservoir.”
(Jennifer Heggie, Email, September 23, 2019 [I-HEGGIE2-21])

“And we should also use the site as a -- you know, goes to reduce car travel. If people -- when I
went to City College, I biked to school every day. And if the students are having to drive there that
means our region is not investing enough in public transit. We need to be building more bus lanes.
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But that’s not -- we should have an express bus from the outer Richmond to City College. But that’s
not part of the EIR for this project. All right, thank you.”
(Theodore Randolph, CPC Hearing, September 12, 2019 [I-T.RANDOLPH-2])

I saw in the Balboa Reservoir Project Draft Environmental Impact Report that natural gas will be
installed in the development for space heating, cooking, and gas fireplaces.
In light of the climate crisis, I would like to request that no natural gas be installed in the
development.
Supervisor Yee, I was impressed by Berkeley's ordinance that bans natural gas in new
developments, and I hope you will lead a similar resolution here in San Francisco -- not just for city
buildings, as Supervisors Brown and Mandelman have proposed, but for all new construction and
major renovation. What a show of leadership it would be to have an 1100+ unit development on
all renewable resources, and what a step in the right direction it would be.”
(Christine Weibel, Email, September 19, 2019 [I-WEIBEL-1])

Response GC-4: Scope of the Project
The comments request that the scope of the project should include additional features such as a
shuttle service, a pedestrian “green-way” linking Frida Kahlo Way with Balboa Park Station, and
no natural gas in the project buildings. Comments also state that the proposed buildings are taller
than endorsed by the Balboa Reservoir Citizens Advisory Committee.
Neither a shuttle service nor a pedestrian “green-way” is proposed as part of the project, and the
transportation analysis in SEIR Section 3.B does not identify either of these features, or comparable
features, as necessary mitigation measures. Also refer to Response TR-4, Transit Impacts, on RTC
p. 4.C-33 regarding transit effects of the proposed project. These comments do not raise specific
environmental issues with respect to the adequacy or accuracy of the SEIR’s analysis of the
proposed features of the project, and no further response is required.
Regarding building heights, the Proposed Development Principles & Parameters for the Balboa
Reservoir79, developed by the Balboa Reservoir Community Advisory Committee, endorsed 25- to
65-foot-tall development for the project site. As described in SEIR Chapter 2, Project Description,
under the Developer’s Proposed Option, building heights would range from 25 feet closest to
Westwood Park to a maximum of 78 feet closest to Frida Kahlo Way. Thus, heights in the western
portion of the project site, nearest Westwood Park, would be the same as set forth in the Proposed
Development Principles & Parameters, while buildings to the east side of the site would be up to
one to two stories taller than called for in the Proposed Development Principles & Parameters. SEIR

79

Balboa Reservoir Community Advisory Committee, Balboa Reservoir Development Printiples & Parameters, March
9, 2017, https://sfwater.org/modules/showdocument.aspx?documentid=10644, accessed February 20, 2020.
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Appendix B, Section E.10, Wind, and Section E.11, Shadow (pp. B-41 to B-51), Therefore, the draft
SEIR adequately analyzes wind and shadow impacts associated with the height of proposed
buildings in both options. This comment does not raise specific environmental issues with respect
to the adequacy or accuracy of the draft SEIR, and no further response is necessary.
Regarding the use of natural gas as part of the project, Section E.9, Greenhouse Gas Emissions
(draft SEIR Appendix B), evaluates project impacts related to greenhouse gas emissions and
concludes that no mitigation measures are necessary. These comments do not raise specific
environmental issues about the adequacy or accuracy of the draft SEIR’s coverage of physical
environmental impacts.
All of the foregoing comments, including recommendations for modifications to the project, may
be considered and weighed by the decision-makers prior to their deliberations of the proposed
project. These considerations would be carried out independent of the environmental review
process.

Comment GC-5: Market-Rate Units
This response addresses comments from the commenter listed below; each comment on this topic
is quoted in full below this list:
I-BARISH3-34
I-LEGION-2
I-TARQUINO-10
I-WORLEY-3

“The DSEIR must consider the impact of market-rate units in working-class neighborhoods
The Draft SEIR also does not consider or compare the potential for gentrification impacts to the
residents of the Ingleside, the neighborhood located across Ocean Avenue from the proposed
development. A development solely devoted to affordable housing would better blend with the
residents of this working class neighborhood. The proposed development of mostly market rate
units leaves these residents vulnerable to displacement due to gentrification. The adjacent
neighborhood, Excelsior, is also a working class neighborhood vulnerable to displacement due to
gentrification.”
(Jean Barish, Letter, September 23, 2019 [I-BARISH3-34])

“The Draft SEIR does not consider the established pattern of market-rate housing driving up the
cost of housing in nearby areas, and its impact on OMI and nearby Excelsior, two of the last
remaining affordable neighborhoods on SF.”
(Vicki Legion, Email, September 22, 2019 [I-LEGION-2])
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“* The DRAFT SEIR must consider the impact of market-rate units in working-class neighborhood”
(Eve Tarquino, Email, September 12, 2019 [I-TARQUINO-10])

“The DRAFT SEIR is inadequate because it fails to consider the impact of market-rate units in
working-class neighborhoods
The Draft SEIR does not consider the impacts of the project on the nearby working-class
neighborhoods of Ingleside and The Excelsior. The development of mostly market rate units puts
the residents at risk of displacement due to gentrification. A development solely devoted to
affordable housing would better blend with these working class neighborhoods.”
(Jennifer Worley, Email, September 23, 2019 [I-WORLEY-3])

Response GC-5: Market-Rate Units
The comments state that the SEIR should analyze the potential for the project’s market-rate housing
units to result in increasing the cost of housing nearby, gentrification and potential displacement
of residents in nearby neighborhoods. The comments do not identify any potential physical effects
on the environment and therefore no detailed response is required.
In response to one comment that a 100 percent affordable housing project “would better blend”
with the project vicinity, refer to Response AL-1, Range of Alternatives, on RTC p. 4.F-12. Social
and economic impacts are not the subject of CEQA analysis except insofar as a chain of cause and
effect may be established between such effects and physical changes in the environment. The focus
of CEQA is whether and how a proposed project could alter the physical environment in an
adverse manner. CEQA Guidelines section 15360 defines “environment” as “the physical conditions
which exist within the area which will be affected by the proposed project…” (emphasis added).
As stated in CEQA Guidelines section 15131(a):
Economic or social effects of a project shall not be treated as significant effects on the
environment. An EIR may trace a chain of cause and effect from a proposed decision on a
project through anticipated economic or social changes resulting from the project to
physical changes caused in turn by economic or social changes. The intermediate economic
or social changes need not be analyzed in any detail greater than necessary to trace the
chain of cause and effect. The focus of the analysis shall be on the physical changes.

Balboa Reservoir Project
Responses to Comments

4.I-18

Case No. 2018-007883ENV
April 2020

4. Comments and Responses
4.J. Merits of the Project

4.J

Merits of the Project

The comments and corresponding responses in this section cover topics generally related to the
merits of the proposed project, as described in draft SEIR Chapter 2, Project Description. These
include topics related to:


Comment ME-1: Support for the Proposed Project



Comment ME-2: Opposition to the Proposed Project

Comment ME-1: Support for the Proposed Project
This response addresses comments from the commenter listed below; each comment on this topic
is quoted in full below this list:
I-ANDERSON1-1
I-ANDERSON2-1
I-BARNARD-1
I-BARZ-1
I-BUTTON-1
I-CIABATTONI-1
I-CRONE-1
I-CROSBY-1
I-GONZALEZ-1
I-HONG-1
I-HONG-2

I-HONG-6
I-HONG-7
I-HONG-8
I-JOHNSON-1
I-MAURO-1
I-OSAWA-8
I-PEDERSON1-1
I-SCHNEIDER1-1
I-SCHNEIDER1-2
I-SMITH-1
I-SCHNEIDER2-1

I-SCHNEIDER2-3
I-SUBIN-1
I-T.RANDOLPH
I-TASSE-1
I-TRIPATHI-1
I-ZONTA-1
I-ZONTA-2
O-MHDC-1
O-SFHAC-1
O-YIMBY-1

“Hello. I’m Theodore Randolph, resident of the Excelsior. And I think if there’s inadequacy in the
EIR it’s that it plans for the impacts of too few people. So, the previous attempts to build housing
at the Balboa Reservoir were planning for like 100, or 500 units of housing and now the developer’s
option is 1,100. I think that’s too small.
When we started this process that was five years ago. It looks like it’s going to take up to another
ten years, if this goes ahead, to finish all those new buildings. And in the subsequent years, our
needs could increase even more. So, we should be open to -- Malia Cohen mentioned a number,
like 5,000 units in the reservoir.
So, just because you say what would be the impact of so many people doesn’t mean you are going
to build up to that amount. So, we should preserve the option of having more units.”
(Theodore Randolph, CPC Hearing, September 12, 2019 [I-T.RANDOLPH-1])
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“Hello, my name is Lisa Anderson. I’m here on behalf of myself, my husband, and my son. We live
in Monterey Heights and we’re supporters of this project. Looking at the Environmental Impact
Report, we don’t see any reason that this project should not go through.
Housing is such an issue in San Francisco and this project has already been reduced in scope, so
we would urge you to support this.
As a former high school administrator, it broke my heart to see all of the students who could not
afford to live here. And I’ve just had to say goodbye to my son’s best friend, who grew up on
Wildwood, just blocks from this project.
So, please, approve this project.”
(Lisa Anderson, CPC Hearing, September 12, 2019 [I-ANDERSON1-1])

“We need housing. There should be 5000 units on this lot.”
(Lisa Anderson, Email, September 12, 2019 [I-ANDERSON2-1])

“I urge you to build SF's fair share of market rate housing and specifically affordable housing. Even
providing allowing market rate housing will alleviate pressure on displacement, evictions and rent
escalations for those who cant afford to live in SF. Further, this is an opportunity to increase the
number of BMR units (either as inclusionary housing or as stand alone buildings).
San Francisco does a great job of providing space for new job creation and should really be
approving and providing equal numbers of new units!”
(Julie Barnard, Email, September 11, 2019 [I-BARNARD-1])

“I am a District 11 resident and neighbor of Balboa Reservoir, and I strongly support adding 1,100
units of housing in place of the parking lot at Balboa Reservoir.
This is absolutely the right choice for our city to make. New residents will help support our local
retail and hopefully bring much needed foot traffic to Ocean Ave and Mission. We absolutely need
to build more housing to address the housing crisis, and that housing should ideally be built within
walking distance from transit stations like Balboa Park BART and corridors with good Muni access
like Ocean Ave. Finally the 50/50 affordability split is an incredible opportunity to bring in
affordable homes for people at risk of displacement in Ingleside and the Excelsior.
We absolutely need this parking lot to turn into housing. Please support this project.”
(Sara Barz, Email, September 11, 2019 [I-BARZ-1])
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“My name is Gary and I live in the 94112 area code in Balboa Park. I wanted to let you know that I
am pro the building at Balboa Reservoir because I think that San Francisco needs more housing.
There are people that will always disagree with how things are done but we need to be urgent
about the housing shortage and this project seems like a good step.”
(Gary Button, Email, September 12, 2019 [I-BUTTON-1])

“Please support mixed affordable and market rate housing at the BALBOA RESERVOIR site.
My husband and I live in Zip Code 94127 and as such we are very aware of the neighborhood near
the Balboa Reservoir. It is a perfect area for the planned 50/50 new market rate and new subsidized
affordable housing plan. It is near public transit as well as stores and services on Ocean Avenue.
The neighborhood already has new apartment development that is merging successfully into the
community. It is perfect for this development.
We feel it is important to build mixed income housing. We do not need more large public housing
development in SF. Both low income, working people and middle income working people need
housing.
Please approve this project for 50/50 income housing. And move the project along as speedily as
possible.
Thank you for your willingness to plan appropriately for housing in our wonderful city.”
(Kathleen and Alger Ciabattoni, Email, September 12, 2019 [I-CIABATTONI-1])

“I am writing to urge you to support the Balboa Reservoir Project, which would create 1,100 new
units of housing, 50% of which would be subsidized affordable units. The entire Bay Area must do
more to build housing, both market rate and below market rate, in order to address our chronic
housing crisis. I live in the vicinity of the project (zip code 94112), and I welcome the prospect of
having new housing occupy what is currently a 17-acre surface parking lot.”
(Phil Crone, Email, September 12, 2019 [I-CRONE-1])

“I’m a homeowner in San Francisco and I enthusiastically support the Balboa Reservoir building
project. There is strong evidence to support the fact that the more housing we build, the more it
will bring down the cost of housing for all. And with 50 percent of it being set aside for affordable
housing, I’m confident that this will be a good thing for the neighborhood, and for the city.
Those that oppose the project use the 100% affordable or nothing as a tactic to get nothing built, to
maintain the status quo and keep the parking spots for their vehicles, which for some reason they
feel they have a right to park on public land. We need to make this city a livable one with great
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public transportation, fewer cars, and more housing for those who cannot afford the market rate
housing.
Please approve this project so we can develop housing for those that need it most. Homelessness
or the threat of it is the most critical issue facing our city today, and this is a very important step
toward its resolution.”
(Lisa M. Crosby, Email, September 11, 2019 [I-CROSBY-1])

“I am writing in full support of building the maximum number of 50/50 new market rate and new
subsidized affordable units of housing at this site.
This project will bring much needed housing to our community which drastically needs it, and is
a substantially better use of the space than parking.”
(Daniel Gonzales, Email, September 12, 2019 [I-GONZALEZ-1])

“Please use this as my continued support for this project.”
(Dennis Hong, Email, September 11, 2019 [I-HONG-1])

“1. We desperately need housing. The city can not afford to do this work. The sponsors and the
community have worked hard on this project. This project fits the bill as it address' our housing
issues.”
(Dennis Hong, Email, September 11, 2019 [I-HONG-2])

“5. I would like your comments good or bad so that the sponsor and the community can continue
to work together to get this project moving without further delays. In my opinion by working
together and solving these issues before the DEIR is certified only makes sense so there aren't any
road blocks before it is certified. As I see it, these road blocks all too often hold up the progress and
sometimes we lose the project completely.
6. I'm not too sure how the current SB's and other bills will impact this wonderful project.”
(Dennis Hong, Email, September 12, 2019 [I-HONG-6])

“7. I like the open space. Since this project focus on family, I would like to see a few four bedroom
units.”
(Dennis Hong, Email, September 11, 2019 [I-HONG-7])
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“8. Finally, we must move quickly before we loose another project like this. I will be submitting
additional comments for the RTC.”
(Dennis Hong, Email, September 12, 2019 [I-HONG-8])

“I know these opposition groups are now asking for 100% BMR units. But that request does not
align with the arguments they originally put forth against this project. They are just shifting the
goal posts to prevent this vital, humanitarian housing at any cost. The Planning Commission must
see through these tactics. Look at what happened to the proposed affordable senior housing in
Forest Hills. It's absolutely barbaric and self-interested. Please give San Francisco a chance, and
support this housing.”
(Eric Johnson, Email, September 11, 2019 [I-JOHNSON-1])

“Hi, I’m a local resident and I want to express my support for the balboa reservoir project. 50/50
affordable and market rate seems like a great balance. Thank you!”
(Jacqueline Mauro, Email, September 11, 2019 [I-MAURO-1])

“Thank you very much. My name is Christopher Pederson, a resident of the Ingleside. I strongly
support the additional housing option version of this project. It is environmentally superior to
options and alternatives that provide less transit-oriented affordable housing and/or more public
parking.”
(Christopher Pederson, CPC Hearing, September 12, 2019 [I-PEDERSON1-1])

“As a resident of Ingleside Terraces in District 7, and a frequent patron of the Ocean Avenue
corridor, I'm writing to ask that you support the Balboa Reservoir plan at tomorrow's meeting. The
50-50 affordable and market rate housing mix is an excellent ratio, similar to what is seen in many
other countries with more enlightened housing policies. The neighborhood will greatly benefit
from more foot traffic, and more people to advocate for better transit and bike infrastructure.”
(Benjamin Schneider, Email, September 11, 2019 [I-SCHNEIDER1-1])

“My only reservation is that there are not more units planned for this site. We should not be afraid
to go up to 10 or more stories. Please do not let the naysayers "preserve" this parking lot.”
(Benjamin Schneider, Email, September 11, 2019 [I-SCHNEIDER1-2])
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“Everyone in SF is shouldering the burden of an extreme lack of housing supply. This state of
affairs puts enormous strain on those among us with the least means, and drives people to blame
any number of important but ultimately tertiary reasons for the strain. I am writing this note to
make clear that as a member of the community I wholeheartedly support attempts like this one to
increase housing density while supplying (50%!! amazing) subsidized units. Unfortunately, I am
afraid the folks in the community who speak the loudest will be the ones who oppose all
development, not understanding that by restricting development of new housing they will only
increase our peril.
Please do the right thing by your community and your city and forward this beneficial project.”
(Aaron Smith, Email, September 12, 2019 [I-SMITH-1])

“Hi there. My name is Benjamin Schneider. I’m a resident of District 7, in Ingleside Terraces, and
I’m speaking on behalf of myself and my parents, with whom I live as a 24-year-old college grad,
largely because of the dearth of the affordable housing options in San Francisco. And, specifically,
the dearth of affordable, reasonably-sized housing options in my own neighborhood, in the OMI,
off Ocean Avenue.
So, I’m thrilled to see that this project is making its way through the process with all of these more
reasonably sized units, that are still transit accessible, and in this great location.
And it appears to me, with my untrained eye, that the Environmental Impact Report is in order
and it should proceed to the next rounds of approval.”
(Benjamin Schneider, CPC Hearing, September 12, 2019 [I-SCHNEIDER2-1])

“I want to also reiterate what the previous speaker said. That I hope that the Commission approves
the more housing-rich option and thinks very seriously about these parking garages, and
increasing transit service sooner, rather than later. Thank you.”
(Benjamin Schneider, CPC Hearing, September 12, 2019 [I-SCHNEIDER2-3])

“Under these conditions, building new housing on a vast surface parking lot near a college and the
biggest transit hub in the western half of the city, with 50% dedicated affordable housing, should
be an absolute no-brainer. I would love to have seen more units than the 1,500 units considered,
but we should absolutely have 1,500 rather than 1,100: we need homes for people, not cars!
Reserving large amounts of off-street parking does not effectively reduce congestion and parking
scarcity but rather facilitates continued car-dependence-- which is in direct contradiction to the
city's recently published "Focus 2030" report that set a strong goal for getting people out of cars
into healthier, more sustainable modes of transportation. I hope that the draft EIR appropriately
considered this: the reductions in greenhouse gas emissions associated with allowing more dense
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urban infill in a transit-rich neighborhood, rather than seeing those same people housed in distant
sprawl, have been well-documented and should be noted.
Finally, these new homes would be a great improvement to the neighborhood—I would get access
to new green space, new bike routes, and have more people on the street to make for safe, vibrant
conditions on Ocean Ave. that will help local businesses thrive.”
(Zack Subin, Email, September 11, 2019 [I-SUBIN-1])

“Hello. I’m Theodore Randolph, resident of the Excelsior. And I think if there’s inadequacy in the
EIR it’s that it plans for the impacts of too few people. So, the previous attempts to build housing
at the Balboa Reservoir were planning for like 100, or 500 units of housing and now the developer’s
option is 1,100. I think that’s too small.
When we started this process that was five years ago. It looks like it’s going to take up to another
ten years, if this goes ahead, to finish all those new buildings. And in the subsequent years, our
needs could increase even more. So, we should be open to -- Malia Cohen mentioned a number,
like 5,000 units in the reservoir.
So, just because you say what would be the impact of so many people doesn’t mean you are going
to build up to that amount. So, we should preserve the option of having more units.”
(Theodore Randolph, CPC Hearing, September 12, 2019 [I-T.RANDOLPH-1])

“I live in Noe Valley, pretty close to the planned Balboa reservoir project. Please build it! 1100 units
of housing would be a huge help, and 50% of that being affordable is even better. And if it's on the
site of a parking lot, we don't even lose much of anything.
I know some people are concerned that it's not more affordable. Well, I'd much rather see 550 units
of affordable housing plus 550 market rate, than nothing. And I'd much rather see these 1100 units
now than anything delayed. As they say, "justice delayed is justice denied" – the same is true for
housing. Any units we build will eventually make all of our housing more affordable.”
(Dan Tasse, Email, September 11, 2019 [I-TASSE-1])

“I am writing to urge you to approve the market rate and subsidized affordable housing project
that has been proposed on the Balboa Reservoir.
We are in desperate need for both types of housing and this project will add may needed units.
Without additional housing our city can not grow. Please approve this project immediately.”
(Priti Tripathi, Email, September 11, 2019 [I-TRIPATHI-1])
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“Let's get moving on this.”
(Mike Zonta, Email, August 8, 2019 [I-ZONTA1-1])

“I think we ought to get on with this. As long as there are affordable units included, I'm good to go.”
(Mike Zonta, Email, September 3, 2019 [I-ZONTA2-1])

“My name is Sam Moss. I’m the Executive Director of Mission Housing Development Corporation.
We’re a 48-year-old nonprofit, affordable housing developer that is one of three affordable housing
developers on this team.
Really want to reiterate that, that when developers are being disparaged, it is disparaging three
nonprofits who have provided over a century, and thousands upon thousands of one hundred
percent low-income affordable housing to San Francisco.
And to be frank, Avalon is an incredible market rate developer that knows and understands the
community. This project has taken everything into account and then some. And, you know,
Mission Housing has over a thousand children that live in our buildings. We take their health and
safety very seriously. We do occupied rehab projects in their buildings all the time.
So, not to say that those concerns aren’t valid, but I am personally saying that as one of the codevelopers of this project that the community and its safety are top of our list.
But I do hope that you see fit to keep this going forward today and thank you for your time.”
(Sam Moss, Executive Director, Missions Housing Development, CPC Hearing, September 12, 2019
[O-MHDC-1])

“Good afternoon Commission. My name’s Nicholas Nagle. I’m representing the San Francisco
Housing Action Coalition. We’ve been going to these meetings for years, so I’ll keep it short. I
assume you know our position on it.
We’ve been advocating for this project because of our City’s housing shortage. And while no one
project can solve the housing shortage, this is a bit step towards it.
In terms of the EIR, we do find it to be adequate and complete. And that’s all from me, today.
Thank you.”
(Nicholas Nagle, San Francisco Housing Action Coalition, CPC Hearing, September 12, 2019
[O-SFHAC-1])
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“Hi, Laura Foote, YIMBY Action. I have been speaking in favor of Balboa Reservoir for a couple
years, now. And if we can’t have an Environmental Impact Report tell us that it’s better to have
dense, vibrant, walkable housing instead of a giant parking lot, then I don’t know what to say about
the future of San Francisco’s ability to deal with climate change.
It’s obvious that we should be turning parking into housing. It is obvious that it will be for the
benefit of literally thousands of people who will have the ability to live in this 50-percent affordable
housing project.
Another great thing, planners have worked really hard to do these cross-subsidized projects in a
world where we don’t have enough funding for subsidized affordable housing. We’re working on
things like the bond. We’re working on other sources of stable funding. These 50-percent affordable
projects, where we get to cross-subsidize with market rate housing in order to get more low-income
housing, we need to be celebrating those projects.
This is exactly the kind of thing that allows the city to get a lot more units of subsidized affordable
housing.
It’s tragic to be speaking for this project over and over again. It’s been since 2008 and this is the
fourth time they have tried to build housing here. And if San Francisco cannot get its act together
and turn a 17-acre parking lot into walkable housing, then we are not going to solve any of our
other problems. Thank you.”
(Laura Foote, YIMBY Action, CPC Hearing, September 12, 2019 [O-YIMBY-1])

Response ME-1: Support for the Proposed Project
Comments express support for particular aspects of the proposed project based on its merits,
support for the proposed project options, and housing mix. Comments also include general
statements about the adequacy of the draft SEIR.
These comments, in and of themselves, do not raise specific environmental issues about the
adequacy or accuracy of the draft SEIR’s coverage of physical environmental impacts that require
a response in this RTC document under CEQA Guidelines section 15088. Although general support
of the proposed project do not raise specific issues concerning the adequacy or accuracy of the draft
SEIR under CEQA, such comments, including recommendations for modifications to the project,
may be considered and weighed by the decision-makers prior to rendering a final decision to
approve, modify, or disapprove the proposed project. This consideration is carried out
independent of the environmental review process.
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Comment ME-2: Opposition to the Proposed Project
This response addresses comments from the commenter listed below; each comment on this topic
is quoted in full below this list:
I-AISSA-2
I-ALI-1
I-BARISH1-1
I-BARISH2-1
I-BARISH2-3
I-BARISH2-9
I-COLLINS2-1
I-EVBUOMA-4
I-FISHER-1
I-FRAKNOI-3

I-HALFORD1-3
I-HALFORD2-1
I-HOUWER-1
I-HOUWER-5
I-HOUWER-7
I-JA1-1
I-KOPP-1
I-KOWALSKI-4
I-MUHLHEIM-8

I-OSAWA-9
I-OSTEN-1
I-SCHNEIDER2-3
I-T.RANDOLPH-1
I-TARQUINO-1
I-TIMA-5
I-WEYER-1
I-ZELTZER-1
I-ZELTZER-3

“Keep the height limit and density as originally proposed.”
(Sharon Aissa, Letter, September 13, 2019 [I-AISSA-2])

“I am a librarian at City College of San Francisco and am deeply opposed to the use being proposed
for the Balboa Reservoir land owned by SFPUC but leased to City College for many years. City
College will be negatively impacted by this development, the brunt being borne by students from
whom parking would be taken away and disruption caused due to construction activities. San
Francisco is already suffering at the hands of construction of luxury housing masquerading as
affordable housing, disrupting our lives and taking away resources utilized by needy San
Franciscans. Please do not add to skyrocketing costs of living in the city and the fact that so called
affordable housing is completely out of the reach of so many families and students in particular.
Why are private developers given so much room to decide what belongs in our city?”
(Amna Ali, Email, September 18, 2019 [I-ALI-1])

“Good afternoon. My name is Jean Barish. Thank you very much for giving me the opportunity to
speak this afternoon.
I’m a former CCSF faculty member and have also practiced law for over 20 years, including
working on a number of cases involving CEQA. I’m here to state my opposition to the project in
general and to highlight the many flaws in the draft EIR.”
(Jean Barish, CPC Hearing, September 12, 2019 [I-BARISH1-1])
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“My name is Jean Barish. I'm a former CCSF Faculty Member, teaching Anatomy, Physiology, and
Health Education. I have also practiced law for over 20 years. I am here to state my opposition to
the Project”
(Jean Barish, CPC Hearing, September 12, 2019 [I-BARISH2-1])

“Coalition of San Francisco Neighborhoods, Westwood Park Neighborhood Association, and other
groups have signed Resolutions opposing this project. Hundreds of people have signed petitions
and letters. I hope you will pay attention to their concerns.”
(Jean Barish, Letter, September 12, 2019 [I-BARISH2-3])

“In conclusion, I hope you agree this Field of Dreams should be replaced with a scaled-down,
environmentally sound, 100% affordable project with no significant environmental impacts.”
(Jean Barish, Letter, September 12, 2019 [I-BARISH2-9])

“Everyone I know has a different set of reasons for opposing the Balboa Reservoir Project under
the nose of City College. Many focus on the effects to health for young ones, not only the children
at CCSF day care, but CCSF students, exposed to carcinogens and other calamitous health threats,
when young and having decades ahead to become ill and suffer. Riordan High School is across the
street- the students are all teenagers. Others are concerned with already horrible traffic on one-lane
Frida Kahlo Way, on which the college is situated and on which the proposed large project is to be
located, with thousands of new residents.
Many are upset at the terrible damage that will result to the civic gem that is City College. Still
others observe that there is little about this enormous, for profit development that will alleviate the
housing crisis in a 7 x 7 square mile city or the zooming rents and mortgages. This push for more
for profit development, with a little actually affordable housing as a sidebar, is also advancing
gentrification on steroids. We're becoming a city of wealthy professionals with a few token elders
or poor people remaining and losing our working and middle classes and our families. People of
color are not benefiting from this- few can afford to remain in the city. For profit development is
DRIVING housing inflation. I cannot help but be appalled by the problems arising from all of these
effects of this huge, horribly situated project.
What brought us to the point that developer money from for profit corporations is all that matters?
When car shaming, wishing away cars, and using Orwellian terms like "transit rich" stands in for
planning, budgeting and spending? When was the last time the people making these decisions had
to punch a clock? Had to worry about being late to work or school? There are many vacant lots in
San Francisco for so many years, no one can remember what stood on these fenced sites. And even
more in Daly City, a few minutes from the county line. Some are now offered for sale. Besides
those, what tax policies drive the hoarding of fallow land like this? This is a society. We can't do
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whatever we want with our property. Can't burn down our house to build a tent on the site to be
one with nature. Can't have public nuisances and hazards on the property. Can't have a cross
burning out front. We are governed by laws intended to protect the commonweal.
If the state can tell us we have no right to limit enormous developments in quiet residential
neighborhoods, the state can manage tax policy to help the housing crisis. This project would be
disastrous for struggling students, for working class residents, for many people of color and
families just squeaking by. In the 1960's our city saw the shameful bulldozing and development of
the Fillmore, now gentrified into the Western Addition. Countless happy black homeowners saw
their beloved Victorian houses bulldozed or run out of town on rails- literally, and were virtually
deported, never to return. Ethnic cleansing. Bleaching, if you will. Are we doing same to Ocean/
Merced/ Ingleside using public policy instead of a bulldozer?
As to traffic policy, if we can dignify it with the term "policy", it's not policy deliberately to ignore
traffic prolems or to create worse ones. This is not benign neglect. Car shaming feels good to the
virtuous, I am sure and the effects have been disastrous. There are no provisions to get people out
of their cars (in order to wait for packed buses to pass them by, one after another. To watch
panicked drivers fill intersections hoping the green light will stay green, only to block the
intersections when the light turns red, endangering pedestrians, cyclists, enraging cross traffic
drivers and those waiting. Please keep in mind that bus riders, who are absolutely above reproach,
also pay the price, getting stuck in traffic snarls on Frida Kahlo, Ocean (these are both horrible
already, btw) or nearby. "Forget you" is not traffic planning. Coming after cars (and who likes the
internal combustion engine? NO ONE!) OK, now what are you going to do to help the situation?
I worked for CCSF for decades. I've seen countless people with little hope get their degrees, go on
to university/ careers/ vocations, to leave welfare and become happy taxpayers. Often this is their
last chance at success. It's why public education is an investment, why CCSF is a lifeline for so
many, and has been for generations. Boost the school, don't attack or undermine it. The day any of
us concerned here have to live in an adjoining town, far from transit, and drop off a pre schooler
in one spot and a 7 year old student in another, have to have two jobs to manage, or to struggle to
pay the bills on public assistance, to follow an academic or vocational course of study as a
commuting working parent, by all means, let's talk! You can help these people or you can doom
their dreams with callous and short sighted disregard for their situation, and for the well being of
the school, the neighborhood, and our beloved city. Please do your jobs and say no to this horribly
misbegotten, for-profit calamity. There are lots of other and better sites to develop, and there is the
money for subsidized housing in the city budget from the ubiquitous projects we see all over. It's
a matter of priorities. Don't poor mouth people who need your help because they aren't developers
brandishing big bucks. Some things are about more than just short sighted things like this mistake
of a development. Please excuse poor editing- it's hard to edit when you are dealing with countless
points like we enumerate against this ill thought out, misbegotten development!”
(Monica Collins, Email, September 11, 2019 [I-COLLINS2-1])

“I urge you to stop this project, for our collective future.”
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(Marria Evbuoma, Email, September 19, 2019 [I-EVBUOMA-4])

“I strongly oppose the massive housing project that is being planned for the Balboa Reservoir.”
(Allan Fisher, Email, September 12, 2019 [I-FISHER-1])

“The developer should be required to build a parking facility which replaces most of the lost
parking spaces and makes them available for students. I'd rather see a taller building with more
parking underneath or fewer buildings and a parking structure.”
(Andrew Fraknoi, Email, September 21, 2019 [I-FRAKNOI-3])

“We all know that our city needs more affordable housing, but affordable for whom? The private
developers define affordable as $139,000 a year, single income! But building market-rate luxury
housing on land that City College clearly needs, a need affirmed by the voters three times already,
is more than immoral. It’s just crazy.”
(Daniel T. Halford, Email, September 9, 2019 [I-HALFORD1-3])

“The proposed housing would cost City College over a thousand parking spaces, thus denying
access to education to thousands of CCSF students who cannot attend classes unless they drive.
The typical CCSF student is a part-time student, meaning that s/he needs to drive in order to be
able to juggle a job (or two jobs), family responsibilities and classes. Therefore eliminating parking
spaces seriously limits access to education. City College is still recovering from the massive loss of
students caused by the accreditation crisis; we simply cannot afford to lose more students.”
(Daniel T. Halford, Email, September 16, 2019 [I-HALFORD2-1])

“I am writing in opposition to this proposal. I live in the neighborhood and feel that this project
especially with the amount of proposed units that you wish to develop would produce a negative
impact on both the college and the surrounding community.”
(Michell Houwer, Email, September 12, 2019 [I-HOUWER-1])

“It is not necessary to place a huge amount of units in a small place which critically impacts both
the students of CCSF and the outlaying community. CCSF has a huge student population and this
land should be provided for further development of the college which will provide a better
education for our own local residents and not be concerned about techies from other regions. Often
times these techies get their housing subsidized by their companies. When are the supervisors
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going to consider the fact that we need to be more concerned about our local tax payers than these
techies from other areas.”
(Michell Houwer, Email, September 12, 2019 [I-HOUWER-5])

“If the rents are similar to the sister properties this proposal is a joke and further how long is this
developer required to support a portion of lower income housing? It is bad enough that the
supervisors are putting a homeless triage center to be replaced by units at Balboa Park Bart. Please
add this to the record in opposition of this proposal.”
(Michell Houwer, Email, September 12, 2019 [I-HOUWER-7])

“I’m wearing this shirt that says “No War on Iraq”. That’s because I don’t have a shirt that says no
invasion of luxury housing onto the Balboa Reservoir. And I am in favor of affordable housing, but
not luxury housing.
Yeah, I’ll just talk about two inadequacies out of all the things that I’ve written so far, and there
will be more written comments forthcoming. But I’ll talk about two.
This is a weapon of mass destruction in terms of what the Balboa Reservoir project is doing. You
know, similar to the Iraq war where they were looking for weapons of mass destruction, we have
one right here with the reservoir project.
And how do I mean? During the Iraq war, the British Intelligence Agency, M16, wrote what was
called the Downing Street Memo. And what the Downing Street memo said that the facts -- excuse
me. The evidence and the facts or the intelligence and the facts were fixed around the policy.
And that’s what we have right here. You have the Planning Department that has set this whole -which is sponsoring the reservoir project. And the policy and the SEIR is being fixed around that
policy.”
(Alvin Ja, CPC Hearing, September 12, 2019 [I-JA1-1])

“Please deliver to Jeanie Poling, Senior Planner in the Planning Department, my heartfelt objection
to the Balboa Reservoir Draft Subsequent Environmental Impact Report.”
(Judge Quentin L. Kopp, Email, September 23, 2019 [I-KOPP-1])

“Please reject this EIR. If you want one in reality and not the stylized façade this one is, then have
all the stakeholders participate in creating one to see the truth of what’s going on in this
neighborhood. Thank you for your time.”
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(Ken Kowalski, Member, Westwood Park Homeowners Association, CPC Hearing, September 12, 2019
[I-KOWALSKI-4])

“This monster sized project is inappropriate for this site.”
(Fred Muhlheim, Email, September 23, 2019 [I-MUHLHEIM-8])

“By no means should the higher density option be considered.”
(Ed Osawa, Email, September 22, 2019 [I-OSAWA-9])

“As the homeowners at 1222 Plymouth Avenue, we are opposed to any proposal for more than the
least amount of density, number of units possible and the highest percentage of parking spaces.”
(G. Scott Osten & Ralph J. Torrez, Email, September 19, 2019 [I-OSTEN-1])

“I'm frankly terrified at the idea of having the reservoir sold to a Private developer. PLEASE don't.
I live in Westwood Park. I'm a student and a former instructor of CCSF. As a former coordinator
of a CCSF academic program, it is now very difficult to find instructors as there aren't affordable
housing and many of the positions are part time. Even full time instructors find it difficult to
live in S.F.”
(Eve Tarquino, Email, September 12, 2019 [I-TARQUINO-1])

“I’m against building any 1,200 units.”
(Hedda Tima, CPC Hearing, September 12, 2019 [I-TIMA-5])

“I have read about the Balboa Reservoir DSEIR and feel that I must formally express my opposition
to the current draft.”
(Andy Weyer, Email, September 20, 2019 [I-WEYER-1])

“Steve Zeltzer, United Public Workers for Action. I think we see today, already, the results of your
disastrous Planning Commission decisions. Warrior Stadium is a good example of that. You
approved that without proper transit. A violation of your rules, but you did it because you’re
basically a kept commission, which represents the developers. That’s why all today you’ve been
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going along with whatever the developers want. You’re saying to hell with the people of San
Francisco, it’s okay to have more gridlock.
Now, this project, at Ocean, the Balboa Reservoir, is a project that will destroy City College of San
Francisco. That’s not in your plans, although that will be the result. To have construction, massive
construction and 1,500 condos next to the college prevents the college from developing. It will
create chaos. But you don’t really give a damn about City College or the people of San Francisco
because you represent the developers.
That’s what I think more and more people understand who come here; they see you as shills for
the developers. The fact of the matter is this is a corrupt operation and the City of San Francisco
has spent millions of dollars for Avalon for these meetings, staged meetings to really grease the
way for this development. These homes, these condos are not for the people of San Francisco,
working people, students, professors; they’re for people who have a lot of money, who can afford
million-dollar condos. That’s not the kind of construction we need. We need working class
construction.”
(Steve Zeltzer, United Public Workers for Action, CPC Hearing, September 12, 2019 [I-ZELTZER-1])

“Avalon and the developers are interested in one thing, profit, profiteering off the land of San
Francisco. We need working class housing in San Francisco, not more million-dollar condos. But
that’s, apparently, what you are driven to do by the developers who appointed you and who you
represent.”
(Steve Zeltzer, United Public Workers for Action, CPC Hearing, September 12, 2019 [I-ZELTZER-3])

Response ME-2: Opposition to the Proposed Project
Comments express opposition to the project generally or to particular aspects of the proposed
project options based on its merits. Comments also include general statements about the adequacy
of the draft SEIR.
Comments include general statements that the proposed project would worsen traffic in the area,
disrupt City College students, remove parking used by City College students, prevent City College
expansion, and cause health impacts. The draft SEIR evaluates transportation and air quality health
risk impacts of the proposed project in Sections 3.B, Transportation and Circulation, and 3.D, Air
Quality, respectively. Responses to comments related to transportation and air quality are
addressed in Sections 4.C, Transportation and Circulation, and 4.E, Air Quality, in this RTC.
These comments, in and of themselves, do not raise specific environmental issues about the
adequacy or accuracy of the draft SEIR’s coverage of physical environmental impacts that require
a response in this RTC document under CEQA Guidelines section 15088. Although general
opposition of the proposed project do not raise specific issues concerning the adequacy or accuracy
of the draft EIR under CEQA, such comments, including recommendations for modifications to
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the project, may be considered and weighed by the decision-makers prior to rendering a final
decision to approve, modify, or disapprove the proposed project. This consideration is carried out
independent of the environmental review process.
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CHAPTER 5

Draft SEIR Revisions
This chapter presents text changes for the Balboa Reservoir Project draft SEIR. The revisions reflect
changes identified in RTC Chapter 2, Revisions and Clarifications to the Project Description, RTC
Chapter 4, Comments and Responses, or staff-initiated text changes, all of which clarify, expand,
or update information and/or graphics presented in the draft SEIR. Staff-initiated changes to clarify
information presented in the draft SEIR are highlighted with an asterisk (*) in the margin to
distinguish them from text changes in response to comments. For each change, new language is
double underlined, while deleted text is shown in strikethrough. The changes are organized in the
order of the draft SEIR and initial study table of contents.
These revisions do not result in any changes in the draft SEIR conclusions prepared pursuant to
CEQA, and thus do not constitute “new information of substantial importance” within the meaning
of CEQA Guidelines section 15162(a)(3). Therefore, recirculation of the draft SEIR is not required.

5.A
*

Revisions to the Table of Contents, Summary, and
Introduction Chapter

To be consistent with the revisions made under the applicable resource topics in
response to comments, p. viii of the SEIR Table of Contents is revised as follows:
Table 3.B-8

*

Existing Transit DelayExisting Transit Travel Times ..................................... 3.B-22

To reflect the addition of Appendix C4, Transit Delay Analysis and Capital
Improvements Memorandum and Appendix I, Updated Health Risk Assessment
Memorandum, p. vi of the SEIR Table of Contents has been revised as follows (deleted
text is shown in strikethrough and new text is shown in double underline):
Appendices
A Notice of Preparation
B Initial Study
C Transportation Supporting Information
C1 Travel Demand Memorandum
C2 Transit Assessment Memorandum
C3 Freight Loading Data
C4 Transit Delay Analysis and Capital Improvements Memorandum
D Noise Supporting Information
D1 Construction Noise Model Output
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D2 Traffic Noise Model Output
D3 Calculations of Long-Term Noise Metrics
D4 Sound Level Meter Reports
E Air Quality Technical Memorandum
F Water Supply Assessment
G Biological Resources Supporting Information
H Balboa Park Station Area Plan PEIR Mitigation Measures
I Updated Health Risk Assessment Memorandum
The new Appendix C4 and Appendix I are provided at the end of this RTC chapter.
To be consistent with the revisions made under the applicable resource topics in response to
comments, the following revisions are made to Table S-2, Summary of Impacts of the Proposed
Project—Disclosed in this Draft SEIR including the Initial Study.

*

The third paragraph on draft SEIR p. S-5 is revised as follows (deleted text is shown in
strikethrough and new text is shown in double underline):
Construction phasing is shown in Figure 2-18, Proposed Developer’s Option
Construction Phasing, p. 2-40, and Figure 2-19, Additional Housing Option
Construction Phasing, p. 2-41. The project characteristics presented above (including the
total number of residential units, square footage of commercial use, acres of open space,
bicycle and automobile spaces) are totals based on full buildout and completion of all
phases of the proposed project. Construction would generally occur between the hours of
7 a.m. and 8 p.m., up to seven days a week, consistent with San Francisco Police Code
section 2908. Certain construction activities such as large concrete pours, may require
earlier start or later finish times to accommodate such time-specific activities, and could
include one concrete pour per building, which could occur a total of 12 times throughout
the project construction period. Such Cconstruction activities that extend beyond normal
hours would be subject to review, permitting, and approval by the San Francisco
Department of Building Inspection.
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*

In Table S-2, Mitigation Measure M-C-TR-4 on draft SEIR p. S-13 is revised as follows (deleted text is shown in strikethrough and
new text is shown in double underline):
(REVISED) TABLE S-2
SUMMARY OF IMPACTS OF THE PROPOSED PROJECT–DISCLOSED IN THIS SEIR INCLUDING THE INITIAL STUDY [EXCERPT]

Environmental Impact

Level of
Significance prior
to Mitigation

Level of
Significance
after Mitigation

Improvement/Mitigation Measures

SEIR Section 3.B,Transportation and Circulation [EXCERPT]
Impact C-TR-4: The proposed
project, in combination with
reasonably foreseeable future
projects, may result in a potentially
significant cumulative impact
related to public transit delay and
the project could contribute
considerably.
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Mitigation Measure M-C-TR-4: Monitor Cumulative Transit Travel Times and Implement
Measures to Reduce Transit Delay. The project sponsor, under either project option, shall monitor
cumulative transit travel times for the identified route segments of the K/T Third/Ingleside, 29 Sunset,
43 Masonic, and 49 Van Ness/Mission lines to determine if a route does not meet its performance
standard. If applicable, the project sponsor shall implement feasible measures (as developed in
consultation with SFMTA) to reduce transit delay and meet the transit travel time performance
standard for the identified segments of the K/T Third/Ingleside, 29 Sunset, and 43 Masonic.

SUM

Transit Travel Time Performance StandardRoutes and Study Segments. Existing transit travel
times and performance standards for the routes subject to this measure, including study segment and
time periods, are shown in Table M-C-TR-4. The following routes and study segments shown in
Table M-C-TR-4 represent routes and study segmentswould most likely to have aexperience
cumulative transit delay impact to which the project would have a considerable cumulative
contribution.


K/T Third/Ingleside (outbound): Jules Avenue/Ocean Avenue to Balboa Park Bay Area Rapid
Transit (BART)



K/T Third/Ingleside (inbound): San Jose Avenue/Geneva Avenue to Dorado Terrace/Ocean
Avenue



29 Sunset (outbound): Plymouth Avenue/Ocean Avenue to Mission St/Persia Avenue



29 Sunset (inbound): Mission St/Persia Avenue to Plymouth Avenue/Ocean Avenue



43 Masonic (outbound): Gennessee Street/Monterey Boulevard to Geneva Avenue/Howth Street



43 Masonic (inbound): Geneva Avenue/Howth Street to Foerster Street/Monterey Boulevard
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(REVISED) TABLE S-2
SUMMARY OF IMPACTS OF THE PROPOSED PROJECT–DISCLOSED IN THIS SEIR INCLUDING THE INITIAL STUDY [EXCERPT]

Environmental Impact

Level of
Significance prior
to Mitigation

Level of
Significance
after Mitigation

Improvement/Mitigation Measures

TABLE M-C-TR-4
TRANSIT TRAVEL TIME PERFORMANCE STANDARD
Existing Transit
Travel Timea
Transit
Line
Study Segment

Performance
Standardb

A.M. Peak
Period

P.M. Peak
Period

A.M. Peak
Period

P.M. Peak
Period

Jules Ave/Ocean Ave to Balboa
Park BART

3:30

8:42

7:30

12:42

San Jose Ave/Geneva Ave to
Dorado Terr/Ocean Ave

3:28

10:03

7:28

11:28

Plymouth Ave/Ocean Ave to Mission
St/Persia Ave

8:01

12:09

12:01

16:01

Mission St/Persia Ave to Plymouth
Ave/Ocean Ave

7:10

9:55

11:10

15:10

Frida Kahlo Way/CCSF South
Entrance to Foerster St/Monterey Blvd

4:20

4:37

8:20

8:37

Gennessee St/Monterey Blvd to Frida
Kahlo Way/CCSF South Entrance

4:16

4:23

8:16

8:23

Frida Kahlo Way/CCSF South
Entrance to Mission St/Persia Ave

5:22

10:04

9:22

14:04

Mission St/Ocean Ave to Frida Kahlo
Way/CCSF South Entrance

7:18

11:25

11:18

15:25

K/T

29

43

49

SOURCE:

Kittelson & Associates, Inc. 2019; SFMTA Automatic Vehicle Location Data, 2019.

NOTES:
a Kittelson staff collected transit travel time data along route segments via onboard surveys. Transit travel times
were collected on Tuesday, April 2, 2019, during the weekday a.m. peak period (7 to 9 a.m.) and the weekday
p.m. peak period (4 to 6 p.m.). Staff boarded a transit vehicle at the route start point and recorded the travel time
between each stop and the dwell time at each stop. Onboard survey data was used to supplement and verify
automatic vehicle location data provided by SFMTA. Agencies may determine to update the existing baseline
transit travel times closer to commencement of construction.
b The performance standard is calculated as the existing transit travel time plus four minutes, or half the headway
of a route with headways of less than eight minutes.
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5. Draft SEIR Revisions
5.A. Revisions to the Table of Contents, Summary, and Introduction Chapter

(REVISED) TABLE S-2
SUMMARY OF IMPACTS OF THE PROPOSED PROJECT–DISCLOSED IN THIS SEIR INCLUDING THE INITIAL STUDY [EXCERPT]

Environmental Impact

Level of
Significance prior
to Mitigation

Level of
Significance
after Mitigation

Improvement/Mitigation Measures
Monitoring and Reporting. The project sponsor shall retain a transportation consultant to monitor
and report cumulative transit travel times to determine if a route exceeds its performance standard
and the project’s fair share contribution to such exceedance, if applicable. The transportation
consultant shall be on a list of qualified consultants at the SFMTA or San Francisco Planning
Department (agencies). The monitoring plan is subject to agencies’ review and approval. All reporting
documents are also subject to review and approval by the agencies. The agencies may modify the
monitoring and reporting program to account for transit route or transportation network changes, or
major changes to the project’s development program.
Timing. The project sponsor shall retain a transportation consultant within one year of occupancy of
one new major building80 at the City College of San Francisco Ocean Avenue campus (City College)
and at least 750 units are occupied at the project site.
The transportation consultant shall submit its first transit travel time reporting document to the
agencies within 18 months of occupancy of one new major building at the City College San Francisco
Ocean Avenue campus (City College) and at least 750 units are occupied at the project site.
Thereafter, the transportation consultant shall submit annual reporting documents until the project
sponsor meets it terms for this measure.
Collection and Reporting Details. For each reporting document, the transportation consultant shall collect
transit travel time data during the a.m. peak (7 to 9 a.m.) and p.m. peak (4 to 6 p.m.) periods during three
consecutive, non-holiday weekdays (Tuesday, Wednesday or Thursday) when City College is in typical
(i.e., non-finals or spring break week) session. The transportation consultant may use automatic vehicle
location on the routes to average the transit travel time data for the peak hour within the peak period of
each route in both the inbound and outbound directions along the study segment. Transit travel time
surveys shall be conducted within the same month for each reporting period.
For the first reporting document, the transportation consultant shall collect and report additional data
during the peak periods to determine the project sponsor’s fair-share impacts of the cumulative transit
delay. The transportation consultant may use methodologies such as cordons, intersection counts, or
video cameras to determine traffic congestion and reentry delay attributable to the project and
intercept surveys to determine passenger boarding/alighting delay attributable to the project. Agencies
will determine if the collecting and reporting of this subsequent data is required for subsequent
reporting documents (e.g., if a route exceeds or is close to exceeding the performance standard in a
prior reporting document).
Implement Fair-Share of Capital Improvement Measures. If the agencies determine a route does
not meet its performance standard and the project contributes greater than or equal to two minutes’
delay to that route, the The project sponsor shall implement contribute funds for the following capital

80

A new major building is City College of San Francisco Ocean Avenue campus construction post-2019 that results in a cumulative net addition of more than 50,000
square feet to an existing building(s) or a new building(s), or a new or expanded parking facility of more than a 50,000 square feet.
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5.A. Revisions to the Table of Contents, Summary, and Introduction Chapter

(REVISED) TABLE S-2
SUMMARY OF IMPACTS OF THE PROPOSED PROJECT–DISCLOSED IN THIS SEIR INCLUDING THE INITIAL STUDY [EXCERPT]

Environmental Impact

Level of
Significance prior
to Mitigation

Level of
Significance
after Mitigation

Improvement/Mitigation Measures
improvement measures that reduce transit travel times. These measures are subject to agency
approval and could include:
1. Signal Timing Modifications at Ocean Avenue/Brighton Avenue. The project sponsor shall fund
the design and construction of signal timing modifications and restriping, as needed, at the Ocean
Avenue/Brighton Avenue intersection. The existing traffic signal shall be modified to prohibit
eastbound left turns and provide a protected green arrow signal phase for westbound left turns.
2. Signal Timing Modifications at Ocean Avenue/Plymouth Avenue. The project sponsor shall fund
the design and construction of signal timing modifications and restriping, as needed, at the Ocean
Avenue/Plymouth Avenue intersection. The existing traffic signal shall be modified to prohibit
eastbound left turns and provide a protected green arrow signal phase for westbound left turns.
3. Bus Boarding Island on Southbound Frida Kahlo Way. The project sponsor shall fund the
design and construction of a bus boarding island on southbound Frida Kahlo Way, north of the
Frida Kahlo Way/Geneva Avenue/Ocean Avenue intersection, and restriping, as needed.
The cost of these capital improvement measures is $200,000 (in 2020 dollars; cost shall be escalated
using consumer price index (CPI) to year of payment), and shall be considered the project’s fair share
toward mitigating this significant cumulative impact. The fair share contribution, as documented by
SFMTA81, shall not exceed this amount (with CPI escalation) across both payment phases. The
project sponsor shall pay $110,000 (plus CPI escalation) to SFMTA prior to issuance of the first
construction document for the first project building in phase 1, and $90,000 (plus CPI escalation) to
SFMTA prior to issuance of the first construction document for the first project building in phase 2.
If SFMTA adopts a strategy to reduce transit travel times to the K/T Third/Ingleside, 29 Sunset, and 43
Masonic that does not involve signal timing modifications or bus boarding islands, the project’s total
contribution shall remain the same, and may be used for other transit travel time saving strategies on
these routes, as deemed appropriate by the SFMTA.
The schedule for implementing capital improvement measures shall be at the discretion of SFMTA, as
designated in the SFMTA’s capital improvements plan.
1. Expansion of measures already included in the project’s transportation demand management
(TDM) Plan (e.g., increases in tailored transportation marketing services, additional bicycle
parking, etc.). The project sponsor shall pay the full cost of implementation.
2. Measures identified in the City’s TDM Program Standards Appendix A (as such appendix may be
amended by the Planning Department from time to time) that have not yet been included in the
project’s TDM Plan. The project sponsor shall pay the full cost of implementation.
3. Other measures not included in the City’s TDM Program Standards Appendix A that the agencies
agree are likely to reduce transit travel times. These other measures may include off-site capital

81

Henderson, Tony, SFMTA, e-mail communication to Elizabeth White, San Francisco Planning Department, and Leigh Lutenski, Office of Economic and Workforce
Development on March 30, 2020.
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(REVISED) TABLE S-2
SUMMARY OF IMPACTS OF THE PROPOSED PROJECT–DISCLOSED IN THIS SEIR INCLUDING THE INITIAL STUDY [EXCERPT]

Environmental Impact

Level of
Significance prior
to Mitigation

Level of
Significance
after Mitigation

Improvement/Mitigation Measures
improvements such as, turn pockets, bus bulbs, queue jumps, turn restrictions, boarding islands,
and/or transit signal priority projects. The project sponsor shall pay their fair share, calculated as
the project’s percent contribution to the increase in transit travel time between baseline and
cumulative conditions, of the selected measures.
Term Condition A: The project sponsor shall monitor, submit reporting documents, and implement
their fair share portion of measures for each route until the agencies determine that three consecutive
reporting documents demonstrate: (1) the route does not exceed its performance standard or (2) the
project does not contribute greater than or equal to two minutes’ delay to a route that exceeds its
performance standard.
Term Condition B: The project sponsor shall be subject to the term condition A for every new major
building at City College or for every additional 250 occupied dwelling units at the project site. The
agencies may waive term Condition B if past reporting documents demonstrate the project has no
potential to contribute to greater than or equal to two minutes’ delay to a route that exceeds or may
exceed its performance standard.

*

In Table S-2, the sixth bullet point of Mitigation Measure M-NO-1 on draft SEIR p. S-18 is revised as follows (deleted text is shown
in strikethrough and new text is shown in double underline):
(REVISED) TABLE S-2: SUMMARY OF IMPACTS OF THE PROPOSED PROJECT–DISCLOSED IN THIS SEIR INCLUDING THE INITIAL STUDY [EXCERPT]

Environmental Impact

Level of
Significance prior
to Mitigation

Level of
Significance
after Mitigation

Improvement/Mitigation Measures

SEIR Section 3.C, Noise [EXCERPT]
Impact NO-1: Project construction
would cause a substantial
temporary or periodic increase in
ambient noise levels at noisesensitive receptors above levels
existing without the project.

S

Mitigation Measure M-NO-1: Construction Noise Control Measures.

SUM

…


Undertake the noisiest activities (e.g., demolition using hoe rams) during times of least
disturbance to surrounding residents and occupants the hours of (9 a.m. to 4 p.m.); and select or
construct haul routes that avoid the North Access Road and the adjacent Archbishop Riordan
High School and residential uses along Plymouth Avenue and Lee Avenue, such as the temporary
or permanent relocation of North Street.

…

Case No. 2018-007883ENV
April 2020

5-7

Balboa Reservoir Project
Responses to Comments

5. Draft SEIR Revisions
5.A. Revisions to the Table of Contents, Summary, and Introduction Chapter

*

In Table S-2, Mitigation Measures M-AQ-2a (Construction Emissions Minimization) and M-AQ-2d (Offset Construction Emissions
for the Compressed Schedule) on SEIR pp. S-21, and S-23 to S-24 are revised as follows (deleted text is shown in strikethrough and
new text is shown in double underline):
(REVISED) TABLE S-2: SUMMARY OF IMPACTS OF THE PROPOSED PROJECT–DISCLOSED IN THIS SEIR INCLUDING THE INITIAL STUDY [EXCERPT]

Environmental Impact

Level of
Significance prior
to Mitigation

Level of
Significance
after Mitigation

Improvement/Mitigation Measures

SEIR Section 3.D, Air Quality [EXCERPT]
…
Impact AQ-2a: During
construction, the proposed project
would generate criteria air
pollutants which would violate an
air quality standard, contribute
substantially to an existing or
projected air quality violation, or
result in a cumulatively
considerable net increase in criteria
air pollutants.

S

Mitigation Measure M-AQ-2a: Construction Emissions Minimization. In the case of the
Developer’s Proposed Option under the compressed three-year construction schedule or in the case
of the Additional Housing Option under either the six-year construction schedule or the compressed
three-year construction schedule, tThe project sponsor or the project sponsor’s contractor shall
comply with the following:

SUM

…
Mitigation Measure M-AQ-2d: Offset Construction Emissions for the Compressed Schedule.
Under the compressed three-year construction schedule for either the Developer’s Proposed Option
or the Additional Housing Option, the project sponsor shall implement this measure. Prior to issuance
of the final certificate of occupancy for the final building associated with Phase 1, the project sponsor,
with the oversight of the Environmental Review Officer (ERO), shall either:
1. Directly fund or implement a specific offset project within San Francisco if available to achieve the
equivalent to a one-time reduction of 2.0 tons per year of ozone precursors for the Developer’s
Proposed Option or 3.2 tons per year of ozone precursors for the Additional Housing Option. To
qualify under this mitigation measure, the specific emissions offset project must result in emission
reductions within the San Francisco Bay Area Air Basin that would not otherwise be achieved
through compliance with existing regulatory requirements. A preferred offset project would be one
implemented locally within the City and County of San Francisco. Prior to implementing the offset
project, it must be approved by the ERO. The project sponsor shall notify the ERO within six
months of completion of the offset project for verification; or
2. Pay mitigation offset fees to the Bay Area Air Quality Management District Bay Area Clean Air
Foundation or other governmental entity or third party. The mitigation offset fee, currently
estimated at approximately $30,000 per weighted ton, plus an administrative fee of no more than
5 percent of the total offset, shall fund one or more emissions reduction projects within the
San Francisco Bay Area Air Basin. The fee will be determined by the planning departmentERO,
the project sponsor, and the air district governmental entity or third party responsible for
administering the funds, and be based on the type of projects available at the time of the payment.
This fee is intended to fund emissions reduction projects to achieve reductions of 2.0 tons per
year of ozone precursors for the Developer’s Proposed Option or 3.2 tons per year of ozone
precursors for the Additional Housing Option, which is the amount required to reduce emissions
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Environmental Impact

Level of
Significance prior
to Mitigation

Level of
Significance
after Mitigation

Improvement/Mitigation Measures
below significance levels after implementation of other identified mitigation measures as currently
calculated.
The agreement that specifies fees and timing of payment shall be signed by the project sponsor,
the air district governmental entity or third party responsible for administering the funds, and the
ERO prior to issuance of the first site permit. This offset payment shall total the predicted 2.0 tons
per year of ozone precursors for the Developer’s Proposed Option or 3.2 tons per year of ozone
precursors for the Additional Housing Option above the 10-ton-per-year threshold after
implementation of Mitigation Measures M-AQ-2a, M-AQ-2b, and M-AQ-2c.
The total emission offset amount is presented above was calculated by summing the maximum
daily construction of ROG and NOx (pounds/day), multiplying by 260 work days per year, and
converting to tons. The amount represents the total estimated operational and constructionrelated ROG and NOx emissions offsets required. No reductions are needed for operations or
overlapping construction and operations.
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*

The text on SEIR p. 1-14 is revised as follows to include Appendix C3 and to reflect the
addition of Appendix C4, Transit Delay Analysis and Capital Improvements
Memorandum and Appendix I, Updated Health Risk Assessment Memorandum
(deleted text is shown in strikethrough and new text is shown in double underline):
–

–

Appendix C: Transportation Supporting Information


Appendix C1: Travel Demand Memorandum



Appendix C2: Transit Assessment Memorandum



Appendix C3: Freight Loading Data



Appendix C4: Transit Delay Analysis and Capital Improvements Memorandum

Appendix D: Noise Supporting Information


Appendix D1: Construction Noise Model Output



Appendix D2: Traffic Noise Model Output



Appendix D3: Calculations of Long-Term Noise Metrics



Appendix D4: Sound Level Meter Reports

–

Appendix E: Air Quality Technical Memorandum

–

Appendix F: Water Supply Assessment

–

Appendix G: Biological Resources Supporting Information

–

Appendix H: Balboa Park Station Area Plan PEIR Mitigation Measures

–

Appendix I: Updated Health Risk Assessment Memorandum

5.B

Revisions to Chapter 2, Project Description

The following figure has been revised to show the revised street ownership; the revised
figure is provided at the end of this chapter.


Figure 2-12 on draft SEIR p. 2-27

The last paragraph on SEIR p. 2-7 is revised as follows:
The site does not contain any permanent structures and currently contains 1,007 surface
vehicular parking spaces. The lot provides overflow vehicular parking for City College
students, faculty, and staff.26 The San Francisco Municipal Transportation Agency
(SFMTA) is also temporarily using a portion of the project site for SFMTA employee
parking, under an agreement with SFPUC. The SFMTA started temporarily using on
October 1, 2019, an approximate 29,100-square-foot area of the project site. This temporary
use will expire September 2020.
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The paragraph under Section 2.E.1, Developer’s Proposed Option on SEIR p. 2-13 is
revised as follows:
The Developer’s Proposed Option would include up to 1.64 million gsf in new
construction on 10 Blocks (Figure 2-4, Developer’s Proposed Option Site Plan and Height
Ranges). Construction under this option would provide 1,100 residential units totaling
about 1.3 million gsf. Housing would be provided on each block. A total of up to 50 percent
of the new units would be designated affordable to persons earning between 55 and
120 percent of the area median income, depending on market surveys, funding source
restrictions and other stakeholder input on the affordable housing plan. Affordable
housing would be distributed throughout the site. For purposes of this SEIR, the unit mix
is assumed to be 40 percent studio/one bedroom units and 60 percent two-or-morebedroom units. The project proposes to provide approximately 150 moderate-income
dwelling units (as a component of the project’s 50 percent affordable housing element) that
would be deed-restricted to occupancy by educator households with an average income of
100 percent of the area median income. Households with at least one full-time employee
of the City College of San Francisco or San Francisco Unified School District would have
preferential priority for all educator dwelling units, with City College households having
first priority and San Francisco Unified School District households having second priority.
Figure 2-5, Ground Floor Use Plan for Developer’s Proposed Option, presents the
proposed ground floor use plan at the project site. With the exception of the townhome
blocks (Blocks TH1 and TH2), the ground floor areas on all blocks could include common
spaces, building lobbies, residential units, as well as utility and parking access. As shown
in Figure 2-5, the ground floor of Block B would contain approximately 10,000 gsf of
childcare and community space. Approximately 7,500 gsf of retail space, including a café,
could be provided on the ground level of Block A, C, D, E, or F.

The first bullet under Section 2.E.6, Vehicle Parking and Loading, on SEIR p. 2-23 is
revised as follows:


Developer’s Proposed Option: The Developer’s Proposed Option would provide a
total of up to 1,300 off-street vehicle parking spaces. Figure 2-10, Developer’s
Proposed Option Parking Facilities and Street Parking Plan, illustrates the proposed
off-street parking locations. Up to 550 off-street parking spaces for project residents
may be located in parking garages below grade at Blocks A, B, C, D, F, and G and in
the townhomes. In addition to resident parking, the Developer’s Proposed Option
would include a below-grade multilevel public garage of up to 750 spaces located
under Blocks A and B and accessed from South Street. Alternatively, the public
parking could be located in several of the residential garages. The Developer’s
Proposed Option would include a minimum of seven car-share parking spaces located
on streets and in buildings. In addition, the Developer’s Proposed Option would
include approximately six on-street freight loading areas and approximately eight
passenger loading areas along the internal streets.
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The text on SEIR p. 2-39 is revised as follows to clarify the compressed schedule:
As stated in the footnote to Table 2-2, the phasing of project implementation would be
subject to changes due to market conditions and other unanticipated factors.
Consequently, construction could be complete as early as 2024 under a compressed
schedule or extend beyond 2027. If construction occurs over a shorter period than shown
in Table 2-2 (e.g., Phases 1 and 2 occurring simultaneously following Phase 0), a relatively
larger amount of construction would take place during a relatively shorter period of time
of three years, thereby increasing the typical daily construction activity. Phase 0 would
occur in 2021, followed by Phases 1 and 2 occurring simultaneously for approximately 24
months from 2022 to 2023, and completed by early 2024. The construction analysis in SEIR
Chapter 3, Environmental Setting, Impacts, and Mitigation Measures, is generally based
on conservative assumptions where appropriate and described in the “Approach to
Analysis” section of the resource topic area.

Section 2.I.1, State and Regional Agencies on SEIR p. 2-50 is revised as follows:
California Department of Transportation


*

Transportation permit for oversized or excessive load vehicles

Section 2.I.2, Local Agencies on SEIR pp. 2-50 to 2-51 is revised as follows to update or
correct local agency approval actions:

2.I.2 Local Agencies
San Francisco Board of Supervisors


Adoption of CEQA findings



Approval of general plan amendments



Approval of planning code amendments (SUD) and associated zoning map and height
map amendments



Approval of a development agreement



Approval of final subdivision map(s)



Approval of dedications and easements for public improvements, and acceptance of
public improvements, as necessary



Approval of an amended easement and access agreement with City College ofthe San
Francisco Community College District for roadway access and any joint development
of streets, if applicable



Approval of a resolution(s) authorizing the sale of property under SFPUC jurisdiction
and various license agreements for use, construction, and open space on SFPUC
property



Approval of a resolution acknowledging City’s intention to fund affordable housing
in the project
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San Francisco Planning Commission


Certification of the final SEIR



Adoption of CEQA findings



Approval of special use district design standards and guidelines



Initiation and recommendation to the San Francisco Board of Supervisors to approve
amendments to the general plan



Initiation and recommendation to the San Francisco Board of Supervisors to approve
planning code amendments adopting an SUD and associated zoning map
amendments



Approval of Design Standards and Guidelines



Recommendation to the San Francisco Board of Supervisors to approve a development
agreement

San Francisco Public Utilities Commission or General Manager


Adoption of CEQA findings



Actions and approvals related to a development agreement and purchase and sale an
agreement for the sale of property under SFPUC jurisdiction, and various license
agreements for use, construction, and open space on SFPUC property and other
actions and approvals related to its jurisdictional authority



Approval of an amended easement and access agreement with the San Francisco
Community College District for roadway access and any joint development of streets,
if applicable

San Francisco Department of Public Works


Actions and approvals related to its jurisdictional authority

San Francisco Municipal Transportation Agency


Actions and approvals related to a development agreement and approval of transit
improvements, public improvements and infrastructure, including certain roadway
improvements, stop controls, bicycle infrastructure and loading zones, to the extent
included in the project

San Francisco Fire Department


Actions and approvals related to its jurisdictional authority

San Francisco Department of Building Inspection


Approval and issuance of demolition, grading, and site construction permits



Nighttime construction permit, if required

San Francisco Department of Public Health


Actions and approvals related to its jurisdictional authority
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City College of San Francisco Community College District

5.C
*



Act as responsible agency under CEQA



Approval of an amended easement and access agreement

Revisions to Section 3.A.6, Approach to
Cumulative Impact Analysis

To update the status of the potential City College east basin parking garage project and
passage of San Francisco Proposition A bond measure on March 3, 2020, the SEIR text
is revised on pp. 3.A-13 to 3.A-14 as follows:
At subsequent 2019 Board of Trustees meetings, City College staff presented a facilities
planning update on a potential bond measure that would be anticipated to fund
construction of the facilities master plan projects, shown under the “Bond Measure”
column in Table 3.A-2. In that update, a number of the facilities master plan projects were
included in the list of potential bond-funded improvements. However, the East Basin
Parking Garage was no longer included, the Performing Arts and Education Center was
replaced by a new Diego Rivera Theater and a smaller STEAM building (both on the east
basin), and a Student Development Building was proposed at the location of the existing
Creative Arts Extension Building. The bond measure passed on March 3, 2020. The bond
measure identified the types of projects the measure would fund, but generally didn’t
identify specific projects like those shown in the table. The various types of projects that
could be funded through the bond are subject to approval by the City College Board of
Trustees.
To support the college’s projected increase in enrollment, the Balboa Reservoir project
sponsor may fund a portion of a study addressing a potential City College garage on the
east basin, if the college decides to consider pursuing such a project. A parking garage on
the east basin would have independent utility from the Balboa Reservoir project—in other
words, the east basin parking garage could move forward regardless of whether the Balboa
Reservoir project on the west basin occurs. Consequently, this SEIR analysis need not
address an east basin parking lot as part of the Balboa Reservoir project other than
accounting for it as part of the cumulative analysis.
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5.D
*

Revisions to Section 3.B, Transportation and
Circulation

Table 3.B-2 on draft SEIR p. 3.B-10 is revised as follows (deleted text is shown in
strikethrough and new text is shown in double underline):
TABLE 3.B-2
VEHICULAR COUNTS AT STUDY INTERSECTIONS
Number of Vehiclesa,b
Number

Intersection

A.M. Peak Hour

P.M. Peak Hour

1

Ocean Avenue/Miramar Avenue

1,833

1,876

2

Ocean Avenue/Lee Avenue

1,898

2,021

3

Ocean Avenue/Frida Kahlo Way/Geneva Avenue

2,090

2,293

4

Ocean Avenue/San Jose Avenue

1,376

1,413

5

Ocean Avenue/Plymouth Avenue

1,841

1,866

6

San Ramon Way/Southwood Drive/Plymouth Avenue

422268

409226

7

Greenwood Avenue/Plymouth Avenue

430

397

8

Geneva Avenue/San Jose Avenue

2,590

2,485

9

Judson Avenue/Frida Kahlo Way

1,030

1,040

10

Judson Avenue/Hazelwood Avenue

437

341

11

Judson Avenue/Gennessee Street

851

780

12

Monterey Boulevard/Gennessee Street

1,684

1,636

13

Cloud Circle (N)/Frida Kahlo Way

750

923

14

Cloud Circle (S)/Frida Kahlo Way

1,074

1,210

15

City College Upper Reservoir Lot (N)/Frida Kahlo Way

750

923

16

City College Upper Reservoir Lot (S)/Frida Kahlo Way

1,074

1,210

17

I-280 SB Off Ramp/Ocean Avenue

1,505

1,509

18

I-280 SB Ramps/Geneva Avenue

2,463

2,590

19

I-280 NB Ramps/Geneva Avenue

2,653

2,642

20

I-280 NB Ramps/Ocean Avenue

1,101

1,207

21

Ocean Avenue/Brighton Avenue

1,708

1,846

22

Ocean Avenue/Harold Avenue

1,905

1,981

23

Holloway Avenue/Lee Avenue

440

378

SOURCE:

Quality Counts, 2018.

NOTES:
a Vehicle volume (number of vehicles) reflects the sum of all turning movements at the intersection.
b The weekday a.m. peak hour is the peak one hour (four consecutive 15-minute intervals) of vehicle traffic occurring
between 7 a.m. and 9 a.m. The weekday p.m. peak hour is the peak one hour (four consecutive 15-minute intervals) of
vehicle traffic occurring between 4 p.m. and 6 p.m.
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*

The text on draft SEIR pp. 3.B-22 to 3.B-23 is revised as follows (deleted text is shown
in strikethrough and new text is shown in double underline):
Muni transit operations in the study area were evaluated using transit delay analysis. The
transit delay analysis presents the delay associated with traffic congestion, transit reentry,
and passenger boarding along the following corridors and Muni lines for the weekday a.m.
and p.m. peak hours:


Frida Kahlo Way from Judson Avenue to Ocean Avenue (Line 43)



Ocean Avenue from Plymouth Avenue to San Jose Avenue (Lines K, 29, 49)



Geneva Avenue from City College Terminal to San Jose Avenue (Lines 8, 8BX, 43, 54)



K/T Third/Ingleside:







–

Jules Avenue/Ocean Avenue to Balboa Park BART Station (outbound)

–

San Jose Avenue/Geneva Avenue to Dorado Terrace/Ocean Avenue (inbound)

29 Sunset
–

Plymouth Avenue/Ocean Avenue to Mission Street/Persia Avenue (outbound)

–

Mission Street/Persia Avenue to Plymouth Avenue/Ocean Avenue (inbound)

43 Masonic
–

Geneva Avenue/Howth Street to Foerster Street/Monterey Boulevard (inbound)

–

Gennessee Street/Monterey Boulevard to Geneva Avenue/Howth Street
(outbound)

49 Van Ness/Mission
–

Frida Kahlo Way/CCSF South Entrance to Mission Street/Persia Avenue (inbound)

–

Mission Street/Ocean Avenue to Frida Kahlo Way/City College South Entrance
(outbound)

The results of the transit delay analysis are summarized in Table 3.B-8, Existing Transit
Delay Existing Transit Travel Times, and provided in Attachment C, Corridor Delay
Analysis Synchro Worksheets, and Attachment D, Transit Reentry and Passenger
Boarding Delay Analysis Calculations, of SEIR Appendix C2, Transit Assessment
Memorandum. Transit ridership and capacity analysis are provided in Attachment F
(transit ridership and capacity analysis) of SEIR Appendix C2 for informational purposes.
Table 3.B-8 presents the estimated seconds of delay a transit vehicle encounters travel
times during the a.m. and p.m. peak hours along each of the study corridors.
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TABLE 3.B-8
EXISTING TRANSIT DELAY
Weekday a.m. Peak Hour (seconds of delay)

Weekday p.m. Peak Hour (seconds of delay)

Northbound/
Eastbound

Southbound/
Westbound

Northbound/
Eastbound

Southbound/
Westbound

3

12

3

25

Ocean Avenue

110

132

113

133

Geneva Avenue

70

48

66

41

Corridor
Frida Kahlo Way

SOURCE:

Kittelson & Associates Inc., 2018.

NOTES:
Transit delay includes corridor delay, transit reentry delay, and passenger boarding delay.

TABLE 3.B-8
EXISTING TRANSIT TRAVEL TIMES
Existing Transit Travel Timea
Transit Line
K/T

29

43

49

SOURCE:

Study Segment

A.M. Peak Period

P.M. Peak Period

Jules Ave/Ocean Ave to Balboa Park BART
(outbound)

3:30

8:42

San Jose Ave/Geneva Ave to Dorado Terr/Ocean
Ave (inbound)

3:28

10:03

Plymouth Ave/Ocean Ave to Mission St/Persia
Ave (outbound)

8:01

12:09

Mission St/Persia Ave to Plymouth Ave/Ocean
Ave (inbound)

7:10

9:55

Geneva Avenue/Howth Street to Foerster
St/Monterey Blvd (inbound)

4:20

4:37

Gennessee St/Monterey Blvd to Geneva
Avenue/Howth Street (outbound)

4:16

4:23

Frida Kahlo Way/City College South Entrance to
Mission St/Persia Ave (outbound)

5:39

10:04

Mission St/Ocean Ave to Frida Kahlo Way/City
College South Entrance (inbound)

7:18

11:25

Kittelson & Associates, Inc. 2019; SFMTA Automatic Vehicle Location Data, 2019.

NOTES:
a Kittelson staff collected transit travel time data along route segments via onboard surveys. Transit travel times were collected on
Tuesday, April 2, 2019, during the weekday a.m. peak period (7 to 9 a.m.) and the weekday p.m. peak period (4 to 6 p.m.). Staff
boarded a transit vehicle at the route start point and recorded the travel time between each stop and the dwell time at each stop.
Onboard survey data was used to supplement and verify automatic vehicle location data provided by SFMTA.

As shown in Table 3.B-8, the highest transit delays most variability in transit travel times
are experienced along Ocean Avenue between Plymouth Avenue and Judson Avenue in
the westbound direction where there is a difference in travel times of over 6.5 minutes
between the weekday a.m. and p.m. peak hours. This is primarily caused by the vehicular
traffic at the Ocean Avenue/San Jose Avenue intersection during the weekday p.m. peak
hour, which operates with an average intersection delay above 100 seconds. Additionally,
as a result of the high volume of vehicle traffic volumes in the curbside travel lane on
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westbound Ocean Avenue (between 900 and 930 vehicles per hour) transit vehicles in this
corridor typically experience transit reentry delays of around 11 seconds.

*

Footnote 96 on draft SEIR p. 3.B-52 is revised as follows (deleted text is shown in
strikethrough and new text is shown in double underline):
The threshold uses the adopted the Transit First Policy, City Charter section 8A.103(c)1,
85, percent on-time performance service standard for Muni, with the charter considering
vehicles arriving more than four minutes beyond a published schedule time late.
96

*

The text on draft SEIR pp. 3.B-73 to 3.B-74 is revised as follows (deleted text is shown
in strikethrough and new text is shown in double underline):
The impact of the proposed project on transit delay (traffic congestion, transit reentry
delay, and passenger boarding delay) was evaluated along the following corridors and
Muni lines for the weekday a.m. and p.m. peak hours:





Frida Kahlo Way from Judson Avenue to Ocean Avenue (Line 43)



Ocean Avenue from Plymouth Avenue to San Jose Avenue (Lines K, 29, 49)



Geneva Avenue from City College Terminal to San Jose Avenue (Lines 8, 8BX, 43, 54)



K/T Third/Ingleside:

Jules Avenue/Ocean Avenue to Balboa Park BART Station (outbound)
–






San Jose Avenue/Geneva Avenue to Dorado Terrace/Ocean Avenue (inbound)

29 Sunset
–

Plymouth Avenue/Ocean Avenue to Mission Street/Persia Avenue (outbound)

–

Mission Street/Persia Avenue to Plymouth Avenue/Ocean Avenue (inbound)

43 Masonic
–

Geneva Avenue/Howth Street to Foerster Street/Monterey Boulevard (inbound)

–

Gennessee Street/Monterey Boulevard to Geneva Avenue/Howth Street
(outbound)

49 Van Ness/Mission
–

Frida Kahlo Way/CCSF South Entrance to Mission Street/Persia Avenue
(outbound)

–

Mission Street/Ocean Avenue to Frida Kahlo Way/City College South Entrance
(inbound)

The results of the transit delay analysis are summarized in Table 3.B-18, Transit Delay
Analysis, and. Synchro travel time calculation worksheets presenting transit delay along
the corridors are provided in Attachment C, Corridor Delay Analysis Synchro Worksheets,
and Attachment D, Transit Reentry and Passenger Boarding Delay Analysis Calculations,
of SEIR Appendix C2, Transit Assessment Memorandum and supplementary transit
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analysis is provided in the SEIR Appendix C4, Transit Delay Analysis and Capital
Improvement Memorandum.
TABLE 3.B-18
TRANSIT DELAY ANALYSIS
Weekday a.m. Peak Hour (seconds of delay)
Northbound/
Eastbound

Corridor

Southbound/
Westbound

Weekday p.m. Peak Hour (seconds of delay)
Northbound/
Eastbound

Southbound/
Westbound

Transit Delay
Existing Conditions
Frida Kahlo Way

5

15

5

28

Ocean Avenue

121

143

124

144

Geneva Avenue

79

53

75

46

Existing plus Developer’s Proposed Option
Frida Kahlo Way

18

74

29

101

Ocean Avenue

187

182

182

244

Geneva Avenue

99

127

117

127

Existing plus Additional Housing Option
Frida Kahlo Way

21

87

46

111

Ocean Avenue

183

207

208

272

Geneva Avenue

109

137

133

137

Project-Related Increase in Delay
Developer’s Proposed Option
Frida Kahlo Way

13

59

24

73

Ocean Avenue

66

39

58

100

Geneva Avenue

20

74

42

81

Frida Kahlo Way

16

72

41

83

Ocean Avenue

62

64

84

128

Geneva Avenue

30

84

58

91

Additional Housing Option

SOURCE:

Kittelson & Associates, Inc. 2018.

NOTES:
Transit delay includes corridor delay, transit reentry delay, and passenger boarding delay.
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TABLE 3.B-18
TRANSIT DELAY ANALYSIS
Transit
Travel Time
A.M.
Peak
Period

Transit
Line
Study Segment

P.M.
Peak
Period

ProjectRelated
Change

Exceeds FourMinute
Threshold?a

A.M.
P.M.
A.M.
Peak
Peak
Peak
Period Period Period

P.M.
Peak
Period

Existing Conditionsb
K/T

29

43

49

Jules/Ocean to Balboa Park BART
(outbound)

3:30

8:42

—

—

—

—

San Jose/Geneva to
Dorado/Ocean (inbound)

3:28

10:03

—

—

—

—

Plymouth/Ocean to Mission/Persia
(outbound)

8:01

12:09

—

—

—

—

Mission/Persia to Plymouth/Ocean
(inbound)

7:10

9:55

—

—

—

—

Geneva/Howth to
Monterey/FoersterC (inbound)

4:50C

5:07C

—

—

—

—

Gennessee/Monterey to
Geneva/HowthC (outbound)

4:27C

4:46C

—

—

—

—

Frida Kahlo/City College South to
Mission/Persia (outbound)

5:39

10:04

—

—

—

—

Mission/Ocean to Frida Kahlo/City
College South (inbound)

7:18

11:25

—

—

—

—

Existing Conditions + Developer’s Proposed Option
K/T

29

43

49

Jules/Ocean to Balboa Park BART
(outbound)

4:36

9:40

1:06

0:58

No

No

San Jose/Geneva to
Dorado/Ocean (inbound)

4:07

11:43

0:39

1:40

No

No

Plymouth/Ocean to Mission/Persia
(outbound)

9:07

13:07

1:06

0:58

No

No

Mission/Persia to Plymouth/Ocean
(inbound)

7:49

11:35

0:39

1:40

No

No

Geneva/Howth to
Monterey/FoersterC (inbound)

5:04C

5:33c

0:14

0:26

No

No

Gennessee/Monterey to
Geneva/HowthC (outbound)

5:37C

5:50c

1:10

1:04

No

No

Frida Kahlo/City College South to
Mission/Persia (outbound)

6:45

11:02

1:06

0:58

No

No

Mission/Ocean to Frida Kahlo/City
College South (inbound)

7:57

13:05

0:39

1:40

No

No

Existing Conditions + Additional Housing Option
K/T

29

Jules/Ocean to Balboa Park BART
(outbound)

4:32

10:06

1:02

1:24

No

No

San Jose/Geneva to
Dorado/Ocean (inbound)

4:32

12:11

1:04

2:08

No

No

Plymouth/Ocean to Mission/Persia
(outbound)

9:03

13:33

1:02

1:24

No

No

Mission/Persia to Plymouth/Ocean
(inbound)

8:14

12:03

1:04

2:08

No

No
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Transit
Travel Time

49

SOURCE:

Exceeds FourMinute
Threshold?a

A.M.
Peak
Period

P.M.
Peak
Period

Geneva/Howth to
Monterey/FoersterC (inbound)

5:07C

6:07C

0:17

1:00

No

No

Gennessee/Monterey to
Geneva/HowthC (outbound)

5:39C

6:07C

1:12

1:21

No

No

Frida Kahlo/City College South to
Mission/Persia (outbound)

6:41

11:28

1:02

1:24

No

No

Mission/Ocean to Frida Kahlo/City
College South (inbound)

8:22

13:33

1:04

2:08

No

No

Transit
Line
Study Segment
43

ProjectRelated
Change

A.M.
P.M.
A.M.
Peak
Peak
Peak
Period Period Period

P.M.
Peak
Period

Kittelson & Associates, Inc. 2019; SFMTA Automatic Vehicle Location Data, 2019.

NOTES:
a The threshold is calculated as the existing transit travel time plus four minutes.
b Kittelson staff collected transit travel time data along route segments via onboard surveys. Transit travel times
were collected on Tuesday, April 2, 2019, during the weekday a.m. peak period (7 to 9 a.m.) and the weekday
p.m. peak period (4 to 6 p.m.). Staff boarded a transit vehicle at the route start point and recorded the travel time
between each stop and the dwell time at each stop. Onboard survey data was used to supplement and verify
automatic vehicle location data provided by SFMTA.
c The Transit Travel Time column for existing conditions represents the 43 line between Geneva Avenue/Howth
Street and Foerster Street/Monterey Boulevard (inbound) or Gennessee Avenue/Monterey Boulevard (outbound),
with collected transit travel time data along the route segment between Frida Kahlo Way/Geneva Avenue/Ocean
Avenue and Foerster Street/Monterey Boulevard (inbound) or Gennessee Avenue/Monterey Boulevard
(outbound), plus the Synchro estimated delay at Frida Kahlo Way/Geneva Avenue/Ocean Avenue. The ProjectRelated Change columns in Table 3.B-18 represent Synchro-estimated increase for the 43 line between Foerster
Street/Monterey Boulevard and Geneva Avenue/Howth Street.

Developer’s Proposed Option
As shown in Table 3.B-18, vehicle and transit trips generated by the Developer’s Proposed
Option would increase transit delay by a maximum of 73 seconds along Frida Kahlo Way
(southbound direction, weekday p.m. peak hour), a maximum of 100 seconds along Ocean
Avenue (westbound direction, weekday p.m. peak hour), and a maximum of 81 seconds
along Geneva Avenue (westbound direction, weekday p.m. peak hour). 1 minute and 40
seconds along Ocean Avenue to the 29, 49, and K/T in the westbound direction during the
weekday p.m. peak hour and a maximum of 1 minute and 6 seconds along Ocean Avenue
i to the 29, 49, and K/T n the eastbound direction during the weekday a.m. peak hour.
Based on an analysis of the project-related change in delay attributable to traffic
congestion, transit reentry, and passenger boardings/alightings, tThe majority of the
transit delay increase is attributable to the increase in passenger boarding delay resulting
from the project-generated transit riders. The Developer’s Proposed Option would not
create additional transit reentry delay during the a.m. or p.m. peak hours.
As shown in Table 3.B-18, tThe Developer’s Proposed Option would not result in transit
delay greater than or equal to four minutes. Therefore, based on the established thresholds
of significance, the Developer’s Proposed Option would result in a less-than-significant
impact related to transit delay.
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Additional Housing Option
As shown in Table 3.B-18, vehicle and transit generated by the Additional Housing Option
would increase transit delay by a maximum of 83 seconds along Frida Kahlo Way,
(southbound direction, weekday p.m. peak hour), a maximum of 128 seconds along Ocean
Avenue (westbound direction, weekday p.m. peak hour), and a maximum of 91 seconds
along Geneva Avenue (westbound direction, weekday p.m. peak hour). 2 minutes and 8
seconds along Ocean Avenue to the 29, 49, and K/T in the westbound direction during the
weekday p.m. peak hour and a maximum of 1 minute and 2 seconds along Ocean Avenue
to the 29, 49, and K/T in the eastbound direction during the weekday a.m. peak hour.
Based on an analysis of the project-related change in delay attributable to traffic
congestion, transit reentry, and passenger boardings/alightings, tThe majority of the
transit delay increase is attributable to the increase in passenger boarding delay resulting
from the project-generated transit riders. The Additional Housing Option would not create
additional transit reentry delay during the a.m. or p.m. peak hours.
As shown in Table 3.B-18, tThe Additional Housing Option would not result in transit
delay greater than or equal to four minutes.123 Therefore, based on the established
thresholds of significance, the Additional Housing Option would result in a less-thansignificant impact related to transit delay.
123

*

Ibid

The last sentence on draft SEIR p. 3.B-79 is revised as follows (deleted text is shown in
strikethrough and new text is shown in double underline):
The Developer’s Proposed Option would construct an up to 750650-space public parking
garage to partially replace the existing 1,007-space surface parking lot on the project site.

*

The following edits update draft SEIR pp. 3.B-95 to 3.B-98, including Mitigation
Measure M-C-TR-4, Implement Measures to Reduce Transit Delay, to reflect the impact
conclusion updates regarding the 49 Van Ness/Mission and transit capital
improvements (deleted text is shown in strikethrough and new text is shown in double
underline):
Mitigation Measure M-C-TR-4: Monitor Cumulative Transit Travel Times and
Implement Measures to Reduce Transit Delay. The project sponsor, under either project
option, shall monitor cumulative transit travel times for the identified route segments of
the K/T Third/Ingleside, 29 Sunset, 43 Masonic, and 49 Van Ness/Mission lines to
determine if a route does not meet its performance standard. If applicable, the project
sponsor shall implement feasible measures (as developed in consultation with SFMTA) to
reduce transit delay and meet the transit travel time performance standard for the
identified segments of the K/T Third/Ingleside, 29 Sunset, and 43 Masonic.
Transit Travel Time Performance StandardRoutes and Study Segments. Existing transit
travel times and performance standards for the routes subject to this measure, including
study segment and time periods, are shown in Table M-C-TR-4. The following routes and
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study segments shown in Table M-C-TR-4 represent routes and study segmentswould
most likely to have a experience cumulative transit delay impact to which the project
would have a considerable cumulative contribution.


K/T Third/Ingleside (outbound): Jules Avenue/Ocean Avenue to Balboa Park Bay
Area Rapid Transit (BART)



K/T Third/Ingleside (inbound): San Jose Avenue/Geneva Avenue to Dorado
Terrace/Ocean Avenue



29 Sunset (outbound): Plymouth Avenue/Ocean Avenue to Mission St/Persia
Avenue



29 Sunset (inbound): Mission St/Persia Avenue to Plymouth Avenue/Ocean
Avenue



43 Masonic (outbound): Gennessee Street/Monterey Boulevard to Geneva
Avenue/Howth Street



43 Masonic (inbound): Geneva Avenue/Howth Street to Foerster Street/Monterey
Boulevard
TABLE M-C-TR-4
TRANSIT TRAVEL TIME PERFORMANCE STANDARD
Existing Transit Travel
Timea

Transit
Line Study Segment

K/T

Performance
Standardb

A.M. Peak
Period

P.M. Peak
Period

A.M. Peak
Period

P.M. Peak
Period

Jules Ave/Ocean Ave to Balboa Park BART

3:30

8:42

7:30

12:42

San Jose Ave/Geneva Ave to Dorado Terr/
Ocean Ave

3:28

10:03

7:28

11:28

Plymouth Ave/Ocean Ave to Mission St/
Persia Ave

8:01

12:09

12:01

16:01

Mission St/Persia Ave to Plymouth Ave/
Ocean Ave

7:10

9:55

11:10

15:10

Frida Kahlo Way/CCSF South Entrance to
Foerster St/Monterey Blvd

4:20

4:37

8:20

8:37

Gennessee St/Monterey Blvd to Frida
Kahlo Way/CCSF South Entrance

4:16

4:23

8:16

8:23

Frida Kahlo Way/CCSF South Entrance to
Mission St/Persia Ave

5:22

10:04

9:22

14:04

Mission St/Ocean Ave to Frida Kahlo Way/
CCSF South Entrance

7:18

11:25

11:18

15:25

29

43

49

SOURCE:

Kittelson & Associates, Inc. 2019; SFMTA Automatic Vehicle Location Data, 2019.

NOTES:
a Kittelson staff collected transit travel time data along route segments via onboard surveys. Transit travel times were collected
on Tuesday, April 2, 2019, during the weekday a.m. peak period (7 to 9 a.m.) and the weekday p.m. peak period (4 to 6 p.m.).
Staff boarded a transit vehicle at the route start point and recorded the travel time between each stop and the dwell time at
each stop. Onboard survey data was used to supplement and verify automatic vehicle location data provided by SFMTA.
Agencies may determine to update the existing baseline transit travel times closer to commencement of construction.
b The performance standard is calculated as the existing transit travel time plus four minutes, or half the headway of a route
with headways of less than eight minutes.
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Monitoring and Reporting. The project sponsor shall retain a transportation consultant to
monitor and report cumulative transit travel times to determine if a route exceeds its
performance standard and the project’s fair share contribution to such exceedance, if
applicable. The transportation consultant shall be on a list of qualified consultants at the
SFMTA or San Francisco Planning Department (agencies). The monitoring plan is subject
to agencies’ review and approval. All reporting documents are also subject to review and
approval by the agencies. The agencies may modify the monitoring and reporting program
to account for transit route or transportation network changes, or major changes to the
project’s development program.
Timing. The project sponsor shall retain a transportation consultant within one year of
occupancy of one new major building82 at the City College of San Francisco Ocean Avenue
campus (City College) and at least 750 units are occupied at the project site.
The transportation consultant shall submit its first transit travel time reporting document
to the agencies within 18 months of occupancy of one new major building at the City
College San Francisco Ocean Avenue campus (City College) and at least 750 units are
occupied at the project site. Thereafter, the transportation consultant shall submit annual
reporting documents until the project sponsor meets it terms for this measure.
Collection and Reporting Details. For each reporting document, the transportation consultant
shall collect transit travel time data during the a.m. peak (7 to 9 a.m.) and p.m. peak (4 to
6 p.m.) periods during three consecutive, non-holiday weekdays (Tuesday, Wednesday or
Thursday) when City College is in typical (i.e., non-finals or spring break week) session.
The transportation consultant may use automatic vehicle location on the routes to average
the transit travel time data for the peak hour within the peak period of each route in both
the inbound and outbound directions along the study segment. Transit travel time surveys
shall be conducted within the same month for each reporting period.
For the first reporting document, the transportation consultant shall collect and report
additional data during the peak periods to determine the project sponsor’s fair-share
impacts of the cumulative transit delay. The transportation consultant may use
methodologies such as cordons, intersection counts, or video cameras to determine traffic
congestion and reentry delay attributable to the project and intercept surveys to determine
passenger boarding/alighting delay attributable to the project. Agencies will determine if
the collecting and reporting of this subsequent data is required for subsequent reporting
documents (e.g., if a route exceeds or is close to exceeding the performance standard in a
prior reporting document).
Implement Fair-Share of Capital Improvement Measures. If the agencies determine a
route does not meet its performance standard and the project contributes greater than or
equal to two minutes’ delay to that route, the The project sponsor shall implement

82

A new major building is City College of San Francisco Ocean Avenue campus construction post-2019 that
results in a cumulative net addition of more than 50,000 square feet to an existing building(s) or a new
building(s), or a new or expanded parking facility of more than a 50,000 square feet.
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contribute funds for the following capital improvement measures that reduce transit travel
times. These measures are subject to agency approval and could include:
1.

Signal Timing Modifications at Ocean Avenue/Brighton Avenue. The project
sponsor shall fund the design and construction of signal timing modifications and
restriping, as needed, at the Ocean Avenue/Brighton Avenue intersection. The existing
traffic signal shall be modified to prohibit eastbound left turns and provide a protected
green arrow signal phase for westbound left turns.

2.

Signal Timing Modifications at Ocean Avenue/Plymouth Avenue. The project
sponsor shall fund the design and construction of signal timing modifications and
restriping, as needed, at the Ocean Avenue/Plymouth Avenue intersection. The
existing traffic signal shall be modified to prohibit eastbound left turns and provide a
protected green arrow signal phase for westbound left turns.

3.

Bus Boarding Island on Southbound Frida Kahlo Way. The project sponsor shall
fund the design and construction of a bus boarding island on southbound Frida Kahlo
Way, north of the Frida Kahlo Way/Geneva Avenue/Ocean Avenue intersection, and
restriping, as needed.

The cost of these capital improvement measures is $200,000 (in 2020 dollars; cost shall be
escalated using consumer price index (CPI) to year of payment) and shall be considered
the project’s fair share toward mitigating this significant cumulative impact. The fair share
contribution, as documented by SFMTA83, shall not exceed this amount (with CPI
escalation) across both payment phases. The project sponsor shall pay $110,000 (plus CPI
escalation) to SFMTA prior to issuance of the first construction document for the first
project building in phase 1, and $90,000 (plus CPI escalation) to SFMTA prior to issuance
of the first construction document for the first project building in phase 2.
If SFMTA adopts a strategy to reduce transit travel times to the K/T Third/Ingleside, 29
Sunset, and 43 Masonic that does not involve signal timing modifications or bus boarding
islands, the project’s total contribution shall remain the same, and may be used for other
transit travel time saving strategies on these routes, as deemed appropriate by the SFMTA.
The schedule for implementing capital improvement measures shall be at the discretion of
SFMTA, as designated in the SFMTA’s capital improvements plan.

83

1.

Expansion of measures already included in the project’s transportation demand
management (TDM) Plan (e.g., increases in tailored transportation marketing services,
additional bicycle parking, etc.). The project sponsor shall pay the full cost of
implementation.

2.

Measures identified in the City’s TDM Program Standards Appendix A (as such
appendix may be amended by the Planning Department from time to time) that have
not yet been included in the project’s TDM Plan. The project sponsor shall pay the full
cost of implementation.

3.

Other measures not included in the City’s TDM Program Standards Appendix A that
the agencies agree are likely to reduce transit travel times. These other measures may

Henderson, Tony, SFMTA, e-mail communication to Elizabeth White, San Francisco Planning Department, and
Leigh Lutenski, Office of Economic and Workforce Development on March 30, 2020.
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include off-site capital improvements such as, turn pockets, bus bulbs, queue jumps,
turn restrictions, boarding islands, and/or transit signal priority projects. The project
sponsor shall pay their fair share, calculated as the project’s percent contribution to the
increase in transit travel time between baseline and cumulative conditions, of the
selected measures.
Term Condition A: The project sponsor shall monitor, submit reporting documents, and
implement their fair share portion of measures for each route until the agencies determine
that three consecutive reporting documents demonstrate: (1) the route does not exceed its
performance standard or (2) the project does not contribute greater than or equal to two
minutes’ delay to a route that exceeds its performance standard.
Term Condition B: The project sponsor shall be subject to the term condition A for every
new major building at City College or for every additional 250 occupied dwelling units at
the project site. The agencies may waive term Condition B if past reporting documents
demonstrate the project has no potential to contribute to greater than or equal to two
minutes’ delay to a route that exceeds or may exceed its performance standard.
In consideration of the uncertainty surrounding the development at City College’s Ocean
Campus, the uncertainty of the Balboa Reservoir Project’s TDM measure effectiveness, and
Implementation of these capital improvement measures would reduce transit delay for the
identified segments of the K/T Third/Ingleside, 29 Sunset, and 43 Masonic. Payment of the
fair share contribution levels would mitigate the project’s contribution to the cumulative
impacts of the estimated transit delay added by full development of the proposed project
options, City College facilities master plan, and other cumulative projects. However, given
the uncertainty of SFMTA approval of other measures under their jurisdiction, of these
capital improvement measures, the impact of the proposed project options would remain
significant and unavoidable with mitigation, even with implementation of Mitigation
Measure M-C-TR-4.
Significance after Mitigation: Significant and Unavoidable.

5.E

Revisions to Section 3.C, Noise

The text on draft SEIR p. 3.C-23 is revised as follows to clarify nighttime noisegenerating activity (deleted text is shown in strikethrough and new text is shown in
double underline):
Construction activities would generally occur between the hours of 7 a.m. and 8 p.m., up
to seven days a week. The project sponsor does not anticipate frequent or regular nighttime
noise-generating construction activity and would not occur during nighttime hours.
Consequently, construction activities would be consistent with San Francisco Police Code
section 2908.
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Construction-Related Noise Sources
Project implementation would result in operation of heavy equipment on the project site for
the demolition of the west side berm, and north and east embankments, construction of new
structures and associated infrastructure, and open space improvements. Construction
activities would occur intermittently on the project site over the six-year construction
duration and could expose nearby existing and future sensitive receptors to temporary
increases in noise levels substantially in excess of ambient levels. The project sponsor does
not anticipate frequent or regular nighttime noise-generating construction activity.
Construction activity is only proposed to occur during daytime hours and nighttime
construction noise impacts would not occur and are not assessed herein. While cCertain
construction activities such as large concrete pours, may require earlier start or later finish
times to accommodate such time-specific activities, and could include one concrete pour per
building, which could occur a total of 12 times throughout the project construction period.
Such construction activities that extend beyond normal hours have not been specifically
identified by the applicant and would be subject to review, permitting, and approval by the
San Francisco Department of Building Inspection.

The text on draft SEIR p. 3.C-25 is revised as follows to correct the location of this
receptor (deleted text is shown in strikethrough and new text is shown in double
underline):
Archbishop Riordan High School would be the receptor nearest to the eastern northern
property line. Archbishop Riordan High School would be located approximately 80 feet from
Phase 0 demolition activities which would last approximately two months.

The text on draft SEIR p. 3.C-29 is revised as follows to clarify the noise analysis under
the compressed construction schedule (deleted text is shown in strikethrough and new
text is shown in double underline):
As stated in the footnote to Table 2-2, p. 2-38, the phasing of project implementation would
be subject to changes due to market conditions and other unanticipated factors.
Consequently, construction could be complete as early as 2024 or extend beyond 2027. If
construction occurs over a shorter period than shown in Table 2-2 (e.g., Phases 1 and 2
occurring simultaneously following Phase 0), a relatively larger amount of construction
would take place during a relatively shorter period of time, thereby increasing the typical
daily construction activity.
Compression of the construction schedule from six to three years would increase the
intensity of construction and may result in more individual pieces of equipment operating
simultaneously than under the proposed six-year construction period of the project. Under
the compressed scenario, Phase 0 would occur over a 12-month period, as under the sixyear construction scenario; therefore, the construction noise impacts for Phase 0 would be
the same.
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Under the compressed scenario, Phases 1 and 2 would be constructed simultaneously after
Phase 0 and would involve more equipment operation but not at the same location, as
Phase 1 and Phase 2 are in separate geographic areas of the project site. Consequently,
construction noise impacts at Archbishop Riordan High School as assessed in Table 3.C-8
would increase by 3 dBA and only if development of Blocks G and TH2 would occur
simultaneously (see Figure 2-18). All other Phase 1 development would be over 300 feet
away, such that construction noise would be attenuated by distance so as not to contribute
considerably to construction noise from concurrent development of Phase 2 area under the
compressed schedule. Additionally, because construction noise analysis involves
consideration of the simultaneous operation of the two noisiest pieces of equipment, the
compressed construction scenario would not appreciably result in a change in the
character of the significant and unavoidable construction noise impact identified.
Therefore, due to the distances involved, the compressed construction scenario would only
have a potential for a modest increase in noise levels over those predicted for the proposed
schedule.
The peak volume of truck trips under the compressed schedule would also occur over four
months in 2022 and would be 1.2 times greater than the six-year schedule due to the
simultaneous construction of Phase 1 and 2. As indicated in Table 3.C-8 on SEIR p. 3.C-27,
the noise contribution of truck trips would be much less than that of off-road construction
equipment. There would not be a substantial increase in the severity of construction noise
impacts under the compressed schedule compared to that of the proposed project. The
same pieces of equipment would be operating under a compressed construction schedule.
Therefore, the maximum noise level would not change based on the methodology above
combining the operation of the noisiest pieces of equipment with each phase. Under the
compressed construction schedule, the construction noise impact from off-road equipment
would be significant.

The sixth bullet point of Mitigation Measure M-NO-1 on draft SEIR p. 3.C-30 is revised
as follows (deleted text is shown in strikethrough and new text is shown in double
underline):


Undertake the noisiest activities (e.g., demolition using hoe rams) during times of least
disturbance to surrounding residents and occupants the hours of (9 a.m. to 4 p.m.); and
select or construct haul routes that avoid the North Access Road and the adjacent
Archbishop Riordan High School and residential uses along Plymouth Avenue and Lee
Avenue, such as the temporary or permanent relocation of North Street.

The second full paragraph on draft SEIR p. 3.C-31 is revised as follows (deleted text is
shown in strikethrough and new text is shown in double underline):
Significance after Mitigation: Significant and Unavoidable. Implementation of
construction-related noise control measures in Mitigation Measure M-NO-1 would reduce
the project’s temporary or periodic increases in ambient noise levels. However, given that
there would still be periods of peak construction activity exceeding the “Ambient +
10 dBA” standard at the nearest sensitive receptor locations for occasional periods when
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activity would be conducted at the property lines nearest to receptors, these occurrences
would occur in all three phases of construction over an extended period of up to six years.
Plywood barriers or moveable sound barrier curtains can provide, at best, 10 to 15 dBA of
sound attenuation but would not be effective for elevated receptors in the 1100–1150 Ocean
Avenue residences. The feasibility of implementing either a temporary or permanent
North Street extension is unknown at this time, as it would require development of an
agreement on timing and right-of-way acquisition with City College.
If construction were to be conducted under the compressed schedule and be complete as
early as 2024, a relatively larger amount of construction would take place during a
relatively shorter period of time, thereby increasing the typical daily construction activity.
Therefore, in either case the construction noise impacts would be significant and
unavoidable with mitigation.

The second paragraph of draft SEIR p. 3.C-32 is revised as follows to correct the
vibration standard for older residential structures (deleted text is shown in
strikethrough and new text is shown in double underline):
This analysis evaluates the significance of construction-related vibration on structures and
people (receptors), specifically cosmetic damage effects on structures and sleep
disturbance and associated health effects on people. For building damage, the threshold
limit depends on the architectural characteristics of the potentially affected structure (see
Table 3.C-6, p. 3.C-14), but. fFor modern residential, industrial and commercial buildings,
a standard of 0.5 in/sec PPV is applied, while for older residential structures, a standard of
0.3 in/sec PPV is applied. Potential nighttime concrete pours would not involve the use of
vibration-generating equipment. The potential for sleep disturbance vibration effects are
evaluated only when construction activities are proposed during the nighttime hours,
which would not occur under the proposed project, therefore, there would be no sleep
disturbance vibration impacts.

The fourth paragraph of SEIR p. 3.C-32 is revised as follows to correct the vibration
standard for older residential structures (deleted text is shown in strikethrough and
new text is shown in double underline):
As shown in Table 3.C-6, p. 3.C-14, depending on the type of vibration (transient versus
continuous), groundborne vibration generated by project-related demolition and
construction activities above 0.5 0.3 in/sec PPV could cause cosmetic damage to new or
older nearby structures. As shown Table 3.C-9, estimated vibration levels of PPV’s would
be well below the 0.5 0.3 in/sec threshold and this impact would be less than significant.

5.F

Revisions to Section 3.D, Air Quality

The background existing cancer risk and PM2.5 concentrations presented in the draft SEIR were
based on the most recent San Francisco Citywide Health Risk Assessment database available at the
time the notice of preparation (NOP) and draft SEIR were released. This assessment was conducted
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in 2012 and indicates that the project site is not located within an air pollutant exposure zone
(APEZ). In February 2020, the city, in collaboration with the regional air district, completed a draft
update to the Citywide Health Risk Assessment database in order to update the APEZ map, as
required by Health Code article 38. The draft 2020 Citywide Health Risk Assessment database
includes the following updates compared to the prior Citywide Health Risk Assessment database:


Vehicle activity is based on an updated San Francisco Chained Activity Modeling Process
(SF-CHAMP) model run for year 2020



Vehicle emissions are updated for year 2020



Vehicle emissions include re-suspended road dust, which was not included in the prior
citywide health risk assessment



Maritime emissions now also account for ferry emissions (emissions that were not included in
the prior Citywide Health Risk Assessment database due to lack of available information at
that time)



Caltrain emissions have been updated



Stationary source emissions permitted by the air district have been updated



Updated citywide air dispersion modeling was conducted



Cancer risk estimates have been updated based on updated methodologies from the Office of
Environmental Health Hazard Assessment

Based on this draft updated database, the San Francisco Department of Public Health issued a draft
updated APEZ map, issued a draft San Francisco Citywide Health Risk Assessment: Technical Support
Documentation, and initiated a 30-day public review period.84 The updated final APEZ map shows
that the project site is not located within an APEZ, consistent with the draft SEIR.
Based on the updated final APEZ map85 and the draft San Francisco Citywide Health Risk Assessment:
Technical Support Documentation, the proposed project would result in a significant health risk
impact to on- and off-site sensitive receptors during the project’s construction activities without
mitigation, consistent with what was presented in the draft SEIR. However, with implementation
of Mitigation Measure M-AQ-2a (Construction Emissions Minimization) and M-AQ-4a (Install
MERV 13 Filters at the Daycare Facility), this impact would be reduced to a less-than-significant
level, also consistent with what was presented in the draft SEIR. Also consistent with the draft
SEIR, the health risks to existing offsite sensitive receptors may exceed the cancer risk thresholds
under the worst-case three-year construction phasing scenario, and therefore this impact would be
significant and unavoidable with mitigation. Specifically:


84

85

For excess cancer risk from construction and operation emissions for both offsite and onsite
receptors not in APEZ under existing conditions, the project’s contribution is either less than
the threshold of 10.0 cancers per 1 million and/or the project’s contribution would not place
any offsite or onsite receptor into a new APEZ.

San Francisco Department of Public Health, San Francisco Planning Department, and Ramboll, Draft San
Francisco Citywide Health Risk Assessment: Technical Support Documentation, February 2020
San Francisco Planning Department, San Francisco Property Information Map, https://sfplanninggis.org/PIM/.
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For excess cancer risk from construction and operation emissions for both offsite and onsite
receptors in the APEZ under existing conditions, the project’s contribution is less than the
threshold of 7.0 cancers per 1 million.



For excess cancer risk from construction and operation emissions under the compressed
construction scenario for offsite receptors in the APEZ under existing conditions, this impact
would be conservatively considered significant and unavoidable with mitigation.



For PM2.5 concentrations from construction and operation emissions for both offsite and onsite
receptors not in APEZ under existing conditions, the project’s contribution is either less than
the threshold of 0.3 µ/m3 and/or the project’s contribution would not place any offsite or onsite
receptor into a new APEZ.



For PM2.5 concentrations from construction and operation emissions for both offsite and onsite
receptors in the APEZ under existing conditions, the project’s contribution is less than the
threshold of 0.2 µ/m3.



For PM2.5 concentrations from construction and operation emissions under the compressed
construction scenario for offsite receptors in the APEZ under existing conditions, this impact
would be conservatively considered significant and unavoidable with mitigation.

Therefore, the following text in the draft SEIR has been revised to update references to, and data from,
the updated citywide health risk modeling database. The revised text does not provide new
information that would result in any new significant impact not already identified in the draft SEIR or
a substantial increase in the severity of an impact identified in the draft SEIR that cannot be mitigated
to less than significant level with implementation of mitigation measure(s) agreed to by the project
sponsor. Therefore, recirculation pursuant to CEQA guidelines section 15088.5 is not required.

*

To reflect the updated health risk analysis, the last sentence in the first paragraph on
draft SEIR p. 3.D-1 is revised as follows (deleted text is shown in strikethrough and
new text is shown in double underline):
Supplemental air quality information supporting the analysis in this section is provided in
SEIR Appendix E, Air Quality Technical Memorandum, and Appendix I, Updated Health
Risk Assessment Memorandum.

*

To reflect the updated APEZ map and the draft San Francisco Citywide Health Risk
Assessment: Technical Support Documentation, draft SEIR pp. 3.D-16 to 3.D-17, and
footnote 239, is revised as follows (deleted text is shown in strikethrough and new text
is shown in double underline):
In an effort to identify areas of San Francisco most adversely affected by sources of TACs
and elevated concentrations of particulate matter, the City and County of San Francisco
partnered with BAAQMD to inventory and assess air pollution exposure from vehicles,
stationary sources, and area sources within San Francisco. Citywide dispersion modeling
was conducted using AERMOD238 to assess the emissions from the following primary
sources: vehicles on local roadways, permitted stationary sources, port and maritime
sources, and diesel emissions from Caltrain. Emissions of PM10 (DPM is assumed
equivalent to PM10), PM2.5, and total organic gases (TOGs) were modeled on a 20 by 20–
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meter receptor grid covering the entire city. The citywide modeling results represent a
comprehensive assessment of existing cumulative exposures to air pollution throughout
the city. The methodology and technical documentation for modeling citywide air
pollution are available in the document entitled, The San Francisco Community Risk
Reduction Plan: Technical Support Documentation Draft San Francisco Citywide Health Risk
Assessment: Technical Support Documentation.239
Model results were used to identify areas in the city with poor air quality, which are
designated as the Air Pollutant Exposure Zone (APEZ), based on the following healthprotective criteria: (1) cumulative PM2.5 concentrations greater than 10 µg/m3 and/or
(2) excess cancer risk from the contribution of emissions from all modeled sources greater
than 100 per one million persons exposed. See below for evidence supporting these
standards.
An additional health vulnerability layer was incorporated in the APEZ for those San
Francisco ZIP codes in the worst quintile of Bay Area Health Vulnerability scores (ZIP
Codes 94102, 94103, 9410594110, 94124, and 9413094134). In these areas, the standard for
identifying areas as being within the zone were lowered to: (1) excess cancer risk from the
contribution of emissions from all modeled sources greater than 90 per one million persons
exposed and/or (2) cumulative PM2.5 concentrations greater than 9 µg/m3.
Lastly, all parcels within 500 feet of a major freeway were also included in the APEZ,
consistent with findings in CARB’s Air Quality and Land Use Handbook: A Community
Health Perspective, which suggests air pollutant levels decrease substantially at
approximately 500 feet from a freeway.240
Citywide modeling results identified that the project site is not located within the APEZ,
including it is not located within a health vulnerable zip code. The closest parcels to the
project site within the APEZ are those within 500 feet of I-280 bounded by Howth Street,
Ocean Avenue, and Geneva Avenue, located approximately 1,300 feet to the southeast of
the project site.
BAAQMD, San Francisco Department of Public Health, and San Francisco Planning
Department, and Ramboll, The San Francisco Community Risk Reduction Plan: Technical
Support Documentation, Draft San Francisco Citywide Health Risk Assessment: Technical
Support Documentation, December 2012February 2020.
239

*

To reflect the updated health risk analysis background values, draft SEIR p. 3.D-20 is
revised as follows (deleted text is shown in strikethrough and new text is shown in
double underline):
The project site is not located within an area with risk factors that meet the updated APEZ
criteria. Background cancer risk values on the project site range from 8 to 22 in one million,
with background values ranging from 13 to 139549 in one million within 3,280 feet
(1,000 meters) of the site. Background PM2.5 concentrations range from 8.3 to 8.6 µg/m3 on
the project site, with background values varying between 8.17.8 and 11.318.2 µg/m3 within
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3,280 feet (1,000 meters) of the site. The nearest offsite receptors within an APEZ are
located approximately 1,100 feet to the southeast and are so designated due to the
proximity of I-280. Receptors within 3,280 feet (1,000 meters) of the project boundary are
located both within and outside of the APEZ and impacts are assessed accordingly as
discussed below in the “Approach to Analysis” section.

*

The last paragraph on draft SEIR p. 3.D-36 and first two lines on p. 3.D-37 is revised as
follows (deleted text is shown in strikethrough and new text is shown in double
underline):
As part of this project, a health risk assessment was conducted for the proposed project to
estimate health risks from exposures to TACs. The assessment examined sensitive
receptors within 3,280 feet (1,000 meters) of the project boundary, used the citywide
Community Risk Reduction Plan (CRRP) model draft 2020 San Francisco Citywide Health
Risk Assessment database to identify existing background risk, included updated locations
and emission rates of existing stationary sources provided by the BAAQMD, and updated
cancer risk values based on the latest (2015) guidance by OEHHA.

*

The third full paragraph and footnote 282 on draft SEIR p. 3.D-37 is revised as follows
to update the new draft Citywide Health Risk Assessment references (deleted text is
shown in strikethrough and new text is shown in double underline):
The threshold of significance used to evaluate health risks from new sources of TACs
associated with the project is based on the potential for the proposed project to
substantially affect the extent and severity of the APEZ at sensitive receptor locations. The
health protective standards used for determining the APEZ and evidence supporting these
standards are discussed in the Setting section above and were developed in consultation
with BAAQMD staff as part of the preparation of a Community Risk Reduction Plan draft
2020 San Francisco Citywide Health Risk Assessment.282 The project site is not within an
identified health vulnerable ZIP code; therefore, the APEZ criterion for this location is
based on: (1) cumulative PM2.5 concentrations greater than 10 µg/m3, and/or (2) excess
cancer risk from the contribution of emissions from all modeled sources greater than 100
per one million population.
San Francisco has prepared a Community Risk Reduction Plan Citywide Health Risk
Assessment. Extensive modeling has been conducted and is documented in The San
Francisco Community Risk Reduction Plan: Technical Support Documentation the draft San
Francisco Citywide Health Risk Assessment: Technical Support Documentation. This modeling
provides the technical basis for development of the Community Risk Reduction Plan
Citywide Health Risk Assessment.
282
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*

The text on draft SEIR p. 3.D-39 and footnote 289 is revised as follows (deleted text is
shown in strikethrough and new text is shown in double underline):
TAC Concentrations
Consistent with the Community Risk Reduction Plan-Health Risk Assessment (CRRP-HRA)
draft 2020 San Francisco Citywide Health Risk Assessment, the air toxics analysis evaluated
health risks and PM2.5 concentrations resulting from the proposed project upon the
surrounding community. For the proposed project, this would include construction
emissions over the course of buildout, operational traffic (which was assessed using the
CRRP-HRA draft 2020 San Francisco Citywide Health Risk Assessment modeling),
operational heavy-duty delivery truck travel and idling, and stationary sources (the
emergency generators). The methods used to evaluate emissions for the proposed project
and cumulative health risk assessment are based on the most recent air district CEQA
Guidelines and the most recent Air Toxics Hot Spots Program Risk Assessment Guidelines.287
The cancer risk analysis in the health risk assessment for the project is based on DPM
concentrations from on- and off-road construction equipment, as well as the operational
DPM concentrations from the emergency generators and delivery trucks. Concentrations
of TACs from the proposed project construction emissions were estimated using the
U.S. EPA’s preferred atmospheric dispersion modeling system (AERMOD), as were
project-related operational mobile sources (vehicle traffic and delivery vehicles) and
stationary sources (emergency generators and delivery trucks). The most-recent version of
the American Meteorological Society/U.S. EPA regulatory air dispersion model (AERMOD
version 9.6.5) was used to evaluate ambient air concentrations of DPM and PM2.5 at onand offsite receptors.288
AERMOD requires a number of inputs including meteorological data. For this project’s
health risk assessment, BAAQMD’s Mission Bay meteorological data for 2008 were used,
which aligns with the San Francisco CRRP-HRA Methodology draft 2020 San Francisco
Citywide Health Risk Assessment.289 For detail with regard to terrain and land use
considerations, emission rates, source parameters, and risk characterization methods applied
in the assessment, please refer to Appendix E, Air Quality Technical Memorandum.
Sensitive Receptors
In order to evaluate health impacts to onsite and offsite receptors, receptors were placed at
locations co-located with the receptors used in the CRRP-HRA draft 2020 San Francisco
Citywide Health Risk Assessment and within 3,280 feet (1,000 meters) of the project site.
Sensitive receptors were modeled at a height of 6 feet (1.8 meters), above terrain height, a
default breathing height for ground-floor receptors, consistent with the CRRP-HRA analysis
draft 2020 San Francisco Citywide Health Risk Assessment.
BAAQMD, San Francisco Department of Public Health, and San Francisco Planning
Department, and Ramboll, The San Francisco Community Risk Reduction Plan: Technical
Support Documentation, Draft San Francisco Citywide Health Risk Assessment: Technical
Support Documentation, December 2012February 2020.
289
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*

The beginning of Mitigation Measure M-AQ-2a (Construction Emissions
Minimization) on draft SEIR p. 3.D-49 is revised as follows because it applies under all
scenarios for Impact AQ-2b and Impact AQ-4 (deleted text is shown in strikethrough
and new text is shown in double underline):
Mitigation Measure M-AQ-2a: Construction Emissions Minimization. In the case of the
Developer’s Proposed Option under the compressed three-year construction schedule or
in the case of the Additional Housing Option under either the six-year construction
schedule or the compressed three-year construction schedule, tThe project sponsor or the
project sponsor’s contractor shall comply with the following:

*

The scenario descriptions are revised as follows to clarify the scenarios with
overlapping construction and operation on draft SEIR p. 3.D-40 is revised as follows
(deleted text is shown in strikethrough and new text is shown in double underline):
Scenario 3. Construction Plus Operation: offsite receptors (residents, daycare, and school)
evaluated starting when construction commences and exposed to all
construction emissions and 27 years of operational emissions.
Scenario 4. Construction Plus Operation: onsite receptors (residents and daycare) present at
the project site once Phase 1 is complete evaluated starting when construction
for Phase 1 concludes and exposed to all Phase 2 construction emissions and
30 years of operational emissions.

*

The last paragraph on draft SEIR p. 3.D-45 is revised as follows (deleted text is shown
in strikethrough and new text is shown in double underline):
With regard to construction schedule and phasing, the analysis assumed that Phase 0 (site
preparation and grading) would require a full year, followed by Phase 1 construction for
30 months, followed by Phase 2 construction for 30 months, for a full construction duration of
six years. This is the longest feasible timeline as anticipated by the project sponsor.

In response to the air district’s request, acknowledging that the air district’s emissions
reduction grant program is evolving, and because individual emission reduction
projects needed to support the ozone precursor offsets required by Mitigation Measure
M-AQ-2d (Offset Construction Emissions for the Compressed Schedule) have not yet
been identified, Mitigation Measure M-AQ-2d is revised as follows (deleted text is
shown in strikethrough and new text is shown in double underline):
Mitigation Measure M-AQ-2d: Offset Construction Emissions for the Compressed
Schedule. Under the compressed three-year construction schedule for either the Developer’s
Proposed Option or the Additional Housing Option, the project sponsor shall implement
this measure. Prior to issuance of the final certificate of occupancy for the final building
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associated with Phase 1, the project sponsor, with the oversight of the Environmental
Review Officer (ERO), shall either:
1.

Directly fund or implement a specific offset project within San Francisco if available to achieve
the equivalent to a one-time reduction of 2.0 tons per year of ozone precursors for the
Developer’s Proposed Option or 3.2 tons per year of ozone precursors for the Additional
Housing Option. To qualify under this mitigation measure, the specific emissions offset
project must result in emission reductions within the San Francisco Bay Area Air Basin
that would not otherwise be achieved through compliance with existing regulatory
requirements. A preferred offset project would be one implemented locally within the
City and County of San Francisco. Prior to implementing the offset project, it must be
approved by the ERO. The project sponsor shall notify the ERO within six months of
completion of the offset project for verification; or

2.

Pay mitigation offset fees to the Bay Area Air Quality Management District Bay Area Clean
Air Foundation or other governmental entity or third party. The mitigation offset fee,
currently estimated at approximately $30,000 per weighted ton, plus an administrative
fee of no more than 5 percent of the total offset, shall fund one or more emissions
reduction projects within the San Francisco Bay Area Air Basin. The fee will be
determined by the planning departmentERO, the project sponsor, and the air district
governmental entity or third party responsible for administering the funds, and be
based on the type of projects available at the time of the payment. This fee is intended to
fund emissions reduction projects to achieve reductions of 2.0 tons per year of ozone
precursors for the Developer’s Proposed Option or 3.2 tons per year of ozone precursors
for the Additional Housing Option, which is the amount required to reduce emissions
below significance levels after implementation of other identified mitigation measures
as currently calculated.
The agreement that specifies fees and timing of payment shall be signed by the project
sponsor, the air district governmental entity or third party responsible for
administering the funds, and the ERO prior to issuance of the first site permit. This
offset payment shall total the predicted 2.0 tons per year of ozone precursors for the
Developer’s Proposed Option or 3.2 tons per year of ozone precursors for the
Additional Housing Option above the 10-ton-per-year threshold after implementation
of Mitigation Measures M-AQ-2a, M-AQ-2b, and M-AQ-2c.
The total emission offset amount is presented above was calculated by summing the
maximum daily construction emissions of ROG and NOx (pounds/day), multiplying
by 260 work days per year, and converting to tons. The amount represents the total
estimated construction-related ROG and NOx emissions offsets required. No
reductions are needed for operations or overlapping construction and operations.

The second paragraph on draft SEIR p. 3.D-54 is revised as follows to reflect changes
in Mitigation Measure M-AQ-2d:
Mitigation Measure M-AQ-2d would offset emissions of ROG and NOx that would exceed
the respective thresholds of significance for these pollutants. Thus, these offsets, if
implemented, would reduce impacts to less-than-significant levels. The measure allows
the project sponsor to directly fund or implement an offset project; however, no such
project has yet been identified. Additionally, implementation of the emissions reduction
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project could be conducted by the air district governmental entity or third party
responsible for administering the funds and is outside the jurisdiction and control of the
City and not fully within the control of the project sponsor. Therefore, the residual impact
of project emissions during construction is conservatively considered significant and
unavoidable with mitigation, due to some limited uncertainty in its implementation. This
finding does assume that the project sponsor would implement Mitigation Measures
M-AQ-2a, M-AQ-2b, and M-AQ-2c, in addition to Mitigation Measure M-AQ-2d.
Although the specific offset projects are not known, it is anticipated that implementation
of this mitigation measure would not result in any adverse environmental effects.

The last paragraph on draft SEIR p. 3.D-54 is revised as follows to reflect changes in
Mitigation Measure M-AQ-2d:
The Developer’s Proposed Option would be less than significant under the assumed sixyear construction schedule. The Additional Housing Option under the assumed six-year
schedule would be reduced to less than significant with mitigation through the
implementation of Mitigation Measure M-AQ-2a and M-AQ-2b. Given the potential that
the project could be developed under an accelerated construction schedule of three years’
duration, the potential exists that construction emissions of NOx would exceed the daily
and annual significance thresholds even with mitigation, which would be a significant
impact (see Table 3.D-8b). Therefore, in the case of the Developer’s Proposed Option or the
Additional Housing Option under the compressed three-year construction schedule, the
project sponsor would also be required to implement Mitigation Measure M-AQ-2c, which
requires that all heavy-duty trucks greater than 19,500 pounds must have model year 2014 or
newer engines, and Mitigation Measure M-AQ-2d, which requires the project sponsor to
implement emission offsets. However, because implementation of the emissions offset
project would be conducted by the air district governmental entity or third party
responsible for administering the funds and would be outside the jurisdiction and control
of the City and not fully within the control of the project sponsor, because no specific
emission reduction project has been identified, and because the project may be constructed
over a much shorter timeframe resulting in higher NOx emissions than presented above,
the impact with respect to criteria air pollutants is conservatively considered significant
and unavoidable with mitigation. These conclusions are summarized in Table 3.D-9,
Summary of Construction Criteria Pollutant Impacts (Impact AQ-2).

*

To reflect the updated health risk analysis, the text on draft SEIR pp. 3.D-66 to 3.D-68
is revised as follows (deleted text is shown in strikethrough and new text is shown in
double underline):
The maximum estimated excess lifetime cancer risk for each exposure scenario (see “Health
Risk Assessment Methods,” p. 3.D-38) for all sensitive receptor locations306 for receptors not
in the APEZ under existing conditions is presented in Table 3.D-13a, Lifetime Cancer Risk
for Receptors Not Located in the APEZ but Would Be Located in the APEZ with the
Proposed Project – Developer’s Proposed Option, and Table 3.D-13b, Lifetime Cancer
Risk for Receptors Not Located in the APEZ but Would Be Located in the APEZ with the
Proposed Project – Additional Housing Option.
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TABLE 3.D-13A
LIFETIME CANCER RISK FOR RECEPTORS NOT LOCATED IN THE APEZ BUT WOULD BE LOCATED IN THE APEZ
WITH THE PROPOSED PROJECT – DEVELOPER’S PROPOSED OPTION
Lifetime Excess Cancer Risk (in One Million)a,b
Scenario /
Receptor Type

Mitigatedc

Unmitigated
Bkgd.

Project

Total

Project

Total

—

10.0d

100.0

10.0d

100.0

f

78.115.7

36.167.1

114.282.8

4.77.7

82.823.4

Resident (onsite)f

64.823.7

108.69

173.3132.6

9.5

74.233.2

Daycare (offsite)f

62.021.9

87.5

149.6109.4

11.6

73.633.5

Daycare (onsite)f

59.321.8

238.4

297.6260.2

20.9

80.142.7

School (offsite)e

28.017.5

12.9

40.830.3

1.5

29.519.0

Resident
(offsite)ef

52.915.7

61.867.5

114.883.3

7.98.1

60.823.9

Resident (onsite)f

64.823.7

110.3110.9

175.0134.6

11.4

75.935.1

Daycare (offsite)f

62.021.9

87.7

149.7109.6

11.8

73.833.6

Daycare (onsite)f

59.321.8

239.5

298.8261.3

22.0

81.343.8

School (offsite)e

28.017.5

13.1

41.130.6

1.7

29.719.2

Resident
(offsite)fe

28.961.7

2.65.5

31.567.2

2.25.4

31.267.2

Resident
(onsite)fe

45.318.2

14.8

60.133.0

14.7

60.032.9

Daycare (offsite)fe

62.041.3

0.71.2

62.742.5

0.70.7

62.722.6

Daycare (onsite)fe

50.819.4

7.0

57.826.4

6.9

57.726.3

School (offsite)fe

28.935.1

0.6

29.535.7

0.5

29.535.6

Significance
Threshold
Construction
Resident (offsite)e

Construction + Operations

Operationse

SOURCE:

ESA, 2019, 2020; San Francisco Planning Department, Citywide Health Risk Assessment, 2020. See Appendix E, Air
Quality Technical Memorandum and Appendix I, Updated Health Risk Assessment Memorandum.

NOTES:
PM2.5 = particulate matter less than or equal to 2.5 microns in diameter; µg/m3 = micrograms per cubic meter; APEZ = Air Pollutant
Exposure Zone; Bkgd. = background value
a Bold values = threshold exceedance
b All receptors within 500 feet of I-280 also included in the APEZ, regardless of their cancer risk value, which may be below the APEZ
criteria of 100 per million. This is consistent with CARB’s Air Quality and Land Use Handbook: A Community Health Perspective,
which suggests air pollutant levels decrease substantially at approximately 500 feet from a freeway.
c Mitigation measures include: (1) M-AQ-2a: all off-road construction equipment was modeled with Tier 4 Final engine emission
standards; and (2) M-AQ-4a: all emergency generators were modeled with Tier 4 engine emission standards.
d The project-level threshold only applies when the background risk plus the project risk exceeds 100; otherwise, the threshold does
not apply.
e Note that for these receptors, the unmitigated cancer risk from the proposed project combined with the background cancer risk would
be less than 100; therefore, the onsite MEISR would not be placed in a new APEZ, and the significance threshold for the project
contribution of 10.0 per 1 million would not apply.
f Note that for these receptors, the mitigated cancer risk from the proposed project combined with the background cancer risk would
be less than 100; therefore, the onsite MEISR would not be placed in a new APEZ, and the significance threshold for the project
contribution of 10.0 per 1 million would not apply.
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TABLE 3.D-13B
LIFETIME CANCER RISK FOR RECEPTORS NOT LOCATED IN THE APEZ BUT WOULD BE LOCATED IN THE APEZ
WITH THE PROPOSED PROJECT – ADDITIONAL HOUSING OPTION
Lifetime Excess Cancer Risk (in One Million)a,b

Scenario / Receptor Type

Bkgd.

Mitigatedc

Unmitigated
Project

Total

Project

Total

—

10.0d

100.0

10.0d

100.0d

Resident (offsite)fe

49.815.7

76.380.5

126.096.3

8.28.5

57.924.3

Resident (onsite)f

64.823.7

122.2122.6

186.9146.3

10.7

75.434.4

Daycare (offsite)f

62.021.9

101.7

163.7123.6

12.6

74.634.5

Daycare (onsite)f

59.321.8

267.7

326.9289.5

23.4

82.745.3

School (offsite)e

28.017.5

14.4

42.431.9

1.6

29.619.1

Resident (offsite)fe

49.815.7

77.581.2

127.397.0

9.49.2

59.125.0

Resident (onsite)f

63.923.7

125.6

189.5149.3

13.4

77.337.1

Daycare (offsite)f

62.021.9

102.0

164.0123.8

12.8

74.834.7

Daycare (onsite)f

59.321.8

269.6

328.8291.4

25.3

84.547.1

School (offsite)e

28.017.5

14.8

42.832.3

1.9

29.919.4

Resident (offsite)f

28.961.7

4.27.8

33.269.5

3.267.6

32.269.4

Resident (onsite)ef

45.318.2

25.1

70.443.2

24.9

70.243.1

Daycare (offsite)ef

62.041.3

1.21.8

63.243.0

1.1

63.123.0

Daycare (onsite)ef

50.819.4

11.8

62.631.2

11.7

62.531.1

School (offsite)ef

29.035.1

1.0

29.936.1

0.7

29.725.4

Significance Threshold
Construction

Construction + Operations

Operationse

SOURCE:

ESA, 2019, 2020; San Francisco Planning Department, Citywide Health Risk Assessment, 2020. See Appendix E, Air
Quality Technical Memorandum and Appendix I, Updated Health Risk Assessment Memorandum.

NOTES:
PM2.5 = particulate matter less than or equal to 2.5 microns in diameter; µg/m3 = micrograms per cubic meter; APEZ = Air Pollutant
Exposure Zone; Bkgd. = background value
a Bold values = threshold exceedance
b All receptors within 500 feet of I-280 also included in the APEZ, regardless of their cancer risk value, which may be below the APEZ
criteria of 100 per million. This is consistent with CARB’s Air Quality and Land Use Handbook: A Community Health Perspective,
which suggests air pollutant levels decrease substantially at approximately 500 feet from a freeway.
c Mitigation measures include: (1) M-AQ-2a: all off-road construction equipment was modeled with Tier 4 Final engine emission
standards; and (2) M-AQ-4a: all emergency generators were modeled with Tier 4 engine emission standards.
d The project-level threshold only applies when the background risk plus the project risk exceeds 100; otherwise, the threshold does
not apply.
e Note that for these receptors, the unmitigated cancer risk from the proposed project combined with the background cancer risk would
be less than 100; therefore, the onsite MEISR would not be placed in a new APEZ, and the significance threshold for the project
contribution of 10.0 per 1 million would not apply.
f Note that for these receptors, the mitigated cancer risk from the proposed project combined with the background cancer risk would
be less than 100; therefore, the onsite MEISR would not be placed in a new APEZ, and the significance threshold for the project
contribution of 10.0 per 1 million would not apply.
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*

To reflect the updated health risk analysis, the third paragraph on draft SEIR p. 3.D-69
is revised as follows (deleted text is shown in strikethrough and new text is shown in
double underline):
For the offsite MEISR (daycare receptor), the mitigated lifetime excess cancer risk under
proposed project conditions for the Developer’s Proposed Option of 11.8 combined with
the background cancer risk of 21.962.0 would equal 33.573.8, which is less than 100; the
mitigated lifetime excess cancer risk under proposed project conditions for the Additional
Housing Option of 12.8 combined with the background cancer risk of 21.962.0 would equal
34.774.8, which is also less than 100; therefore, under mitigated conditions, the offsite
MEISR would not be placed in a new APEZ under either project option, and the
significance threshold for the project contribution of 10.0 per 1 million would not apply.
Consequently, implementation of Mitigation Measure M-AQ-2a alone would be sufficient
to reduce this impact to a less-than-significant level, and the excess cancer risk impact on
offsite receptors not located in the APEZ would be less than significant with mitigation.

*

To reflect the updated health risk analysis, the third paragraph on draft SEIR p. 3.D-70
is revised as follows (deleted text is shown in strikethrough and new text is shown in
double underline):
Table 3.D-13a, p. 3.D-67, and Table 3.D-12b, p. 3.D-68, also show the cancer risk under the
mitigated condition, which includes emission reductions quantified for Mitigation
Measures M-AQ-2a, p. 3.D-48, and M-AQ-4a, p. 3.D-71. For the onsite MEISR (daycare
receptor), the mitigated lifetime excess cancer risk under proposed project conditions for
the Developer’s Proposed Option of 22.0 combined with the background cancer risk of
21.859.3 would equal 43.881.3, which is less than 100; the mitigated lifetime excess cancer
risk under proposed project conditions for the Additional Housing Option of 25.3
combined with the background cancer risk of 21.859.3 would equal 47.184.5, which is also
less than 100; therefore, under mitigated conditions, the onsite daycare MEISR would not
be placed in a new APEZ under either project option, and the significance threshold for
the project contribution of 10.0 per 1 million would not apply. As shown in Table 3.D-13a
and Table 3.D-12b, implementation of these mitigation measures would be sufficient to
reduce this impact to a less-than-significant level, and the excess cancer risk impact on
onsite receptors not located in the APEZ would be less than significant with mitigation.
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*

To reflect the updated health risk analysis, draft SEIR pp. 3.D-73 to 3.D-78 is revised as
follows (deleted text is shown in strikethrough and new text is shown in double
underline):
TABLE 3.D-14A
LIFETIME CANCER RISK FOR RECEPTORS LOCATED IN THE APEZ – DEVELOPER’S PROPOSED OPTION
Lifetime Excess Cancer Risk (in one Million)a,b

Scenario / Receptor Typed

Bkgd.

Mitigatedc

Unmitigated
Project

Total

Project

Total

—

7.0

—

7.0

—

Resident (offsite)

80.974.0

43.44.2

124.378.2

6.00.5

86.974.5

Daycare (offsite)

104.8

37.3

142.0

5.1

109.8

145.536.6

1.1

146.737.7

0.1

145.736.7

Resident (offsite)

80.974.0

44.14.4

125.078.4

6.71.4

87.658.0

Daycare (offsite)

104.8

37.4

142.1

5.2

109.9

145.536.6

1.3

146.837.8

0.3

145.836.8

Resident (offsite)

187.056.6

5.02.4

192.059.0

4.92.4

191.959.0

Daycare (offsite)

124.2

1.2

125.4

1.2

125.4

145.536.6

0.2

145.836.8

0.2

145.736.8

Significance Threshold
Construction

School (offsite)

Construction + Operations

School (offsite)

Operations

School (offsite)
SOURCE:

ESA, 2019, 2020; San Francisco Planning Department, Citywide Health Risk Assessment, 2020. See Appendix E, Air
Quality Technical Memorandum and Appendix I, Updated Health Risk Assessment Memorandum.

NOTES:
PM2.5 = particulate matter less than or equal to 2.5 microns in diameter; µg/m3 = micrograms per cubic meter; APEZ = Air Pollutant
Exposure Zone; Bkgd. = background value; n/a = Not applicable; i.e., for this receptor type, there are no receptors that are currently
located in the APEZ.
a Bold values = threshold exceedance
b All receptors within 500 feet of I-280 also included in the APEZ, regardless of their cancer risk value, which may be below the APEZ
criteria of 100 per million. This is consistent with CARB’s Air Quality and Land Use Handbook: A Community Health Perspective,
which suggests air pollutant levels decrease substantially at approximately 500 feet from a freeway.
c Mitigation measures include: (1) M-AQ-2a: all off-road construction equipment was modeled with Tier 4 Final engine emission
standards; and (2) M-AQ-4a: all emergency generators were modeled with Tier 4 engine emission standards.
d Only receptor types that are already in the APEZ are shown in the table; there are no onsite residents, offsite daycare, and or onsite
daycare receptors in the modeling domain that are already located in the APEZ.

Offsite receptors considered in the health risk assessment include existing offsite receptors
currently located in the APEZ due to their proximity to I-280 (within 500 feet) and Ocean
Avenue. These tables do not show receptors types that are not already in the APEZ,
including onsite residents, offsite daycare, and onsite daycare; risks to these receptors are
discussed above. The majority of project-generated excess cancer risk at the MEISR would
be attributable to construction emissions. For these receptor locations, the project would
contribute cancer risks of up to 4.437.4 per million and 5.443.1 per million at offsite
residentdaycare locations for the Developer’s Proposed Option and the Additional
Housing Option, respectively. The project’s excess cancer risk contribution would not
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exceed the significance threshold of 7.0 in a million. Therefore, without mitigation, the
impact with regard to increased cancer risk would be less than significant for offsite
receptors located in the APEZ.
TABLE 3.D-14B
LIFETIME CANCER RISK FOR RECEPTORS LOCATED IN THE APEZ – ADDITIONAL HOUSING OPTION
Lifetime Excess Cancer Risk (in one Million)a,b

Scenario / Receptor Typed

Bkgd.

Mitigatedc

Unmitigated
Project

Total

Project

Total

—

7.0

—

7.0

—7

Resident (offsite)

80.974.0

48.54.9

129.478.9

6.30.6

87.374.6

Daycare (offsite)

104.8

43.0

147.7

5.5

110.2

145.536.6

1.3

146.837.8

0.1

145.736.7

80.9/83.974.0

49.65.4

130.579.4

e1.8f

91.258.5

104.8

43.1

147.8

5.6

110.4

145.536.6

1.5

147.038.0

0.3

145.936.9

Resident (offsite)

187.056.6

7.03.4

194.060.0

6.93.4

193.960.0

Daycare (offsite)

124.2

1.8

126.0

1.7

125.9

145.536.6

0.3

145.936.9

0.3

145.836.9

Significance Threshold
Construction

School (offsite)

Construction + Operations
Resident (offsite)e
Daycare (offsite)
School (offsite)

Operations

School (offsite)
SOURCE:

ESA, 2019, 2020; San Francisco Planning Department, Citywide Health Risk Assessment, 2020. See Appendix E, Air
Quality Technical Memorandum and Appendix I, Updated Health Risk Assessment Memorandum.

NOTES:
PM2.5 = particulate matter less than or equal to 2.5 microns in diameter; µg/m3 = micrograms per cubic meter; APEZ = Air Pollutant
Exposure Zone; Bkgd. = background value; n/a = Not applicable; i.e., for this receptor type, there are no receptors that are currently
located in the APEZ.
a Bold values = threshold exceedance
b All receptors within 500 feet of I-280 also included in the APEZ, regardless of their cancer risk value, which may be below the APEZ
criteria of 100 per million. This is consistent with CARB’s Air Quality and Land Use Handbook: A Community Health Perspective,
which suggests air pollutant levels decrease substantially at approximately 500 feet from a freeway.
c Mitigation measures include: (1) M-AQ-2a: all off-road construction equipment was modeled with Tier 4 Final engine emission
standards; and (2) M-AQ-4a: all emergency generators were modeled with Tier 4 engine emission standards.
d Only receptor types that are already in the APEZ are shown in the table; there are no onsite residents, offsite daycare, and or onsite
daycare receptors in the modeling domain that are already located in the APEZ.
e Under mitigated conditions, the offsite residential MEISR is a different receptor location than under unmitigated conditions. This is
because the reduction in construction emissions from mitigation results in operational emissions being a relatively larger share of
total emissions, and thus the mitigated offsite residential MEISR occurs during the project operations phase.
f Although the cancer risk for the Additional Housing Option of 7.4 per million exceeds the significance threshold for the project’s
contribution of 7.0 per million, the project’s contribution does not increase the severity of the cancer risk for this receptor, nor does
the project expand the geography of the APEZ. The total background plus project value does not exceed the APEZ criterion of 100
per million. Therefore, this receptor does not technically meet the criteria for the APEZ.

Although Because mitigation measures are not required to reduce the impact to offsite
sensitive receptors located in the APEZ, Table 3.D-14a and Table 3.D-14b also show the
cancer risk under the mitigated condition, which includes emission reductions quantified for
Mitigation Measures M-AQ-2a, p. 3.D-48, and M-AQ-4a, p. 3.D-71, which are required to
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reduce impacts to receptors not in the APEZ under existing conditions and to reduce
construction-generated emissions of criteria pollutants.
Construction emissions contribute over 90 percent of the unmitigated project’s health risk at
the MEISR (see Appendix E, Air Quality Technical Memorandum, for additional detail).
Implementation of Mitigation Measure M-AQ-2a would reduce cancer risk at the offsite
receptor locations currently located in the APEZ further below the significance thresholds.
As shown in Table 3.D-14a and Table 3.D-14b, under mitigated conditions, the project would
contribute cancer risks at the unmitigated MEISR of up to 1.45.2 per million and 1.95.6 per
million at offsite resident daycare locations for the Developer’s Proposed Option and the
Additional Housing Option, respectively. It is worth noting that under mitigated conditions,
the offsite MEISR is a different receptor location than under unmitigated conditions; in other
words, the greatest cancer risk for mitigated emissions occurs at a different location than
greatest cancer risk under unmitigated conditions. This is because the reduction in
construction emissions from mitigation results in operational emissions being a relatively
larger share of total emissions, and thus the mitigated MEISR occurs during the project
operations phase. The project would contribute cancer risks at the mitigated MEISR of up to
2.46.7 per million and 3.47.4 per million at offsite resident locations for the Developer’s
Proposed Option and the Additional Housing Option, respectively.
Under the Additional Housing Option, the unmitigated cancer risk at the offsite resident
MEISR is about 50 per million. When combined with the background cancer risk of 83.9, the
total cancer risk is approximately 130 per million, which exceeds the APEZ criteria of 100
cancers per million. Without mitigation, the project’s cancer risk contribution would be
significant because it would exceed a cancer risk of 7 per million. However, with mitigation,
the Additional Housing Option would contribute a cancer risk of 7.4 per million, resulting
in a total cancer risk of 91.2. This total cancer risk is below the APEZ cancer risk criteria of
100 per million. Therefore, with mitigation, this receptor does not technically meet the criteria
for the APEZ and the project would not substantially increase the severity of the cancer risk
for this receptor, nor does the project expand the geography of the APEZ.
The reason this receptor is located in the APEZ is because the APEZ is defined at the parcel
level, and there are one or more receptor points within 20 meters of the parcel where this
receptor is located that exceed the APEZ criterion of 100 per million. In other words, if one
receptor point within a given parcel meets the APEZ criteria, all receptor points within this
parcel are also categorized as within the APEZ. However, because neither the background
cancer risk value of 83.9 nor the combined total cancer risk value of 91.2 (background of
83.9 plus the project’s contribution of 7.4) at the offsite resident MEISR exceeds the APEZ
criterion of 100 per million, the project would not increase the severity of the cancer risk
for this receptor or expand the geography of the APEZ. In addition, the cancer risk values
presented above are the result of many conservative assumptions and do not consider the
effect of the building shell on outdoor TAC concentrations to the resulting indoor
concentrations and the associated sensitive receptor exposure. Therefore, implementation
of Mitigation Measure M-AQ-2a alone would be sufficient to reduce this impact to a lessthan-significant level.
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All of the other cancer risk values for both the Developer’s Proposed Option and the
Additional Housing Option are less than the significance threshold for the project’s
contribution of 7.0 per million. Consequently, implementation of Mitigation Measure
M-AQ-2a alone would be sufficient to reduce this impact to a less-than-significant level,
and the excess cancer risk impact on offsite receptors located in the APEZ would be less
than significant with mitigation.
As discussed above, the project may be constructed over a total of three years instead of
six years. If this were to occur, the excess lifetime cancer risk at offsite sensitive receptor
locations would increase. While the total exposure to TACs remains the same in this
compressed construction scenario, more exposure would occur when sensitive receptors
are younger and, thus, more susceptible to TAC exposure. It is estimated that cancer risks
could increase at least 30 percent for the offsite MEISR currently located in the APEZ under
the three-year construction schedule, leading to mitigated cancer risks of 79 to 810 per
million for the Developer’s Proposed Option and 1011 to 1112 per million for the
Additional Housing Option. Although the mitigated cancer risk for both the Developer’s
Proposed Option and the Additional Housing Option under the anticipated construction
schedule would be less than the threshold of 7.0 in a million significant with mitigation as
discussed above, because the construction schedule is subject to change, this impact would
be conservatively considered significant. Therefore, the excess cancer risk impact on offsite
receptors would be significant and unavoidable with mitigation.
Onsite Receptors
There are currently no onsite receptors located in the APEZ under existing conditions.
Therefore, no analysis was conducted.
PM2.5 Concentrations from Construction and Operation Emissions for Receptors Not in
APEZ under Existing Conditions
Offsite Receptors
The maximum estimated annual average PM2.5 concentrations from all project sources at
offsite receptor locations not in the APEZ under existing conditions are presented in
Appendix E, Air Quality Technical Memorandum SEIR Appendix I, Updated Health Risk
Assessment Memorandum, Tables 315 and 336. The project’s emissions would combine
with existing background concentrations and would exceed the APEZ criteria of either an
annual average PM2.5 concentration of 10.0 µg/m3, or a total lifetime excess cancer risk of
100.0 per million,86 with the project contributing PM2.5 concentrations of up to 0.38 µg/m3
and 0.43 µg/m3 at offsite daycare locations for the Developer’s Proposed Option and the
Additional Housing Option, respectively. The project’s annual average PM2.5
concentrations would exceed the significance threshold of 0.3 µg/m3. Therefore, without

86

The APEZ is defined for receptor locations that meet the criteria for either lifetime excess cancer risk or annual
average PM2.5 concentrations. For example, if the lifetime excess cancer risk is 105 per million and the annual
average PM2.5 concentration is 9.5 µg/m3, and the receptor would be in the APEZ even though the annual
average PM2.5 concentration does not exceed the APEZ criteria of 10.0 µg/m3.

Balboa Reservoir Project
Responses to Comments

5-44

Case No. 2018-007883ENV
April 2020

5. Draft SEIR Revisions
5.F. Revisions to Section 3.D, Air Quality

mitigation, the impact with regard to PM2.5 concentrations would be significant for offsite
receptors not located in the APEZ.
Tables 315 and 336 in Appendix E, Air Quality Technical Memorandum new SEIR
Appendix I, Updated Health Risk Assessment Memorandum, also show the annual
average PM2.5 concentrations under the mitigated condition, which includes emission
reductions quantified for Mitigation Measures M-AQ-2a, p. 3.D-48, and M-AQ-4a, p. 3.D71. Mitigation Measure M-AQ-2a would reduce off-road PM2.5 exhaust emissions by 80 to
85 percent, and Mitigation Measure M-AQ-4a would reduce generator PM2.5 exhaust
emissions by 93 percent. Construction emissions contribute over 90 percent of the
unmitigated project’s PM2.5 concentrations (see SEIR Appendix EI for additional detail).
For the offsite MEISR (daycare), the maximum mitigated annual average PM2.5
concentrations under the Developer’s Proposed Option of 0.04 µg/m3 combined with
background annual average PM2.5 concentrations of 8.498.92 would equal 8.538.95, which is
less than 10.0; and the maximum mitigated annual average PM2.5 concentrations under
proposed project conditions for the Additional Housing Option of 0.04 µg/m3 combined with
background annual average PM2.5 concentrations of 8.498.92 would equal 8.538.95, which is
less than 10.0. Therefore, under mitigated conditions, the offsite MEISR would not be placed
in a new APEZ under either project option, and the significance threshold for the project
contribution of an annual average PM2.5 concentration of 0.3 µg/m3 would not apply.
Consequently, implementation of Mitigation Measure M-AQ-2a alone would be sufficient to
reduce this impact to a less-than-significant level, and the annual average PM2.5 concentration
impact on offsite receptors not located in the APEZ would be less than significant with
mitigation.
As noted above, the project may be constructed over a total of three years instead of six
years. If this were to occur, the annual average PM2.5 concentrations at offsite sensitive
receptor locations would increase. While the total PM2.5 emissions remain the same in this
compressed construction scenario, annual average PM2.5 concentrations would increase
because the construction duration would be shorter. It is estimated that annual average
PM2.5 concentrations could increase at least 50 percent for the offsite MEISR currently
located in the APEZ under the three-year construction schedule, leading to mitigated
annual average PM2.5 concentrations of approximately 0.05 µg/m3 for the Developer’s
Proposed Option and approximately 0.06 µg/m3 for the Additional Housing Option.
Therefore, the annual average PM2.5 concentration impact on offsite receptors not located
in the APEZ would be less than significant with mitigation.
Onsite Receptors
The maximum estimated annual average PM2.5 concentrations from all project sources at onsite
receptor locations are also presented in Tables 315 and 336 in Appendix E, Air Quality
Technical Memorandum SEIR Appendix I, Updated Health Risk Assessment
Memorandum. The project’s emissions would combine with existing background
concentrations and would exceed the APEZ criteria of an annual average PM2.5 concentration
of 10 µg/m3, or a total lifetime excess cancer risk of 100 per million,12 with the project
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contributing PM2.5 concentrations up to 1.331.32 µg/m3 for onsite residential receptors and
1.33 µg/m3 for onsite daycare receptors for the Developer’s Proposed Option and 1.49 µg/m3
for onsite residential receptors and 1.50 µg/m3 for onsite daycare receptors for the Additional
Housing Option. The project’s annual average PM2.5 concentrations would exceed the
significance threshold of 0.3 µg/m3. Therefore, without mitigation, the impact with regard to
PM2.5 concentrations would be significant for onsite receptors not located in the APEZ.
As noted above, this analysis conservatively assumes that the daycare would be fully
operational and occupied as part of Phase 1 and exposed to all Phase 2 construction TAC
emissions. However, the daycare would be part of Block B in Phase 2 and will likely not be
operational and occupied until the proposed projects is fully built-out in 2027 with the
completion of Phase 2. This was assumed to provide a worst-case analysis of health risks to
the onsite daycare receptor in the event that the daycare would be occupied in Phase 1 and
exposed to all of Phase 2 construction TAC emissions. Likely, the daycare receptors would
not be exposed to any construction emissions at the project site.
Tables 315 and 336 in Appendix E, Air Quality Technical Memorandum SEIR Appendix I,
Updated Health Risk Memorandum, also shows the annual average PM2.5 concentrations
under the mitigated condition, which includes emission reductions quantified for
Mitigation Measures M-AQ-2a, p. 3.D-48, and M-AQ-4a, p. 3.D-71. For the onsite resident
MEISRs, the maximum modeled mitigated annual average PM2.5 concentrations under
proposed project conditions for the Developer’s Proposed Option of 0.12 µg/m3 combined
with background annual average PM2.5 concentrations of 8.488.90 would equal 8.609.02,
which is less than 10.0; and the maximum mitigated annual average PM2.5 concentrations
under proposed project conditions for the Additional Housing Option of 0.140.13 µg/m3
combined with background annual average PM2.5 concentrations of 8.488.90 would equal
8.629.04, which is less than 10.0. Therefore, under mitigated conditions, the onsite MEISR
would not be placed in a new APEZ under either project option, and the significance
threshold for the project contribution of an annual average PM2.5 concentration of 0.3 µg/m3
would not apply. Consequently, implementation of these mitigation measures would be
sufficient to reduce this impact to a less-than-significant level, and the annual average
PM2.5 concentration impact on onsite receptors not located in the APEZ would be less than
significant with mitigation.
It should be noted that if construction durations and phases are spread out over a longer
period of time, this could result in increased PM2.5 concentrations to onsite receptors
compared to what has been modeled. Under an extended construction schedule, onsite
receptors could be exposed to construction for longer periods of time, which could result
in a significant and unavoidable impact. However, it should also be noted that by the time
the project buildings are constructed, it is likely that MERV 13 filtration would be is
required by the Building Code for all new residential development.313 This would
presumably result in less than significant health risk impacts to new onsite sensitive
receptors.
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PM2.5 Concentrations from Construction and Operation Emissions for Receptors in
APEZ under Existing Conditions
Offsite Receptors
The maximum estimated annual average PM2.5 concentrations from all project sources at
offsite receptor locations in the APEZ under existing conditions are presented in Tables 357
and 378 in Appendix E, Air Quality Technical Memorandum SEIR Appendix I, Updated
Health Risk Assessment Memorandum. For these receptor locations, the project would
contribute PM2.5 concentrations of 0.020.64 µg/m3 and 0.030.72 µg/m3 at offsite resident
locations for the Developer’s Proposed Option and the Additional Housing Option,
respectively. These values would not exceed the significance threshold of 0.2 µg/m3.
Therefore, without mitigation, the impact with regard to PM2.5 concentrations would be
less than significant for offsite receptors located in the APEZ.
However, Tables 357 and 378 in SEIR Appendix EI also show the annual average PM2.5
concentrations under the mitigated condition, which includes emission reductions
quantified for Mitigation Measures M-AQ-2a, p. 3.D-48, and M-AQ-4a, p. 3.D-71. These
mitigation measures are required to reduce the excess cancer risk impact. The annual
average PM2.5 concentrations from the proposed project would be reduced as a result of
these mitigation measures, as shown in Table 3.D-14a, p. 3.D-73, and Table 3.D-14b, p. 3.D74. For these receptor locations, the project would contribute PM2.5 concentrations of
0.06 µg/m3 and 0.07 µg/m3 at offsite resident locations for the Developer’s Proposed Option
and the Additional Housing Option, respectively. These values would not exceed the
significance threshold of 0.2 µg/m3. Consequently, implementation of Mitigation Measure
M-AQ-2a alone would be sufficient to reduce this impact to a less-than-significant level,
and Therefore, the PM2.5 concentration impact on offsite receptors located in the APEZ
would be less than significant.
As noted above, the project may be constructed over a total of three years instead of six years.
If this were to occur, the annual average PM2.5 concentrations at offsite sensitive receptor
locations would increase, contributing further to the impact. While the total PM2.5 emissions
remain the same in this compressed construction scenario, annual average PM2.5
concentrations would increase because the construction duration would be shorter. It is
estimated that annual average PM2.5 concentrations could increase at least 50 percent for the
offsite MEISR currently located in the APEZ under the three-year construction schedule,
leading to mitigated annual average PM2.5 concentrations of approximately 0.050.09 µg/m3
for the Developer’s Proposed Option and approximately 0.060.10 µg/m3 for the Additional
Housing Option. Therefore, the annual average PM2.5 concentration impact on offsite
receptors located in the APEZ would be less than significant with mitigation.
313

Currently being confirmed.
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5.G
*

Revisions to Chapter 5, Variants

The text in the second paragraph on SEIR p. 5-6 is revised as follows to update the
mitigation measure title:
Thus, the operational-related mitigation measure identified for the Developer’s Proposed
Option would be applicable to Variant 1 (Mitigation Measure M-C-TR-4, Monitor
Cumulative Transit Travel Times and Implement Measures to Reduce Transit Delay [under
Impact C-TR-4], p. 3.B-96).

The first paragraph on SEIR p. 5-9 for Variant 2: South Street Alignment and
Aboveground Public Parking at North End of Site is revised as follows:
Variant 2 would have the same mix of land uses, square footages, and construction and
operational characteristics as the Developer’s Proposed Option, except the 750-space
multilevel public parking garage would be constructed aboveground on Block G towards
the north end of the site and would be wrapped by housing, or in dedicated public parking
areas within several of the residential garages. South Street would be shifted south and
occupy SFPUC’s 80-foot-wide strip of land located along the southern edge of the site and
south of Blocks A and B. As a result of this change in configuration, Blocks A, C, and D
would have slightly different footprints. The maximum height (seven stories) would not
change between the Developer’s Proposed Option and Variant 2.

5.H
*

Revisions to Chapter 6, Alternatives

The text in the last bullet on SEIR p. 6-3 is revised as follows to reflect changes to the
mitigation measure:
Mitigation would require the project sponsor to monitor transit travel times and
implement measures to meet the transit travel time performance standard; however, given
the uncertainty regarding the effectiveness of TDM measures and if SFMTA would
approve other measures under their jurisdiction, even with implementation of Mitigation
Measure M-C-TR-4, this impact is conservatively considered to remain significant and
unavoidable with mitigation. (Impact C-TR-4)

*

The text in the second paragraph under “Alternative Strategy to Address Transit Delay”
on SEIR p. 6-6 is revised as follows to update the mitigation measure title:
As discussed under Impact C-TR-4, p. 3.B-94, given the uncertainty regarding the
effectiveness of TDM measures and if SFMTA would approve other measures under their
jurisdiction, even with implementation of Mitigation Measure M-C-TR-4, Monitor
Cumulative Transit Travel Times and Implement Measures to Reduce Transit Delay, p.
3.B-96, the proposed project options and variants would result in a significant and
unavoidable with mitigation cumulative impact with respect to transit delay.
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*

The text in the first paragraph on SEIR p. 6-13 is revised as follows to update the
mitigation measure title:
Therefore, the mitigation measure identified for the proposed project options and variants
(Mitigation Measure M-C-TR-4, Monitor Cumulative Transit Travel Times and Implement
Measures to Reduce Transit Delay, p. 3.B-96) would not be applicable.

*

The text at the top of SEIR p. 6-21 is revised as follows to update the mitigation measure
title:
Monitor Cumulative Transit Travel Times and Implement Measures to Reduce Transit
Delay, p. 3.B-96, as with the proposed project options and variants, Alternative B would
result in a significant and unavoidable with mitigation cumulative impact with respect to
transit delay.

*

The text at the top of SEIR p. 6-39 is revised as follows to update the mitigation measure
title:
approve other measures under their jurisdiction, even with implementation of Mitigation
Measure M-C-TR-4, Monitor Cumulative Transit Travel Times and Implement Measures
to Reduce Transit Delay, p. 3.B-96, as with the proposed project options and variants,
Alternative C would result in a significant and unavoidable with mitigation cumulative
impact with respect to transit delay.

*

The text under “Transportation and Circulation” on SEIR p. 6-45 is revised as follows
to update the mitigation measure title:
Project- and cumulative-level construction and operational transportation and circulation
impacts would be the same as under the proposed project options. Cumulative
operational-related mitigation measures identified for the proposed project options and
variants would be applicable to Alternative D (i.e., Mitigation Measure M-C-TR-4, Monitor
Cumulative Transit Travel Times and Implement Measures to Reduce Transit Delay, p.
3.B-96). Alternative D impacts for cumulative transit delay would be significant and
unavoidable with mitigation (Impact C-TR-4, p. 3.B-94).
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5.I

Revisions to Appendix D2, Noise Supporting
Information

Pages 1 and 2 of draft SEIR Appendix D2 are revised as follows:
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TECHNICAL MEMORANDUM
Balboa Reservoir Subsequent EIR
Responses to Comments Supplementary Memorandum
Transit Delay Analysis and Capital Improvements

Date:
To:
From:
cc:

April 17, 2020
Wade Wietgrefe, Liz White
Mike Alston, RSP & Amanda Leahy, AICP
Jeanie Poling

PURPOSE OF MEMORANDUM
This technical memorandum (memo) identifies and analyzes existing sources of transit delay to the 29
Sunset, K/T Third/Ingleside, and 43 Masonic Muni lines in the Balboa Reservoir project study area, and
then recommends offsite capital improvements to reduce transit travel times. The results of this analysis
further refine and inform Balboa Reservoir Draft Subsequent Environmental Impact Report (draft SEIR)’s
Mitigation Measure M-C-TR-4. Monitor Cumulative Transit Travel Times and Implement Measures To
Reduce Transit Delay.
This memo is organized as follows:
x
x
x
x
x

Background
Analysis Approach
Findings
Recommended Improvements
Secondary Effects of Implementing Improvements

BACKGROUND
The draft SEIR presented an analysis of transit delay under existing plus project conditions and under
2040 cumulative conditions. The impacts were determined to be less than significant under existing plus
project conditions and significant and unavoidable under 2040 cumulative conditions, with the proposed
project contributing considerably. The project would make a considerable contribution, defined as two
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or more minutes, to cumulative transit delay to the K/T Third/Ingleside; 29 Sunset; and the 43 Masonic
Muni lines.1,2

ANALYSIS APPROACH
This analysis consists of both quantitative and qualitative approaches to identify and analyze sources of
transit delay and quantify how implementation of capital improvements would reduce transit travel
times. Figure 1 presents the study area as it relates to these approaches.

Analysis Approach for K/T Third/Ingleside and 29 Sunset
The analysis approach compares transit travel times during the peak period and nighttime off-peak
period. Transit travel times are typically slowest during the p.m. peak period as travel times are greatly
influenced by vehicle congestion. Off-peak nighttime travel times represent conditions in which transit
vehicles do not experience the typical delays related to vehicle congestion in the p.m. peak period. As a
result, the off-peak nighttime travel times are compared to the p.m. peak period travel times to calculate
the differences between individual segments of delay within the study area, and to identify the delay
sources for those segments.
Identifying the specific locations, causes, and amount of delay along a transit route provides the ability
to estimate delay reductions from capital improvements. In contrast, the data collected for the draft SEIR
analysis includes existing K/T travel times for the full segment along Ocean Avenue between Jules Avenue
and Balboa Park BART, but not for points and subdivided segments along the corridor.
The analysis was conducted for the routes along the following segments:
x
x
x
x

K/T Third/Ingleside: Jules Avenue/Ocean Avenue to Balboa Park Bay Area Rapid Transit (BART);
K/T Third/Ingleside: San Jose Avenue/Geneva Avenue to Dorado Terrace/Ocean Avenue;
29 Sunset: Plymouth Avenue/Ocean Avenue to Mission Street/Persia Avenue; and
29 Sunset: Mission Street/Persia Avenue to Plymouth Avenue/Ocean Avenue.

1

The 8 Bayshore and 8BX Bayshore B Express series buses also travel through the study area; however, as identified in
the draft SEIR, the proposed project would not considerably contribute to cumulative transit delay on these routes. The
91 Third Street/19th Avenue Owl and K Owl also travels through the corridor but is an overnight only route and is not
included in the analysis.

2

The Responses to Comments (RTC) document revised the draft SEIR analysis and Mitigation Measure M-C-TR-4, which
incorrectly identified that the proposed project would have a considerable contribution to cumulative transit delay on
the 49 Van Ness/Mission line.
Kittelson & Associates, Inc.
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Figure 1
Transit Delay Analysis and Capital Improvements Study Area
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Field data collection was collected to identify the following:
x
x
x

Sources of transit delay along the corridor (location and descriptive cause);
Delay values associated with given locations and bus actions (corridor delay, transit reentry delay,
or passenger boarding delay); and
Qualitative observations of conditions at potential improvement locations.

Based on these data and observations, capital improvements are then recommended to improve transit
operations at a fixed point along a service segment (i.e., an intersection and approach direction), with
benefits accruing to the segment’s travel time.

Analysis Approach for 43 Masonic
The analysis for the 43 Masonic supplements the Synchro corridor analysis from the draft SEIR and utilizes
the traffic counts and future traffic volumes from the draft SEIR to calculate delay to the line at the Ocean
Avenue/Frida Kahlo Way/Geneva Avenue intersection.3 The delay associated with the inbound 43
Masonic (i.e., going towards Balboa Park BART station) primarily comes from the signal at Frida Kahlo
Way/Geneva Avenue/Ocean Avenue. The delay experienced at this intersection is primarily associated
with vehicle congestion. This is different than the delay on Ocean Avenue, which can be attributed to
other factors, such as left or right turning vehicles.
As a result, no additional data collection was needed to calculate transit delay because the supplemental
Synchro analysis allows the disaggregation of corridor travel time to identify the amount of delay
attributable to the specific transit movement at the intersection versus along the segment as a whole.

DATA COLLECTION
The field data collection occurred in two phases to achieve a disaggregate analysis of travel times and
delays. The p.m. peak period data collection and observations yielded travel times along and through
fixed segments of the transit routes, along with descriptions of operational events at each location. The
p.m. peak period data collection was conducted from 5-7 p.m. on Tuesday, December 17, 2019;
Wednesday, December 18, 2019; and Thursday, January 16, 2020. The off-peak travel time runs provided
a baseline travel time along the lines as well as times along and through the same fixed segments

3

As part of the draft SEIR analysis, transit corridor delay was quantified using Trafficware’s Synchro modeling software
arterial/corridor delay reports to calculate traffic congestion delays along corridors served by transit. Intersection
operations analysis was performed using Synchro software and conducted using the SF Planning Department’s Guidelines
for Synchro Intersection LOS Analysis. Intersection operations were analyzed for Existing Conditions, Existing plus
Developer’s Proposed Option (which includes reassigned parking trips), and Existing plus Additional Housing Option
(does not include reassigned parking trips) for the weekday a.m. and p.m. peak hours.
Kittelson & Associates, Inc.
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observed in the p.m. peak period collection. The off-peak travel time runs occurred between 8 p.m. and
11:59 p.m. on Thursday, January 9, 2020, and Thursday, January 23, 2020.4,5

P.M. Peak Period Delay Collection and Observation
Travel time data were collected and qualitative observations recorded at the following locations from a
fixed vantage point6:
x
x
x

Ocean Avenue and Brighton Avenue (eastbound and westbound)7;
Ocean Avenue and Plymouth Avenue (eastbound and westbound)8; and
Ocean Avenue and Frida Kahlo Avenue (eastbound and westbound)9.

At each intersection, both segment travel time and intersection travel time were calculated, both of
which are defined below. The number of observations used to establish the averages is provided in each
table with the discussion of findings.
Segment travel time is defined as the time required for the transit vehicle to travel from the previous
intersection to the subject intersection. The recorded time began when the front of the vehicle cleared
the previous intersection and ended when:
x
x
x

The vehicle stopped at a red light or entered the back of a queue at the light; or
The front of the vehicle entered the intersection during a green light; or
The vehicle was within a car length of the back of a queue at the intersection.

Intersection travel time is defined as the time required for the transit vehicle to pass through an
intersection. The recorded time began when:
x
x

The vehicle stopped at a red light or entered the back of a queue at the light; or
The front of the vehicle entered the intersection during a green light; or

4

City College was in regular session during all p.m. peak period data collection (December 17, 2019, December 18, 2019,
and January 16, 2020). City College was in regular session during January 23, 2020, off-peak (8-11 p.m.) data collection
but not during January 9, 2020 off-peak data collection. As explained, off-peak travel time runs were compared to
historical data to check that they were representative.
5

Field data were collected during typical conditions (i.e., no events, disruptions, or inclement weather).

6

These data collection locations were identified in coordination with the SFMTA.

7

This intersection was observed from public space in front of the McDonald’s on the south side of Ocean Avenue
between Plymouth and Brighton avenues.
8

Ibid.

9

This intersection was observed from an elevated vantage point on the Ocean Avenue pedestrian bridge.
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The recorded time ended when the front of the transit vehicle cleared the intersection.

Off-Peak Travel Nighttime Time Runs
Kittelson conducted onboard travel time runs (as compared to the fixed vantage point data collection
during the p.m. period) on the studied segments to establish baseline times in calculating p.m. peak
period delay.10 These segments included:
x

x

K/T Third/Ingleside
o Eastbound, Ocean Avenue/Miramar Avenue to Balboa Park BART
o Westbound, Balboa Park BART to Ocean Avenue/Miramar Avenue
29 Sunset
o Eastbound, Plymouth Avenue/Ocean Avenue to Ocean Avenue/Howth Street
o Westbound, Ocean Avenue/I-280 onramp to Plymouth Avenue/ Ocean Avenue

FINDINGS
Ocean Avenue/Brighton Avenue
Eastbound
Table 1 provides average observed travel times at Ocean and Brighton avenues in the eastbound
direction for the K/T Third/Ingleside and the 29 Sunset.

10

To ensure these travel times were representative of typical off-peak nighttime conditions, Kittelson compared the
stop-to-stop travel times to historical SFMTA travel time data as a cross-check. The SFMTA maintains an internal database
of historical travel times; those data points are aggregated as historical travel time between stops. SFMTA provided
historical weeknight travel times as a point of reference. The SFMTA data provided includes median and 90th percentile
historical travel times between stops. The historical travel time data is included in Appendix D.
Kittelson & Associates, Inc.

San Francisco, California

Balboa Reservoir Subsequent EIR
April 17, 2020

Page 7

Table 1:Transit Travel Time Delays Eastbound at Ocean Avenue/Brighton Avenue

Off-Peak Nighttime
Average Travel Time,
Seconds (number of
observations)

Peak Average Travel
Time,
Seconds
(number
of
observations)

Difference in seconds

Segment travel time:
Plymouth to Brighton

14

14

0

Intersection
travel
time: through Brighton

4

29

26

Segment travel time:
Plymouth to Brighton

13

17

4

Intersection
travel
time: through Brighton

12

28

16

Route/Location
K/T Third/Ingleside

29 Sunset

Note: Averages based on four K/T off-peak period observations, three 29 Sunset off-peak period observations, 16 peak period K/T
observations, and 10 peak period 29 Sunset observations.
Source: Kittelson, 2020.

Most differences in delay at this location were associated with the intersection: an average of 26 and 16
seconds for the K/T Third/Ingleside and 29 Sunset, respectively. The following observations provide
context for peak period travel times at this location in the eastbound direction:
x

x

x
x

x
x

The segment travel times were relatively similar between peak and off-peak periods, indicating that
delay is mostly related to signal timing and intersection queueing rather than conditions along the
corridor that would slow transit along the segment.
The K/T travels in the center-running track lane and is sometimes delayed by left-turning vehicles.
The train was frequently observed to be stuck behind left-turning vehicles, at times resulting in
missing a green light and incurring additional delay from the red signal.
The K/T routinely stopped at red lights in the p.m. peak period. In the off-peak period, the line was
not observed to experience any travel time delay due to red lights.
The 29 has the flexibility to operate in either lane and was generally observed in the right travel
lane and does not wait directly behind left-turning vehicles (it must be in the right lane traveling
through the intersection to be aligned to serve the next passenger stop). However, one observation
noted that queuing from a left-turning vehicle affected both lanes and contributed to delay for the
29.
The 29 was frequently stopped at red lights during the peak period.
With the center-running track lane serving left-turning vehicles, the right lane serves the 29, a
majority of through vehicles, and right-turning vehicles. Drivers turning right must yield to
pedestrian movements at the parallel crosswalk, delaying through vehicles behind right-turning
vehicles.
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In the eastbound direction, much of the delay to the K/T Line and a portion of the delay to the 29 can be
attributed to left-turning vehicle delay. This includes frequently waiting behind left-turning vehicles
searching for a gap in oncoming traffic.

Westbound
Table 2 provides average observed travel times on Ocean Avenue approaching and through Brighton
Avenue in the westbound direction for the K/T Third/Ingleside and the 29 Sunset.
Table 2:Transit Travel Time Delays Westbound at Ocean Avenue/Brighton Avenue

Off-Peak Nighttime
Average Travel Time
(seconds)

Peak Average Travel
Time (seconds)

Difference in seconds

Segment travel time:
Lee to Brighton

8

15

7

Intersection
travel
time: through Brighton

3

23

20

Segment travel time:
Lee to Brighton

8

19

11

Intersection
travel
time: through Brighton

2

32

30

Route/Location
K/T Third/Ingleside

29 Sunset

Note: Averages based on two K/T off-peak period observations, two 29 Sunset off-peak period observations, five peak period K/T
observations, and seven peak period 29 Sunset observations.
Source: Kittelson, 2020.

Most differences in delay were associated with the intersection: an average of 20 and 30 seconds for the
K/T Third/Ingleside and 29 Sunset, respectively. The following observations provide context for the peak
period travel times at this location in the westbound direction:
x

x

The segment travel times almost doubled for the K/T and more than doubled for the 29 but
represent a small portion of each line’s travel time compared to the time through the intersection.
The differences indicate that p.m. peak period congestion levels affect operating speed through the
corridor in the westbound direction.
The K/T travels in the center-running track lane and is sometimes delayed by left-turning vehicles.
The train was not observed to be stuck behind left-turning vehicles such that the train would miss a
green light and incur additional delay from the red signal, as was observed in the eastbound
direction. However, left turns do contribute to approach delay in this direction, and the K/T was
frequently observed to experience delay at red lights in this direction. The p.m. peak hour turning
movement counts collected for the project show 122 left-turning vehicles in the p.m. peak hour
(see Appendix A); observations indicate that most left-turning drivers must wait until the end of the
permissive green phase to turn left.
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The 29 operates in the right travel lane and does not wait directly behind left-turning vehicles. The
left-turning delay has less direct influence on 29 operations.
The 29 was frequently stopped at red lights during the peak period.
With the center-running track lane serving left-turning vehicles, the right lane serves the 29, and
right-turning vehicles, as well as observed to serve the majority of through vehicles. Drivers turning
right must yield to pedestrian movements at the parallel crosswalk, potentially delaying through
vehicles behind right-turning vehicles.

Ocean Avenue/Plymouth Avenue
Eastbound
Table 3 provides average observed travel times at Ocean and Plymouth avenues in the eastbound
direction for the K/T Third/Ingleside.
Table 3:Transit Travel Time Delays Eastbound at Ocean Avenue/Plymouth Avenue

Off-Peak Nighttime
Average Travel Time
(seconds)

Peak Average Travel
Time (seconds)

Difference in seconds

Segment travel time:
Miramar to Plymouth

16

Not recorded1

-

Intersection
travel
time: through Plymouth

13

27

14

Location
K/T Third/Ingleside

1 Because

of limitations from a fixed vantage point, observed p.m. peak period segment travel time was noted between Granada and
Plymouth avenues, whereas off-peak period observations noted time between Miramar and Plymouth avenues. Comparison of
the two entries would not be commensurate.
Note: Averages based on four K/T off-peak period observations and seven peak period K/T observations.
Source: Kittelson, 2020.

The average p.m. peak hour travel time delay through the intersection was 14 seconds compared to offpeak nighttime conditions. The following observations provide context for peak period travel times:
x

x

The K/T was observed to sit at a red light in almost all p.m. peak hour observations, including as a
result of waiting behind a left-turning vehicle and subsequently missing a green phase. Similar to
the Brighton location, the K/T travels in the center-running track lane and is sometimes delayed by
left-turning vehicles.
The 29 turns right from Plymouth Avenue onto Ocean Avenue at this intersection and does not
travel eastbound through the intersection.
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Westbound
Table 4 provides average observed travel times at Ocean and Plymouth avenues in the westbound
direction for the K/T Third/Ingleside and the 29 Sunset.
Table 4: Transit Travel Time Delays Westbound at Ocean Avenue/Plymouth Avenue

Off-Peak Nighttime Average
Travel Time (seconds)

Peak Average Travel
Time (seconds)

Segment travel time:
Brighton to Plymouth

7

11

4

Intersection travel time:
through Plymouth

4

29

25

Segment travel time:
Brighton to Plymouth

5

9

4

Intersection travel time:
through Plymouth

3

33

30

Location

Difference
seconds

in

K/T Third/Ingleside

29 Sunset

Note: Averages based on two K/T off-peak period observations, three off-peak period 29 Sunset observations, six peak period K/T
observations, and 12 peak period 29 Sunset observations.
Source: Kittelson, 2020.

The average p.m. peak hour travel time delay through the intersection was 14 seconds compared to offpeak nighttime conditions. The following observations provide context for peak period travel times:
x
x

x

The travel time difference in segment travel times for each line indicates that the sources of delay
are at the intersection rather than due to overall travel speeds on the segment.
The K/T was observed to sit at a red light in most all p.m. peak hour observations, including as a
result of waiting behind a left-turning vehicle and subsequently missing a green phase on multiple
occasions. The average delay experienced is largely a result of delay behind left-turning vehicles
and subsequent red-light delay. Although the p.m. peak hour average among observations is 30
seconds, the maximum observed intersection travel time was 57 seconds, indicating wide
variability. Like at the Brighton location, the K/T travels in the center-running track lane and is
sometimes delayed by left-turning vehicles.
The 29 turns left onto Plymouth Avenue at this intersection, so it is subject to the same operational
delay and issues as the K/T. During the p.m. peak hour, the 29 was observed to miss its green phase
multiple times, with a maximum intersection travel time of 99 seconds attributed to left-turning
drivers (sitting through two red phases).
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Ocean Avenue and Geneva Avenue/Frida Kahlo Way
Eastbound
Table 5 provides average observed travel times in the eastbound direction for the K/T Third/Ingleside
and the 29 Sunset.
Table 5: Transit Travel Time Delays Eastbound at Ocean Avenue/Frida Kahlo Way/Geneva Avenue

Off-Peak Nighttime
Average Travel Time
(seconds)

Peak Average Travel
Time (seconds)

Difference in seconds

Segment travel time:
Lee to Frida Kahlo

19

18

-

Intersection
travel
time: through Frida
Kahlo1

39

53

14

Segment travel time:
Lee to Frida Kahlo

10

15

5

Intersection
travel
time: through Frida
Kahlo

57

54

-

Location
K/T Third/Ingleside

29 Sunset

1 Includes

dwell time
Note: Averages based on four K/T off-peak period observations, three off-peak period 29 Sunset observations, four peak period K/T
observations, and eight peak period 29 Sunset observations.
Source: Kittelson, 2020.

As Table 5 indicates, the p.m. peak period travel time delays were relatively small based on the
observations and data collection. The following observations provide context for travel times:
x
x

x
x

During peak and off-peak periods, the K/T showed consistent travel times between Lee Avenue and
the intersection (or back of queue).
The 29 includes a near side bus stop between Harold and Geneva avenues. Following this stop, the
bus driver must reenter the traffic stream to continue along Ocean Avenue. A combination of red
lights, associated re-entry delay (with a green or red indication), and slow operating speeds through
the intersection resulted in similar peak hour and off-peak average travel times for the 29.
Observed p.m. peak hour intersection travel times were widely variable, ranging from 21 seconds to
82 seconds.
The K/T line shares a travel lane with left-turning vehicles in a left-turn lane with a protected leftturn phase. Although drivers do not share a conflicting phase with crossing pedestrians and do not
need to yield to oncoming traffic, the K/T (which continues straight) must wait behind left-turning
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vehicles at a red light. In contrast, adjacent through traffic has a green indication, delaying the line
relative to if it was in an exclusive lane or a through lane.

Westbound
Table 6 provides average observed travel times in the westbound direction for the K/T Third/Ingleside
and the 29 Sunset.
Table 6: Transit Travel Time Delays Westbound at Ocean Avenue/Frida Kahlo Way/Geneva Avenue

Off-Peak Nighttime
Average Travel Time
(seconds)

Peak Average Travel
Time (seconds)

Difference in seconds

Segment travel time:
Howth to Frida Kahlo

12

17

5

Intersection
travel
time: through Frida
Kahlo

11

49

38

Segment travel time:
Howth to Frida Kahlo

15

20

5

Intersection
travel
time: through Frida
Kahlo

8

66

58

Location
K/T Third/Ingleside

29 Sunset

Note: Averages based on two K/T off-peak period observations, two off-peak period 29 Sunset observations, six peak period K/T
observations, and 10 peak period 29 Sunset observations.
Source: Kittelson, 2020.

The following observations provide context for travel times:
x

x

x

In the p.m. peak hour, the K/T experienced an average of 38 seconds of travel time delay compared
to off-peak conditions. This delay was mostly a result of red-light delay and of queuing once the K/T
left the separated track lane to the east of the intersection. No left turns are allowed from the
center-running track lane, so the K/T was not observed to be waiting behind turning vehicles.
Rather, the limited green time and the queuing present contributed to higher p.m. peak hour travel
times.
The 29 experienced 58 seconds of relative delay to travel through the intersection in p.m. peak
hour conditions compared to in off-peak conditions. Observations noted that the 29 frequently
queued in advance of the intersection, in some cases back to Howth Street. As a result of queueing,
buses missed green signal phases and waited for an extra signal cycle; the maximum intersection
travel time observed in the p.m. peak observations was 213 seconds.
The 29 was observed to use the center-running track lane to bypass queuing on at least one
occasion.
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This intersection is uniquely constrained compared to the other study intersections:
x It serves multiple approaches with higher volumes than the Brighton and Plymouth
intersections. This includes cross-street volumes and through and turning movement volumes
along Ocean Avenue. Much of the delay recorded was observed to be a result of queuing, likely
as a result of the allocation of green time to competing intersection approaches.
x The intersection includes longer pedestrian crossings across Ocean Avenue (in excess of 80 feet)
than the other intersections, requiring longer side-street pedestrian crossings phases and a
longer signal cycle than the other locations.

These constraints reduce the ability to provide capital improvement solutions compared to the other
locations in the study area.

Southbound
The 43 Masonic outbound travels south from one of two shared left-through lanes on Frida Kahlo Way,
across Ocean Avenue, and on to Geneva Avenue; this movement is signal protected and does not include
conflicting pedestrian or vehicle movements. Project-related increase in vehicle traffic and passenger
boarding/alighting activity would be associated with 82 seconds of travel time delay during the p.m. peak
hour.11 Travel time delay is attributable to passenger boarding activity, transit reentry time, and the level
of vehicular traffic at the intersection and surrounding the Muni stop approximately 250 feet north of
the intersection. The 2000 Highway Capacity Manual shows average bus re-entry delay into adjacent
traffic streams to increase as a function of the adjacent lane hourly volumes, from an average of zero
seconds with 100 vehicles to an average between four and six seconds at volumes between 400 and 600
vehicles per hour.12 Data collected for this project show a southbound p.m. peak hour volume of 508
vehicles, which corresponds with an estimate of between four and six seconds of reentry delay in addition
to delay at the intersection. As explained in the preceding section, this intersection is constrained by
vehicle demand and pedestrian crossing lengths that limit possible signal timing solutions.

Combined Delay
Table 7 provides the recorded travel time delays presented above by line, direction, and location.

11

Refer to Table 3.B-18 on p. 4.C-40 in the Balboa Reservoir SEIR Responses to Comments document.

12

2000 Highway Capacity Manual, Chapter 27, Exhibit 27-10. Reproduced in the “Public Transit” appendix of the 2019
San Francisco Transportation Impact Analysis Guidelines and available at https://sfplanning.org/project/transportationimpact-analysis-guidelines-environmental-review-update#impact-analysis-guidelines
Kittelson & Associates, Inc.

San Francisco, California

Balboa Reservoir Subsequent EIR
April 17, 2020

Page 14

Table 7: P.M. Peak Hour Transit Travel Time Delays by Line
Location

Eastbound

Westbound

K/T Third/Ingleside
Intersection
travel
time:
through Plymouth Avenue

14

25

Intersection
travel
time:
through Brighton Avenue

26

20

Intersection
travel
time:
through Frida Kahlo Way

14

38

Total Combined Delay

54

83

Segment Travel Time: Lee to
Brighton

n/a

11

Intersection
travel
time:
through Brighton Avenue

16

30

-

30

-

58

16

129

29 Sunset

Intersection
travel
through Plymouth

time:

Intersection
travel
time:
through Frida Kahlo Way
Total Combined Delay
Source: Kittelson, 2020.

RECOMMENDED IMPROVEMENTS
The following improvements are recommended to reduce transit travel times in the study area and are
displayed in Figure 2. These proposed improvements require approval by the SFMTA and are subject to
review by relevant rail oversight authorities.
x
x
x
x
x

Providing a protected green arrow signal phase for westbound left turns at Ocean Avenue/Brighton
Avenue;
Prohibit eastbound left turns at Ocean Avenue/Brighton Avenue;
Providing a protected green arrow signal phase for westbound left turns at Ocean
Avenue/Plymouth Avenue;
Prohibit eastbound left turns at Ocean Avenue/Plymouth Avenue; and
Construct a bus boarding island on southbound Frida Kahlo Way.
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Figure 2: Recommended Improvements to Reduce Transit Travel Times

Source: Google Earth.

Ocean Avenue/Brighton Avenue
Eastbound: Prohibit Left Turns
At Ocean and Brighton avenues, prohibiting eastbound left turns would provide dual benefit to transit
operations. It would eliminate transit delay for the K/T associated with waiting behind left-turning
vehicles, which was observed to result in missing green phases. A left turn prohibition would also provide
more through volume capacity and would give through drivers the ability to choose a lane rather than to
proceed in the right lane. This would benefit the 29 as well, whose drivers would either travel in a right
lane with fewer vehicles or could also use the left lane to travel through the intersection if right-turning
vehicles are yielding to crossing pedestrians.
Implementing this improvement would improve reliability for the K/T and 29 and could reduce p.m. peak
hour travel time delay compared to off-peak travel times by up to 26 and 16 seconds, respectively. There
is no guarantee that the improvement would reduce delay by the full amounts observed, given there are
other sources of transit delay, although it is a reasonable approximation of travel time savings.
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Westbound: Provide Protected/Permissive Left Turn Phasing
At Ocean and Brighton avenues, providing a protected green arrow left turn phase would allow leftturning vehicles a dedicated portion of the signal phase and would reduce delay for the K/T associated
with waiting behind those left-turning vehicles. This improvement would improve reliability for the K/T
and could reduce delay by up to 20 seconds. There is no guarantee that the improvement would reduce
delay by the full amounts observed, as the K/T line would need to wait for a turning vehicle to clear even
though the movement would be more reliable with a protected/permissive phase, although it is a
reasonable approximation of travel time savings.

Ocean Avenue/Plymouth Avenue
Eastbound: Prohibit Left Turns
At Ocean and Plymouth avenues, prohibiting eastbound left turns would provide dual benefit to transit
operations. It would eliminate transit delay for the K/T associated with waiting behind left-turning
vehicles, which was observed to result in missing green phases. A left turn prohibition would also provide
more through volume capacity and would give through drivers the ability to choose a lane rather than to
proceed in the right lane. This improvement would improve reliability for both lines and could reduce
delay for the K/T by up to 14 seconds. There is no guarantee that the improvement would reduce delay
by the full amounts observed, given there are other sources of transit delay, although it is a reasonable
approximation of travel time savings.

Westbound: Provide Protected/Permissive Left Turn Phasing
At Ocean and Brighton avenues, providing a protected/permissive left turn phase would allow leftturning vehicles a dedicated portion of the signal phase and would reduce delay for the K/T associated
with waiting behind those left-turning vehicles. This improvement would improve reliability for the K/T.
This benefit would also accrue to the 29, which turns left at the intersection and is subject to the same
travel delays. This improvement would improve reliability for both lines and could reduce delay for the
K/T by up to 25 seconds and for the 29 by up to 30 seconds. There is no guarantee that the improvement
would reduce delay by the full amounts observed, as the K/T and 29 lines would need to wait for a turning
vehicle to clear even though the movement would be more reliable with a protected/permissive phase,
although it is a reasonable approximation of travel time savings.

Frida Kahlo Way/ Ocean Avenue/Geneva Avenue
Southbound: Transit Boarding Island
The improvement identified to improve transit operations at this intersection is the addition of a along
the southbound approach of Frida Kahlo Way. A transit boarding island would reduce passenger boarding
and re-entry delay associated with accessing the bus stop. The SFMTA Transportation Engineering Transit
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Preferential Toolkit identifies that transit boarding islands typically reduce passenger boarding/alighting
delay by an average of five seconds and reduce re-entry delay by an average of five seconds. This location
may be associated with more passenger boarding/alighting delay than five seconds. The would reduce
transit reentry delay, which is estimated to be up to be about ten seconds under existing conditions,
which would in turn allow Muni buses better access to the signal, potentially reducing delay at the
intersection by proceeding through on more green signals or getting better position in a queue.

Conclusion
The recommended improvements further refine the capital measures identified as part of SEIR’s Project
Mitigation Measure M-C-TR-4: Implement Measures to Reduce Transit Delay13.

SECONDARY EFFECTS OF IMPLEMENTING IMPROVEMENTS
The following describes the secondary construction and operational effects of implementing the
improvements identified above.

Construction
Construction of the identified capital improvements would include the installation of signage for the
prohibited left turns at both Brighton and Plymouth avenues and the installation of additional signal
heads, possibly including a new mast arm, to provide protected/permissive phasing in the eastbound
direction at Plymouth and Brighton avenues.
These construction activities would cause temporary disruption to existing conditions and may include
temporary sidewalk and lane closures. Construction activities would be similar to those evaluated as
part of the DEIR and require compliance with the public works code, public works department orders,
and the blue book, as applicable, so that potentially hazardous conditions or substantial public transit
delay would not occur.

General Effect to Vehicle Traffic
The reliability and delay reduction benefits described for transit vehicles along Ocean Avenue as a result
of the proposed changes would also accrue to general traffic along Ocean Avenue. Anticipated effects
are discussed below:

13

Originally entitled Project Mitigation Measure M-C-TR-4: Monitor Cumulative Transit Travel Times and Implement

Measures to Reduce Transit Delay in the DEIR, the title of the mitigation measure was amended as part of the Responses
to Comments document.
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For westbound left-turning drivers at Plymouth and Brighton avenues, a protected/permissive
phase provides dedicated time to make the left turn separated from oncoming traffic or
pedestrians. This would also reduce the number of conflicts between people driving and walking
through the provision of the protected movement.
The westbound protected left-turn phase would occupy a share of green time and would result in a
decrease in green time of a few seconds to other phases.
For eastbound through drivers along Ocean Avenue, the prohibition of left turns at Plymouth and
Brighton avenues would improve travel times and reliability, eliminating instances of delay from
waiting behind a left-turning vehicle.

Effects on left-turning drivers at Plymouth or Brighton avenues are discussed in the General Effect on
Circulation section below.

General Effect to Pedestrians
The Ocean Avenue/Plymouth Avenue intersection serves many pedestrians in the p.m. peak hour. These
pedestrians share a signal phase with the parallel Ocean Avenue movements, including right-turn and
left-turn movements. The shared vehicle turning movements and pedestrian crossings create a conflict
between road users and contribute travel time delay for turning drivers yielding to pedestrians. The two
intersections with recommended improvements serve the following number of pedestrians:
x
x

Ocean Avenue/Brighton Avenue: 442 pedestrians across north leg, 278 pedestrians across south
leg in the weekday p.m. peak hour (5-7 p.m.; see Appendix A)
Ocean Avenue/Plymouth Avenue: 349 pedestrians across north leg, 152 pedestrians across south
leg in the weekday p.m. peak hour (5-7 p.m.; see Appendix A)

For pedestrians crossing the north legs of these intersections, conflicting left-turning vehicles would be
eliminated. For pedestrians crossing the south legs of these intersections, conflicts with left-turning
drivers would be reduced.

General Effect on Circulation
The prohibition of eastbound left turns at Ocean and Plymouth avenues would redistribute the 11 leftturning drivers currently making this movement in the p.m. peak hour. These drivers would have the
following options (see Figure 2):
x
x

Turn left at Faxon, Miramar, or Granada avenues in advance of the Plymouth Avenue
intersection; or
Turn right at Granada Avenue, left to Holloway Avenue, and then left at Plymouth Avenue, left
at Ocean Avenue, and right at Plymouth Avenue, adding approximately 1,700 feet of diversion
to their trip.

The prohibition of eastbound left turns at Ocean and Brighton avenues would redistribute the 39 left
turning drivers currently making this movement in the p.m. peak hour. These drivers would have the
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following options (see Figure 2):
x Turn right at Plymouth, Granada, or Miramar avenues, left at Brighton Avenue, and through at
Ocean Avenue, adding approximately 1,700 feet of diversion to their trip. Transit travel time
and reliability benefits accrue to general traffic.
Note that Brighton Avenue provides vehicular access to the Whole Foods parking deck and to
Avalon Ocean Avenue residential parking.
Both prohibitions would redistribute approximately the number of left-turning trips presented above and
would increase the traffic on the relevant local streets by an amount commensurate to the existing
eastbound left-turn volumes.
The redistribution of vehicles trips would be anticipated to occur on Plymouth, Granada, Miramar,
Brighton, and Holloway avenues, which are low-speed local roads. The capital improvements and
potential diversions discussed above would not be expected to introduce new conflicts or delays to
existing transit operations and would not create potentially hazardous conditions for people walking,
biking, driving, or public transit operations.
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Type of peak hour being reported: Intersection Peak

Method for determining peak hour: Total Entering Volume

LOCATION: Plymouth Ave -- Ocean Ave
CITY/STATE: San Francisco, CA
98
23

750

16

Peak-Hour: 5:00 PM -- 6:00 PM
Peak 15-Min: 5:00 PM -- 5:15 PM

59

11

50
16

137

764

0.5

662

72
65

0.0

900

1.8

0.0

0.6

1.4

6.0

74

2.9

0

78

0

0

1
0

0

NA

NA

NA

0

0

10

0

NA

Left
56
0

0

6

NA

Left
5
3
4
2
3
2
4
3
4
3
4
1
3
5
6
6
5
10
6
4
7
6
6
1

2.4

5.2

0

152

5-Min Count
Period
Beginning At
4:00 PM
4:05 PM
4:10 PM
4:15 PM
4:20 PM
4:25 PM
4:30 PM
4:35 PM
4:40 PM
4:45 PM
4:50 PM
4:55 PM
5:00 PM
5:05 PM
5:10 PM
5:15 PM
5:20 PM
5:25 PM
5:30 PM
5:35 PM
5:40 PM
5:45 PM
5:50 PM
5:55 PM
Peak 15-Min
Flowrates
All Vehicles
Heavy Trucks
Pedestrians
Bicycles
Railroad
Stopped Buses

1.0

0.0 0.0 10.8

349

NA

1.9

1.8

155

25

1.3

0.0 0.0 0.0
52

0.94

766
849

79

QC JOB #: 14612226
DATE: Wed, Jan 31 2018

Plymouth Ave
(Northbound)
Thru Right
U
0
7
0
0
2
0
5
5
0
0
1
0
1
6
0
2
8
0
1
4
0
3
4
0
2
4
0
5
6
0
4
2
0
0
6
0
0
5
0
1
5
0
1
6
0
2
6
0
0
3
0
0
7
0
1
8
0
2
10
0
3
7
0
0
4
0
4
7
0
2
6
0
Northbound
Thru Right
U
8
64
0
0
8
104
0
0

NA

NA

Left
1
3
1
5
0
0
3
6
2
2
8
4
5
9
8
5
4
5
2
7
2
5
4
3
Left
88
0
0

Plymouth Ave
(Southbound)
Thru Right
U
1
2
0
3
1
0
1
0
0
2
2
0
1
1
0
2
1
0
4
1
0
1
0
0
0
2
0
2
0
0
3
2
0
2
3
0
2
2
0
1
2
0
1
2
0
3
3
0
1
1
0
3
4
0
3
0
0
0
2
0
1
3
0
0
2
0
0
1
0
1
1
0
Southbound
Thru Right
U
16
24
0
0
0
464
0
0

Left
0
1
2
0
1
0
0
1
2
2
1
0
1
0
1
2
0
0
0
1
1
2
3
0
Left
8
0
0

Ocean Ave
(Eastbound)
Thru Right
63
6
74
1
51
4
58
5
60
11
58
10
49
9
59
4
69
6
59
7
52
5
51
7
68
8
68
6
64
10
57
8
58
4
73
7
63
2
56
6
63
5
69
2
66
7
61
7
Eastbound
Thru Right
800
96
8
0
56
0
0

U
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0

Left
3
5
5
3
4
7
7
4
6
1
3
4
5
5
2
4
2
5
3
10
6
1
3
3

U
0

Left
48
4
0

Ocean Ave
(Westbound)
Thru Right
U
48
4
0
61
2
0
49
4
0
53
4
0
56
3
0
52
6
0
37
1
0
52
4
0
65
4
0
68
2
0
53
6
0
38
5
0
63
1
0
56
7
0
63
4
0
48
3
0
54
4
0
64
4
0
48
4
0
58
4
0
63
4
0
48
6
0
51
4
0
46
7
1
Westbound
Thru Right
U
728
48
0
8
0
40
1
0

Total

Hourly
Totals

140
156
131
135
147
148
120
141
166
157
143
121
163
165
168
147
136
182
140
160
165
145
156
139

1705
1728
1737
1774
1786
1775
1809
1829
1848
1847
1835
1848
1866
Total
1984
28
664
1

Comments:
Report generated on 2/13/2018 3:04 PM

SOURCE: Quality Counts, LLC (http://www.qualitycounts.net) 1-877-580-2212

Type of peak hour being reported: Intersection Peak

Method for determining peak hour: Total Entering Volume

LOCATION: Brighton Ave -- Ocean Ave
CITY/STATE: San Francisco, CA
9
4

737
0.95
811

0.83
2

138

Peak-Hour: 5:00 PM -- 6:00 PM
Peak 15-Min: 5:15 PM -- 5:30 PM

3

39

723

20

122
10
143

20
0.80

0.0

924

1.4

0.98
828

1.6

0.0

0.0

1.7

1.4

0.0

1.6

72

1.4

0

107

7

0

0

Left
0
0
0

0

0

NA

NA

NA

Peak 15-Min
Flowrates
All Vehicles
Heavy Trucks
Pedestrians
Bicycles
Railroad
Stopped Buses

0

1

0

NA

Left
5
5
6
3
3
0
4
3

0

5

NA

15-Min Count
Period
Beginning At
4:00 PM
4:15 PM
4:30 PM
4:45 PM
5:00 PM
5:15 PM
5:30 PM
5:45 PM

1.6

0.0

0

278

NA

1.3

0.0 0.0 0.0

102

442

63

0.0

0.0 0.0 0.0
79

0.99

752

QC JOB #: 14777402
DATE: Tue, Aug 28 2018

Brighton Ave
(Northbound)
Thru Right
4
12
6
10
5
23
5
15
7
16
7
19
4
19
2
18

NA

NA

U
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0

Northbound
Thru Right
U
28
76
0
0
0
280
0
0

Left
3
2
0
1
0
2
0
1

Left
8
0
0

Brighton Ave
(Southbound)
Thru Right
0
0
0
1
1
1
0
1
0
1
1
0
0
2
1
1

U
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0

Southbound
Thru Right
U
4
0
0
0
0
392
0
0

Left
10
8
9
11
9
13
11
6

Left
52
0
0

Ocean Ave
(Eastbound)
Thru Right
186
10
174
10
152
4
177
6
186
7
187
7
176
2
203
4

U
0
0
0
1
0
0
0
0

Eastbound
Thru Right
U
748
28
0
12
0
44
3
0

Left
22
20
23
28
30
27
39
25

Left
108
4
0

Ocean Ave
(Westbound)
Thru Right
173
20
192
25
187
20
178
15
188
17
182
22
173
24
180
16

Total
U
0
0
0
0
0
1
0
0

Westbound
Thru Right
U
728
88
4
20
0
108
0
0

Hourly
Totals

445
453
431
441
464
468
454
460

1770
1789
1804
1827
1846

Total
1872
36
824
3

Comments:
Report generated on 9/7/2018 3:43 PM

SOURCE: Quality Counts, LLC (http://www.qualitycounts.net) 1-877-580-2212

APPENDIXB:PEAKHOURDATACOLLECTION

ĂůďŽĂZĞƐĞƌǀŽŝƌ/Z

>ŽĐĂƚŝŽŶ
ŝƌĞĐƚŝŽŶ

<ŝƚƚĞůƐŽŶƐƐŽĐŝĂƚĞƐ͕/ŶĐ͘

KĐĞĂŶǀĞŶƵĞͬƌŝŐŚƚŽŶǀĞŶƵĞ
tĞƐƚďŽƵŶĚ
,ͲϭϮͬϭϴͬϮϬϭϵ
<ͬddŚŝƌĚ

ZŽƵƚĞ

KďƐĞƌǀĂƚŝŽŶ
Ϯ
Ϯ
ϯ
ϯ

dŝŵĞ
ĞůĂǇEŽƚĞ
dŝŵĞ
ĞůĂǇEŽƚĞ

ϰ
ϰ
ϱ
ϱ
ϲ
ϲ

dŝŵĞ
ĞůĂǇEŽƚĞ
dŝŵĞ
ĞůĂǇEŽƚĞ
dŝŵĞ
ĞůĂǇEŽƚĞ

dŝŵĞ
ϱ͗ϮϭƉŵ

KĐĞĂŶͬ>ĞĞ
ĚŽŽƌƐŽƉĞŶ
^ƚĂƌƚ

ϱ͗ϯϰƉŵ

^ƚĂƌƚ

KĐĞĂŶͬ>ĞĞ
ŝŶŝƚŝĂůďŽĂƌĚŝŶŐ KĐĞĂŶͬ>ĞĞĂƌƌŝǀĂů KĐĞĂŶͬ>ĞĞ
ĞŶĚ
ƐƚŽƉ
ĚĞƉĂƌƚƵƌĞ
ϯϬ Eͬ

KĐĞĂŶͬƌŝŐŚƚŽŶ
ĂƌƌŝǀĂůƐƚŽƉ
ϯϱ
Z>;ϱϳͿ

ϲ͗ϬϬƉŵ

^ƚĂƌƚ

ϲ͗ϭϬƉŵ

^ƚĂƌƚ

Ϯϱ Eͬ
Z>;ϯϮͿ
Ϯϳ Eͬ
Z>;ϯϮͿ
ϭϯ Eͬ

KĐĞĂŶͬƌŝŐŚƚŽ dŽƚĂůZĞĚ
ŶĚĞƉĂƌƚƵƌĞ
dŝŵĞ
EŽƚĞƐ
ϴϬ
ϭϭ
'>;ϲϴͿ
ϴϯ
ϴϯ
ϯϮ
ϱϳ

ϳϬ
'>;ϲϰͿ
ϳϱ Eͬ

^ƚĂƌƚ

ϭϲ Eͬ
Z>;ϮϱͿ

^ůŽǁĞĚ͕ďƵƚĚŝĚŶŽƚƐƚŽƉ͕ďǇKĐĞĂŶͬƌŝŐŚƚŽŶĚƵĞƚŽĐĂƌ
Ϯϯ ƚƌǇŝŶŐƚŽƉĂƌĂůůĞůƉĂƌŬ

ϱϳ

ϮϬ

ϭϭϯ

ϲϰ

'>;ϱϴͿ
ϭϴ

ϯϬ
Z>;ϯϬͿ

ϲ͗ϮϮƉŵ

ϵϮ

ϱϵ
'>;ϱϲͿ

'>;ϱϬͿ
ϳϯ

Z>;ϳϱͿ

'>;ϭϬϴͿ
ĂǀĞƌĂŐĞ
ĐŽƵŶƚ

ZŽƵƚĞ

Ϯϵ

KďƐĞƌǀĂƚŝŽŶ
ϭ
ϭ
Ϯ
Ϯ
ϯ
ϯ
ϰ
ϰ
ϱ
ϱ
ϲ
ϲ
ϳ
ϳ
ϴ
ϴ
ϵ
ϵ

dŝŵĞ
ĞůĂǇEŽƚĞ
dŝŵĞ
ĞůĂǇEŽƚĞ
dŝŵĞ
ĞůĂǇEŽƚĞ
dŝŵĞ
ĞůĂǇEŽƚĞ
dŝŵĞ
ĞůĂǇEŽƚĞ
dŝŵĞ
ĞůĂǇEŽƚĞ
dŝŵĞ
ĞůĂǇEŽƚĞ
dŝŵĞ
ĞůĂǇEŽƚĞ
dŝŵĞ
ĞůĂǇEŽƚĞ

dŝŵĞ
ϱ͗ϭϬƉŵ

KĐĞĂŶͬ>ĞĞ
ĚŽŽƌƐŽƉĞŶ
^ƚĂƌƚ

ϱ͗ϭϵƉŵ

^ƚĂƌƚ

KĐĞĂŶͬ>ĞĞ
ŝŶŝƚŝĂůďŽĂƌĚŝŶŐ KĐĞĂŶͬ>ĞĞĂƌƌŝǀĂů KĐĞĂŶͬ>ĞĞ
ĞŶĚ
ƐƚŽƉ
ĚĞƉĂƌƚƵƌĞ
ϭϭ Eͬ

KĐĞĂŶͬƌŝŐŚƚŽŶ
ĂƌƌŝǀĂůƐƚŽƉ
ϭϮ
Z>;ϮϳͿ

ϱ͗ϯϱƉŵ

^ƚĂƌƚ

ϭϮ Eͬ
Z>;ϮϬͿ
ϮϬ Eͬ

ϱϱ

KĐĞĂŶͬƌŝŐŚƚŽ dŽƚĂůZĞĚ
ŶĚĞƉĂƌƚƵƌĞ
dŝŵĞ
EŽƚĞƐ
Ϯϳ
ϲϬ
ϮϮ
'>;ϰϱͿ
ϳϭ Eͬ
ϯϰ

'>;ϱϰͿ
ϮϬ

ϰϭ
Z>;ϰϭͿ

ϱ͗ϰϴƉŵ
ϱ͗ϱϱƉŵ

^ƚĂƌƚ
^ƚĂƌƚ

ϲ͗ϭϱƉŵ

^ƚĂƌƚ

ϲ͗ϭϴƉŵ

^ƚĂƌƚ

Ϯϭ Eͬ
Z>;ϮϯͿ
ϭϵ Eͬ
Z>;ϮϬͿ
ϭϱ Eͬ
Z>;ϭϲͿ
ϭϮ Eͬ

ϱϱ
'>;ϱϰͿ

ϴϬ

Z>;ϴϯͿ
ϰϱ Eͬ

^ƚĂƌƚ

ϮϬ Eͬ

ϲ͗ϱϬƉŵ

^ƚĂƌƚ

Ϯϴ Eͬ
Z>;ϮϳͿ

ϯϮ

ϭϮϰ

ϲϴ

ϳϱ

Ϯϱ

ϵϳ

ϱϳ

ϰϴ

ϵ

'>;ϭϮϬͿ

'>;ϰϱͿ
ϰϬ
'>;ϯϵͿ

ϱϵ
Z>;ϱϵͿ

ϭϯ
Ϯϯ

'>;ϵϵͿ
ϯϬ

Z>;ϯϬͿ
ϲ͗ϯϭƉŵ

ϴϬ
'>;ϳϯͿ

'>;ϯϵͿ

ϰϬ
dŚĞƌĞŝƐŶŽZ>ŽƌƋƵĞƵĞ͘
ϱϵ Eͬ
'>;ϱϴͿ

ϱϳ
ϳϱ

ϯϭ

ĂůďŽĂZĞƐĞƌǀŽŝƌ/Z

>ŽĐĂƚŝŽŶ
ŝƌĞĐƚŝŽŶ

<ŝƚƚĞůƐŽŶƐƐŽĐŝĂƚĞƐ͕/ŶĐ͘

KĐĞĂŶǀĞŶƵĞͬWůǇŵŽƵƚŚǀĞŶƵĞ
tĞƐƚďŽƵŶĚ
zϭϭϮͬϭϴͲ^'
<ͬddŚŝƌĚ

ZŽƵƚĞ

KĐĞĂŶͬ>ĞĞ
dŝŵĞ
ĚĞƉĂƌƚƵƌĞ
ϲ͗ϬϭWD ^ƚĂƌƚ

KďƐĞƌǀĂƚŝŽŶ /ŶĨŽ
ϭ dŝŵĞ
ϭ ĞůĂǇEŽƚĞ
Ϯ dŝŵĞ
Ϯ ĞůĂǇEŽƚĞ

ϲ͗ϬϲWD ^ƚĂƌƚ

ϯ dŝŵĞ
ϯ ĞůĂǇEŽƚĞ

ϲ͗ϮϵWD ^ƚĂƌƚ

ϰ dŝŵĞ
ϰ ĞůĂǇEŽƚĞ

ϲ͗ϰϮWD ^ƚĂƌƚ

ϱ dŝŵĞ
ϱ ĞůĂǇEŽƚĞ

ϲ͗ϰϴWD ^ƚĂƌƚ

ϲ dŝŵĞ
ϲ ĞůĂǇEŽƚĞ

ϲ͗ϰϵWD ^ƚĂƌƚ

ZŽƵƚĞ

KĐĞĂŶͬWůǇŵŽƵ
KĐĞĂŶͬWůǇŵŽƵƚŚE dŽƚĂůZĞĚ
KĐĞĂŶͬƌŝŐŚƚŽŶ KĐĞĂŶͬƌŝŐŚƚŽŶ KĐĞĂŶͬWůǇŵŽƵƚŚ KĐĞĂŶͬWůǇŵŽƵƚŚ^ ƚŚEĂƌƌŝǀĂů
ƐƚŽƉ
ĚĞƉĂƌƚƵƌĞ
dŝŵĞ
EŽƚĞƐ
ĂƌƌŝǀĂůƐƚŽƉ
ĚĞƉĂƌƚƵƌĞ
^ĂƌƌŝǀĂůƐƚŽƉ
ĚĞƉĂƌƚƵƌĞ
ϵ
ϳϲ
ϴϴ
ϭϭϴ
ϭϮϮ
ϭϮϰ
ϰϯ
Z>;ϭϯͿн>d
Z>;ϮϴͿ
>dƌĞƐƵůƚĞĚŝŶZ>
ϱ
ϲϵ
ϳϵ ͘
ϭϭϴ
ϭϮϮ
ϲϵ ĚĞůĂǇ
Z>;ϯϮͿн>d;ǆϮͿ
Z>;ϯϳͿ
>dƌĞƐƵůƚĞĚŝŶZ>
ϳ
ϱϱ
ϲϰ
ϳϱ
ϳϲ
ϳϳ
ϯϭ ĚĞůĂǇ
Z>;ϯϭͿн>d
>d;ƐůŽǁĞĚŶĞǀĞƌƐƚŽƉͿ
ůĞĂƌƌƵŶǁŝƚŚŶŽ>dƐ
ĂƚƌŝŐŚƚŽŶŽƌ
WůǇŵŽƵƚŚ
ϱ
ϲ
Ϯϭ
ϰϳ
ϰϵ
ϱϭ
Z>;ϮϰͿ
ůŵŽƐƚĞŶƚŝƌĞůǇZ>
ϰ
ϰϬ
ϰϵ
ϱϵ
ϲϴ
ϵϲ
ϰϮ ƌĞůĂƚĞĚ
Z>ŽŶůǇ;ϮϰͿ
>d;ƐůŽǁĞĚŶĞǀĞƌƐƚŽƉͿ
Z>;ϭϴͿ
Z>ĚĞůĂǇĚƵĞƚŽ>d
ϱ
ϱϱ
ϲϱ
ϲϲ
ϲϳ
ϲϴ
Ϯϵ ďůŽĐŬŝŶŐǀĞŚŝĐůĞ
>dнZ>;ϮϵͿ

Ϯϵ

KďƐĞƌǀĂƚŝŽŶ /ŶĨŽ
ϭ dŝŵĞ
ϭ ĞůĂǇEŽƚĞ

KĐĞĂŶͬ>ĞĞ
dŝŵĞ
ĚĞƉĂƌƚƵƌĞ
ϱ͗ϱϱWD ^ƚĂƌƚ

Ϯ dŝŵĞ
Ϯ ĞůĂǇEŽƚĞ

ϲ͗ϭϴWD ^ƚĂƌƚ

ϯ dŝŵĞ
ϯ ĞůĂǇEŽƚĞ

ϲ͗ϰϬWD ^ƚĂƌƚ

ϰ
ϰ
ϱ
ϱ
ϲ
ϲ

ϲ͗ϰϲWD ^ƚĂƌƚ

dŝŵĞ
ĞůĂǇEŽƚĞ
dŝŵĞ
ĞůĂǇEŽƚĞ
dŝŵĞ
ĞůĂǇEŽƚĞ

KĐĞĂŶͬWůǇŵŽƵƚŚ^
ĚĞƉĂƌƚƵƌĞ
dŽƚĂůZĞĚ
KĐĞĂŶͬƌŝŐŚƚŽŶ KĐĞĂŶͬƌŝŐŚƚŽŶ KĐĞĂŶͬWůǇŵŽƵƚŚ ;ĐŽŵƉůĞƚĞƐůĞĨƚ
ƚƵƌŶͿ
dŝŵĞ
ĂƌƌŝǀĂůƐƚŽƉ
ĚĞƉĂƌƚƵƌĞ
^ĂƌƌŝǀĂůƐƚŽƉ
ϯ
ϲϬ
ϳϴ
ϵϴ
Z>н>d
'ĂƉ&ŝŶĚŝŶŐ

ϭ

ϭϵϱ
Z>;ǆϯͿн>d;ǆϮͿ

ϮϬϱ

ϭϬ

Ϯϱ

ϵ

Ϯϭϴ

EŽƚĞƐ
ϯϮ

tŽƌƐƚĐĂƐĞƐĐĞŶĂƌŝŽͲ
DŝƐƐĞĚŵƵůƚŝƉůĞ
ϵϵ ĐǇĐůĞƐĂƚƌŝŐŚƚŽŶ

'ĂƉ&ŝŶĚŝŶŐ

ϵϬ

ZĞĚ>ŝŐŚƚŶŽƚƌĞƐƵůƚ
ϭϴ ŽĨ'&

Z>;ϭϴͿн'&

ϭϬ

ϯϬ

ϯϳ

Z>;ϮϯͿ

ϲϮ

ŽŵƉůĞƚĞƚƵƌŶĚƵƌŝŶŐ
ǇĞůůŽǁƉŚĂƐĞ

'&

^ƚĂƌƚ
^ƚĂƌƚ

Ϯϵ

/ŶĨŽ

KĐĞĂŶͬ>Ğ
Ğ
ĚĞƉĂƌƚƵƌ KĐĞĂŶͬƌŝŐŚƚ KĐĞĂŶͬƌŝŐŚƚŽŶ
Ğ
ŽŶĂƌƌŝǀĂůƐƚŽƉ ĚĞƉĂƌƚƵƌĞ
DĐŽŶĂůĚƐ

dŝŵĞ

KĐĞĂŶͬWůǇŵŽƵƚŚ^
ĚĞƉĂƌƚƵƌĞ
KĐĞĂŶͬWůǇŵŽƵƚŚ ;ĐŽŵƉůĞƚĞƐůĞĨƚ
dŽƚĂůZĞĚ
^ĂƌƌŝǀĂůƐƚŽƉ
ƚƵƌŶͿ
dŝŵĞ

dŝŵĞ
ĞůĂǇEŽƚĞ

ϱ͗ϮϬD

^ƚĂƌƚ

ϴ

dŝŵĞ
ĞůĂǇEŽƚĞ

ϱ͗ϯϲD

^ƚĂƌƚ

ϳ

dŝŵĞ
ĞůĂǇEŽƚĞ

ϱ͗ϱϭD

dŝŵĞ
ĞůĂǇEŽƚĞ
dŝŵĞ
ĞůĂǇEŽƚĞ

ϱ͗ϱϲD

^ƚĂƌƚ

ϲ͗ϭϳWD

^ƚĂƌƚ

ϴϮ
Z>;ϮϰͿн'ĂƉ;ϰϱͿ

EŽƚĞƐ
ZĞĚůŝŐŚƚƚŚĞŶĨŝŶĚŝŶŐ
Ϯϰ ŐĂƉ

ϭϵ

YƵŝĐŬƚŽĨŝŶĚŐĂƉ

ϭϲ

ƋƵŝĐŬƚŽĨŝŶĚŐĂƉ

'ĂƉ;ϳͿ
^ƚĂƌƚ

ϲ
'ĂƉ;ϱͿ

ϱ

ƌĞĚůŝŐŚƚƚŚĞŶĨŝŶĚŝŶŐ
Ϯϴ ŐĂƉ

ϳϮ
Z>;ϮϴͿн'ĂƉ;ϯϰͿ
ϲ
ϯϬ
'ĂƉ;ϮϭͿ

dŝŵĞ
ĞůĂǇEŽƚĞ

ϲ͗ϮϬWD

^ƚĂƌƚ

ϳ

Ϯϭ

ƐůŽǁĞĚĚŽǁŶ
ďĞĐĂƵƐĞƐŝŐŶĂůŚĂĚ
ũƵƐƚƚƵƌŶĞĚŐƌĞĞŶ
ĂŚĞĂĚ

dŝŵĞ
ĞůĂǇEŽƚĞ

ϲ͗ϯϯWD

^ƚĂƌƚ

ϭϰ

ϮϬ

ĐĂƌƐŵŽǀŝŶŐƐůŽǁůǇ
ďĞĐĂƵƐĞŽĨƐŝŐŶĂů
ĐŚĂŶŐĞ

dŝŵĞ
ĞůĂǇEŽƚĞ

ϲ͗ϱϮD

'ĂƉ;ϭͿ

^ƚĂƌƚ

ϳ

ϳϬ
Z>;ϮϰͿн>d;ϯϮͿ

ƌĞĚůŝŐŚƚƚŚĞŶĐĂƌ
Ϯϰ ĂŚĞĂĚƚƵƌŶŝŶŐůĞĨƚ

ĂůďŽĂZĞƐĞƌǀŽŝƌ/Z

>ŽĐĂƚŝŽŶ
ŝƌĞĐƚŝŽŶ
ZŽƵƚĞ

KďƐĞƌǀĂƚŝŽŶ
ϭ
ϭ
Ϯ
Ϯ
ϯ
ϯ
ϰ
ϰ
ϱ
ϱ
ϲ
ϲ
ϳ
ϳ
ϴ
ϴ

KĐĞĂŶǀĞŶƵĞͬ&ƌŝĚĂ<ĂŚůŽͬ'ĞŶĞǀĂ
ĂƐƚďŽƵŶĚ
,ϭϮͬϭϳͬϭϵ
Ϯϵ

/ŶĨŽ
dŝŵĞ
ĞůĂǇEŽƚĞ
dŝŵĞ
ĞůĂǇEŽƚĞ
dŝŵĞ
ĞůĂǇEŽƚĞ
dŝŵĞ
ĞůĂǇEŽƚĞ
dŝŵĞ
ĞůĂǇEŽƚĞ
dŝŵĞ
ĞůĂǇEŽƚĞ
dŝŵĞ
ĞůĂǇEŽƚĞ
dŝŵĞ
ĞůĂǇEŽƚĞ

ZŽƵƚĞ

dŝŵĞ
ϲ͗ϬϲƉŵ

KĐĞĂŶͬ>ĞĞ
ĚĞƉĂƌƚƵƌĞ
^ƚĂƌƚ

ϲ͗ϭϮƉŵ

^ƚĂƌƚ

ϲ͗ϮϬƉŵ

^ƚĂƌƚ

ϲ͗ϮϳƉŵ

^ƚĂƌƚ

ϲ͗ϯϮƉŵ

^ƚĂƌƚ

ϲ͗ϰϯƉŵ

^ƚĂƌƚ

ϲ͗ϰϴƉŵ

^ƚĂƌƚ

KĐĞĂŶͬ&ƌŝĚĂ
ĚĞƉĂƌƚƵƌĞ;ƚŚŝƐ
KĐĞĂŶͬ,ĂƌŽůĚͬ&ƌŝ ƐŚŽƵůĚĂĐĐŽƵŶƚĨŽƌ
KĐĞĂŶͬ,ĂƌŽůĚͬ& KĐĞĂŶͬ,ĂƌŽůĚͬ&ƌŝ ĚĂŝŶŝƚŝĂů
ŝŶƚĞƌƐĞĐƚŝŽŶ
ƌŝĚĂĂƌƌŝǀĂů
ĚĂĚŽŽƌƐŽƉĞŶ
ďŽĂƌĚŝŶŐĞŶĚ
ĨŽŽƚƉƌŝŶƚͿ
dŽƚĂůZĞĚdŝŵĞ
ϭϴ
ϯϬ
ϰϵ
ϲϮ
Z>
ϭϯ
Ϯϰ
ϱϱ
ϲϵ
Z>
EŽƋƵĞƵŝŶŐŝŶǀŽůǀĞĚ͖ũƵƐƚƐůŽǁ
ϭϱ
ϯϱ
ϱϬ
ϱϲ
Z>
'>;ϮϭͿ
Eͬ
ϭϯ
Ϯϱ
ϳϵ
Z>
'>;ϲϯͿ
Eͬ
ϭϱ
ϰϬ
ϲϲ
Ϯϯ
Z>;ϰϬͿ
'>;ϲϯͿ
Eͬ
ϭϵ
Ϯϱ
ϲϯ
Z>
'>;ϲϭͿ
Eͬ
ϭϮ
ϭϵ
ϯϬ

ϲ͗ϱϰƉŵ

^ƚĂƌƚ

Eͬ

ϭϰ
Z>;ϭϰͿ

ϵϱ

ϭϮϵ

'>

ϰϵ

KďƐĞƌǀĂƚŝŽŶ
ϭ
ϭ
Ϯ
Ϯ
ϯ
ϯ
ϰ
ϰ
ϱ
ϱ
ϲ
ϲ

/ŶĨŽ
dŝŵĞ
ĞůĂǇEŽƚĞ
dŝŵĞ
ĞůĂǇEŽƚĞ
dŝŵĞ
ĞůĂǇEŽƚĞ
dŝŵĞ
ĞůĂǇEŽƚĞ
dŝŵĞ
ĞůĂǇEŽƚĞ
dŝŵĞ
ĞůĂǇEŽƚĞ

ZŽƵƚĞ

<ͬddŚŝƌĚ

KďƐĞƌǀĂƚŝŽŶ
ϭ
ϭ
Ϯ
Ϯ
ϯ
ϯ
ϰ
ϰ
ϱ
ϱ
ϲ
ϲ

<ŝƚƚĞůƐŽŶƐƐŽĐŝĂƚĞƐ͕/ŶĐ͘

/ŶĨŽ
dŝŵĞ
ĞůĂǇEŽƚĞ
dŝŵĞ
ĞůĂǇEŽƚĞ
dŝŵĞ
ĞůĂǇEŽƚĞ
dŝŵĞ
ĞůĂǇEŽƚĞ
dŝŵĞ
ĞůĂǇEŽƚĞ
dŝŵĞ
ĞůĂǇEŽƚĞ

dŝŵĞ
ϲ͗ϯϮƉŵ

KĐĞĂŶͬ&ƌŝĚĂ
ĂƌƌŝǀĂůƐƚŽƉ
^ƚĂƌƚ

ϲ͗ϰϬƉŵ

^ƚĂƌƚ

ϲ͗ϰϵƉŵ

^ƚĂƌƚ

KĐĞĂŶͬ,ĂƌŽůĚ
ĚĞƉĂƌƚƵƌĞ
ϭϱ
Z>;ϰϬͿ
ϭϯ
Z>
ϭϰ

KĐĞĂŶͬ&ƌŝĚĂ
ĚĞƉĂƌƚƵƌĞ;ƚŚŝƐ
ƐŚŽƵůĚĂĐĐŽƵŶƚ
ĨŽƌŝŶƚĞƌƐĞĐƚŝŽŶ
ĨŽŽƚƉƌŝŶƚͿ
dŽƚĂůZĞĚdŝŵĞ
ϲϳ
Ϯϱ
'>;ϲϱͿ
ϭϵ
'>;ϭϰͿ
ϮϬ
Ϭ

^ƚĂƌƚ
^ƚĂƌƚ
^ƚĂƌƚ

dŝŵĞ
ϲ͗ϮϮƉŵ

KĐĞĂŶͬ>ĞĞ
ĚĞƉĂƌƚƵƌĞ
^ƚĂƌƚ

ϲ͗ϯϭƉŵ

^ƚĂƌƚ

ϲ͗ϰϮƉŵ

^ƚĂƌƚ

ϲ͗ϰϲƉŵ
ϲ͗ϱϰƉŵ

^ƚĂƌƚ
Z>
^ƚĂƌƚ

ϲ͗ϱϴƉŵ

^ƚĂƌƚ

KĐĞĂŶͬ&ƌŝĚĂ
<ĂŚůŽĚĞƉĂƌƚƵƌĞ
;ƚŚŝƐƐŚŽƵůĚ
KĐĞĂŶͬ&ƌŝĚĂ
ĂĐĐŽƵŶƚĨŽƌ
KĐĞĂŶͬƉĞĚ
KĐĞĂŶͬƉĞĚďƌŝĚŐĞ
<ĂŚůŽĂƌƌŝǀĂů
ŝŶƚĞƌƐĞĐƚŝŽŶ
ďƌŝĚŐĞĚŽŽƌƐ
ŝŶŝƚŝĂůďŽĂƌĚŝŶŐ
ƐƚŽƉ
ĨŽŽƚƉƌŝŶƚͿ
ŽƉĞŶ
ĞŶĚ
dŽƚĂůZĞĚdŝŵĞ
ϭϯ
ϭϴ Eͬ
ϰϲ
Z>
'>;ϭϴͿ
Eͬ
Eͬ
ϱϭ
ϲϯ
<ĞƉƚŐŽŝŶŐ
Eͬ
ϰϯ
ϭϬϬ
ϭϮϴ
'>;ϳϵͿ
^ůŽǁƚŽŵŽǀĞ;ŶŽZ>
ϰϬ
ϲϬ Eͬ
ϭϭϰ
'>;ϵϭͿ
'>;ϭϴͿΎƵƐƌĞŵĂŝŶĞĚƐƚŽƉƉĞĚ͘dŚĞZ>;ϲϬͿ
ϭϭ
ϭϴ
ϯϵ
ϵϬ
Z>
ϵ
ϲϵ Eͬ
ϵϬ
Z>

ĂůďŽĂZĞƐĞƌǀŽŝƌ/Z

>ŽĐĂƚŝŽŶ
ŝƌĞĐƚŝŽŶ

<ŝƚƚĞůƐŽŶƐƐŽĐŝĂƚĞƐ͕/ŶĐ͘

KĐĞĂŶǀĞŶƵĞͬ&ƌŝĚĂ<ĂŚůŽͬ'ĞŶĞǀĂ
tĞƐƚďŽƵŶĚ
Y't͕,ϭϮͬϭϳͬϮϬϭϵ
Ϯϵ

ZŽƵƚĞ

KďƐĞƌǀĂƚŝŽŶ /ŶĨŽ
ϭ dŝŵĞ
ϭ ĞůĂǇEŽƚĞ
Ϯ dŝŵĞ
Ϯ ĞůĂǇEŽƚĞ
ϯ dŝŵĞ
ϯ ĞůĂǇEŽƚĞ
ϰ dŝŵĞ
ϰ ĞůĂǇEŽƚĞ
ϱ dŝŵĞ
ϱ ĞůĂǇEŽƚĞ
ϲ dŝŵĞ
ϲ ĞůĂǇEŽƚĞ
ϳ
ϳ
ϴ
ϴ
ϵ
ϵ
ϭϬ
ϭϬ

ZŽƵƚĞ

dŝŵĞ
ĞůĂǇEŽƚĞ
dŝŵĞ
ĞůĂǇEŽƚĞ
dŝŵĞ
ĞůĂǇEŽƚĞ
dŝŵĞ
ĞůĂǇEŽƚĞ

dŝŵĞ

,ŽǁƚŚ^ƚƌĞĞƚ ,ŽǁƚŚ^ƚƌĞĞƚ
ĚĞƉĂƌƚƵƌĞ
ĚŽŽƌŽƉĞŶ
ϱ͗ϬϬ ^ƚĂƌƚ
ϴ
ϱ͗ϮϬ ^ƚĂƌƚ

ϭϯ

ϱ͗ϯϱ ^ƚĂƌƚ

ϴ

ϱ͗ϰϱ ^ƚĂƌƚ

ϵ

ϱ͗ϱϯ ^ƚĂƌƚ

ŶͬĂ

ϲ͗ϭϬ ^ƚĂƌƚ

ϲ͗ϭϱ ^ƚĂƌƚ

ϰ

ŶͬĂ
ƐŬŝƉƐƚŽƉ

ϲ͗ϯϴ ^ƚĂƌƚ
ϲ͗ϰϮ ^ƚĂƌƚ
ϲ͗ϱϲ ^ƚĂƌƚ

ϭϬ
ŶͬĂ
ƐŬŝƉƐƚŽƉ
ŶͬĂ
ƐŬŝƉƐƚŽƉ

KĐĞĂŶͬ&ƌŝĚĂ
ĚĞƉĂƌƚƵƌĞ;ƚŚŝƐ
,ŽǁƚŚ^ƚƌĞĞƚ
ƐŚŽƵůĚĂĐĐŽƵŶƚĨŽƌ
dŽƚĂůZĞĚ
ŝŶŝƚŝĂůďŽĂƌĚŝŶŐ KĐĞĂŶͬ,ĂƌŽůĚͬ&ƌŝ ŝŶƚĞƌƐĞĐƚŝŽŶ
ĨŽŽƚƉƌŝŶƚͿ
dŝŵĞ
EŽƚĞƐ
ĞŶĚ
ĚĂĂƌƌŝǀĂůƐƚŽƉ
ϭϴ
ϯϮ
ϭϯϱ
ϱϬ ;ůĞǆΖƐŽďƐĞƌǀĂƚŝŽŶƐͿ
ŵĞƌŐŝŶŐĚĞůĂǇƚŽŐĞƚƚŽĐĞŶƚĞƌ
Ϯϯ
Ϯϰ
ϱϬ
Z>͖ŵĞƌŐŝŶŐƚŽŐĞƚƚŽĐĞŶƚĞƌůĂŶĞ
ϭϵ
ϯϲ
ϳϲ
ƋƵĞƵĞ
ϯϯ
ϵϰ
ϭϭϬ
Z>;ϱϴͿ
ƋƵĞƵĞ
ŶͬĂ
ϯϮ
ϱϯ
ƋƵĞƵĞ
ŵĂũŽƌƋƵĞƵĞŝŶŐŝŶďŽƚŚůŝŐŚƚƐ
ǁŚŝůĞďƵƐƚƌǇŝŶŐƚŽĐŚĂŶŐĞůĂŶĞƐ
ϭϮ
ϭϱ
ϮϮϴ
ƋƵĞƵĞ
ƋƵĞƵĞ͕ƌĞĚůŝŐŚƚ
ƚƌĂǀĞůĞĚŽŶƚƌĂĐŬƐǁŝƚŚϰϵďƵƐ
ĨƌŽŵ,ŽǁƚŚ
ŶͬĂ
Ϯϱ
ϲϭ
ƌĞĚůŝŐŚƚ
ŶŽĚĞůĂǇ
Ϯϰ
ϰϱ
ϱϱ
ŶͬĂ

ϭϯ
ƋƵĞƵĞ͕ƌĞĚůŝŐŚƚ
ϯϭ
ƌĞĚůŝŐŚƚ

ŶͬĂ

ďƵƐƐĂƚĨŽƌϭĞǆƚƌĂĐǇĐůĞ

ϭϰϬ

ĂůůĚĞůĂǇǁĂƐĂƚƐĞĐŽŶĚůŝŐŚƚ

ϵϴ

<ͬddŚŝƌĚ

KďƐĞƌǀĂƚŝŽŶ /ŶĨŽ
ϭ dŝŵĞ
ϭ ĞůĂǇEŽƚĞ
Ϯ dŝŵĞ
Ϯ ĞůĂǇEŽƚĞ
ϯ
ϯ
ϰ
ϰ
ϱ
ϱ
ϲ
ϲ
ϳ
ϳ
ϴ
ϴ

dŝŵĞ
ĞůĂǇEŽƚĞ
dŝŵĞ
ĞůĂǇEŽƚĞ
dŝŵĞ
ĞůĂǇEŽƚĞ
dŝŵĞ
ĞůĂǇEŽƚĞ
dŝŵĞ
ĞůĂǇEŽƚĞ
dŝŵĞ
ĞůĂǇEŽƚĞ

KĐĞĂŶͬ&ƌŝĚĂ
<ĂŚůŽĚĞƉĂƌƚƵƌĞ
;ƚŚŝƐƐŚŽƵůĚ
KĐĞĂŶͬ&ƌŝĚĂ
KĐĞĂŶͬ&ƌŝĚĂ
ĂĐĐŽƵŶƚĨŽƌ
,ŽǁƚŚ^ƚƌĞĞƚ <ĂŚůŽĚŽŽƌ
<ĂŚůŽŝŶŝƚŝĂů
ŝŶƚĞƌƐĞĐƚŝŽŶ
dŝŵĞ
ĚĞƉĂƌƚƵƌĞ
ŽƉĞŶ
ďŽĂƌĚŝŶŐĞŶĚ
ĨŽŽƚƉƌŝŶƚͿ
ϱ͗ϭϱ ^ƚĂƌƚ
Ϯϲ
ϯϱ
ϭϭϮ
Z>;ϰϯͿ
ϱ͗Ϯϱ ^ƚĂƌƚ
ϭϱ
ϰϱ
ϭϭϴ
Z>ηϭ;ϯϳͿнZ>ηϮ;ϭϭͿ
ϱ͗ϰϮ ^ƚĂƌƚ

ϭϲ

ϲ͗ϬϬ ^ƚĂƌƚ

ϭϱ

ϲ͗ϭϬ ^ƚĂƌƚ

ŶͬĂ
ƐŬŝƉƐƚŽƉ

ϲ͗ϯϵ ^ƚĂƌƚ
ϲ͗ϰϱ ^ƚĂƌƚ
ϲ͗ϰϴ ^ƚĂƌƚ

Ϯϴ

ϵϵ
Z>ηϭ;ϰϮͿƐůŽǁĞĚĂƚŝŶƚĞƌƐĞĐƚŝŽŶϮ
ϮϮ
ϱϬ
ŶͬĂ

dŽƚĂůZĞĚ
dŝŵĞ

EŽƚĞƐ
ϰϯ
ϰϴ ŚŝƚďŽƚŚƌĞĚůŝŐŚƚƐ
ƐůŽǁĞĚĂƚƐĞĐŽŶĚŝŶƚĞƌƐĞĐƚŝŽŶ
ϰϮ ĚƵĞƚŽƌĞĐĞŶƚůŝŐŚƚĐŚĂŶŐĞ
ŶŽĚĞůĂǇ

ϵϱ
ƋƵĞƵĞŝŶŐ

ϭϲ
ŶͬĂ
ƐŬŝƉƐƚŽƉ

ϯϴ
ŶͬĂ

ϭϲ

ϲϰ

ϭϮϯ
ϮƌĞĚůŝŐŚƚƐ͕ϭƋƵĞƵĞ
Ϯϲ
ϰϳ
ƌĞĚůŝŐŚƚ

ŶŽĚĞůĂǇ

ĂůďŽĂZĞƐĞƌǀŽŝƌ/Z

<ŝƚƚĞůƐŽŶƐƐŽĐŝĂƚĞƐ͕/ŶĐ͘

>ŽĐĂƚŝŽŶ
ŝƌĞĐƚŝŽŶ

KĐĞĂŶǀĞŶƵĞͬWůǇŵŽƵƚŚǀĞŶƵĞ
ĂƐƚďŽƵŶĚ

ZŽƵƚĞ

<ͬddŚŝƌĚ

KďƐĞƌǀĂƚŝŽŶ
ϭ
ϭ
Ϯ
Ϯ
ϯ
ϯ
ϰ
ϰ
ϱ
ϱ
ϲ
ϲ
ϳ
ϳ
ϴ
ϴ

/ŶĨŽ
dŝŵĞ
ĞůĂǇEŽƚĞ
dŝŵĞ
ĞůĂǇEŽƚĞ
dŝŵĞ
ĞůĂǇEŽƚĞ
dŝŵĞ
ĞůĂǇEŽƚĞ
dŝŵĞ
ĞůĂǇEŽƚĞ
dŝŵĞ
ĞůĂǇEŽƚĞ
dŝŵĞ
ĞůĂǇEŽƚĞ
dŝŵĞ
ĞůĂǇEŽƚĞ

dŝŵĞ

KĐĞĂŶͬ'ƌĂŶĂ KĐĞĂŶͬWůǇŵŽƵƚ KĐĞĂŶͬWůǇŵŽƵƚŚ
ĚĂĚĞƉĂƌƚƵƌĞ ŚEĂƌƌŝǀĂůƐƚŽƉ EĚĞƉĂƌƚƵƌĞ
ϱ͗Ϭϯ ^ƚĂƌƚ
ϯ
Ϯϯ
Z>;ϭϮͿ
ϱ͗ϰϬ ^ƚĂƌƚ
ϲ
Ϯϲ
Z>;ϭϰͿ
ϱ͗ϰϮ ^ƚĂƌƚ
ϲ
Ϯϵ
Z>;ϭϵͿ
ϱ͗ϰϳ ^ƚĂƌƚ
ϲ
Ϯϲ
Z>;ϭϰͿ
ϲ͗Ϭϯ ^ƚĂƌƚ
ϱ
Ϯϰ
Z>;ϭϯͿ
ϲ͗ϯϱ ^ƚĂƌƚ
ϲ
Ϯϯ
Z>;ϴͿ
ϲ͗ϯϳ ^ƚĂƌƚ
ϯ
ϯϭ
Z>;ϮͿн>d;ϮϬͿ
ϲ͗ϯϵ ^ƚĂƌƚ
ŶͬĂ
ϵ

KĐĞĂŶͬWůǇŵŽƵƚŚ KĐĞĂŶͬWůǇŵŽƵƚŚ^
^ĂƌƌŝǀĂůƐƚŽƉ
ĚĞƉĂƌƚƵƌĞ
dŽƚĂůZĞĚdŝŵĞ EŽƚĞƐ
ŶͬĂ
Ϯϳ
ϭϮ
ŶͬĂ

ϯϯ

ϭϰ

ŶͬĂ

ϯϯ

ϭϵ

ŶͬĂ

ϯϮ

ϭϰ

ŶͬĂ

ϯϭ

ϭϯ

ŶͬĂ

ϯϬ

ϴ

ŶͬĂ

ϯϴ

Ϯ

ŶͬĂ

ϭϰ

ƐŽŵĞƐůŝŐŚƚƐůŽǁŝŶŐĂƚƚŚĞĨŝƌƐƚŝŶƚĞƌƐĞĐƚŝŽŶ

ĂůďŽĂZĞƐĞƌǀŽŝƌ/Z

<ŝƚƚĞůƐŽŶƐƐŽĐŝĂƚĞƐ͕/ŶĐ͘

>ŽĐĂƚŝŽŶ
ŝƌĞĐƚŝŽŶ

KĐĞĂŶǀĞŶƵĞͬƌŝŐŚƚŽŶǀĞŶƵĞ
ĂƐƚďŽƵŶĚ
^'ϭͬϭϲͬϮϬϮϬ
ZŽƵƚĞ
<ͬddŚŝƌĚ
WůǇŵŽƵƚŚͬKĐĞ
ĂŶEĂƌƌŝǀĂů WůǇŵŽƵƚŚͬKĐĞĂ KĐĞĂŶͬƌŝŐŚƚŽŶ KĐĞĂŶͬƌŝŐŚƚŽŶ
KďƐĞƌǀĂƚŝŽŶ
dŝŵĞ
ƐƚŽƉ
ŶEĚĞƉĂƌƚƵƌĞ ĂƌƌŝǀĂůƐƚŽƉ
ĚĞƉĂƌƚƵƌĞ
dŽƚĂůZĞĚdŝŵĞ
ϭ
ϭ
Ϯ
Ϯ

dŝŵĞ
ĞůĂǇEŽƚĞ
dŝŵĞ
ĞůĂǇEŽƚĞ

ϱ͗ϮϬ͗ϬϬWD ^ƚĂƌƚ

ϲ

ϱ͗Ϯϯ͗ϬϬD ^ƚĂƌƚ

Ϯϰ

Ϯϲ
Ϭ
EŽǀĞŚŝĐůĞƐƚƵƌŶĞĚůĞĨƚďĞĨŽƌĞǀĞŚŝĐůĞ
ϰϰ
ϰϲ
ϯϬ
EŽǀĞŚŝĐůĞƐƚƵƌŶĞĚůĞĨƚďĞĨŽƌĞǀĞŚŝĐůĞ

ϯϯ
Z>;ϯϬͿ

ϯ dŝŵĞ

ϱ͗ϯϲ͗ϬϬWD ^ƚĂƌƚ

ϯ ĞůĂǇEŽƚĞ

Ϯϵ

ϯϴ

Z>;ϮϵͿͲ&ƌŽŶƚŽĨYƵĞƵĞ

ϲϵ
>d;ϯϴͿͲůůĚƵĞƚŽƐŝŶŐůĞ>dǀĞŚŝĐůĞ

ϰ dŝŵĞ
ϰ ĞůĂǇEŽƚĞ

ϱ͗ϰϱ͗ϬϬWD ^ƚĂƌƚ

ϳ
ϭϰ
ϳϰ
>d;ϭϴͿнZ>;ϯϱͿ
^ůŽǁĨƌŽŵƉƌĞǀŝŽƵƐƌĞĚ͕ŶŽƐƚŽƉ

ϱ dŝŵĞ
ϱ ĞůĂǇEŽƚĞ

ϱ͗ϱϯ͗ϬϬWD ^ƚĂƌƚ

DŝƐƐĞĚdŝŵŝŶŐ

ϲ
ϲ
ϳ
ϳ
ϴ
ϴ
ϵ
ϵ
ϭϬ
ϭϬ
ϭϭ
ϭϭ
ϭϮ
ϭϮ
ZŽƵƚĞ

dŝŵĞ
ĞůĂǇEŽƚĞ
dŝŵĞ
ĞůĂǇEŽƚĞ
dŝŵĞ
ĞůĂǇEŽƚĞ
dŝŵĞ
ĞůĂǇEŽƚĞ
dŝŵĞ
ĞůĂǇEŽƚĞ
dŝŵĞ
ĞůĂǇEŽƚĞ
dŝŵĞ
ĞůĂǇEŽƚĞ

DŝƐƐĞĚdŝŵŝŶŐ

ϲ͗Ϭϳ͗ϬϬWD ^ƚĂƌƚ

ϯ

ϲ͗ϮϬ͗ϬϬWD ^ƚĂƌƚ

ϭ

Ϯϵ

ϯϱ

DŝƐƐĞĚdŝŵŝŶŐ

Ϭ

ϰ

ϭϬϬ
>d;ϭϰͿнZ>;ϯϱͿн>d;ϮϱͿ
ϭϬ
ϭϮ

ϯϱ
Ϭ

EŽƚĞƐ
^ůŽǁĂƚWůǇŵŽƵƚŚĚŽƚŽĐůĞĂƌŝŶŐĨƌŽŵƉƌĞǀŝŽƵƐ
ƌĞĚ͘

DĂĚĞůŝŐŚƚĂƚƌŝŐŚƚŽŶŽŶzĞůůŽǁĚƵĞƚŽĂĐƚŝǀĞ
ĞĨĨŽƌƚďǇ<ͬdĚƌŝǀĞƌ
<ͬdĚƌŝǀĞƌĞŶĐŽƵƌĂŐĞůĞĨƚͲƚƵƌŶŝŶŐĚƌŝǀĞƌǁŝƚŚ
ďĞůů
ƌƌŝǀĞĂƚƌŝŐŚƚŽŶĂƚŐƌĞĞŶ͕ŵŝƐƐĞĚůŝŐŚƚĂĨƚĞƌ
ǁĂŝƚŝŶŐŝŶƋƵĞƵĞĨŽƌ>d
ϱϯƐĞĐŽŶĚƐĂůůĚƵĞƚŽ>dƋƵĞƵĞ
tĂƐĂďůĞƚŽƌĞĐŽƌĚƚŚĂƚEŽ>dĚĞůĂǇŽƌZ>
ĚĞůĂǇĂƚƌŝŐŚƚŽŶ
ǆĂŵƉůĞŽĨŵƵůƚŝƉůĞ>dƐĨƌŽŵKĐĞĂŶƚŽ
WůǇŵŽƵƚŚ
ůŵŽƐƚĞŶƚŝƌĞůǇĂƚƚƌŝďƵƚĂďůĞƚŽ>dĚĞůĂǇ
ůĞĂŶƌƵŶ
EŽ>dŽƌZ>ĚĞůĂǇ

^ƚĂƌƚ
^ƚĂƌƚ
^ƚĂƌƚ
^ƚĂƌƚ
^ƚĂƌƚ

<ͬddŚŝƌĚ

KďƐĞƌǀĂƚŝŽŶ
ϭ
ϭ
Ϯ
Ϯ
ϯ
ϯ
ϰ
ϰ
ϱ
ϱ
ϲ
ϲ
ϳ
ϳ
ϴ
ϴ
ϵ
ϵ
ϭϬ
ϭϬ
ϭϭ
ϭϭ
ϭϮ
ϭϮ

dŝŵĞ
dŝŵĞ
ĞůĂǇEŽƚĞ
dŝŵĞ
ĞůĂǇEŽƚĞ
dŝŵĞ
ĞůĂǇEŽƚĞ
dŝŵĞ
ĞůĂǇEŽƚĞ
dŝŵĞ
ĞůĂǇEŽƚĞ
dŝŵĞ
ĞůĂǇEŽƚĞ
dŝŵĞ
ĞůĂǇEŽƚĞ
dŝŵĞ
ĞůĂǇEŽƚĞ
dŝŵĞ
ĞůĂǇEŽƚĞ
dŝŵĞ
ĞůĂǇEŽƚĞ
dŝŵĞ
ĞůĂǇEŽƚĞ
dŝŵĞ
ĞůĂǇEŽƚĞ

ZŽƵƚĞ

KďƐĞƌǀĂƚŝŽŶ
ϭ
ϭ
Ϯ
Ϯ
ϯ
ϯ
ϰ
ϰ
ϱ
ϱ
ϲ
ϲ
ϳ
ϳ
ϴ
ϴ
ϵ
ϵ
ϭϬ
ϭϬ
ϭϭ
ϭϭ
ϭϮ
ϭϮ

WůǇŵŽƵƚŚͬKĐĞ
ĂŶEĂƌƌŝǀĂů WůǇŵŽƵƚŚͬKĐĞĂ KĐĞĂŶͬƌŝŐŚƚŽŶ KĐĞĂŶͬƌŝŐŚƚŽŶ
ƐƚŽƉ
ŶEĚĞƉĂƌƚƵƌĞ ĂƌƌŝǀĂůƐƚŽƉ
ĚĞƉĂƌƚƵƌĞ
dŽƚĂůZĞĚdŝŵĞ
ϱ͗Ϭϴ ^ƚĂƌƚ
ϱ͗ϭϱ ^ƚĂƌƚ
ϱ͗ϮϬ ^ƚĂƌƚ
ϱ͗ϯϴ ^ƚĂƌƚ
ϱ͗ϰϭ ^ƚĂƌƚ
ϱ͗ϰϴ ^ƚĂƌƚ
ϲ͗Ϭϯ ^ƚĂƌƚ
ϲ͗ϯϳ ^ƚĂƌƚ
ϲ͗ϯϴ ^ƚĂƌƚ
ϲ͗ϰϭ ^ƚĂƌƚ

Ϭ
ϴϲ
ϵϲ
/ŵŝƐƐĞĚƚŚĞďƵƐĂƚĂƌƌŝǀĂůƐƚŽƉ͖ƐƚĂƌƚĞĚĐŽƵŶƚŝŶŐĂƚĚĞƉĂƌƚƵƌĞ
Ϭ
Ϯϴ
ϭϬϬ
/ŵŝƐƐĞĚĂƚĂƌƌŝǀĂůƐƚŽƉ͖ƐƚĂƌƚĞĚĐŽƵŶƚŝŶŐĂƚĚĞƉĂƌƚƵƌĞ
ϴ
ϯϮ
ϳϲ
ƌĞĚůŝŐŚƚ
ϮϬ
ϯϮ
ϯϴ
ƌĞĚůŝŐŚƚ
Ϯϰ
ϯϳ
ϱϭ
ƉĂƵƐĞĚĂƚŝŶƚĞƌƐĞĐƚŝŽŶďƵƚŶŽƌĞĚůŝŐŚƚͲƵŶĐůĞĂƌǁŚǇ
Ϯϭ
ϯϭ
ϯϰ
ƌĞĚůŝŐŚƚ
ϭϳ
ϯϬ
ϯϱ
ƌĞĚůŝŐŚƚ
Ͳ
Ͳ
Ϭ
ϭϮ
/ŵŝƐƐĞĚƚƌĂŵĂƚƚŚŝƐƐƚĂŐĞ͖ƐƚĂƌƚĞĚĐŽƵŶƚŝŶŐĂƚKĐĞĂŶͬƌŝŐŚƚŽŶ
ϱϰ
ϲϴ
ϭϬϵ
ƉĂƵƐĞĚĂƚďŽƚŚŝŶƚƐďƵƚŶŽƌĞĚůŝŐŚƚͲƵŶĐůĞĂƌǁŚǇ
ϭϬ
Ϯϰ
Ϯϴ

ϲ͗ϱϰ ^ƚĂƌƚ

ϴ
ƌĞĚůŝŐŚƚ

ϲ͗ϱϴ ^ƚĂƌƚ

ϲ

EŽƚĞƐ
ǁĂƐƐƚƵĐŬďĞŚŝŶĚǀĞŚŝĐůĞƚƵƌŶŝŶŐůĞĨƚƚŚĞŶ
ƐƚƵĐŬĂƚůŝŐŚƚ
ǁĂŝƚĞĚĂƚƐƚĂƚŝŽŶĨŽƌϭůŝŐŚƚĐǇĐůĞ

ŶŽĚĞůĂǇ

ϯϭ

ϰϰ
ŐƌĞĞŶůŝŐŚƚďƵƚůĞĨƚͲƚƵƌŶŝŶŐĐĂƌ
ϭϳ
Ϯϵ
ƐƚƵĐŬďĞŚŝŶĚĂůĞĨƚͲƚƵƌŶŝŶŐĐĂƌŽŶƚŽƌŝŐŚƚŽŶƚŚĂƚǁĂƐŝŶƚŚĞƚƌĂĐŬƐ;ĂŶĚƐŚŽƵůĚŶΖƚŚĂǀĞďĞĞŶͿ
ĂǀĞƌĂŐĞƐ

Ϯϵ

dŝŵĞ
dŝŵĞ
ĞůĂǇEŽƚĞ
dŝŵĞ
ĞůĂǇEŽƚĞ
dŝŵĞ
ĞůĂǇEŽƚĞ
dŝŵĞ
ĞůĂǇEŽƚĞ
dŝŵĞ
ĞůĂǇEŽƚĞ
dŝŵĞ
ĞůĂǇEŽƚĞ
dŝŵĞ
ĞůĂǇEŽƚĞ
dŝŵĞ
ĞůĂǇEŽƚĞ
dŝŵĞ
ĞůĂǇEŽƚĞ
dŝŵĞ
ĞůĂǇEŽƚĞ
dŝŵĞ
ĞůĂǇEŽƚĞ
dŝŵĞ
ĞůĂǇEŽƚĞ

WůǇŵŽƵƚŚͬKĐĞĂ WůǇŵŽƵƚŚͬKĐĞĂŶ
WůǇŵŽƵƚŚͬKĐĞ ŶŝŶŝƚŝĂů
ĚĞƉĂƌƚƵƌĞ;ƌŝŐŚƚ KĐĞĂŶͬƌŝŐŚƚŽŶ KĐĞĂŶͬƌŝŐŚƚŽŶ dŽƚĂůZĞĚ
ĂŶĚŽŽƌƐŽƉĞŶ ďŽĂƌĚŝŶŐĞŶĚ
ƚƵƌŶͿ
ĂƌƌŝǀĂůƐƚŽƉ
ĚĞƉĂƌƚƵƌĞ
dŝŵĞ
EŽƚĞƐ
ϱ͗ϬϮ ^ƚĂƌƚ
Ͳ
Ϭ
ϮϬ
ϵϭ
/ŵŝƐƐĞĚďƵƐĂƚƚŚŝƐƐƚĂŐĞ͖ƐƚĂƌƚĞĚĐŽƵŶƚŝŶŐĂƚKĐĞĂŶͬƌŝŐŚƚŽŶ
ϱ͗Ϭϰ ^ƚĂƌƚ
Ͳ
Ϭ
ϱϱ
ϭϭϴ
/ŵŝƐƐĞĚďƵƐĂƚƚŚŝƐƐƚĂŐĞ͖ƐƚĂƌƚĞĚĐŽƵŶƚŝŶŐĂƚKĐĞĂŶͬƌŝŐŚƚŽŶ
ϱ͗ϭϯ ^ƚĂƌƚ
Ͳ
Ϭ
ϯϳ
ϱϲ
/ŵŝƐƐĞĚƚŚĞďƵƐĂƚĂƌƌŝǀĂůƐƚŽƉ͖ƐƚĂƌƚĞĚĐŽƵŶƚŝŶŐĂƚĚĞƉĂƌƚƵƌĞ
ϱ͗ϮϬ ^ƚĂƌƚ
ϭϮ
ϲϳ
ϭϬϬ Ͳ
ůŽŶŐǁĂŝƚĚƵĞƚŽƉĂƐƐŝŶŐ<
ĚŝĚŶŽƚŐĞƚƚŚŝƐŝŶĨŽ;<ďůŽĐŬŝŶŐƐŝŐŚƚͿ
ŶŽĚĞůĂǇ
ϱ͗ϰϰ ^ƚĂƌƚ
ϭϮ
Ϯϳ
ϯϰ
ϯϴ
ϱ͗ϰϴ ^ƚĂƌƚ
ϲ͗Ϭϲ ^ƚĂƌƚ
ϲ͗ϭϬ ^ƚĂƌƚ
ϲ͗ϭϱ ^ƚĂƌƚ
ϲ͗ϰϭ ^ƚĂƌƚ
ϲ͗ϰϭ ^ƚĂƌƚ
ϲ͗ϱϰ ^ƚĂƌƚ

ϭϬ
ϰϲ
ƌĞĚůŝŐŚƚĂŶĚƋƵĞƵĞ
ϭϰ
ϱϲ
ƌĞĚůŝŐŚƚ
ϵ
ϱϵ
ƌĞĚůŝŐŚƚ
ŶͬĂ
ŶͬĂ
ƐŬŝƉƐƚŽƉ
ϭϭ
ϯϴ
ƌĞĚůŝŐŚƚ
Ϭ
ϭϰ
ŵŝƐƐĞĚƐƚĂƌƚŽĨďŽĂƌĚŝŶŐͲƐƚĂƌƚĞĚĂƚďŽĂƌĚŝŶŐĞŶĚ
ϵ
ϰϭ
ƌĞĚůŝŐŚƚ

ϱϯ

ϳϱ

ϲϴ

ϴϭ

ϲϳ

ϭϬϰ
ƌĞĚůŝŐŚƚ

ϴ

ϭϱ

ϰϲ

ϳϳ
ƌĞĚůŝŐŚƚ

ϮϬ

ϱϳ

ϱϯ

ϱϴ

ŶŽĚĞůĂǇ͕ŶŽƐƚŽƉ

APPENDIXC:OFFͲPEAK(NIGHTTIME)DATACOLLECTION

<ŝƚƚĞůƐŽŶƐƐŽĐŝĂƚĞƐ͕/ŶĐ͘

ĂůďŽĂZĞƐĞƌǀŽŝƌ/Z

dƌĂǀĞůdŝŵĞ^ƵŵŵĂƌŝĞƐ
<ͬd
tĞƐƚďŽƵŶĚ
^ĞŐŵĞŶƚ
ůŝŶŬƚƌĂǀĞůƚŝŵĞ͗,ŽǁƚŚƚŽ&ƌŝĚĂ<ĂŚůŽ
ŶŽĚĞƚƌĂǀĞůƚŝŵĞ͗ƚŚƌŽƵŐŚ&ƌŝĚĂ<ĂŚůŽ;ŝŶĐůƵĚŝŶŐĚǁĞůůͿ
ŶŽĚĞƚƌĂǀĞůƚŝŵĞ͗ƚŚƌŽƵŐŚ&ƌŝĚĂ<ĂŚůŽ;ĞǆĐůƵĚŝŶŐĚǁĞůůͿ
ůŝŶŬƚƌĂǀĞůƚŝŵĞ͗>ĞĞƚŽƌŝŐŚƚŽŶ
ŶŽĚĞƚƌĂǀĞůƚŝŵĞ͗ƚŚƌŽƵŐŚƌŝŐŚƚŽŶ
ůŝŶŬƚƌĂǀĞůƚŝŵĞ͗ƌŝŐŚƚŽŶƚŽƉůǇŵŽƵƚŚ
ŶŽĚĞƚƌĂǀĞůƚŝŵĞ͗ƚŚƌŽƵŐŚƉůǇŵŽƵƚŚ

ĂƐƚďŽƵŶĚ
KĨĨͲWĞĂŬ
ϭϮ
ϮϬ
ϭϭ
ϴ
ϯ
ϳ
ϰ

WĞĂŬ
ϭϳ
ϲϰ
ϰϵ
ϭϱ
Ϯϯ
ϭϭ
Ϯϵ

ĞůƚĂ
ϱ
ϰϰ
ϯϴ
ϳ
ϮϬ
ϰ
Ϯϱ

^ĞŐŵĞŶƚ
>ŝŶŬƚƌĂǀĞůƚŝŵĞ͗DŝƌĂŵĂƌƚŽWůǇŵŽƵƚŚ
EŽĚĞƚƌĂǀĞůƚŝŵĞ͗ƚŚƌŽƵŐŚWůǇŵŽƵƚŚ
ůŝŶŬƚƌĂǀĞůƚŝŵĞ͗ƉůǇŵŽƵƚŚƚŽƌŝŐŚƚŽŶ
ŶŽĚĞƚƌĂǀĞůƚŝŵĞ͗ƚŚƌŽƵŐŚƌŝŐŚƚŽŶ
ůŝŶŬƚƌĂǀĞůƚŝŵĞ͗>ĞĞƚŽ&ƌŝĚĂ<ĂŚůŽ
ŶŽĚĞƚƌĂǀĞůƚŝŵĞ͗ƚŚƌŽƵŐŚ&ƌŝĚĂ<ĂŚůŽ

KĨĨͲWĞĂŬ
ϭϲ
ϭϯ
ϭϰ
ϰ
ϭϵ
ϯϵ

WĞĂŬ
Ͳ
Ϯϳ
ϭϰ
Ϯϵ
ϭϴ
ϱϯ

ĞůƚĂ
Ͳ
ϭϰ
Ϭ
Ϯϲ
Ͳ
ϭϰ

KĨĨͲWĞĂŬ
ϭϯ
ϭϮ
ϭϬ
ϱϳ

WĞĂŬ
ϭϳ
Ϯϴ
ϭϱ
ϱϰ

ĞůƚĂ
ϰ
ϭϲ
ϱ
Ͳ

Ϯϵ
tĞƐƚďŽƵŶĚ
^ĞŐŵĞŶƚ
ůŝŶŬƚƌĂǀĞůƚŝŵĞ͗,ŽǁƚŚƚŽ&ƌŝĚĂ<ĂŚůŽ
ŶŽĚĞƚƌĂǀĞůƚŝŵĞ͗ƚŚƌŽƵŐŚ&ƌŝĚĂ<ĂŚůŽ
ůŝŶŬƚƌĂǀĞůƚŝŵĞ͗>ĞĞƚŽƌŝŐŚƚŽŶ
ŶŽĚĞƚƌĂǀĞůƚŝŵĞ͗ƚŚƌŽƵŐŚƌŝŐŚƚŽŶ
ůŝŶŬƚƌĂǀĞůƚŝŵĞ͗ƌŝŐŚƚŽŶƚŽƉůǇŵŽƵƚŚ
ŶŽĚĞƚƌĂǀĞůƚŝŵĞ͗ƚŚƌŽƵŐŚƉůǇŵŽƵƚŚ

ĂƐƚďŽƵŶĚ
KĨĨͲWĞĂŬ
ϭϱ
ϴ
ϴ
Ϯ
ϱ
ϯ

WĞĂŬ
ϮϬ
ϲϲ
ϭϵ
ϯϮ
ϵ
ϯϯ

ĞůƚĂ
ϱ
ϱϴ
ϭϭ
ϯϬ
ϰ
ϯϬ

^ĞŐŵĞŶƚ
ůŝŶŬƚƌĂǀĞůƚŝŵĞ͗ƉůǇŵŽƵƚŚƚŽƌŝŐŚƚŽŶ
ŶŽĚĞƚƌĂǀĞůƚŝŵĞ͗ƚŚƌŽƵŐŚƌŝŐŚƚŽŶ
ůŝŶŬƚƌĂǀĞůƚŝŵĞ͗>ĞĞƚŽ&ƌŝĚĂ<ĂŚůŽ
ŶŽĚĞƚƌĂǀĞůƚŝŵĞ͗ƚŚƌŽƵŐŚ&ƌŝĚĂ<ĂŚůŽ;ŝŶĐůƵĚŝŶŐĚǁĞůůͿ

<ŝƚƚĞůƐŽŶƐƐŽĐŝĂƚĞƐ͕/ŶĐ͘

ĂůďŽĂZĞƐĞƌǀŽŝƌ/Z

<ͬdĂƐƚďŽƵŶĚdƌĂǀĞůdŝŵĞZƵŶƐ
^ĞĐŽŶĚƐ

dZs>d/DZhEϭ
ĞůƚĂ
ĐŽŵŵĞŶƚƐ

dZs>d/DZhEϮ
dZs>d/DZhEϯ
dZs>d/DZhEϰ
^ĞĐŽŶĚƐ ĞůƚĂ
ĐŽŵŵĞŶƚƐ ^ĞĐŽŶĚƐ ĞůƚĂ
ĐŽŵŵĞŶƚƐ ^ĞĐŽŶĚƐ ĞůƚĂ
ĐŽŵŵĞŶƚƐ
Ϭ
ϭϴ
ϱϴ
ϭϭ
ϭϴ
ϳϬ
ϭϭ
ϭϴ
ϭϬϱ
ϭϲ
Ϭ
ϯϬ
Ϭ
Ϯϴ
ϭϬ
ϭϭϱ
ϭϬ
ϰϭ
Ϯϱ
ϰϮ
ϭϰ
ϭϯϱ
ϮϬ
ϰϱ
ϰ
ϭϬ
ϭϬ
ϮϬ
ϮϬ
Ϭ
Ϭ
ϱϳ
ϭϱ
ϭϱϵ
Ϯϰ
ϱϬ
ϱ
ϲϮ
ϱ
ϭϲϮ
ϯ
ϱϯ
ϯ
ϲϭ
ϳϭ
ϵ
ϭϳϯ
ϭϭ
ϲϭ
ϴ
ϴϲ
ϭϱ
ϭϴϭ
ϴ
ϲϴ
ϳ
ϭϬϲ
ϮϬ
Ϯϭϯ
ϯϮ
ϭϬϱ
ϯϳ
ϭϳ
ϭϳ
Ϯϵ
Ϯϵ
ϯϱ
ϯϱ
ϭϮϵ
Ϯϯ
Ϯϯϯ
ϮϬ
ϭϮϯ
ϭϴ
ϭϱϳ
Ϯϴ
Ϯϳϭ
ϯϴ
ϭϲϴ
ϰϱ
Ϯϭ
Ϯϭ
Ϯϳ
Ϯϳ
ϯϱ
ϯϱ
ϭϳϱ
ϭϴ
ϮϵϬ
ϭϵ
ϭϴϮ
ϭϰ
ϭϳϱ
ϭϴϮ
ϭϳϱ

WƌĞͲďƵƐƐƚŽƉƌƌŝǀĂůƚŝŵĞ;ŝĨƋƵĞƵĞͿ
ƵƐƐƚŽƉĚŽŽƌŽƉĞŶƚŝŵĞ
ŶĚŽĨĂĐƚŝǀĞŝŶŝƚŝĂůďŽĂƌĚŝŶŐ
/ŶƚǆĚĞƉĂƌƚƵƌĞƚŝŵĞ;ĨƌŽŶƚŽĨďƵƐĐůĞĂƌƐŝŶƚǆͿ

KĐĞĂŶͬDŝƌĂŵĂƌ^dKWн^/'E>

E>'͗WƌĞͲďƵƐƐƚŽƉƌƌŝǀĂůƚŝŵĞ;ŝĨƋƵĞƵĞͿ

WůǇŵŽƵƚŚͬKĐĞĂŶƐŝŐŶĂů

E>'/ŶƚǆĚĞƉĂƌƚƵƌĞƚŝŵĞ;ĨƌŽŶƚŽĨďƵƐĐůĞĂƌƐŝŶƚǆͿ
dŽƚĂůƌĞĚƚŝŵĞ
ƌƌŝǀĂůƐƚŽƉƚŝŵĞ;ƐŝŐŶĂůĐŽŶƚƌŽůŽƌƋƵĞƵĞͿ

KĐĞĂŶͬƌŝŐŚƚŽŶ^/'E>

/ŶƚĞƌƐĞĐƚŝŽŶĚĞƉĂƌƚƵƌĞ;ĨƌŽŶƚŽĨďƵƐĐůĞĂƌƐŝŶƚǆͿ
WƌĞͲďƵƐƐƚŽƉƌƌŝǀĂůƚŝŵĞ;ŝĨƋƵĞƵĞͿ
ƵƐƐƚŽƉĚŽŽƌŽƉĞŶƚŝŵĞ
ŶĚŽĨĂĐƚŝǀĞŝŶŝƚŝĂůďŽĂƌĚŝŶŐ
/ŶƚǆĚĞƉĂƌƚƵƌĞƚŝŵĞ;ĨƌŽŶƚŽĨďƵƐĐůĞĂƌƐŝŶƚǆͿ

KĐĞĂŶͬ>ĞĞ^dKWн^/'E>

dŽƚĂůƌĞĚƚŝŵĞ
KĐĞĂŶͬ,ĂƌŽůĚͬ&ƌŝĚĂĂƌƌŝǀĂůƚŝŵĞ
KĐĞĂŶͬ&ƌŝĚĂĚĞƉĂƌƚƵƌĞ;ĨƌŽŶƚŽĨďƵƐĐůĞĂƌƐŝŶƚǆͿ

KĐĞĂŶͬ&ƌŝĚĂ<ĂŚůŽͬ'ĞŶĞǀĂ

dŽƚĂůƌĞĚƚŝŵĞ
ŽŽƌŽƉĞŶƚŝŵĞ

KĐĞĂŶͬ^&ͬWĞĚƌŝĚŐĞ^ƚŽƉ

ϭ

dŽƚĂůƌĞĚƚŝŵĞ

ŶĚŽĨĂĐƚŝǀĞŝŶŝƚŝĂůďŽĂƌĚŝŶŐͬĚŽŽƌƐĐůŽƐĞ
ZĞĞŶƚƌǇƚŝŵĞ;ďƵƐŵŽǀŝŶŐͿ

ĂůĐƐ͗
ĨƌŽŵ͗
ƚŽ͗
KĐĞĂŶǀĞŶƵĞΘDŝƌĂŵĂƌǀĞŶƵĞ
^tͲE^ͬ^/
KĐĞĂŶǀĞŶƵĞΘ>ĞĞ^ƚ^tͲE^
KĐĞĂŶǀĞŶƵĞΘDŝƌĂŵĂƌǀĞŶƵĞ
^tͲE^ͬ^/
ŝƚǇŽůůĞŐĞWĞĚĞƐƚƌŝĂŶƌŝĚŐĞ^t

EŽƚĞ͗ZĞĨĞƌƚŽƉƉĞŶĚŝǆĨŽƌ,ŝƐƚŽƌŝĐĂůdƌĂǀĞůdŝŵĞƐ͘

ϮϬ
ϯϱ
ϭϱ
ϰϱ
ϰϴ

ϭϵ
ϭϱ
ϭϱ
ϭϬ
ϯ

ϱϴ
ϱϴ
ϭϬϱ
ϰϬ
ϭϮϬ
ϭϲϱ
Ϭ
ϭϳϱ
ϭϴϬ
ϮϬϬ

ϭϬ
Ϭ
ϰϳ
ϰϬ
ϭϱ
ϰϱ
Ϭ
ϭϬ
ϱ
ϮϬ

,ŝƐƚŽƌŝĐĂůĚĂƚĂ
ĞǆĐů͘
ŝŶĐů͘ĚǁĞůů ĚǁĞůů
;ĚŽŽƌƐ
;ĚŽŽƌƐ
ĐůŽƐĞƚŽ
ŽƉĞŶƚŽ
ĚŽŽƌƐ
ĚŽŽƌƐ
ŽƉĞŶͿ
ŽƉĞŶͿ

dZs>d/DZhEϭ
ĞǆĐů͘
ĚǁĞůů
;ĚŽŽƌƐ
ŝŶĐů͘ĚǁĞůů
ĐůŽƐĞƚŽ
;ĚŽŽƌƐŽƉĞŶ йŝĨĨ
ĚŽŽƌƐ
ƚŽĚŽŽƌƐ
ĨƌŽŵ
ŽƉĞŶͿ
ŚŝƐƚŽƌŝĐĂů ŽƉĞŶͿ

dZs>d/DZhEϮ
ĞǆĐů͘
ĚǁĞůů
ŝŶĐů͘ĚǁĞůů
;ĚŽŽƌƐ
;ĚŽŽƌƐ
ĐůŽƐĞƚŽ йŝĨĨ
ŽƉĞŶƚŽ йŝĨĨ
йŝĨĨ
ĚŽŽƌƐ
ĨƌŽŵ
ĚŽŽƌƐ
ĨƌŽŵ
ĨƌŽŵ
ŚŝƐƚŽƌŝĐĂů
ŚŝƐƚŽƌŝĐĂů ŽƉĞŶͿ
ŚŝƐƚŽƌŝĐĂů ŽƉĞŶͿ

ǀĞƌĂŐĞdŝŵĞƐ

ϭϲ >ŝŶŬƚƌĂǀĞůƚŝŵĞ͗DŝƌĂŵĂƌƚŽWůǇŵŽƵƚŚ
ϭϯ͘Ϯϱ EŽĚĞƚƌĂǀĞůƚŝŵĞ͗ƚŚƌŽƵŐŚWůǇŵŽƵƚŚ
ϭϯ͘ϱ ůŝŶŬƚƌĂǀĞůƚŝŵĞ͗ƉůǇŵŽƵƚŚƚŽďƌŝŐŚƚŽŶ
ϯ͘ϱ ŶŽĚĞƚƌĂǀĞůƚŝŵĞ͗ƚŚƌŽƵŐŚďƌŝŐŚƚŽŶ
ϭϵ ůŝŶŬƚƌĂǀĞůƚŝŵĞ͗ůĞĞƚŽ&ƌŝĚĂ<ĂŚůŽ
ϯϵ ŶŽĚĞƚƌĂǀĞůƚŝŵĞ͗ƚŚƌŽƵŐŚ&ƌŝĚĂ<ĂŚůŽ

dZs>d/DZhEϯ
ĞǆĐů͘
ĚǁĞůů
ŝŶĐů͘ĚǁĞůů
;ĚŽŽƌƐ
;ĚŽŽƌƐ
ĐůŽƐĞƚŽ йŝĨĨ
ŽƉĞŶƚŽ йŝĨĨ
ĚŽŽƌƐ
ĨƌŽŵ
ĚŽŽƌƐ
ĨƌŽŵ
ŚŝƐƚŽƌŝĐĂů
ŽƉĞŶͿ
ŚŝƐƚŽƌŝĐĂů ŽƉĞŶͿ

dZs>d/DZhEϰ
ĞǆĐů͘
ĚǁĞůů
ŝŶĐů͘ĚǁĞůů
;ĚŽŽƌƐ
;ĚŽŽƌƐ
ĐůŽƐĞƚŽ йŝĨĨ
ŽƉĞŶƚŽ йŝĨĨ
ĚŽŽƌƐ
ĨƌŽŵ
ĚŽŽƌƐ
ĨƌŽŵ
ŚŝƐƚŽƌŝĐĂů
ŽƉĞŶͿ
ŚŝƐƚŽƌŝĐĂů ŽƉĞŶͿ

ǀĞƌĂŐĞdƌĂǀĞůdŝŵĞƐ
ĞǆĐů͘
ĚǁĞůů
ŝŶĐů͘ĚǁĞůů
;ĚŽŽƌƐ
;ĚŽŽƌƐ
ĐůŽƐĞƚŽ йŝĨĨ
ŽƉĞŶƚŽ йŝĨĨ
ĚŽŽƌƐ
ĨƌŽŵ
ĚŽŽƌƐ
ĨƌŽŵ
ŚŝƐƚŽƌŝĐĂů
ŽƉĞŶͿ
ŚŝƐƚŽƌŝĐĂů ŽƉĞŶͿ

ϵϵ

ϳϬ

ϱϳ

ͲϰϮй

ϱϳ

Ͳϭϵй

ϱϯ

Ͳϰϲй

ϱϯ

ͲϮϰй

ϭϭϱ

ϭϲй

ϲϴ

Ͳϯй

ϱϬ

Ͳϰϵй

ϰϱ

Ͳϯϲй

ϲϵ

Ͳϯϭй

ϱϲ

ͲϮϬй

ϭϭϳ

ϴϬ

ϭϭϳ

Ϭй

ϭϭϳ

ϰϲй

ϭϬϰ

Ͳϭϭй

ϴϵ

ϭϭй

ϭϭϳ

Ϭй

ϭϬϵ

ϯϲй

ϭϮϭ

ϯй

ϭϭϰ

ϰϯй

ϭϭϱ

ͲϮй

ϭϬϳ

ϯϰй

<ŝƚƚĞůƐŽŶƐƐŽĐŝĂƚĞƐ͕/ŶĐ͘

ĂůďŽĂZĞƐĞƌǀŽŝƌ/Z

ϮϵĂƐƚďŽƵŶĚdƌĂǀĞůdŝŵĞZƵŶƐ
^ĞĐŽŶĚƐ

dZs>d/DZhEϭ
ĞůƚĂ
ĐŽŵŵĞŶƚƐ

dZs>d/DZhEϮ
dZs>d/DZhEϯ
^ĞĐŽŶĚƐ ĞůƚĂ
ĐŽŵŵĞŶƚƐ ^ĞĐŽŶĚƐ ĞůƚĂ
ĐŽŵŵĞŶƚƐ
Ϭ

WƌĞͲďƵƐƐƚŽƉƌƌŝǀĂůƚŝŵĞ;ŝĨƋƵĞƵĞͿ
WůǇŵŽƵƚŚǀĞΘ,ŽůůŽǁĂǇǀĞŶƵĞE^
^ƚŽƉŽŶƚƌŽůнŶĞĂƌƐŝĚĞďƵƐƐƚŽƉ

ƵƐƐƚŽƉĚŽŽƌŽƉĞŶƚŝŵĞ
ŶĚŽĨĂĐƚŝǀĞŝŶŝƚŝĂůďŽĂƌĚŝŶŐ
/ŶƚǆĚĞƉĂƌƚƵƌĞƚŝŵĞ;ĨƌŽŶƚŽĨďƵƐĐůĞĂƌƐŝŶƚǆͿ
WƌĞͲďƵƐƐƚŽƉƌƌŝǀĂůƚŝŵĞ;ŝĨƋƵĞƵĞͿ

WůǇŵŽƵƚŚΘKĐĞĂŶƐŝŐŶĂůĐŽŶƚƌŽůн
ŶĞĂƌƐŝĚĞďƵƐƐƚŽƉ

ƵƐƐƚŽƉĚŽŽƌŽƉĞŶƚŝŵĞ
ŶĚŽĨĂĐƚŝǀĞŝŶŝƚŝĂůďŽĂƌĚŝŶŐ
/ŶƚǆĚĞƉĂƌƚƵƌĞƚŝŵĞ;ĨƌŽŶƚŽĨďƵƐĐůĞĂƌƐŝŶƚǆͿ
dŽƚĂůƌĞĚƚŝŵĞ
ƌƌŝǀĂůƐƚŽƉƚŝŵĞ;ƐŝŐŶĂůĐŽŶƚƌŽůŽƌƋƵĞƵĞͿ

KĐĞĂŶΘƌŝŐŚƚŽŶƐŝŐŶĂů

/ŶƚĞƌƐĞĐƚŝŽŶĚĞƉĂƌƚƵƌĞ;ĨƌŽŶƚŽĨďƵƐĐůĞĂƌƐŝŶƚǆͿ
dŽƚĂůƌĞĚƚŝŵĞ
WƌĞͲďƵƐƐƚŽƉƌƌŝǀĂůƚŝŵĞ;ŝĨƋƵĞƵĞͿ

KĐĞĂŶΘ>ĞĞƐŝŐŶĂůĐŽŶƚƌŽůнŶĞĂƌƐŝĚĞ
ďƵƐƐƚŽƉ

ƵƐƐƚŽƉĚŽŽƌŽƉĞŶƚŝŵĞ
ŶĚŽĨĂĐƚŝǀĞŝŶŝƚŝĂůďŽĂƌĚŝŶŐ
/ŶƚǆĚĞƉĂƌƚƵƌĞƚŝŵĞ;ĨƌŽŶƚŽĨďƵƐĐůĞĂƌƐŝŶƚǆͿ
dŽƚĂůƌĞĚƚŝŵĞ
KĐĞĂŶͬ,ĂƌŽůĚͬ&ƌŝĚĂĂƌƌŝǀĂůƚŝŵĞ

KĐĞĂŶΘ&ƌŝĚĂ<ĂŚůŽͬ'ĞŶĞǀĂ

KĐĞĂŶͬ,ĂƌŽůĚͬ&ƌŝĚĂǇĚŽŽƌƐŽƉĞŶ
ŶĚŽĨĂĐƚŝǀĞŝŶŝƚŝĂůďŽĂƌĚŝŶŐ
KĐĞĂŶͬ&ƌŝĚĂĚĞƉĂƌƚƵƌĞ;ĨƌŽŶƚŽĨďƵƐĐůĞĂƌƐŝŶƚǆͿ
dŽƚĂůƌĞĚƚŝŵĞ
ƌƌŝǀĂůƚŝŵĞ;ƋƵĞƵĞŽƌƐŝŐŶĂůͿ

KĐĞĂŶΘ,ŽǁƚŚƐŝŐŶĂůĐŽŶƚƌŽůнĨĂƌ
ƐŝĚĞďƵƐƐƚŽƉ

ǀĞƌĂŐĞdŝŵĞƐ

ĞƉĂƌƚƵƌĞƚŝŵĞ;ĨƌŽŶƚŽĨďƵƐĐůĞĂƌƐŝŶƚǆͿ
ŽŽƌŽƉĞŶƚŝŵĞ
ŶĚŽĨĂĐƚŝǀĞŝŶŝƚŝĂůďŽĂƌĚŝŶŐͬĚŽŽƌƐĐůŽƐĞ
ZĞĞŶƚƌǇƚŝŵĞ;ďƵƐŵŽǀŝŶŐͿ
dŽƚĂůZĞĚƚŝŵĞ

Ϭ
Ϯϭ
Ϯϵ
ϳϬ
ϰϬ
ϴϯ

ϰϭ
ϰϬ
ϭϯ

ϭϬϱ
ϮϮ

ϮϮ

ϭϭϴ
ϭϮϱ
ϭϯϮ
Ϭ
ϭϰϯ
ϭϱϲ
ϭϲϱ
ϮϮϱ
ϰϴ
Ϯϰϳ

ϭϯ
ϳ
Ϭ
ϭϭ
ϵ
ϴϮ
ϰϴ
ϮϮ

Ϯϰϳ
Ϯϰϳ
Ϯϰϳ
Ϭ

,ŝƐƚŽƌŝĐĂůĚĂƚĂ

ĂůĐƐ͗
ĨƌŽŵ͗
ƚŽ͗
WůǇŵŽƵƚŚǀĞŶƵĞΘKĐĞĂŶǀĞŶƵĞ
^ͲE^ͬW^
KĐĞĂŶǀĞŶƵĞΘ>ĞĞ^ƚƌĞĞƚ^tͲE^
KĐĞĂŶǀĞŶƵĞΘ>ĞĞ^ƚƌĞĞƚ^tͲE^ KĐĞĂŶǀĞŶƵĞΘ'ĞŶĞǀĂǀĞŶƵĞ^tͲE^ͬ^/
KĐĞĂŶǀĞŶƵĞΘ'ĞŶĞǀĂǀĞŶƵĞ
^tͲE^ͬ^/
KĐĞĂŶǀĞŶƵĞΘ,ŽǁƚŚ^ƚƌĞĞƚ^Ͳ&^ͬ

EŽƚĞ͗ZĞĨĞƌƚŽƉƉĞŶĚŝǆĨŽƌ,ŝƐƚŽƌŝĐĂůdƌĂǀĞůdŝŵĞƐ͘

ŝŶĐů͘ĚǁĞůů
;ĚŽŽƌƐ
ŽƉĞŶƚŽ
ĚŽŽƌƐ
ŽƉĞŶͿ

ϴ

Ϭ

ϰϭ
ϱϲ
ϲϴ
Ϭ
ϴϮ

ϵ
Ϯϱ
ϭϬϰ
Ϭ
ϭϭϳ

ϭϮ
Ϭ ŶĞŐůŝŐŝďůĞƌ
ϭϰ

ϴϴ
ϲ

ϲ

ϭϬϭ
ϭϬϵ
ϭϰϱ
ϯϲ
ϭϱϱ
ϭϳϬ
ϭϳϱ
ϮϬϲ
ϭϱ
ϮϮϬ
ϮϮϯ
ϮϮϯ

ϭϯ
ϯϲ
ϯϲ
ϭϬ
ϱ
ϱϭ
ϭϱ
ϭϰ

ϭϮϲ
ϭϯϴ
ϭϯϴ

ϵ

ϭϰϭ
ϭϰϭ
ϭϰϭ
Ϭ
ϭϱϬ
ϭϲϭ
ϭϲϲ
ϭϴϳ
ϱ
ϮϬϱ

ϭϱ

ϭϬ ůŝŶŬƚƌĂǀĞůƚŝŵĞ͗ůĞĞƚŽ&ƌŝĚĂ<ĂŚůŽ
ϱϲ͘ϲϲϲϲϳ ŶŽĚĞƚƌĂǀĞůƚŝŵĞ͗ƚŚƌŽƵŐŚ&ƌŝĚĂ<ĂŚůŽ;ŝŶĐůƵĚŝŶŐĚǁĞůůͿ
ϱϬ͘ϯϯϯϯϯ ŶŽĚĞƚƌĂǀĞůƚŝŵĞ͗ƚŚƌŽƵŐŚ&ƌŝĚĂ<ĂŚůŽ;ĞǆĐůƵĚŝŶŐĚǁĞůůͿ
ϮϮ͘ϲϲϲϲϳ ƌĞĚƚŝŵĞĂƚ&ƌŝĚĂ<ĂŚůŽ

Ϭ
Ϭ
ϵ
ϱ
ϯϳ
ϱ
ϭϴ

ϳϯ
ϰϲ
ϯϮ

ϮϭϬ
Ϯϭϳ
ϮϮϬ

dZs>d/DZhEϮ

dZs>d/DZhEϭ

ĞǆĐů͘ĚǁĞůů
;ĚŽŽƌƐ
ĐůŽƐĞƚŽ ŝŶĐů͘ĚǁĞůů
йŝĨĨ
ĚŽŽƌƐ
;ĚŽŽƌƐŽƉĞŶƚŽ ĨƌŽŵ
ŽƉĞŶͿ
ĚŽŽƌƐŽƉĞŶͿ ŚŝƐƚŽƌŝĐĂů

ϳϵ
Ϭ ŶĞŐůŝŐŝďůĞƌĞĚƚŝŵĞͲͲĚ ϭϯ͘ϯϯϯϯϯ ůŝŶŬƚƌĂǀĞůƚŝŵĞ͗ƉůǇŵŽƵƚŚƚŽďƌŝŐŚƚŽŶ
ϭϯ
ϭϮ͘ϯϯϯϯϯ ŶŽĚĞƚƌĂǀĞůƚŝŵĞ͗ƚŚƌŽƵŐŚďƌŝŐŚƚŽŶ

ĞǆĐů͘ĚǁĞůů
;ĚŽŽƌƐ
ĐůŽƐĞƚŽ йŝĨĨ
ĚŽŽƌƐ
ĨƌŽŵ
ŽƉĞŶͿ
ŚŝƐƚŽƌŝĐĂů

ŝŶĐů͘ĚǁĞůů
;ĚŽŽƌƐ
ŽƉĞŶƚŽ йŝĨĨ
ĚŽŽƌƐ
ĨƌŽŵ
ŽƉĞŶͿ
ŚŝƐƚŽƌŝĐĂů

dZs>d/DZhEϯ

ĞǆĐů͘ĚǁĞůů
;ĚŽŽƌƐ
ĐůŽƐĞƚŽ йŝĨĨ
ĚŽŽƌƐ
ĨƌŽŵ
ŽƉĞŶͿ
ŚŝƐƚŽƌŝĐĂů

sZ'

ŝŶĐů͘ĚǁĞůů
ĞǆĐů͘ĚǁĞůů
;ĚŽŽƌƐ
;ĚŽŽƌƐ
ŽƉĞŶƚŽ
ĐůŽƐĞƚŽ йŝĨĨ
ĚŽŽƌƐ
йŝĨĨĨƌŽŵ ĚŽŽƌƐ
ĨƌŽŵ
ŽƉĞŶͿ
ŚŝƐƚŽƌŝĐĂů ŽƉĞŶͿ
ŚŝƐƚŽƌŝĐĂů

ŝŶĐů͘ĚǁĞůů
;ĚŽŽƌƐ
ŽƉĞŶƚŽ йŝĨĨ
ĚŽŽƌƐ
ĨƌŽŵ
ŽƉĞŶͿ
ŚŝƐƚŽƌŝĐĂů

ĞǆĐů͘ĚǁĞůů
;ĚŽŽƌƐ
ĐůŽƐĞƚŽ йŝĨĨ
ĚŽŽƌƐ
ĨƌŽŵ
ŽƉĞŶͿ
ŚŝƐƚŽƌŝĐĂů

ϲϵ

ϱϲ

ϵϳ

ϰϭй

ϴϵ

ϱϵй

ϲϬ

Ͳϭϯй

ϰϱ

ͲϮϬй

ϭϯϮ

ϵϭй

ϭϭϲ

ϭϬϳй

ϵϲ

ϰϬй

ϴϯ

ϰϵй

ϱϰ

ϯϴ

ϯϴ

ͲϯϬй

ϯϭ

Ͳϭϴй

ϲϵ

Ϯϴй

ϲϭ

ϲϭй

ϮϬ

Ͳϲϯй

ϮϬ

Ͳϰϳй

ϰϮ

ͲϮϮй

ϯϳ

ͲϮй

ϱϴ

ϰϲ

ϵϭ

ϱϳй

ϴϮ

ϳϴй

ϱϯ

Ͳϵй

ϰϴ

ϰй

ϰϵ

Ͳϭϲй

ϰϰ

Ͳϰй

ϲϰ

ϭϭй

ϱϴ

Ϯϲй

<ŝƚƚĞůƐŽŶƐƐŽĐŝĂƚĞƐ͕/ŶĐ͘

ĂůďŽĂZĞƐĞƌǀŽŝƌ/Z

ϰϵtĞƐƚďŽƵŶĚdƌĂǀĞůdŝŵĞZƵŶƐ
dZs>d/DZhEϭ
^ĞĐŽŶĚƐ
ĞůƚĂ
ĐŽŵŵĞŶƚƐ

dZs>d/DZhEϮ
^ĞĐŽŶĚƐ ĞůƚĂ
ĐŽŵŵĞŶƚƐ

ǀĞƌĂŐĞdŝŵĞƐ

WƌĞͲďƵƐƐƚŽƉƌƌŝǀĂůƚŝŵĞ;ŝĨƋƵĞƵĞͿ
KĐĞĂŶΘ/ͲϮϴϬŽŶƌĂŵƉƐŝŐŶĂůĐŽŶƚƌŽůн
ŶĞĂƌƐŝĚĞďƵƐƐƚŽƉ

Ͳϯ
ϰ
ϭϲ
Ϭ
ϰϱ
ϲϴ
ϳϴ
ϴϱ
ϭϬϬ
ϮϬ
ϭϭϯ
ϭϯϴ
Ϭ
ϭϳϭ

ƵƐƐƚŽƉĚŽŽƌŽƉĞŶƚŝŵĞ
ŶĚŽĨĂĐƚŝǀĞŝŶŝƚŝĂůďŽĂƌĚŝŶŐ
/ŶƚǆĚĞƉĂƌƚƵƌĞƚŝŵĞ;ĨƌŽŶƚŽĨďƵƐĐůĞĂƌƐŝŶƚǆͿ
dŽƚĂůƌĞĚƚŝŵĞ
ƌƌŝǀĂůƚŝŵĞ;ƋƵĞƵĞŽƌƐŝŐŶĂůͿ
ĞƉĂƌƚƵƌĞƚŝŵĞ;ĨƌŽŶƚŽĨďƵƐĐůĞĂƌƐŝŶƚǆͿ

KĐĞĂŶΘ,ŽǁƚŚƐŝŐŶĂů

ŽŽƌŽƉĞŶƚŝŵĞ
ŶĚŽĨĂĐƚŝǀĞŝŶŝƚŝĂůďŽĂƌĚŝŶŐͬĚŽŽƌƐĐůŽƐĞ
ZĞĞŶƚƌǇƚŝŵĞ;ďƵƐŵŽǀŝŶŐͿ
dŽƚĂůZĞĚƚŝŵĞ

KĐĞĂŶͬ&ƌŝĚĂ<ĂŚůŽͬ'ĞŶĞǀĂ
ƐŝŐŶĂůŝǌĞĚŝŶƚĞƌƐĞĐƚŝŽŶ

ƌƌŝǀĂůƚŝŵĞ;ƋƵĞƵĞŽƌƐŝŐŶĂůͿ
/ŶƚǆĚĞƉĂƌƚƵƌĞƚŝŵĞ;ĨƌŽŶƚŽĨďƵƐĐůĞĂƌƐŝŶƚǆͿ

ŝƚǇŽůůĞŐĞdĞƌŵŝŶĂů

dŽƚĂůƌĞĚƚŝŵĞ
ƌƌŝǀĂůͬĚŽŽƌƐŽƉĞŶƚŝŵĞ
ŶĚŽĨĂĐƚŝǀĞŝŶŝƚŝĂůďŽĂƌĚŝŶŐ

ĂůĐƐ͗
ĨƌŽŵ͗
ƚŽ͗
KĐĞĂŶǀĞŶƵĞΘ,ŽǁƚŚ^ƚƌĞĞƚEtͲ
&^ͬW^
ŝƚǇŽůůĞŐĞƚĞƌŵŝŶĂůEtͲ&^ͬ^/

EŽƚĞ͗ZĞĨĞƌƚŽƉƉĞŶĚŝǆĨŽƌ,ŝƐƚŽƌŝĐĂůdƌĂǀĞůdŝŵĞƐ͘

Ϭ
Ϯ
Ϯ
Ϯ
Ϯ
Ϭ
ϭϲ
Ϯϰ
Ϭ
ϱϴ
ϲϱ

ϭϰ
ϴ
Ϭ

,ŝƐƚŽƌŝĐĂůĚĂƚĂ
ĞǆĐů͘
ŝŶĐů͘ĚǁĞůů ĚǁĞůů
;ĚŽŽƌƐ
;ĚŽŽƌƐ
ĐůŽƐĞƚŽ
ŽƉĞŶƚŽ
ĚŽŽƌƐ
ĚŽŽƌƐ
ŽƉĞŶͿ
ŽƉĞŶͿ

ϵϬ

ϴϭ

ϭϯ͘ϱ ůŝŶŬƚƌĂǀĞůƚŝŵĞ͗,ŽǁƚŚƚŽ&ƌŝĚĂ<ĂŚůŽ
ϭϲ͘ϱ ŶŽĚĞƚƌĂǀĞůƚŝŵĞ͗ƚŚƌŽƵŐŚ&ƌŝĚĂ<ĂŚůŽ

ϭϯ
Ϯϱ
Ϭ ŶŽƌĞĚ͕ďƵƚϭϬƐĞĐŽŶĚƐŽĨƋƵĞƵĞŝŶŐ

dZs>d/DZhEϭ
ĞǆĐů͘
ĚǁĞůů
;ĚŽŽƌƐ
ŝŶĐů͘ĚǁĞůů
ĐůŽƐĞƚŽ
;ĚŽŽƌƐŽƉĞŶ йŝĨĨ
ĚŽŽƌƐ
ƚŽĚŽŽƌƐ
ĨƌŽŵ
ŽƉĞŶͿ
ŚŝƐƚŽƌŝĐĂů ŽƉĞŶͿ

ϱϲ

Ͳϯϴй

ϱϲ

dZs>d/DZhEϮ
ĞǆĐů͘
ĚǁĞůů
ŝŶĐů͘ĚǁĞůů
;ĚŽŽƌƐ
;ĚŽŽƌƐ
ĐůŽƐĞƚŽ йŝĨĨ
ŽƉĞŶƚŽ йŝĨĨ
йŝĨĨ
ĚŽŽƌƐ
ĨƌŽŵ
ĚŽŽƌƐ
ĨƌŽŵ
ĨƌŽŵ
ŚŝƐƚŽƌŝĐĂů
ŚŝƐƚŽƌŝĐĂů ŽƉĞŶͿ
ŚŝƐƚŽƌŝĐĂů ŽƉĞŶͿ

Ͳϯϭй

ϵϯ

ϯй

ϴϲ

ϲй

sZ'
ĞǆĐů͘
ĚǁĞůů
ŝŶĐů͘ĚǁĞůů
;ĚŽŽƌƐ
;ĚŽŽƌƐ
ĐůŽƐĞƚŽ
ŽƉĞŶƚŽ йŝĨĨ
ĚŽŽƌƐ
ĚŽŽƌƐ
ĨƌŽŵ
ŽƉĞŶͿ
ŚŝƐƚŽƌŝĐĂů ŽƉĞŶͿ

ϳϰ͘ϱ

Ͳϭϳй

ϳϭ

йŝĨĨ
ĨƌŽŵ
ŚŝƐƚŽƌŝĐĂů

ͲϭϮй

<ŝƚƚĞůƐŽŶƐƐŽĐŝĂƚĞƐ͕/ŶĐ͘

ĂůďŽĂZĞƐĞƌǀŽŝƌ/Z

ϮϵtĞƐƚďŽƵŶĚdƌĂǀĞůdŝŵĞZƵŶƐ
^ĞĐŽŶĚƐ

dZs>d/DZhEϭ
ĞůƚĂ
ĐŽŵŵĞŶƚƐ

dZs>d/DZhEϮ
^ĞĐŽŶĚƐ ĞůƚĂ
ĐŽŵŵĞŶƚƐ

ǀĞƌĂŐĞdŝŵĞƐ

WƌĞͲďƵƐƐƚŽƉƌƌŝǀĂůƚŝŵĞ;ŝĨƋƵĞƵĞͿ
KĐĞĂŶΘ/ͲϮϴϬŽŶƌĂŵƉƐŝŐŶĂůĐŽŶƚƌŽůн
ŶĞĂƌƐŝĚĞďƵƐƐƚŽƉ

ƵƐƐƚŽƉĚŽŽƌŽƉĞŶƚŝŵĞ
ŶĚŽĨĂĐƚŝǀĞŝŶŝƚŝĂůďŽĂƌĚŝŶŐ
/ŶƚǆĚĞƉĂƌƚƵƌĞƚŝŵĞ;ĨƌŽŶƚŽĨďƵƐĐůĞĂƌƐŝŶƚǆͿ

ϯ
ϭϮ
ϮϬ
Ϭ
ϱϲ
ϲϬ
ϲϬ
ϲϬ
ϲϬ
Ϭ
ϳϴ
ϴϱ
Ϭ

ϱ

dŽƚĂůƌĞĚƚŝŵĞ

KĐĞĂŶΘ,ŽǁƚŚƐŝŐŶĂů

KĐĞĂŶͬ&ƌŝĚĂ<ĂŚůŽͬ'ĞŶĞǀĂ
ƐŝŐŶĂůŝǌĞĚŝŶƚĞƌƐĞĐƚŝŽŶ

ƌƌŝǀĂůƚŝŵĞ;ƋƵĞƵĞŽƌƐŝŐŶĂůͿ
ĞƉĂƌƚƵƌĞƚŝŵĞ;ĨƌŽŶƚŽĨďƵƐĐůĞĂƌƐŝŶƚǆͿ
ŽŽƌŽƉĞŶƚŝŵĞ
ŶĚŽĨĂĐƚŝǀĞŝŶŝƚŝĂůďŽĂƌĚŝŶŐͬĚŽŽƌƐĐůŽƐĞ
ZĞĞŶƚƌǇƚŝŵĞ;ďƵƐŵŽǀŝŶŐͿ
dŽƚĂůZĞĚƚŝŵĞ
ƌƌŝǀĂůƚŝŵĞ;ƋƵĞƵĞŽƌƐŝŐŶĂůͿ
/ŶƚǆĚĞƉĂƌƚƵƌĞƚŝŵĞ;ĨƌŽŶƚŽĨďƵƐĐůĞĂƌƐŝŶƚǆͿ
dŽƚĂůƌĞĚƚŝŵĞ

Ϯϱ
Ϯϴ
Ϯϴ
Ϯϴ
Ϯϴ
Ϭ
ϰϬ
ϰϴ
Ϭ

ϭϮ
ϴ
Ϭ

ϭϱ ůŝŶŬƚƌĂǀĞůƚŝŵĞ͗,ŽǁƚŚƚŽ&ƌŝĚĂ<ĂŚůŽ
ϳ͘ϱ ŶŽĚĞƚƌĂǀĞůƚŝŵĞ͗ƚŚƌŽƵŐŚ&ƌŝĚĂ<ĂŚůŽ
ϭϴ
ϳ
Ϭ
ϴ ůŝŶŬƚƌĂǀĞůƚŝŵĞ͗ůĞĞƚŽďƌŝŐŚƚŽŶ
Ϯ ŶŽĚĞƚƌĂǀĞůƚŝŵĞ͗ƚŚƌŽƵŐŚďƌŝŐŚƚŽŶ

WƌĞͲďƵƐƐƚŽƉƌƌŝǀĂůƚŝŵĞ;ŝĨƋƵĞƵĞͿ
KĐĞĂŶΘ>ĞĞƐŝŐŶĂůĐŽŶƚƌŽůнŶĞĂƌƐŝĚĞ
ƚƌĂŶƐŝƚƐƚŽƉ

ƵƐƐƚŽƉĚŽŽƌŽƉĞŶƚŝŵĞ
ŶĚŽĨĂĐƚŝǀĞŝŶŝƚŝĂůďŽĂƌĚŝŶŐ
/ŶƚǆĚĞƉĂƌƚƵƌĞƚŝŵĞ;ĨƌŽŶƚŽĨďƵƐĐůĞĂƌƐŝŶƚǆͿ
dŽƚĂůƌĞĚƚŝŵĞ
^>'ƌƌŝǀĂůƚŝŵĞ;ƋƵĞƵĞŽƌƌĞĚƐŝŐŶĂůͿ

KĐĞĂŶΘƌŝŐŚƚŽŶƐŝŐŶĂů

^>'ĞƉĂƌƚƵƌĞƚŝŵĞ;ĨƌŽŶƚŽĨďƵƐĐůĞĂƌƐŝŶƚǆͿ
dŽƚĂůƌĞĚƚŝŵĞ

KĐĞĂŶΘWůǇŵŽƵƚŚƐŝŐŶĂůнĨĂƌƐŝĚĞ
ďƵƐƐƚŽƉ

KĐĞĂŶΘDŝƌĂŵĂƌƐŝŐŶĂůĐŽŶƚƌŽůн
ŶĞĂƌƐŝĚĞƚƌĂŶƐŝƚƐƚŽƉ

^>'ƌƌŝǀĂůƚŝŵĞ;ƋƵĞƵĞŽƌƌĞĚƐŝŐŶĂůͿ
^>'ĞƉĂƌƚƵƌĞƚŝŵĞ;ĨƌŽŶƚŽĨďƵƐĐůĞĂƌƐŝŶƚǆͿ
dŽƚĂůƌĞĚƚŝŵĞ
WƌĞͲďƵƐƐƚŽƉƌƌŝǀĂůƚŝŵĞ;ŝĨƋƵĞƵĞͿ
/ŶƚǆĚĞƉĂƌƚƵƌĞƚŝŵĞ;ĨƌŽŶƚŽĨďƵƐĐůĞĂƌƐŝŶƚǆͿ
dŽƚĂůƌĞĚƚŝŵĞ
ƵƐƐƚŽƉĚŽŽƌŽƉĞŶƚŝŵĞ
ŶĚŽĨĂĐƚŝǀĞŝŶŝƚŝĂůďŽĂƌĚŝŶŐ

ĂůĐƐ͗
ĨƌŽŵ͗
ƚŽ͗
KĐĞĂŶǀĞŶƵĞΘ,ŽǁƚŚ^ƚƌĞĞƚEtͲ
&^ͬW^
KĐĞĂŶǀĞŶƵĞΘ>ĞĞ^ƚƌĞĞƚEͲE^ͬ^/
KĐĞĂŶǀĞŶƵĞΘ>ĞĞ^ƚƌĞĞƚEͲ
E^ͬ^/
WůǇŵŽƵƚŚǀĞŶƵĞΘKĐĞĂŶǀĞŶƵĞ^tͲ&^ͬ

EŽƚĞ͗ZĞĨĞƌƚŽƉƉĞŶĚŝǆĨŽƌ,ŝƐƚŽƌŝĐĂůdƌĂǀĞůdŝŵĞƐ͘

ϳϬ
ϵϬ
ϭϭϳ
Ϯϭ
ϭϮϲ
ϭϮϴ
Ϭ
ϭϯϱ
ϭϰϰ
Ϭ

ϵ
Ϯ
Ϭ

ϭϬϵ
ϭϭϱ
ϭϰϴ
ϯϬ
ϭϱϱ
ϭϱϳ
Ϭ

ϳ
Ϯ
Ϭ

ϳ
ϵ
Ϭ

ϭϲϱ
ϭϲϱ
Ϭ

ϴ
Ϭ
Ϭ

,ŝƐƚŽƌŝĐĂůĚĂƚĂ
ĞǆĐů͘
ŝŶĐů͘ĚǁĞůů ĚǁĞůů
;ĚŽŽƌƐ
;ĚŽŽƌƐ
ĐůŽƐĞƚŽ
ŽƉĞŶƚŽ
ĚŽŽƌƐ
ĚŽŽƌƐ
ŽƉĞŶͿ
ŽƉĞŶͿ

dZs>d/DZhEϭ
ĞǆĐů͘
ĚǁĞůů
;ĚŽŽƌƐ
ĐůŽƐĞƚŽ
ŝŶĐů͘ĚǁĞůů
йŝĨĨ
ĚŽŽƌƐ
;ĚŽŽƌƐŽƉĞŶƚŽ ĨƌŽŵ
ĚŽŽƌƐŽƉĞŶͿ ŚŝƐƚŽƌŝĐĂů ŽƉĞŶͿ

ϱ ůŝŶŬƚƌĂǀĞůƚŝŵĞ͗ďƌŝŐŚƚŽŶƚŽƉůǇŵŽƵƚŚ
ϯ ŶŽĚĞƚƌĂǀĞůƚŝŵĞ͗ƚŚƌŽƵŐŚƉůǇŵŽƵƚŚ

dZs>d/DZhEϮ
ĞǆĐů͘
ĚǁĞůů
ŝŶĐů͘ĚǁĞůů
;ĚŽŽƌƐ
;ĚŽŽƌƐ
ĐůŽƐĞƚŽ йŝĨĨ
ŽƉĞŶƚŽ йŝĨĨ
ĚŽŽƌƐ
ĨƌŽŵ
ĨƌŽŵ
йŝĨĨĨƌŽŵ ĚŽŽƌƐ
ŚŝƐƚŽƌŝĐĂů
ŽƉĞŶͿ
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Introduction
Environmental Science Associates (ESA) evaluated the health risks associated with construction and operation of
the Balboa Reservoir Project on the 17.6-acre site in the West of Twin Peaks area of south central San Francisco
known as the Balboa Reservoir (the “project”) for the draft Subsequent Environmental Impact Report (draft
SEIR). This analysis was described in draft SEIR Appendix E, Balboa Reservoir Project Air Quality Technical
Memorandum.
In February 2020, after the release of the draft SEIR, the City and County of San Francisco, in collaboration with
the Bay Area Air Quality Management District (air district), updated the Community Risk Reduction Plan
(CRRP) database of health impacts throughout the City. This database is now referred to as the draft 2020
Citywide Health Risk Assessment, or Citywide HRA. This action was initiated to update the APEZ map, as
required by San Francisco Health Code article 38.1
Using the new Citywide HRA database for the background health impacts in the City, the project remains outside
of the Air Pollution Exposure Zone (APEZ); see Figure 1, Balboa Reservoir Project Site and New 2020 Air
Pollutant Exposure Zone. However, sensitive receptors in the immediately surrounding areas to the south and
west would meet the APEZ criteria. This includes four daycares that previously were outside of the APEZ,
residential receptors to the south of the project site along Ocean Avenue, and the City College campus and MultiUse Building to the east of the project site. In addition, the background health risk values, including excess
lifetime cancer risk due to exposure to emissions of diesel particulate matter (DPM), and annual average
concentrations of particulate matter less than or equal to 2.5 microns in diameter (PM2.5), have been updated in
the new Citywide HRA database. The majority of these background health risk values have increased compared
to the 2012 CRRP database included in the draft SEIR and draft SEIR Appendix E. This is the primary reason for
1

For more information, see: https://www.sfdph.org/dph/EH/Air/Article38.asp
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why the APEZ has expanded. For more information on the Citywide HRA, please refer to the City’s technical
documentation for the analysis.2
ESA prepared an updated HRA for the project to account for the cumulative background health risk values from
the updated Citywide HRA database. The health risk values from the updated Citywide HRA were provided by
the City and County of San Francisco Planning Department. The analysis of the project is unchanged from the
draft SEIR. The unmitigated and mitigated emissions associated with the project were used to estimate excess
lifetime cancer risk and annual average PM2.5 concentrations using the same methodologies described under
Impact AQ-4 (draft SEIR p. 3.D-67) and in draft SEIR Appendix E, Air Quality Technical Memorandum.
FIGURE 1
BALBOA RESERVOIR PROJECT SITE AND NEW 2020 AIR POLLUTANT EXPOSURE ZONE

2

San Francisco Department of Public Health, San Francisco Planning Department, and Ramboll, Draft San Francisco Citywide Health
Risk Assessment: Technical Support Documentation, February 2020,
https://www.sfdph.org/dph/files/EHSdocs/AirQuality/Air_Pollutant_Exposure_Zone_Technical_Documentation_2020.pdf, accessed
March 2020.
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HRA Methods
As discussed above, ESA updated the HRA to incorporate the new Citywide HRA database and APEZ map. The
Citywide HRA database presents the existing health risk impacts on the project site and in the project vicinity.
Because construction and operational activities for the project have not changed, ESA did not update construction
or operational emissions. In addition, ESA did not update the project’s health risk impact calculations for onsite
and offsite sensitive receptors. Only the background cumulative health risk values and the Maximum Exposed
Individual Sensitive Receptor (MEISR) locations were updated to reflect the new Citywide HRA database.
This updated HRA was prepared using technical information and HRA protocol from the air district, California
Air Pollution Control Officer’s Association, California Air Resources Board, Office of Environmental Health
Hazard Assessment, and the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency. The HRA evaluates the estimated
incremental increase in lifetime cancer risks from exposure to emissions of toxic air contaminants (TACs), which
include DPM and total organic gases from gasoline vehicle exhaust, and annual average PM2.5 concentrations
associated with combustion (i.e., exhaust) that would be emitted by project-related construction sources and
project-related operational sources. Concentrations were estimated using the U.S. Environmental Protection
Agency’s American Meteorological Society/Environmental Protection Agency regulatory air dispersion model
(AERMOD version 9.6.5).
ESA calculated health risks for the following exposure scenarios. TAC exposure and resulting health risks were
quantified for both the Developer’s Proposed Option (1,100 dwelling units) and the Additional Housing Option
(1,550 dwelling units).
Scenario 1. Construction: offsite receptors (residents, daycare, and school) evaluated starting when construction
commences for Phase 0 and exposed to all construction emissions for Phase 1 and Phase 2.
Scenario 2. Construction: onsite receptors (residents and daycare3) present at the project site once Phase 1 is
complete evaluated starting when construction for Phase 1 concludes and exposed to all Phase 2
construction emissions.
Scenario 3. Construction plus Operation: offsite receptors (residents, daycare, and school) evaluated starting
when construction commences and exposed to all construction emissions and 27 years of operational
emissions.
Scenario 4. Construction plus Operation: onsite receptors (residents and daycare) present at the project site once
Phase 1 is complete evaluated starting when construction for Phase 1 concludes and exposed to all
Phase 2 construction emissions and 30 years of operational emissions.

3

It was assumed that daycare receptors would be present at the site when Phase 1 construction is complete and exposed to all Phase 2
construction emissions. Although the project phasing plan indicates that the daycare is part of Phase 2 and would not be occupied
until Phase 2 construction is complete (and therefore daycare receptors would not be exposed to any construction emissions), the
health risk assessment assumes that daycare receptors would be present when Phase 1 is complete. This results in a highly
conservative assessment of daycare risk.
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Scenario 5. Operation: offsite (residents, daycare, and school) and onsite receptors (residents and daycare)
evaluated starting when full buildout operation commences and exposed to 30 years of operational
emissions.
For each exposure scenario, health risks were evaluated for the following receptor locations based on the APEZ:
1. the maximum lifetime excess cancer risks and annual average PM2.5 exhaust concentrations contribution from
the proposed project for those off-site receptors not located in the APEZ during existing conditions, but
which would be placed in the APEZ during existing plus proposed project conditions; and
2. the maximum lifetime excess cancer risks and annual average PM2.5 exhaust concentrations contribution from
the proposed project for those off-site receptors located in the APEZ during existing conditions, and which
would continue to be located in the APEZ during existing plus proposed project conditions.
For more information on exposure scenarios, emission calculation methods, health risk analysis methods, and
sensitive receptor types, please see “Health Risk Assessment Methods,” draft SEIR p. 3.D-38, and draft SEIR
Appendix E, Air Quality Technical Memorandum, pp. 12-24.

Results of the Updated HRA
Excess Cancer Risk from Construction and Operation Emissions for
Receptors Not in APEZ under Existing Conditions
The cancer risk analysis in the health risk assessment for the project is based on DPM concentrations from
construction on- and off-road equipment, as well as the operational DPM concentrations from the emergency
generators and project-generated vehicle emissions. The assessment evaluated excess cancer risk and PM2.5
concentrations as a result of exposure to both construction and operational emissions.
The maximum estimated excess lifetime cancer risk for each exposure scenario (see “Health Risk Assessment
Methods,” draft SIER p. 3.D-38) for all sensitive receptor locations for receptors not in the APEZ under existing
conditions is presented in Table 1, Lifetime Cancer Risk for Receptors Not Located in the APEZ but Would
Be Located in the APEZ with the Proposed Project – Developer’s Proposed Option, and Table 2, Lifetime
Cancer Risk for Receptors Not Located in the APEZ but Would Be Located in the APEZ with the
Proposed Project – Additional Housing Option. These tables can be compared to the results in draft SEIR
Table 3.D-13a (p. 3.D-67) and 3.D-13b (p. 3.D-68) in Impact AQ-4 of the draft SEIR, respectively.

4
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TABLE 1
LIFETIME CANCER RISK FOR RECEPTORS NOT LOCATED IN THE APEZ BUT WOULD BE LOCATED IN THE APEZ WITH
THE PROPOSED PROJECT – DEVELOPER’S PROPOSED OPTION
Lifetime Excess Cancer Risk (in One Million)a,b
Mitigatedc

Unmitigated
Scenario / Receptor Type

Bkgd.

Project

Total

Project

Total

—

10.0d

100.0

10.0d

100.0

Resident (offsite)f

78.1

36.1

114.2

4.7

82.8

Resident (onsite)f

64.8

108.6

173.3

9.5

74.2

Daycare (offsite)f

62.0

87.5

149.6

11.6

73.6

Daycare (onsite)f

59.3

238.4

297.6

20.9

80.1

School (offsite)e

28.0

12.9

40.8

1.5

29.5

Resident (offsite)f

52.9

61.8

114.8

7.9

60.8

Resident (onsite)f

64.8

110.3

175.0

11.4

75.9

Daycare (offsite)f

62.0

87.7

149.7

11.8

73.8

Daycare (onsite)f

59.3

239.5

298.8

22.0

81.3

School (offsite)e

28.0

13.1

41.1

1.7

29.7

Resident (offsite)f

28.9

2.6

31.5

2.2

31.2

Resident (onsite)e

45.3

14.8

60.1

14.7

60.0

Daycare (offsite)e

62.0

0.7

62.7

0.7

62.7

Daycare (onsite)e

50.8

7.0

57.8

6.9

57.7

School (offsite)e

29.0

0.6

29.6

0.5

29.5

Significance Threshold
Construction

Construction + Operations

Operationse

SOURCE: ESA, 2020; San Francisco Planning Department, Citywide Health Risk Assessment, 2020.
NOTES:
APEZ = Air Pollutant Exposure Zone; Bkgd. = background value
a Bold values = threshold exceedance
b All receptors within 500 feet of I-280 also included in the APEZ, regardless of their cancer risk value, which may be below the APEZ criteria of 100 per
million. This is consistent with CARB’s Air Quality and Land Use Handbook: A Community Health Perspective, which suggests air pollutant levels decrease
substantially at approximately 500 feet from a freeway.
c Mitigation measures include: (1) M-AQ-2a: all off-road construction equipment was modeled with Tier 4 Final engine emission standards; and (2) M-AQ-4a:
all emergency generators were modeled with Tier 4 engine emission standards.
d The project-level threshold only applies when the background risk plus the project risk exceeds 100; otherwise, the threshold does not apply.
e Note that for these receptors, the unmitigated cancer risk from the proposed project combined with the background cancer risk would be less than 100;
therefore, the MEISR would not be placed in a new APEZ, and the significance threshold for the project contribution of 10.0 per 1 million would not apply.
f Note that for these receptors, the mitigated cancer risk from the proposed project combined with the background cancer risk would be less than 100;
therefore, the MEISR would not be placed in a new APEZ, and the significance threshold for the project contribution of 10.0 per 1 million would not apply.

5

Updated Health Risk Assessment Memorandum for the Balboa Reservoir Project

TABLE 1
LIFETIME CANCER RISK FOR RECEPTORS NOT LOCATED IN THE APEZ BUT WOULD BE LOCATED IN THE APEZ WITH
THE PROPOSED PROJECT – ADDITIONAL HOUSING OPTION
Lifetime Excess Cancer Risk (in One Million)a,b
Mitigatedc

Unmitigated

Bkgd.
Scenario / Receptor Type

Project

Total

Project

Total

–

10.0d

100.0

10.0d

100.0

Resident (offsite)f

49.8

76.3

126.0

8.2

57.9

Resident (onsite)f

64.8

122.2

186.9

10.7

75.4

Daycare (offsite)f

62.0

101.7

163.7

12.6

74.6

Daycare (onsite)f

59.3

267.7

326.9

23.4

82.7

School (offsite)e

28.0

14.4

42.4

1.6

29.6

Resident (offsite)f

49.8

77.5

127.3

9.4

59.1

Resident (onsite)f

63.9

125.6

189.5

13.4

77.3

Daycare (offsite)f

62.0

102.0

164.0

12.8

74.8

Daycare (onsite)f

59.3

269.6

328.8

25.3

84.5

School (offsite)e

28.0

14.8

42.8

1.9

29.9

Resident (offsite)f

28.9

4.2

33.2

3.26

32.2

Resident (onsite)e

45.3

25.1

70.4

24.9

70.2

Daycare (offsite)e

62.0

1.2

63.2

1.1

63.1

Daycare (onsite)e

50.8

11.8

62.6

11.7

62.5

School (offsite)e

29.0

1.0

29.9

0.7

29.7

Significance Threshold
Construction

Construction + Operations

Operations

SOURCE: ESA, 2020; San Francisco Planning Department, Citywide Health Risk Assessment, 2020.
NOTES:
APEZ = Air Pollutant Exposure Zone; Bkgd. = background value
a Bold values = threshold exceedance
b All receptors within 500 feet of I-280 also included in the APEZ, regardless of their cancer risk value, which may be below the APEZ criteria of 100 per
million. This is consistent with CARB’s Air Quality and Land Use Handbook: A Community Health Perspective, which suggests air pollutant levels decrease
substantially at approximately 500 feet from a freeway.
c Mitigation measures include: (1) M-AQ-2a: all off-road construction equipment was modeled with Tier 4 Final engine emission standards; and (2) M-AQ-4a:
all emergency generators were modeled with Tier 4 engine emission standards.
d The project-level threshold only applies when the background risk plus the project risk exceeds 100; otherwise, the threshold does not apply.
e Note that for these receptors, the unmitigated cancer risk from the proposed project combined with the background cancer risk would be less than 100;
therefore, the MEISR would not be placed in a new APEZ, and the significance threshold for the project contribution of 10.0 per 1 million would not apply.
f Note that for these receptors, the mitigated cancer risk from the proposed project combined with the background cancer risk would be less than 100;
therefore, the MEISR would not be placed in a new APEZ, and the significance threshold for the project contribution of 10.0 per 1 million would not apply.
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Excess Cancer Risk from Construction and Operation Emissions for
Receptors in APEZ under Existing Conditions
The maximum estimated excess lifetime cancer risk for each exposure scenario (see “Health Risk Assessment
Methods,” draft SEIR p. 3.D-38) for all sensitive receptors in the APEZ under existing conditions is presented in
Table 3, Lifetime Cancer Risk for Receptors Located in the APEZ – Developer’s Proposed Option, and
Table 4, Lifetime Cancer Risk for Receptors Located in the APEZ – Additional Housing Option. These
tables can be compared to the results in draft SEIR Table 3.D-14a (p. 3.D-73) and 3.D-14b (p. 3.D-74) in Impact
AQ-4 of the draft SEIR, respectively.
TABLE 3
LIFETIME CANCER RISK FOR RECEPTORS LOCATED IN THE APEZ – DEVELOPER’S PROPOSED OPTION
Lifetime Excess Cancer Risk (in one Million)a,b

Scenario / Receptor Typed

Mitigatedc

Unmitigated

Bkgd.

Project

Total

Project

Total

—

7.0

—

7.0

—

Resident (offsite)

80.9

43.4

124.3

6.0

86.9

Daycare (offsite)

104.8

37.3

142.0

5.1

109.8

School (offsite)

145.5

1.1

146.7

0.1

145.7

Resident (offsite)

80.9

44.1

125.0

6.7

87.6

Daycare (offsite)

104.8

37.4

142.1

5.2

109.9

School (offsite)

145.5

1.3

146.8

0.3

145.8

Resident (offsite)

187.0

5.0

192.0

4.9

191.9

Daycare (offsite)

124.2

1.2

125.4

1.2

125.4

School (offsite)

145.5

0.2

145.8

0.2

145.7

Significance Threshold
Construction

Construction + Operations

Operations

SOURCE: ESA, 2020; San Francisco Planning Department, Citywide Health Risk Assessment, 2020.
NOTES:
APEZ = Air Pollutant Exposure Zone; Bkgd. = background value.
a Bold values = threshold exceedance
b All receptors within 500 feet of I-280 also included in the APEZ, regardless of their cancer risk value, which may be below the APEZ criteria of 100 per
million. This is consistent with CARB’s Air Quality and Land Use Handbook: A Community Health Perspective, which suggests air pollutant levels decrease
substantially at approximately 500 feet from a freeway.
c Mitigation measures include: (1) M-AQ-2a: all off-road construction equipment was modeled with Tier 4 Final engine emission standards; and (2) M-AQ-4a:
all emergency generators were modeled with Tier 4 engine emission standards.
d Only receptor types that are already in the APEZ are shown in the table; there are no onsite residents or onsite daycare receptors in the modeling domain that
are already located in the APEZ.
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TABLE 4
LIFETIME CANCER RISK FOR RECEPTORS LOCATED IN THE APEZ – ADDITIONAL HOUSING OPTION
Lifetime Excess Cancer Risk (in one Million)a,b

Scenario / Receptor Typed

Mitigatedc

Unmitigated

Bkgd.

Project

Total

Project

Total

—

7.0

—

7.0

—

Resident (offsite)

80.9

48.5

129.4

6.3

87.3

Daycare (offsite)

104.8

43.0

147.7

5.5

110.2

School (offsite)

145.5

1.3

146.8

0.1

145.7

80.9/83.9

49.6

130.5

7.4f

91.2

Daycare (offsite)

104.8

43.1

147.8

5.6

110.4

School (offsite)

145.5

1.5

147.0

0.3

145.9

Resident (offsite)

187.0

7.0

194.0

6.9

193.9

Daycare (offsite)

124.2

1.8

126.0

1.7

125.9

School (offsite)

145.5

0.3

145.9

0.3

145.8

Significance Threshold
Construction

Construction + Operations
Resident (offsite)e

Operations

SOURCE: ESA, 2020; San Francisco Planning Department, Citywide Health Risk Assessment, 2020.
NOTES:
APEZ = Air Pollutant Exposure Zone; Bkgd. = background value.
a Bold values = threshold exceedance
b All receptors within 500 feet of I-280 also included in the APEZ, regardless of their cancer risk value, which may be below the APEZ criteria of 100 per
million. This is consistent with CARB’s Air Quality and Land Use Handbook: A Community Health Perspective, which suggests air pollutant levels decrease
substantially at approximately 500 feet from a freeway.
c Mitigation measures include: (1) M-AQ-2a: all off-road construction equipment was modeled with Tier 4 Final engine emission standards; and (2) M-AQ-4a:
all emergency generators were modeled with Tier 4 engine emission standards.
d Only receptor types that are already in the APEZ are shown in the table; there are no onsite residents or onsite daycare receptors in the modeling domain that
are already located in the APEZ.
e Under mitigated conditions, the offsite residential MEISR is a different receptor location than under unmitigated conditions. This is because the reduction in
construction emissions from mitigation results in operational emissions being a relatively larger share of total emissions, and thus the mitigated offsite
residential MEISR occurs during the project operations phase.
f Although the cancer risk for the Additional Housing Option of 7.4 per million exceeds the significance threshold for the project’s contribution of 7.0 per
million, the project’s contribution does not increase the severity of the cancer risk for this receptor, nor does the project expand the geography of the APEZ.
The total background plus project value does not exceed the APEZ criterion of 100 per million. Therefore, this receptor does not technically meet the criteria
for the APEZ.

PM2.5 Concentrations from Construction and Operation Emissions for
Receptors Not in APEZ under Existing Conditions
The maximum estimated annual average PM2.5 concentrations from all project sources at offsite receptor locations
not in the APEZ under existing conditions are presented in Table 5, Annual Average PM2.5 Concentrations for
Receptors Not Located in the APEZ but Would Be Located in the APEZ with the Proposed Project –
Developer’s Proposed Option, and Table 6, Annual Average PM2.5 Concentrations for Receptors Not
Located in the APEZ but Would Be Located in the APEZ with the Proposed Project – Additional Housing
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Option. These tables can be compared to the results in draft SEIR Appendix E, Table 32 (p. 57) and 34 (p. 61),
respectively.
TABLE 5
ANNUAL AVERAGE PM2.5 CONCENTRATIONS FOR RECEPTORS NOT LOCATED IN THE APEZ BUT WOULD BE LOCATED
IN THE APEZ WITH THE PROPOSED PROJECT – DEVELOPER’S PROPOSED OPTION
Annual Average PM2.5 Concentrations (µg/m3)a,b
Mitigatedc

Unmitigated
Scenario / Receptor Type

Bkgd.

Project

Total

Project

Total

—

0.3d

10.0

0.3d

10.0

Resident (offsite)e

9.60

<0.01

9.61

<0.01

9.60

Resident (onsite)f

8.90

1.32

10.22

0.12

9.02

Daycare (offsite)e

8.92

0.38

9.29

0.03

8.95

Daycare (onsite)f

8.82

1.33

10.14

0.12

8.93

School (offsite)e

8.29

0.25

8.54

0.02

8.31

Resident (offsite)e

9.60

<0.01

9.61

<0.01

9.60

Resident (onsite)f

8.90

1.32

10.23

0.12

9.02

Daycare (offsite)e

8.92

0.38

9.30

0.04

8.95

Daycare (onsite)f

8.82

1.33

10.15

0.12

8.94

School (offsite)e

8.29

0.25

8.55

0.02

8.32

Resident (offsite)e

9.87

0.01

9.88

0.01

9.88

Resident (onsite)e

8.59

0.04

8.62

0.04

8.62

Daycare (offsite)e

8.92

<0.01

8.92

<0.01

8.92

Daycare (onsite)e

8.68

0.03

8.71

0.03

8.71

School (offsite)e

8.30

<0.01

8.31

<0.01

8.31

Significance Threshold
Construction

Construction + Operations

Operations

SOURCE: ESA, 2020; San Francisco Planning Department, Citywide Health Risk Assessment, 2020.
NOTES:
APEZ = Air Pollutant Exposure Zone; PM2.5 = particulate matter less than or equal to 2.5 microns in diameter; µg/m3 = micrograms per cubic meter; Bkgd. =
background value
a Bold values = threshold exceedance
b All receptors within 500 feet of I-280 also included in the APEZ, regardless of their PM2.5 concentrations risk value, which may be below the APEZ criteria of
10 µg/m3. This is consistent with CARB’s Air Quality and Land Use Handbook: A Community Health Perspective, which suggests air pollutant levels
decrease substantially at approximately 500 feet from a freeway.
c Mitigation measures include: (1) M-AQ-2a: all off-road construction equipment was modeled with Tier 4 Final engine emission standards; and (2) M-AQ-4a:
all emergency generators were modeled with Tier 4 engine emission standards.
d The project-level threshold only applies when the background risk plus the project risk exceeds 10 µg/m3; otherwise, the threshold does not apply.
e Note that for these receptors, the unmitigated cancer risk from the proposed project combined with the background cancer risk would be less than 10
µg/m3; therefore, the MEISR would not be placed in a new APEZ, and the significance threshold for the project contribution of 0.3 µg/m3 would not apply.
f Note that for these receptors, the mitigated cancer risk from the proposed project combined with the background cancer risk would be less than 10 µg/m3;
therefore, the MEISR would not be placed in a new APEZ, and the significance threshold for the project contribution of 0.3 µg/m3 would not apply.
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TABLE 6
ANNUAL AVERAGE PM2.5 CONCENTRATIONS FOR RECEPTORS NOT LOCATED IN THE APEZ BUT WOULD BE LOCATED
IN THE APEZ WITH THE PROPOSED PROJECT – ADDITIONAL HOUSING OPTION
Annual Average PM2.5 Concentrations (µg/m3)a,b
Mitigatedc

Unmitigated
Scenario / Receptor Type

Bkgd.

Project

Total

Project

Total

—

0.3d

10.0

0.3d

10.0

Resident (offsite)e

9.19

0.46

9.65

0.04

9.23

Resident (onsite)f

8.90

1.48

10.38

0.13

9.03

Daycare (offsite)e

8.92

0.42

9.34

0.04

8.95

Daycare (onsite)f

8.82

1.49

10.30

0.13

8.95

School (offsite)e

8.29

0.28

8.57

0.02

8.32

Resident (offsite)e

9.19

0.46

9.65

0.04

9.23

Resident (onsite)f

8.90

1.49

10.39

0.13

9.04

Daycare (offsite)e

8.92

0.43

9.34

0.04

8.96

Daycare (onsite)f

8.82

1.50

10.31

0.14

8.95

School (offsite)e

8.29

0.28

8.58

0.03

8.32

Resident (offsite)e

9.87

0.01

9.88

0.01

9.88

Resident (onsite)e

8.59

0.05

8.64

0.05

8.64

Daycare (offsite)e

8.92

<0.01

8.92

<0.01

8.92

Daycare (onsite)e

8.68

0.05

8.73

0.05

8.73

School (offsite)e

8.30

0.01

8.31

0.01

8.31

Significance Threshold
Construction

Construction + Operations

Operations

SOURCE: ESA, 2020; San Francisco Planning Department, Citywide Health Risk Assessment, 2020.
NOTES:
APEZ = Air Pollutant Exposure Zone; PM2.5 = particulate matter less than or equal to 2.5 microns in diameter; µg/m3 = micrograms per cubic meter; Bkgd. =
background value
a Bold values = threshold exceedance
b All receptors within 500 feet of I-280 also included in the APEZ, regardless of their PM2.5 concentrations risk value, which may be below the APEZ criteria of
10 µg/m3. This is consistent with CARB’s Air Quality and Land Use Handbook: A Community Health Perspective, which suggests air pollutant levels
decrease substantially at approximately 500 feet from a freeway.
c Mitigation measures include: (1) M-AQ-2a: all off-road construction equipment was modeled with Tier 4 Final engine emission standards; and (2) M-AQ-4a:
all emergency generators were modeled with Tier 4 engine emission standards.
d The project-level threshold only applies when the background risk plus the project risk exceeds 10 µg/m3; otherwise, the threshold does not apply.
e Note that for these receptors, the unmitigated cancer risk from the proposed project combined with the background cancer risk would be less than 10
µg/m3; therefore, the MEISR would not be placed in a new APEZ, and the significance threshold for the project contribution of 0.3 µg/m3 would not apply.
f Note that for these receptors, the mitigated cancer risk from the proposed project combined with the background cancer risk would be less than 10 µg/m3;
therefore, the MEISR would not be placed in a new APEZ, and the significance threshold for the project contribution of 0.3 µg/m3 would not apply.

10

Updated Health Risk Assessment Memorandum for the Balboa Reservoir Project

PM2.5 Concentrations from Construction and Operation Emissions for
Receptors in APEZ under Existing Conditions
The maximum estimated annual average PM2.5 concentrations from all project sources at offsite receptor locations
not in the APEZ under existing conditions are presented in Table 7, Annual Average PM2.5 Concentrations for
Receptors Located in the APEZ – Developer’s Proposed Option, and Table 8, Annual Average PM2.5
Concentrations for Receptors Located in the APEZ – Additional Housing Option. These tables can be
compared to the results in draft SEIR Appendix E, Table 36 (p. 66) and 38 (p. 70), respectively.
TABLE 7
ANNUAL AVERAGE PM2.5 CONCENTRATIONS FOR RECEPTORS LOCATED IN THE APEZ – DEVELOPER’S PROPOSED
OPTION
Annual Average PM2.5 Concentrations (µg/m3)a,b

Scenario / Receptor Typed

Mitigatedc

Unmitigated

Bkgd.

Project

Total

Project

Total

—

0.2

—

0.2

—

9.18

0.64

9.82

0.06

9.23

Daycare (offsite)

9.68

0.17

9.85

0.02

9.69

School (offsite)

10.26

0.02

10.28

<0.01

10.26

Resident (offsite)

9.18

0.64

9.82

0.06

9.24

Daycare (offsite)

9.68

0.18

9.85

0.02

9.70

School (offsite)

10.26

0.02

10.28

<0.01

10.27

Resident (offsite)

11.12

<0.01

11.13

<0.01

11.1

Daycare (offsite)

9.72

<0.01

9.72

<0.01

9.7

School (offsite)

10.26

<0.01

10.26

<0.01

10.3

Significance Threshold
Construction
Resident (offsite)

Construction + Operations

Operations

SOURCE: ESA, 2020; San Francisco Planning Department, Citywide Health Risk Assessment, 2020.
NOTES:
APEZ = Air Pollutant Exposure Zone; PM2.5 = particulate matter less than or equal to 2.5 microns in diameter; µg/m3 = micrograms per cubic meter; Bkgd. =
background value.
a Bold values = threshold exceedance
b All receptors within 500 feet of I-280 also included in the APEZ, regardless of their cancer risk value, which may be below the APEZ criteria of 10 µg/m3.
This is consistent with CARB’s Air Quality and Land Use Handbook: A Community Health Perspective, which suggests air pollutant levels decrease
substantially at approximately 500 feet from a freeway.
c Mitigation measures include: (1) M-AQ-2a: all off-road construction equipment was modeled with Tier 4 Final engine emission standards; and (2) M-AQ-4a:
all emergency generators were modeled with Tier 4 engine emission standards.
d Only receptor types that are already in the APEZ are shown in the table; there are no onsite residents or onsite daycare receptors in the modeling domain that
are already located in the APEZ.
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TABLE 8
ANNUAL AVERAGE PM2.5 CONCENTRATIONS FOR RECEPTORS LOCATED IN THE APEZ – ADDITIONAL HOUSING OPTION
Annual Average PM2.5 Concentrations (µg/m3)a,b

Scenario / Receptor Typed

Mitigatedc

Unmitigated

Bkgd.

Project

Total

Project

Total

—

0.2

—

0.2

—

Resident (offsite)

9.18

0.72

9.89

0.06

9.24

Daycare (offsite)

9.68

0.19

9.87

0.02

9.70

School (offsite)

10.26

0.02

10.28

<0.01

10.26

Resident (offsite)

9.18

0.72

9.90

0.07

9.25

Daycare (offsite)e

9.68/9.72

0.20

9.88

0.02

9.74

10.26

0.02

10.29

<0.01

10.27

Resident (offsite)

11.12

0.01

11.14

0.01

11.1

Daycare (offsite)

9.72

<0.01

9.73

<0.01

9.7

School (offsite)

10.26

<0.01

10.27

<0.01

10.3

Significance Threshold
Construction

Construction + Operations

School (offsite)

Operations

SOURCE: ESA, 2020; San Francisco Planning Department, Citywide Health Risk Assessment, 2020.
NOTES:
APEZ = Air Pollutant Exposure Zone; PM2.5 = particulate matter less than or equal to 2.5 microns in diameter; µg/m3 = micrograms per cubic meter; Bkgd. =
background value.
a Bold values = threshold exceedance
b All receptors within 500 feet of I-280 also included in the APEZ, regardless of their cancer risk value, which may be below the APEZ criteria of 10 µg/m3.
This is consistent with CARB’s Air Quality and Land Use Handbook: A Community Health Perspective, which suggests air pollutant levels decrease
substantially at approximately 500 feet from a freeway.
c Mitigation measures include: (1) M-AQ-2a: all off-road construction equipment was modeled with Tier 4 Final engine emission standards; and (2) M-AQ-4a:
all emergency generators were modeled with Tier 4 engine emission standards.
d Only receptor types that are already in the APEZ are shown in the table; there are no onsite residents or onsite daycare receptors in the modeling domain that
are already located in the APEZ.
e Under mitigated conditions, the offsite residential MEISR is a different receptor location than under unmitigated conditions. This is because the reduction in
construction emissions from mitigation results in operational emissions being a relatively larger share of total emissions, and thus the mitigated offsite
residential MEISR occurs during the project operations phase.
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P R O C E E D I N G S

2

4:21 P.M.

3

SAN FRANCISCO, CALIFORNIA,

4

T H U R S D A Y , SEPTEMBER 12, 2019

5
6
7

SECRETARY IONIN:

Okay, the court

reporter is ready.
Commissioners, we left off on Item 12,

8

f o r C a s e N o . 2 0 1 8 - 0 0 7883ENV, for the Balboa

9

Reservoir Project.

10
11

This is the draft

E n v i r o n m e n t a l I m p a c t Report.
Please note that written comments will be

12

a c c e p t e d a t t h e P l a n ning Department until 5:00

13

p . m . , o n S e p t e m b e r 2 3, 2019.

14

And I would like to just stress and

15

remind members of the public your testimony

16

should be on the accuracy and adequacy of the

17

final Environmental Impact Report, not your

18

o p i n i o n o f t h e p r o j e ct itself.

19

MS. POLING:

Good afternoon Vice

20

President Koppel and members of the Commission.

21

I’m Jeanie Poling, Planning Department staff and

22

Environmental Coordinator for the Balboa

23

Reservoir Project.

24

Can I have the screen?

Thank you.

The
4
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item before you is the review and comment on the

2

Balboa Reservoir Project draft Subsequent

3

Environmental Impact Report, or EIR.

4

of today’s hearing is to take public comments on

5

the adequacy, accuracy and completeness of the

6

d r a f t S u b s e q u e n t E I R pursuant to the California

7

Environmental Quality Act, or CEQA, and San

8

Francisco’s local procedures for implementing

9

CEQA.

10

The purpose

No approval action on this document is

r e q u e s t e d a t t h i s t i me.

11

The public review period for the

12

project’s draft Subsequent EIR began on August 8

13

and will continue until 5:00 p.m., on September

14

23.

15

I’ll briefly explain why we’re preparing

16

a Subsequent EIR and then summarize the project

17

description and analysis before opening up the

18

m e e t i n g t o p u b l i c c o mment.

19

T h e 1 7 - a c r e project site is the western

20

portion of the Balboa Reservoir, which is within

21

t h e B a l b o a P a r k S t a t ion Plan Area.

22

programmatic EIR for the area plan was certified

23

in 2008 and it assumed 500 dwelling units would

24

be developed at the reservoir project site.

25

The

A S u b s e q u e n t EIR is a whole new EIR that
5
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focuses on the conditions that need new analysis.

2

The current project proposes more density than

3

was assumed in the Area Plan EIR, so it’s a

4

revision to the project and it identifies new,

5

significant environmental impacts, and

6

s u b s t a n t i a l l y m o r e s evere impacts than those

7

i d e n t i f i e d i n t h e 2 0 08 Area Plan EIR.

8

Thus, the CEQA document we are preparing

9

is a Subsequent EIR and it uses as a base the

10

analysis that was done for the 2008 Area Plan

11

EIR.

12

The draft Subsequent EIR analyzes two

13

different sets of options for the site’s

14

residential density to capture a range of

15

possible development on the project site.

16

developer’s proposed option is proposed by

17

Reservoir Community Partners and the additional

18

h o u s i n g o p t i o n h a s b een developed by the City to

19

m a x i m i z e a f f o r d a b l e housing.

20

The

Development under each of the two options

21

would entail the same land uses, street

22

configurations, and site plans.

23

housing option adds one story to each of the

24

b u i l d i n g s a n d i n c l u d es smaller units to increase

25

t h e n u m b e r o r r e s i d e nces.

The additional

6
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The developer’s proposed option includes

2

1,100 dwelling units and a public parking garage.

3

The additional housing option includes 1,550

4

u n i t s a n d n o p u b l i c parking garage.

5

The draft Subsequent EIR also analyzes

6

four project variants.

7

located at the same project site and they all

8

relate to the parking garage location and

9

t r a n s p o r t a t i o n a c c e s s.

10

These variants are

Before I discuss the findings, I’d like

11

to point out that in February 2019 the Planning

12

D e p a r t m e n t u p d a t e d i ts Transportation Impact

13

Analysis guidelines.

14

methodologies and criteria for undertaking

15

transportation review in San Francisco.

16

include updated travel demand rates that account

17

for vehicles operating as Transportation Net work

18

Companies, or TNCs.

These guidelines provide

They

19

The Balboa Reservoir Project’s

20

transportation analysis is based on these rates

21

and, therefore, analyzes the impacts of TNCs.

22

I’ll now summarize the draft Subsequent

23

EIR’s significant and unavoidable impact

24

findings.

25

three significant and unavoidable impacts during

The draft Subsequent EIR identifies

7
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project construction.

2

noise, regional air quality during the three -year

3

construction schedule, and localized air quality

4

d u r i n g t h e t h r e e - y e a r construction schedule.

5

These involve construction

All three of these impacts would be

6

significant under both project options and all

7

project areas.

8
9

The draft Subsequent EIR identifies two
t r a n s p o r t a t i o n - r e l a t ed impacts during project

10

operation.

11

r e l a t e d t o l o a d i n g a long the Lee Avenue

12

extension, which is currently a dead end, but

13

would become a through street when the project

14

becomes operational.

One involves potential conflicts

15

The other impact involves transit delay

16

under cumulative conditions due to growth at the

17

p r o j e c t s i t e c o m b i n e d with growth at City

18

College.

19

Both of these impacts would be

20

significant under both project options and all

21

project variants.

22

The draft Subsequent EIR identifies four

23

project alternatives.

24

which is required by CEQA law, a reduced density

25

alternative, an alternative that allows passenger

A no project alternative,

8
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vehicle access from Westwood Park via San Ramon

2

W a y , a n d a s i x - y e a r construction alternative.

3

The only build alternative that would

4

reduce significant and unavoidable impacts is the

5

six-year construction schedule, which would

6

reduce the two significant construction air

7

quality impacts to less than significant with

8

mitigation.

9

Significant transportation impacts during

10

project operation would occur under both options

11

and all variants.

12

While the San Ramon Way vehicle access

13

alternative and the reduced density alternative

14

w o u l d r e d u c e t r a n s p o rtation-related impacts, they

15

w o u l d n ’ t r e d u c e t h e m to less-than-significant

16

levels.

17

Today, the Planning Department is seeking

18

c o m m e n t s o n t h e a d e q uacy and accuracy of the

19

information contained in the draft Subsequent

20

EIR.

21

speak, please fill out a speaker card and state

22

your name for the record.

23

and clearly so that the court reporter can mak e

24

an accurate transcript of today’s proceedings.

25

For members of the public who wish to

Please speak slowly

Staff is not here to respond to comments
9
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today.

2

and written comments received today, and during

3

the public comment period, and we will respond to

4

th e s e c o m m e n t s t h a t raise significant

5

environmental issues in a responses to comment

6

document.

7
8

Instead, we will transcribe all verbal

SECRETARY IONIN:

I’m sorry, there are no

speaker cards.

9

MS. POLING:

Sorry.

10

cards, but you can line up.

11

sorry about that.

12

Okay, no speaker
Correct?

Okay,

S o , w e w i l l respond to written and oral

13

comments in a responses to comments document,

14

which we anticipate publishing in the spring of

15

2020.

16

Those who are interested in submitting

17

written comments on the draft Subsequent EIR may

18

d o s o b y e m a i l o r b y hardcopy.

19

be received by 5:00 p.m., on Monday, September

20

23.

All comments must

21

Unless the Commissioners have procedural

22

questions, I respectfully suggest that the public

23

hearing on this item be opened.

24
25

SECRETARY IONIN:

Thank you.

Okay, members of the

p u b l i c , p l e a s e l i n e up on our left, your right
10
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2

si d e o f t h e r o o m , a n d come on up.
MS. ANDERSON:

Hello, my name is Lisa

I-Anderson-1

3

Anderson.

4

husband, and my son.

5

and we’re supporters of this project.

6

the Environmental Impact Report, we don’t see any

7

reason that this project should not go through.

8

I’m here on behalf of myself, my
We live in Monterey Heights
Looking at

Housing is such an issue in San Francisco

9

and this project has already been reduced in

10

scope, so we would urge you to support this.

11

A s a f o r m e r high school administrator, it

12

broke my heart to see all of the students who

13

could not afford to live here.

14

to say goodbye to my son’s best friend, who grew

15

up on Wildwood, just blocks from this project.

And I’ve just had

16

S o , p l e a s e , approve this project.

17

S E C R E T A R Y I ONIN:

18
19

Thank you.

Next

M y name’s Alvin Ja.

I’ve

speaker please.
MR. JA:

20

already submitted quite a number of written

21

comments to you.

22

read some of them.

23

w h o l e l o t o f i n a d e q u acies in the SEIR.

24
25

Hopefully, you’ve been able to
And I have pointed out a

I’m wearing this shirt that says “No War
on Iraq”.

That’s because I don’t have a shirt
11
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that says no invasion of luxury housing onto the

2

Balboa Reservoir.

3

affordable housing, but not luxury housing.

4

And I am in favor of

Yeah, I’ll just talk about two

5

inadequacies out of all the things that I’ve

6

written so far, and there will be more written

7

comments forthcoming.

8
9

I-JA1-1 (cont.)

But I’ll talk about two.

This is a weapon of mass destruction in
terms of what the Balboa Reservoir project is

10

doing.

11

they were looking for weapons of mass

12

destruction, we have one right here with the

13

reservoir project.

14

Y o u k n o w , s i milar to the Iraq war where

And how do I mean?

During the Iraq war,

15

the British Intelligence Agency, M16, wrote what

16

was called the Downing Street Memo.

17

Downing Street memo said that the facts -- excuse

18

me.

19

intelligence and the facts were fixed around the

20

policy.

And what the

The evidence and the facts or the

21

And that’s what we have right here.

You

22

have the Planning Department that has set this

23

w h o l e - - w h i c h i s s p onsoring the reservoir

24

project.

25

f i x e d a r o u n d t h a t p o licy.

And the policy and the SEIR is being

12
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Okay, so I’ll go to two specifics.

One

I-JA1-2

2

is the environmental setting.

3

critical for CEQA, setting up the environmental

4

baseline setting.

5

in the SEIR basically just talks about the plot

6

itself.

7

California Regulations, says you have to talk

8

about the vicinity, not just the plot, itself.

9

So, that, already, right there is in violatio n of

10

T he description that’s given

But CEQA, in terms of the Code of

CCR 15125.

11

Okay, that’s

Y o u c a n look it up, okay.

The second one is regarding transit

I-JA1-3

12

delay.

13

SEIR with a threshold of significance.

And it’s

14

an invented threshold of significance.

And what

15

does the SEIR say:

16

is four minutes.

17

the reservoir?

18

project can contribute four minutes of delay on

19

MUNI without it being considered to be

20

significant.

21

c a r e f u l l y b e f o r e y o u certify it.

22
23
24
25

Okay, transit delay is defined in this

The threshold of significance
What does that mean in terms of

It means that, oh, the reservoir

So, it’s BS.

SECRETARY IONIN:

Okay, read it

Thank you, sir.

Next

speaker please.
MR. ZELTZER:

Steve Zeltzer, United

Public Workers for Action.

I-Zeltzer-1

I think we see today,
13
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already, the results of your disastrous Planning

2

Commission decisions.

3

example of that.

4

proper transit.

5

you did it because you’re basically a kept

6

commission, which represents the developers.

7

That’s why all today you’ve been going along with

8

w h a t e v e r t h e d e v e l o p ers want.

9

hell with the people of San Francisco, it’s okay

10
11

I-Zeltzer-1 (cont.)

Warrior Stadium is a good

You approved that without
A violation of your rules, but

You’re saying to

t o h a v e m o r e g r i d l o c k.
Now, this project, at Ocean, the Balboa

12

Reservoir, is a project that will destroy City

13

College of San Francisco.

14

plans, although that will be the result.

15

construction, massive construction and 1,500

16

condos next to the college prevents the college

17

from developing.

18

don’t really give a damn about City College or

19

t h e p e o p l e o f S a n F r ancisco because you represent

20

the developers.

21

That’s not in your

It will create chaos.

To have

But you

That’s what I think more and more people

22

understand who come here; they see you as shills

23

for the developers.

24

this is a corrupt operation and the City of San

25

F r a n c i s c o h a s s p e n t millions of dollars for

The fact of the matter is

14
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1

Avalon for these meetings, staged meetings to

2

really grease the way for this development.

3

These homes, these condos are not for the people

4

of San Francisco, working people, students,

5

professors; they’re for people who have a lot of

6

m o n e y , w h o c a n a f f o r d million-dollar condos.

7

That’s not the kind of construction we need.

8

n e e d w o r k i n g c l a s s c onstruction.

9

We

Now, the San Francisco Labor Council has

10

said, along with the Union, AFP 21, the PUC

11

should transfer that property to City College for

12

development.

13

shouldn’t be privatized, as you’re supporting

14

t h e s e d e v e l o p e r s t o do.

15

That’s what we support.

It

Avalon and the developers are interested

16

in one thing, profit, profiteering off the land

17

of San Francisco.

18

i n S a n F r a n c i s c o , n o t more million-dollar condos.

19

But that’s, apparently, what you are driven to do

20

by the developers who appointed you and who you

21

represent.

22

I-Zeltzer-2

I-Zeltzer-3

We need working class housing

The students at San Francisco City

23

College need that parking.

24

parking for them.

25

students who work at jobs.

I-Zeltzer-4

There’s no plans for

These are working class
Where are they going
15
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to go?

2

College because they won’t have parking.

3

have to go to their jobs.

4

T h e y ’ l l g o t o o t h e r colleges.

5

privatization and the destruction of City

6

College, which is being pushed, really, by the

7

developers and the mayor of San Francisco.

8

if the supervisors approve that, they’re part of

9

t h i s a c t u a l d e v e l o p m ent process.

I-Zetzer-4 (cont.)

They’re going to be driven out of City
They

They won’t be able to.
That’s part of the

And

10

So, we say to the public of San

11

Francisco, stop this corrupt, rotten development,

12

the more gridlock on Ocean Avenue.

13

way of getting mass transportation out there.

14

The MTA has said they can’t provide the extension

15

of the Ocean Avenue, which means there will be

16

gridlock.

17

encourage more gridlock for the people of San

18

Francisco.

19

I-Zeltzer-5

There’s no

There is gridlock now, and you want to

You have to be held accountable for the

20

terrible situation of the Warriors, with two

21

stadiums, now.

22

hospital and Kaiser, and people can’t go to their

23

own facilities.

24
25

A hospital, two hospitals, or a

V I C E P R E S I D ENT KOPPEL:

Thank you, sir.

Next speaker please.
16
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S E C R E T A R Y I ONIN:

I will remind members

2

of the public that the purpose of today’s hearing

3

is to accept testimony on the accuracy, ade quacy,

4

and completeness of the Environmental Impact

5

Report.

6

DR. CURRIER:

Good afternoon.

That’s a

O-ARHS-1

7

tough one to follow, but I’ve got a few concerns.

8

My name’s Dr. Andrew Currier.

9

Archbishop Riordan High School, as its President.

10

T h e r e ’ s a m ultitude of concerns.

I’m representing

But as

11

it relates to this report, we serve 680 boys, 9

12

t o 12 , a n d a q u a r t e r of them, 170 of them, have

13

diagnosed learning needs.

14

could pull this up, this circle RSP; that

15

r e p r e s e n t s t h e l e a r n ing area.

16

designed learning area for students with

17

d i a g n o s e d l e a r n i n g n eeds that they can’t -- we

18

c a n ’ t m o v e t h e m e l s e where in the building.

19

And if you see, if I

It’s a specialized

So, we’re worried that there’s not enough

20

information about the noise, the dust, the

21

disruption to their learning growth, their

22

academic growth.

23

to move them elsewhere in the building, so we

24

really want more detail on that.

25

sensitivity to that.

Again, we don’t have any option

We want some

These are young men that
17
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cannot be served by San Francisco public sc hools.

2

T h e s e a r e s p e c i a l i z e d programs.

3

We also have 50 students in residence at

4

Archbishop Riordan High School who, also, some of

5

them have significant learning needs.

6

g o e l s e w h e r e t o r e c e ive this help.

7

They can’t

So, we need more information about t he

8

noise impact.

9

hammering, the excavation, the drilling, all of

O-ARHS-2

How is this all -- how is the

10

that noise, all of that disruption, the trucks

11

when they’re beeping to back up, the backhoes,

12

all that noise, how is that going to impact -- is

13

that going to be two years lost on 170 students’

14

education, who are trying despite learning needs

15

and differences, to prepare themselves for

16

college.

17

They’re paying, in some cases, $60,000 a

18

year to attend Riordan for this specialized care.

19

T h a t ’ s a l l g o i n g t o be disrupted for two plus

20

years?

21

more detail on this.

22

O-ARHS-1 (cont.)

That’s unacceptable to us.

So, we need

The other thing is we’re worried that

O-ARHS-3

23

fire trucks aren’t going to be able to get to our

24

school in case of a fire.

25

e n o u g h d e t a i l o r c l a rity about transportation.

There’s not been

18
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They’ve delayed that meeting.

2

to take place this week.

3

It’s been delayed until September 30th.

4

more clarity on the impact of transportation on

5

our school.

That has not occurred.
I need

6

The other thing is there’s not nea rly

7

enough detail about the blockage of light into

8

our building.

9

light coming in to warm the building, to enhance

O-ARHS-4

It was designed to have natural

10

the culture of learning for our students in the

11

classrooms.

That’s all going to be blocked.

12

S o , t h a n k y ou for listening.

13

V I C E P R E S I D ENT KOPPEL:

14

O-ARHS-3 (cont.)

That was supposed

Thank you.

Next

speaker please.

15

MR. PEDERSON:

Thank you very much.

I-Pederson1-1

My

16

name is Christopher Pederson, a resident of the

17

Ingleside.

18

housing option version of this project.

19

environmentally superior to options and

20

a l t e r n a t i v e s t h a t p r ovide less transit-oriented

21

affordable housing and/or more public parking.

22

To reduce the amount of housing would

23

increase pressure on housing in areas that are

24

m o r e a u t o m o b i l e d e p e ndent and have more extreme

25

climate.

I s t r o n g ly support the additional
It is

I-Pederson1-2

To provide more public parking would
19
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undercut efforts to address climate change by

2

r e d u c i n g a u t o m o b i l e use.

3

I-Pederson1-2 (cont.)

That said, this draft fails to evaluate

4

how the developer’s proposed public parking

5

g a r a g e w o u l d u n d e r c u t City College’s efforts to

6

reduce automobile use.

7

Transportation Demand Management and Parking Plan

8

concludes that TDM measures would be sufficient

9

to address the loss of parking spaces caused by

The College’s 2019

10

this project.

11

a few hours of the first week of each semester.

12

Even then, the shortfall would be less than one -

13

third of the 750 spaces proposed in the public

14

parking garage.

15

The only exception will be during

There is, therefore, no need for such a

16

large public parking garage.

17

the City’s and the College’s efforts to respond

18

to the climate crisis by reducing automobile use.

19

Finally, the transit improvement

It would undercut

I-Pederson1-3

20

mitigation measures identified in the draft

21

should not be deferred until after the project is

22

s h o w n t o h a v e a n a d v erse impact on transit

23

service.

24

session and congestion associated with the Whole

25

Foods Grocery Store are already impeding transit

Congestion when City College is in

20
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service.

2

working with MUNI, now, to implement transit

3

improvement measures up front without waiting for

4

proof of additional adverse impacts in the

5

fu t u r e .

6
7

I-Pederson1-3
(cont.)

T h a n k y o u v ery much.
V I C E P R E S I D ENT KOPPEL:

Thank you.

Next

speaker please.
MR. SCHNEIDER:

8
9

So, the project proponents should be

Benjamin Schneider.

Hi there.

My name is

I-Schneider2-1

I’m a resident of District 7,

10

in Ingleside Terraces, and I’m speaking on behalf

11

of myself and my parents, with whom I live as a

12

24-year-old college grad, largely because of the

13

dearth of the affordable housing options in San

14

Francisco.

15

a f f o r d a b l e , r e a s o n a b ly-sized housing options in

16

my own neighborhood, in the OMI, off Ocean

17

Avenue.

18

And, specifically, the dearth of

So, I’m thrilled to see that this project

19

is making its way through the process with all of

20

these more reasonably sized units, that are still

21

t r a n s i t a c c e s s i b l e , and in this great location.

22

And it appears to me, with my untrained

23

eye, that the Environmental Impact Report is in

24

order and it should proceed to the next rounds of

25

approval.
21
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And I’d also like to say that the kind of

2

thing that isn’t included in the Environmental

3

Impact Report is the number of people who will

4

live in these places in the future, without cars,

5

and who will be taking public transit in San

6

Francisco, rather than that same number of people

7

living out in Modesto and driving into San

8

F r a n c i s c o e v e r y d a y , for an hour and a half.

9

I think those are really important environmental

10
11

So,

c o n s i d e r a t i o n s t o m a ke as well.
I want to also reiterate what the

I-Schneider2-3

12

previous speaker said.

13

C o m m i s s i o n a p p r o v e s the more housing-rich option

14

a n d t h i n k s v e r y s e r i ously about these parking

15

garages, and increasing transit service sooner,

16

rather than later.

17
18
19

That I hope that the

Thank you.

V I C E P R E S I D ENT KOPPEL:

Thank you.

Next

speaker please.
MR. MOSS:

Good evening Commissioners.

20

T h a n k s f o r h a v i n g t h is lovely meeting.

21

appreciate your time.

22

I-Schneider2-2

My name is Sam Moss.

Really

I’m the Executive

O-MHDC-1

23

Director of Mission Housing Development

24

Corporation.

25

affordable housing developer that is one of three

W e ’ r e a 48-year-old nonprofit,

22
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affordable housing developers on this team.

2

O-MHDC-1 (cont.)

R e a l l y w a n t to reiterate that, that when

3

developers are being disparaged, it is

4

disparaging three nonprofits who have provided

5

over a century, and thousands upon thousands of

6

one hundred percent low-income affordable housing

7

to San Francisco.

8
9

And to be frank, Avalon is an incredible
market rate developer that knows and understands

10

the community.

11

into account and then some.

12

Mission Housing has over a thousand children that

13

l i v e i n o u r b u i l d i n g s.

We take their health and

14

safety very seriously.

We do occupied rehab

15

p r o j e c t s i n t h e i r b u ildings all the time.

16

This project has taken everything
And, you know,

So, not to say that those concerns aren’t

17

valid, but I am personally saying that as one of

18

the co-developers of this project that the

19

c o m m u n i t y a n d i t s s a fety are top of our list.

20

But I do hope that you see fit to keep

21

this going forward today and thank you for your

22

time.

23
24
25

VICE PRESIDENT KOPPEL:

Thank you.

Next

speaker, please.
MS. FOOTE:

Hi, Laura Foote, YIMBY

O-YIMBY-1
23
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Action.

2

Reservoir for a couple years, now.

3

can’t have an Environmental Impact Report tell us

4

that it’s better to have dense, vibrant, walkable

5

housing instead of a giant parking lot, then I

6

d o n ’ t k n o w w h a t t o s ay about the future of San

7

Francisco’s ability to deal with climate change.

8
9

I h a v e b e e n speaking in favor of Balboa
And if we

It’s obvious that we should be turning
parking into housing.

It is obvious that it will

10

be for the benefit of literally thousands of

11

people who will have the ability to live in this

12

5 0 - p e r c e n t a f f o r d a b l e housing project.

13

O-YIMBY-1 (cont.)

Another great thing, planners have worked

14

r e a l l y h a r d t o d o t h ese cross-subsidized projects

15

in a world where we don’t have enough funding for

16

subsidized affordable housing.

17

things like the bond.

18

s o u r c e s o f s t a b l e f u nding.

19

a f f o r d a b l e p r o j e c t s , where we get to cross-

20

subsidize with market rate housing in order to

21

g e t m o r e l o w - i n c o m e housing, we need to be

22

c e l e b r a t i n g t h o s e p r ojects.

23

We’re working on

We’re working on other
These 50-percent

This is exactly the kind of thing that

24

allows the city to get a lot more units of

25

s u b s i d i z e d a f f o r d a b l e housing.
24
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O-YIMBY-1 (cont.)

It’s tragic to be speaking for this

2

project over and over again.

3

2008 and this is the fourth time they have tried

4

to build housing here.

5

c a n n o t g e t i t s a c t t ogether and turn a 17-acre

6

parking lot into walkable housing, then we are

7

not going to solve any of our other problems.

8

Thank you.

9
10

It’s been since

And if San Francisco

VICE PRESIDENT KOPPEL:

Thank you.

Next

speaker, please.

11

BRAD:

Hi.

My name’s Brad.

I’ve lived

12

here.

13

have to really think about this location.

14

City College.

15

really have to think about what this use is for

16

and the impact.

I grew up here.

17

I was born here.

It’s the main campus.

I-Brad-1

But you
It’s

So, you

I’m all for, you know, affordable

18

housing.

19

you really have to think about all the people

20

that can’t bike here to that location.

21

it’s very valuable to be able to have a parking

22

lot and so that it opens it to everybody that

23

wants to be able to park there.

24

frustrating and I’m sure you guys are frustrated,

25

too, that it’s dragged on so long.

I b e l i e v e in, you know, biking.

But

You know,

And it’s

But there’s a
25
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reason why it’s dragged on so long because people

2

really, you know, that believe in this.

3

that we’re really taking time to make sure that

4

this is.

5

you have to think about the mobility of the, you

6

know, people that need to be able to get to

7

c a m p u s a n d t o g e t t o class on time.

8
9

I’m glad

And also, so I’m also disabled, and so,

Obviously, you know, parking’s very
limited.

10
11

S o , t h a n k s for your time.
V I C E P R E S I D ENT KOPPEL:

Thank you.

Next

speaker, please.

12

MS. NGUYEN:

Hi.

I-Nguyen-1

Sorry, I’m a little

13

nervous.

14

meetings and watching other people speak, it’s

15

incredibly inspiring -- sorry.

16

Nguyen and I have been a student since January

17

2 0 1 8 a n d a p r o u d r e c ipient of free City.

18

incredibly grateful for the opportunity to change

19

my life and my career.

20

the access for future students.

21

I-Brad-1 (cont.)

This is my first time at any of these

My name is Jess

I’m

And now, you help protect

I would like to echo the student

22

disability advocate, Brad, for his statements on

23

the already lack of available parking for

24

disabled students.

25

parking it’s a representation of students,

The parking lot is not just
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students carpool.

2

just to go to school.

3

option to go and actually get to the next level.

4

T h e y c a n ’ t a f f o r d t o even live -- I would -- I’ve

5

heard the pictures shown in the developer’s plan,

6

o f t h e l a n d i n q u e s t ion, showing the CCSF parking

7

lot as being under-utilized.

8

to be taken on a Sunday.

9

but we don’t offer many Sunday classes at our

They work two or three jobs

I-Nguyen-1 (cont.)

Free city is their only

The photo was said

I don’t know about you,

10

school or on Ocean campus.

11

even open.

12

representation of the current service this public

13

land provides.

14

The library isn’t

I don’t think it’s a fair

Nearby, Riordan uses the parking lot

15

during the school year for band practice.

16

upper CCSF lot is filled by 10:00 a.m. and the

17

Balboa Reserved Public Land has been essential

18

for students.

19

The

Students have been posting videos on

20

Twitter of the Balboa Reservoir being occupied by

21

s t u d e n t s , a t c c s f s t u dentsays/#ccsfbottomlaw and

22

ccsfsaid.

23

Students are going to experience the pain

24

and it’s going to affect the success of the

25

community.

Neighborhoods are flooded with cars.
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A n d i f s t u d e n t s a r e rushing to find parking in

2

residential, surrounding areas, then you’re going

3

to increase the risk of pedestrian fatalities.

4

SF is known as a premier city.

I-Nguyen-1 (cont.)

During

5

the transit week, associate students surveyed

6

students on their MUNI commute to school.

7

t w e e t e d r e s u l t s h o w e d that a large number of

8

students take over an hour to get to school on

9

MUNI.

One

Students commute over an hour just to come

10

here to learn.

11

veteran students come in droves to San Francisco.

12

The education and higher rate of reimbursement

13

encourages them to come all the way from

14

Hollister, Joshua Tree, Stockton and Sacramento

15

just to go.

16
17

And it’s not a surprise that

W h e r e w ill students go?

Pushing the responsibilities -- pushing
the burden on neighbors seems irresponsible.

18

I s t h i s t h e absolute best use of the

19

land?

20

eight chancellors in the last decade.

21

its management of money and how the CCSF

22

Transportation Report represented students.

23

The school isn’t perfect.

I’ve sat on the land.

It had seven to
I question

I’ve organized.

24

I’ve advocated and I’ve talked to students for

25

hours at a time.

Seventy percent of the CCSF
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1

t e a c h i n g s t a f f a r e n ow part-timers.

2

salaries won’t even cover affordable housing that

3

A v a l o n c l a i m s t o b u i ld.

4
5

VICE PRESIDENT KOPPEL:

Their

Thank you.

Next

speaker, please.

6

MR. ADAMS:

Hello.

I-Adams-1

My name is Michael

7

Adams.

8

College, a former City Planner, a former

9

Administrator of a major university in this City,

I come to you as a student of City

10

and a person who lives in a walkable

11

neighborhood.

12

T h e a c c e s s from my walkable neighborhood

13

to City College is accomplished by rapid transit.

14

Rapid transit in San Francisco is getting in a

15

car, driving twice as far in half the time as you

16

can get on MUNI or BART, and getting to your

17

d e s t i n a t i o n a n d d o i n g your business, and then

18

departing on your next rapid transit journey.

19

That parking lot is more than a piece of

20

asphalt.

21

runways at San Francisco Airport a parking lot.

22

Without any context in terms of the cultural and

23

social and economic value of that property.

24

not a parking lot.

25

people’s shopping and experiencing the

It’s kind of like folks would call the

It’s

It’s a transit stop for
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educational opportunity that City College

2

provides.

3

We’ve heard remarks about zoning.

I-Adams-1 (cont.)

This

I-Adams-2

4

project’s going to require a zoning change.

5

zoning is the substance of federal lawsuits.

6

When a neighborhood is zoned a certain way and

7

p e o p l e , d e v e l o p e r s , come in and capture a spot,

8

and create a spot zone exception to the normal

9

asset value of a consistently zoned neighborhood,

10

Spot

t h a t ’ s l a w s u i t m a t e r ial.

11

This group, who are opposing this

I-Adams-3

12

project, I’d like you to look at the diversity of

13

the group and then compare that with the

14

diversity of this panel, and then compare that

15

with the diversity of the project sponsors, who

16

can’t find a person who looks like me to support

17

the project.

18

There’s something about San Francisco

19

that gets preserved when diverse populations join

20

together to try to make their point and presence

21

known.

22

Justin Herman, who I studied under as a

23

C i t y P l a n n e r , d e s t r o yed the Western Addition.

24

And that legacy has continued, unfortunately, in

25

major decisions by this City, through this
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Planning Department, through this City Board of

2

Supervisors.

3

you’re going through a transition of

4

a d m i n i s t r a t o r s , t o l ook carefully, and not

5

r e p e a t i n g t h e g h o s t of Justin Herman.

6

And it would be helpful, since

C a r l t o n G o o dlett is a better ghost.

And

7

h e w a s a f r i e n d a n d neighbor of ours in Omaha,

8

Nebraska.

9
10

I-Adams-3 (cont.)

T h i n k a b o ut it.

VICE PRESIDENT KOPPEL:

Thank you.

Next

speaker, please.

11

VICKY:

12

student at City College.

13

I’m here to represent a lot of those who couldn’t

14

come with me.

15

students who will be impacted by this, who are

16

c u r r e n t l y e n r o l l e d a t City College.

17

t h o u s a n d s t u d e n t s , y eah.

18

Hi.

My name is Vicky.

I am a

I-Vicky-1

And I’m here because --

If you can imagine the 20,000

Twenty

We already, as is, are a commuter school.

19

We know that when we did a survey in 2016, it

20

showed that over 45 percent of the students have

21

to commute to the college.

22

already -- we’re serving a population where more

23

than 80 percent are either employed or looking

24

for paid jobs.

25

Or, really, they’re actually maybe taking a full

Right.

And so, we

S o , they’re part-time students.
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I-Vicky-1 (cont.)

c o u r s e l o a d a n d j u s t working part-time.

2

And we know of that, there’s 26 percent

3

who work 26 plus hours.

4

in 2019.

5

That’s a survey we did

So, if we’re thinking about the

6

population that we serve at City College, how

7

they live in the intersections of being

8

marginalized, having disabilities, being of

9

color, being trans, they’re probably the ones who

10

a r e w o r k i n g t h e s e j o bs.

11

So, if you’re taking away access,

12

physical access to education, where they have to

13

transport themselves to the college, we’re

14

probably not going to have the same level of

15

enrollment.

These students won’t have access to

16

educations.

Is that something we’re ready to

17

take away from people?

18

already marginalized?

19

From a population that’s

And I would say, I am all for affordable

20

housing.

21

me this plan is not aggressive enough.

22

sorry, it’s public land.

23

s h o u l d g o t o a f f o r d a ble housing.

24
25

I grew up living in Section 8s.

And to

I’m

A hundred percent of it

We know that the cost of land in San
Francisco is incredibly high.

Why would we take
32
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public land and privatize it?

2

asking for a more aggressive plan.

3

to expand access to education, to provide

4

affordable housing to students, to faculty.

5

I-Vicky-2 (cont.)

We should be
If anything,

I mean, unless we’re addressing their

6

ability to access education, then I’m sorry, this

7

p l a n i s j u s t n o t g o o d enough.

8
9
10

Thank you.

VICE PRESIDENT KOPPEL:

Thank you.

Next

speaker, please.
MS. SAPPHIRE:

Hi.

My name’s Sophie

11

Sapphire.

12

and I’ve been a City College of San Francisco

13

student since 2012.

14

I-Sapphire-1

I was born and raised in San Francisco

I recently moved near campus, so I can

15

walk to school.

16

drive, and that was living in the City.

17

in the outer Richmond.

18

there to City College takes an hour and a half.

19

That’s the time it takes for me to walk out of my

20

house until I’m in my classroom.

21

w h a t i t w a s l i k e f o r me.

22
23
24
25

But for seven years I had to
I lived

And to take a bus from

And that was

So, like Vicky said, over 40 percent of
s t u d e n t s w h o g o t o C ity College commute.
And for those seven years that I drove to
school, I always had to drive straight down to
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the lower lot, the language -- or, excuse me, the

2

l o c a t i o n t h a t i s i n question, because the upper

3

lot is always full.

4

progressed, this has only continued to get more

5

and more severe.

6

on campus and, frankly, it’s a necessity for many

7

o f t h e s e s t u d e n t s w h o do work part and fulltime

8

jobs, like myself, to be able to attend school.

9

Furthermore, there are not going to be

And as the years have

There is no access to parking

10

enough units in this building for students to be

11

able to access them.

12

should be only 100 percent affordable.

13

that can’t be, then the situation that we have

14

currently, with the available parking, is the

15

best situation for the students.

16

thank you.

17
18
19

I-Sapphire-1 (cont.)

I-Sapphire-2

It’s public land and it

VICE PRESIDENT KOPPEL:

And if

That’s all,

Thank you.

Next

speaker, please.
MS. KAUFMYN:

Hi.

I’m Wynd Kaufmyn and

I-Kaufmyn-1

20

I ’ v e b e e n a t e a c h e r at City College for 36 years.

21

You know, San Francisco has always prided itself

22

on its commitment to social justice and equity.

23

To that end, the City’s undertaking an effort to

24

train its decision makers to be more sensitive

25

a n d a w a r e o f s o c i a l justice.
34
California Reporting, LLC
(510) 313-0610

PC Transcript
1

In fact, I know that on September 26th

2

you, the Planning Commission, are scheduled to

3

participate in a racial and social equity

4

training.

5

In light of this, and in light of the

6

fact that the draft Environmental Impact Repor t

7

states the need to develop the reservoir in a

8

manner that will best benefit the neighborhood,

9

t h e C i t y , a n d t h e r e gion as a whole.

10

I-Kaufmyn-1 (cont.)

In light of these things, I ask you to

11

consider the social justice aspects of the

12

proposed Balboa Reservoir Project with respect to

13

h o u s i n g , e d u c a t i o n , and labor.

14

Housing.

This project is not addressing

15

the real crisis in San Francisco.

16

addressing the affordability crisis of housing.

17

Public land should be kept in public hands for

18

p u b l i c g o o d , a n d i t should only be used for 100

19

percent deeply affordable housing on the Balboa

20

Reservoir.

21

to a private developer, whose CEO makes $7

22

million a year.

23

I-Kaufmyn-2

It’s not

It certainly should not be given over

With regards to education, this project

24

w i l l l i m i t s t u d e n t a ccess to higher education by

25

allowing the developer to remove their

I-Kaufmyn-3
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transportation options before another viable one

2

- - v i a b l e o n e s a r e p ut into place.

3

I-Kaufmyn-3 (cont.)

I want to put this picture here because

4

you see so many pictures of this parking lot that

5

are completely empty.

6

counterbalance.

7

this full, but it’s more toward this end of the

8

spectrum than the empty lots that you see in the

9

d e v e l o p e r ’ s p r o m o t i o nal materials.

10

We need to have a

Now, of course, it’s not always

Lastly, the social justice aspect with

I-Kaufmyn-4

11

regard to labor.

12

Francisco County Transit Authority meeting, where

13

the TDM was passed, Malia Cohen says this:

14

believe that Avalon Bay will create a lot of

15

problems for us.

I n the January 9th, 2018 San

16

VICE PRESIDENT KOPPEL:

17

y o u r t i m e - - o h , I a pologize, go ahead.

18

MS. KAUFMYN:

Yeah.

I

Thank you, ma’am,

Those of us that

19

have relationships in labor, many times they have

20

come here, our labor partners have come here

21

raising concerns that they haven’t hired union

22

labor to do the job.

23

F r a n c i s c o , a n d e s p e c ially one on public land,

24

should be mandated to use local union labor.

25

Thank you.

Any project built in San
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VICE PRESIDENT KOPPEL:

Next

speaker, please.

3
4

Thank you.

MS. COLLINS:
Sunnyside.

5

Hello, Monica Collins,

I-Collins1-1

T h i s i s prepared.

T h e S E I R s t ates that transit delay

6

induced by the Balboa Reservoir Project will be

7

insignificant.

8

completely arbitrary, unauthorized definition of

9

d e l a y o n t h e p a r t o f the consultants.

10

But this conclusion is based on a

The meaning on time performance standards

11

a l l o w s f o r a f o u r - m i nute delay for an entire

12

route.

13

Reservoir, along Frida Kahlo Way, to Balboa Park

14

in seven minutes.

15

redefinition of transit delay, additional delays

16

of up to four minutes in just three segments,

17

resulting in a travel time of 19 minutes, 171

18

percent increase.

19

legal, ethical, or engineering, this is wrong.

20

But the 43 Masonic travels from Balboa

Using the consultant’s

From any perspective, whether

The SEIR is in error in using this

21

faulty, invalid method of determining transit

22

delay.

23

S o , a s f o r me, I am an electrician,

24

construction electrician.

25

I’m not against development.

We build things.

I-Collins1-2
And

I’m totally in the
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bag for City College, and for diversity, and for

2

t r u l y , d e e p l y a f f o r d able housing.

3

A l s o , I ’ m a small-time landlord.

I-Collins1-2 (cont.)

But

4

t h i s i s l u x u r y h o u s i ng.

5

that this is L.A.?

6

n u m b e r o f p e o p l e i n t o a 7-by-7 square mile city,

7

you know, at the expense of a quiet residential

8

neighborhood, and a college that’s serving

9

working class and poor people, and many people.

Can we stop pretending

We can’t cram an infinite

10

And can we stop pretending that gentrification on

11

s t e r o i d s i s h e l p i n g anyone.

12

As my friend Michael hinted, what

13

happened in the Fillmore District with a

14

bulldozer is being done, now, with

15

gentrification.

16

Some call it bleaching.

17

t h a t t h e O r w e l l i a n t erms we’re using are

18

accurate?

19

housing is 50 percent.

20

up to 50 percent off.

21

t h a t ’ s 5 0 p e r c e n t o f f.

22

okay.

23

Some call it ethnic cleansing.
Can we stop pretending

T h a t u p t o 50 percent affordable
Macy’s is having a sale
Good luck finding anything
Up to means less than,

Now, $140,000 a year is affordable for a

24

single person for housing?

25

m o n t h f o r a n A v a l o n Bay one-bedroom apartment is

Oh, please.

$4,000 a

38
California Reporting, LLC
(510) 313-0610

PC Transcript
1

affordable?

2

substitute for we’re not going to plan, budge t,

3

or spend for MUNI.

4

Oh, please.

Transit rich is just a

I t a l k e d t o Carmen Chu.

Developer money

5

is rolling in and you can afford to subsidize

6

housing.

7
8

Thank you.
VICE PRESIDENT KOPPEL:

Thank you.

Next

speaker, please.

9

MR. RANDOLPH:

Hello.

I’m Theodore

10

Randolph, resident of the Excelsior.

11

if there’s inadequacy in the EIR it’s that it

12

plans for the impacts of too few people.

13

previous attempts to build housing at the Balboa

14

Reservoir were planning for like 100, or 500

15

u n i t s o f h o u s i n g a n d now the developer’s option

16

is 1,100.

17

I-T.Randolph-1

And I think

So, the

I think that’s too small.

When we started this process that was

18

five years ago.

19

up to another ten years, if this goes ahead, to

20

finish all those new buildings.

21

subsequent years, our needs could increase even

22

more.

23

mentioned a number, like 5,000 units in the

24

reservoir.

25

I-Collins1-2 (cont.)

It looks like it’s going to take

And in the

So, we should be open to -- Malia Cohen

So, just because you say what would be
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the impact of so many people doesn’t mean you are

2

going to build up to that amount.

3

preserve the option of having more units.

4

So, we s hould

And we should also use the site as a --

I-T.Randolph-2

5

you know, goes to reduce car travel.

6

-- when I went to City College, I biked to school

7

every day.

8

d r i v e t h e r e t h a t m e a ns our region is not

9

investing enough in public transit.

If people

And if the students are having to

We need to

10

be building more bus lanes.

11

should have an express bus from the outer

12

Richmond to City College.

But that’s not part of

13

the EIR for this project.

All right, thank you.

14
15
16

But that’s not -- we

VICE PRESIDENT KOPPEL:

Thank you.

Next

speaker, please.
MS. BARISH:

Good afternoon.

My name is

17

Jean Barish.

18

t h e o p p o r t u n i t y t o s peak this afternoon.

19

I-Barrish1-1

Thank you very much for giving me

I’m a former CCSF faculty member and have

20

a l s o p r a c t i c e d l a w f or over 20 years, including

21

working on a number of cases involving CEQA.

22

here to state my opposition to the project in

23

general and to highlight some of the many flaws

24

in the draft EIR.

25

I-T.Randolph-1 (cont.)

I’m
I-Barrish1-2

I’d like to show you a rendering of what
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the project will look like if it has 1,550 units.

2

As you can see, this is an oversized project.

3

would squeeze up to 1,550 units of housing,

4

mostly market rate, onto a parking lot adjoining

5

C C S F , a n d a q u i e t n e ighborhood of single-family

6

homes.

7

It

W h i l e i t m a y be a developer’s field of

8

dreams, this project is an environmental

9

nightmare to the surrounding neighborhoods and to

10

City College.

11

transit issues, environmental problems galore,

12

convert public land into private property for

13

profiteering developers, and it will not meet the

14

growing need in San Francisco for affordable

15

housing.

16

It will create traffic congestion,

There are numerous flaws in the draft

17

SEIR.

18

representative of the problem in this document.

I-Barrish1-3

I’d like to highlight a few that are just

19

I n t h e i n i t ial study, Appendix B, of the

20

draft SEIR, these are just three examples of many

21

p r o b l e m s w i t h t h e S E IR.

22

I-Barrish1-2 (cont.)

The study concluded that the project

23

would not create adverse shadow effects, despite

24

the fact that there would be new shadow on Unity

25

P l a z a f o r o v e r 2 5 p e rcent of the year and there
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would be significant shadow on Riordan High

2

School.

3

I-Barrish1-3 (cont.)

N o s i g n i f i c ant effect.
I-Barrish1-4

The initial study says there would be a

4

population increase of over 100 percent in the

5

plan area, but then concludes there would be no

6

significant cumulative population impacts because

7

this is just a tiny increase compared to the

8

t o t a l p o p u l a t i o n o f the City as a whole.

9
10

This is a flawed apples and oranges
c o m p a r i s o n a n d s h o u l d not be accepted.

11

Finally, another example, the initial

12

s t u d y , A p p e n d i x B , c oncludes the project would

13

not result in cumulative impacts on public

14

services, yet it did not analyze the impacts of

15

the project on City College.

16

S E I R r e v i e w o f t h i s impact is inadequate.

17

Again, the draft

In these and in many other areas the

I-Barrish1-6

18

draft SEIR offers no objective criteria to serve

19

as a basis for determining that the impacts

20

a r e n ’ t l e s s t h a n s i g nificant.

21

Accordingly, it is a flawed document that

22

must be revised before it is submitted for final

23

review.

24
25

I-Barrish1-5

T h a n k y o u f or your consideration.
VICE PRESIDENT KOPPEL:

Thank you.

Next

speaker, please.
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MS. O’HARE:

Good afternoon

O-SNA1-1

2

Commissioners.

3

Sunnyside representative on the Balboa Reservoir

4

Community Advisory Committee.

5

B o a r d o f S u n n y s i d e N eighborhood Association, and

6

I ’ m s p e a k i n g f o r t h e Board today.

7

My name is Amy O’Hare.

I’m the

I’m also on the

I want to address a particular aspect of

8

the environmental report and that is Alternative

9

C.

10
11

That’s opening San Ramon Way to vehicular

traffic.
I want to urge the Planning Department to

12

support this alternative.

13

there are only two openings for vehicular traffic

14

in and out of the reservoir sites.

15

San Ramon Way, a third access point would be

16

provided, mitigating some of the locked in nature

17

of the site.

18

As currently planned,

By opening

When AECOM did the initial transportation

19

analysis, in 2015, they conclude:

20

Ramon Way would reduce local traffic bottleneck

21

into the neighborhood.

22

attract a portion of the Reservoir site traffic

23

a n d i t c a n b e a c c o m m odated without resulting in

24

substantial negative impacts on the existing

25

neighborhood.

Extending San

The extension would
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The draft SEIR states that opening San

2

Ramon Way to vehicles would redistribute traffic

3

f r o m O c e a n A v e n u e a n d Frida Kahlo Way, where it

4

would otherwise contribute to the transit delay .

5

Opening San Ramon Way would provide emergency

6

v e h i c l e s b e t t e r a c c e ss.

7

F u r t h e r , i t would reduce project-

8

generated traffic volume at Lee Avenue, which is

9

identified in the draft report as a troublesome

10

intersection with a lot of projected congestion.

11

In 1917, Westwood Park laid out several

12

stub-ended streets.

13

s t u b - e n d s t r e e t s , i n cluding San Ramon.

14

O-SNA1-1 (cont.)

It was laid out with several

In 1986, Westwood Park Association

15

successfully blocked the opening of the one of

16

t h e ea s t - - t h e w e s t side of Westwood Park and so

17

that’s just a solid wall.

18

of that is the El Dorado development, which

19

happened in the 80s.

20

And on the other side

The original planners fully envisioned

21

that these stubs would be connecting up with new

22

streets as future residential development

23

h a p p e n e d i n t h e s u r r ounding neighborhoods.

24
25

Connecting San Ramon Way to the Balboa
Reservoir Project would seem like an obvious part
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of effectively developing this site.

2

apparently, the barrier to do so lies far in the

3

past.

4

But

O-SNA1-1 (cont.)

I h a v e a c o nveyance real estate, which

5

was just provided to me by the assessor today,

6

which shows that in 1955 Westwood Park acquired a

7

very tiny slice of San Ramon Way, as a lot.

8

Which a lot was just made up out of public

9

streets.

And this is a barrier that’s right at

10

the edge of the Balboa Reservoir Project.

11

urge the Commission to override this ownership

12

th a t c o s t s t h e m $ 1 . 3 6.

13
14

VICE PRESIDENT KOPPEL:

Thank you, ma’am,

your time is up.

15

MS. O’HARE:

16

VICE PRESIDENT KOPPEL:

17

And I

Yeah, thank you.
The next speaker,

please.

18

MR. BIERINGER:

Good afternoon.

Garry

19

Bieringer.

20

proposed project area and have lived there for 40

21

years.

22

this meeting today when I was taking my dog for a

23

walk right where the project is to be built.

24

I saw on these lamp posts, this kind of public

25

notice wrapped around.

I live within three blocks of this

I first found out about this project and

And

So, I tried to read it
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and looked a little bit goofy walking around and

2

around, because it really wasn’t readable to the

3

pu b l i c .

4

the Planning Commission.

5

email.

6

problem with this and asked, well, can I get more

7

information?

8
9

I-Bieringer1-1 (cont.)

F i n a l l y , I was able to sense it’s from
I got a name and an

And I wrote Ms. Poling.

I told her my

So, she directed me to the website.
was very helpful.

She

And I went down to the

10

Planning Commission and I picked up this book, or

11

th i s t o m e , a s I c a l l it.

12

it, I started calling this the Balboa Housing

13

Bo o n d o g g l e P r o j e c t .

14

And as I read through

And I cannot separate the actual project

15

from this SEIR.

16

frumies -- some Sharpies from Donald Trump, drew

17

the lines to make their own reality, and ignored

18

the reality that the neighbors of this project

19

and the students of City College are going to be

20

facing.

21

It’s like they borrowed some

One example.

The draft SEIR fails to

22

i n c l u d e t h e C i t y C o l lege multi-use building as a

23

sensitive receptor, which I think is a euphemism

24

for young kids, okay.

25

I-Bieringer1-2

I-Bieringer1-3

T h e m u l t i - u se building is 150 feet from
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the construction site and is used for childcare

2

classes, for children and classes on the site.

3

The short term measurement location

4

information in the SEIR, which is on page 3,

5

section C.9, notes that, and I quote from the

6

DEIR:

7

co n s i d e r e d a n o i s e - s ensitive receptor.

The college campuses are generally not

8
9

I-Bieringer1-3 (cont.)

The MUB has been used for childcare
classes, for children on site for years and will

10

continue to be used that way.

11

qualifies as a noise-sensitive receptor.

12

DEIR completely ignores that, as they ignore the

13

impact to City College, and the impact on Riordan

14

College.

15

Therefore, it

T h i s i s p u b lic land.

And the

It should be used

16

for the public.

17

alternative A, which is to do nothing and start

18

back at the drawing board to build affordable

19

ho u s i n g f o r t e a c h e r s and students.

I strongly urge you accept

20

VICE PRESIDENT KOPPEL:

21

MR. BIERINGER:

22

VICE PRESIDENT KOPPEL:

23

Thank you, sir.

Thank you.
Next speaker,

please.

24
25

I-Bieringer1-4

MS. HEGGIE:
Heggie.

Hello.

I-Heggie1-1

My name’s Jennifer

I’m from Sunnyside and representing the
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Ba l b o a R e s e r v o i r C o m mittee for the SNA.

2

I-Heggie1-1 (cont.)

First, I want to thank the Planning

3

De p a r t m e n t f o r t h i s SEIR.

4

our concerns that are issues that cannot be

5

mitigated, including noise, transportation, and

6

air quality.

7

noise.

8
9

It identifies many of

My focus today is going to be on

Noise effects on residents and childcare
centers in adjacent Sunnyside have been ignored,

10

al t h o u g h t h e y a r e l o cated within the 900-foot

11

zone of the project noise considerations.

12

childcare centers and preschools were identified

13

in the EIR, in this east side of the project.

14

I-Heggie1-2

Two

The sensitive receptors are closer to

15

p a r t s o f t h e d e v e l o p ment than the studied 24-hour

16

LT.3 location in Westwood Park.

17

sites lie in an area that is typically downwind

18

o f t h e c o n s t r u c t i o n site.

19

And Sunnyside

Like many childcare or nursery schools in

20

t h e ar e a , t h e S t a p l e s and Frida Kahlo Way -- I’ve

21

forgotten the name of the mini location.

22

for children.

23

childcare center and preschool center.

24

a 2 4 - h o u r n o i s e s t u d y.

25

It’s

Serves as a residence, as well as
It needs

Additionally, we suggest noise testing at
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the corner of Judson and Frida Kahlo Way,

2

fo r m e r l y P h e l a n A v e n ue, where a replacement City

3

College daycare center is planned for the future.

4

I-Heggie1-3 (cont.)

The first mitigation measure for noise

5

recommends selecting truck haul routes that,

6

quote:

7

Riordan High School and residential uses along

8

Lee Avenue.

9

I-Heggie1-4

Avoid the north access road and adjacent

But there is only one alternative route,

10

Lee Avenue to Ocean Avenue, which is also

11

adjacent to a sensitive receptor, the Harmony

12

Family Childcare.

13

and daycare centers are located at or near all of

14

t h e i d e n t i f i e d p o s s i ble entrances and exit site

15

points.

16

A high school, nursery schools

The Lee Avenue alternative is already

17

identified in the Cumulative Transportation Items

18

4 and 6.B, as a route that poses significant and

19

unavoidable adverse impacts to transportation and

20

c i r c u l a t i o n , e v e n a f ter mitigation.

21

Mitigation measure for Noise Number 1

22

would only exacerbate another unmitigatable

23

project issue.

24

report also recommends undertaking the noisiest

25

activities during times of least disturbance to

The first mitigation of the
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su r r o u n d i n g r e s i d e n t s and occupants, which are

2

identified as 9:00 a.m. to 4:00 p.m.

3

coincides with the period when daycare centers

4

and nursery schools are in session.

5

School holds classes and afterschool activities.

6

An d t h e m a j o r i t y o f City College classes,

7

including child development classes in the multi -

8

us e b u i l d i n g , a r e i n session.

9
10

SECRETARY IONIN:

Thank you, ma’am.

Your

time is up.
MS. HEGGIE:

14

V I C E P R E S I D ENT KOPPEL:

16

Riordan High

redefined.

13

15

This

The times of least disturbance need to be

11
12

I-Heggie1-4 (cont.)

Thank you.
Next speaker,

please.
MS. HANSON:

Thank you for your time.

My

17

name’s Christine Hanson.

18

can see this, but the cars in this lot -- I don’t

19

think you’re showing the picture.

20

my c o m m e n t , t h e n .

21

And I don’t know if you

I’ll just do

T h e a d m i n i s trative record and the draft

22

SEIR has little information about the pressure

23

that City agencies have exerted upon the creation

24

of City College’s Facilities Master Plan.

25

meetings, ongoing today, began during the time of

The
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the state takeover of the school.

2

be g a n m e e t i n g t h e n w ith the state-imposed

3

administration.

4

draft SEIR makes a very slim mention of those

5

meetings.

6

City agencies

I-Hanson1-1 (cont.)

The administrative record in the

A public records search in 2017 showed

7

that by then at least 17 of these private

8

me e t i n g s h a d o c c u r r e d, mostly at SF Planning.

9

was news to the board of trustees, and news to

It

10

Trustee Davila, who sits on the Balboa Reservoir

11

CA C , r e p r e s e n t i n g C i ty College.

12

Kitchell, City College’s facility

13

planners, whose work is included in this SEIR,

14

answers to the question:

15

place for city agencies to address the Facilities

16

Ma s t e r P l a n w a s ; i n public comment.

What is the appropriate

17

If you take the administrative record

18

presented in the draft SEIR at face value, you

19

would get the impression that this, indeed, has

20

been the behavior of city agencies.

21

not what the collection of emails, agendas,

22

meetings, and notes surrounding these meetings

23

show.

24

similar, with the top item being the City College

25

F a c i l i t i e s M a s t e r P l an.

But this is

The agendas for those meetings are mostly
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Your planner, Jeremy Shaw, even attended

2

one of the consultant job interviews on June 8th,

3

2 0 1 5 , w i t h t h e b l e s s ing of a former state-

4

appointed facilities head at City College.

5

Facilities Master Plan has been upgraded twice

6

and rebooted once.

7

agencies into a plan that should have been

8

focused on the school’s Education Master Plan and

9

focused on the needs of students has, instead,

The

The intrusion of city

10

been formed around a private development that has

11

literally cost the taxpayers millions in bond

12

money.

13
14

The collection will be forwarded to you
a s w r i t t e n p u b l i c c o mment.

15
16

I-Hanson1-1 (cont.)

Thank you.

VICE PRESIDENT KOPPEL:

Thank you.

The

next speaker, please.

17

MS. RHINE:

Hello.

I-Rhine-1

My name is Marcie

18

Rhine.

19

things.

20

moved by what the City College students had to

21

offer that I wanted to just underscore that I

22

think there is a very critical flaw in this draft

23

EIR that it does not address City College either

24

as a part of the overall setting, or as a vital

25

public service.

And I just wanted to say a couple quick
I w a s n ’ t g o ing to talk, but I was so

52
California Reporting, LLC
(510) 313-0610

PC Transcript
1

This is a school that has been a part of

2

the life of the City for generations.

3

trained people for essential jobs and public

4

services, provided enrichment to countless people

5

t h r o u g h l i f e l o n g l e a rning.

6

it, consider the impact seems to me a serious

7

f l a w t h a t s h o u l d b e reexamined.

8
9

It’s

And to not consider

The second thing I wanted to address is

I-Rhine-3

there’s a lot of talk about affordable housing.

10

So, I just wanted to put out a couple of figures

11

for your consideration.

12

development plan, the request is for 18 percent

13

affordable housing for people who are making 80

14

percent of the area median income, and that would

15

be $66,500 a year.

16

I-Rhine-2

If you look at the

Then, an additional 17 percent for

17

moderate income.

18

AMI.

19

you get to 50 percent with an additional,

20

optional moderate income housing and that

21

additional housing is -- there’s no

22

responsibility for the developer to build it and

23

there’s currently no funding in the plan.

That’s 120 percent over the

We’re talking $99,500 a year.

And then,

24

So, I know this is about the EIR and not

25

the project itself, but I just wanted you to have
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those figures that the actual affordable housing

2

that will be gotten from giving away this public

3

land to a private developer is less than one -

4

fi f t h .

5

building housing is the land.

6

were not given away, it could all be affordable.

7

So, just to think about that.

8

much.

9
10
11

S o , a n d o f c ourse, the biggest cost in

VICE PRESIDENT KOPPEL:

If the public land

Thank you very

Thank you.

Next

speaker.
MS. TIMA:

Thank you for your invitation.

12

My name is Etta Tima.

13

years and at times old age helps to understand

14

something.

15

the parking lot every morning.

16

it is necessary.

17

during Ed Lee's time, he said he wanted to put

18

another 100,000 people into the County of San

19

Francisco.

20

I live on Plymouth Avenue.

I view

It is full.

And

And it should remain because

Now, I’m asking you, where should they
find education?

22

t h i s a t t h i s m o m e n t presents 4 percent of the

23

student body.

25

I-Tima-1

I’m a resident for 48

21

24

I-Rhine-3 (cont.)

If you reduce the parking space,

T h a t is not very much.

In regards to the history of this lot, I
was really disenchanted that your SEIR was
54
California Reporting, LLC
(510) 313-0610

I-Tima-2

PC Transcript
1

showing such a lousy picture to mislead

2

everybody.

3

imagine if you have 1,200 units right at the

4

entrance of freeway 280, and that will not solve

5

apartments for San Francisco.

6

do w n t o S i l i c o n V a l l ey.

7

That’s a sales pitch.

I-Tima-2 (cont.)

Can you

They will all go

I asked the developer, could he put

8

restrictions on it and he denied my request.

9

sa i d t h a t w o u l d n o t be possible.

10

He

I f y o u a r e building 1,200 units on an

I-Tima-3

11

earthquake fault, and I’m sure you know because I

12

have expressed this before, the earthquake fault

13

runs right through City College, and Riordan High

14

Sc h o o l , a n d W i l d w o o d .

15

Then, you need emergency water in case we

16

have an earthquake to kill the fires.

17

no emergency water supply for the west and south

18

area of San Francisco.

19

before you start building and get that done?

20

I-Tima-4

There is

Would you please get busy

I-Tima-5

I’m against building any 1,200 units.

21

A n d i n r e g a r d s t o b u ilding, the shaking of the

22

construction element way above the viability

23

demands of construction.

24

I do not want to have cracks in my stucco.

25

you.

I-Tima-6

And my house is old and
Thank

55
California Reporting, LLC
(510) 313-0610

PC Transcript
1
2

VICE PRESIDENT KOPPEL:

Thank you.

Next

speaker, please.

3

MR. AHRENS:

Good afternoon.

My name is

4

Michael Ahrens.

5

Park Association, Homeowners Association.

6

also a member of the Balboa Citizens Advisory

7

Committee, sometimes called the CAC.

8

y o u f o r h e a r i n g o u r comments.

I a m President of the Westwood
I am

And thank

9

O n b e h a l f o f the Board of Directors of

10

the Westwood Park Association, the neighborhood

11

that is most affected by this whole development,

12

I’m glad to tell you I will be brief.

13

p u t o u r c o m m e n t s o n the DSEIR in writing.

14

We will

But I will say this that the DSEIR is

15

s e v e r e l y f l a w e d a n d we will tell you why in

16

writing.

17

I will outline, now, only a series of

18

some of the flaws, and you’ve heard some of the

19

hints of these things from other speakers

20

tonight.

21

the DSEIR to accurately address the cumulative

22

secondary parking impacts caused by the loss of

23

existing parking, including the impacts on

24

t r a n s i t , L y f t a n d U b er drivers.

25

O-WPA1-1

First, we will discuss the failure of

O-WPA1-2

Second, we will discuss the failure to
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properly take into consideration the cumulative

2

tr a n s p o r t a t i o n i m p a c ts of the projected increase

3

in City College enrollment.

4

as the DSEIR correctly notes, by I think 26 to 56

5

percent over the next few years, and it fails to

6

ta k e t h a t i n t o c o n s i deration.

7

O-WPA1-2 (cont.)

There’s an increase,

Next, the DSEIR fails to mention that

O-WPA1-3

8

City College has an agreement and will undertake

9

to have 500 units of student housing developed on

10

what’s called the East Basin.

11

in t o c o n s i d e r a t i o n .

12

That is not taken

In addition, the consideration of the

13

building of the PAEC, and the STEAM building, is

14

going to go on simultaneously and the DSEIR does

15

not take into consideration the tremendous

16

environmental problems caused by a simultaneous

17

construction on the East Basin and the West

18

Basin, which will result in virtually no parking

19

remaining.

20

N e x t , t h e r e is an extreme error in the

O-WPA1-4

21

DSEIR in discussing Reduced Density Alternative B

22

in stating that no financial analysis has been

23

conducted.

24
25

That’s false and we will show why.

Next, there is the improper inclusion of
Alternative C on San Ramon Way, on Passenger
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Vehicle Alternative.

2

we will say why.

3

Av e n u e a n d o t h e r s .

4

That should be rejected and

That has to do with Plymouth

And last, the rejection by the Planning

5

Department of the use of the site for City

6

College as an alternative was not appropriate.

7

Pu b l i c l a n d s h o u l d n ot be used for anything but

8

public good.

9

that this alternative of using project land for

11

City College should be an alternative.

12

Planning Department rejected that and that was

13

in a p p r o p r i a t e u n d e r the law.

14

I only had two minutes.

15

brief.

16

rest of our comments in writing.

17

pu t t h o s e c o m m e n t s i n writing.

19
20

O-WPA1-6

Parties in the scoping process requested

10

18

O-WPA1-5 (cont.)

Thank you very much.

The

I tried to be

We will put the

VICE PRESIDENT KOPPEL:

Or, no, we will

Thank you.

Next

speaker, please.
MR. KOWALSKI:

Thank you.

Kevin

I-Kowalski-1

21

Kowalski, a Westwood Park Association resident.

22

I live along Plymouth Avenue with my wife 18

23

years, between San Ramon and Ocean.

24

to the situation of the violence level due to the

25

pa r k i n g a n d d r i v i n g situation.

I can attest
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W e s t w o o d P a rk was built for Model T’s and

2

Model A’s.

3

The violence level goes on all the time, day and

4

night.

5

Cars have to pull over all the time.

I leave for work at 4:00 o’clock in the

6

morning.

7

o n t h a t s t r e e t a n d t hey’re bypassing the stop

8

signs at San Ramon Way.

9

red light at Ocean Avenue and Plymouth Avenue.

10

People are going at 40 miles per hour

They’re also running the

I do not believe that the EIR takes into

11

account the death that will happen to City

12

College.

13

things.

14

them may be parking.

Some of them may be an on

15

ramp to the freeway.

It needs a lot of different

16

things.

17

I-Kowalski-2

City College needs different types of
Some of them may be buildings.

Some of

To not leads to the college animus.
And, thirdly, the environmental impact to

18

the neighborhood will be overwhelming.

19

rebuilt Ocean Avenue, they used right behind our

20

house, which abuts to the reservoir, as a dumping

21

ground for the concrete and asphalt.

22

over 70 filed complaints, with payoffs for

23

damages to homes, sewer lines, et cetera, et

24

cetera, et cetera.

25

I-Kowalski-1 (cont.)

Please reject this EIR.

When they

There were

If you want one
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in reality and not the stylized façade this one

2

is, then have all the stakeholders participate in

3

creating one to see the truth of what’s going on

4

in this neighborhood.

5
6
7

I-Kowalski-4 (cont.)

Thank you for your time.

V I C E P R E S I D ENT KOPPEL:

Thank you.

Next

speaker, please.
MS. FREY:

8

Westwood Park.

9

these people.

My name is Laura Frey,

I-Frey-1

Thanks for your patience with all

10

Three main concerns.

11

like a lot of people, is City College.

12

think the impact on City College has been really

13

addressed in this.

14

Planning Department that the timing of the

15

development, the process began at the same time

16

that the accreditation crisis began.

17

C o l l e g e , l i k e C h r i s alluded to, was out of the

18

l o o p a n d n e v e r r e a l l y caught up.

My first concern,
I don’t

And I want to remind the

So, City

19

My second issue is density.

20

downtown style project, without the downtown

21

style streets.

22

firefighting infrastructure, water pipes that

23

accommodate the dense housing in the other parts

24

o f t h e C i t y t h a t h a v e dense housing, their water

25

structure is totally different than what we have

This is a

I-Frey-2

And has Hedda mentioned, the
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in this area.

2

infrastructure would be a hazard to the residents

3

of the development itself, but it would also be a

4

hazard to all of the surrounding neighborhoods.

5

And that lack of firefighting

I-Frey-2 (cont.)

I’ve gone to all the BRCAC meetings and

I-Frey-3

6

the Planning Department kept assuring us that the

7

parameters of the BRCAC would have a strong

8

bearing on the final plan.

9

p r o j e c t f a r e x c e e d s the density that would have

10

been built if the parameters had been followed.

11

The density of this

In the urban design parameters it stated

12

that the height would be 28 feet on the west and

13

then gradually go to 65 on the east.

14

starts out, I think, at 30, 35, something l ike

15

that, and then it jumps real quick, and then it

16

g o e s r e a l h i g h t o 7 8 or 88 feet.

17

Now, it

And then, my third concern is opening San

18

Ramon Way.

19

f a c t , i t e v e n s a i d i t was a positive that on

20

P l y m o u t h , i t ’ s b a s i c ally one lane.

21

block of Plymouth, where I live, there’s always

22

parking cars on both streets, so it’s single

23

lane.

24

let people pass.

25

the driveways are small and if the car is big, or

I n t h e D EIR it downplayed and, in

The 1200

So, you have to go into the driveways and
And this happens all day.

And
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the driver isn’t such a good driver, it can take

2

a long time for people just to move down the

3

street.

4

Sometimes they get really nasty.

5

sc r e a m .

6

I-Frey-4 (cont.)

And sometimes people get upset.
Sometimes they

S o m e t i m e s t hey just sit.
And the EIR just sort of really

7

downplayed this, that this would slow traffic.

8

Well, as a previous speaker said, that sometimes

9

people still go very fast on Plymouth and people

10

on Plymouth regard this situation as a negative,

11

no t a s a p o s i t i v e .

12

A n d t h e n , j ust, I think the predictions

13

of the traffic through San Ramon is inaccurately

14

low because the EIR does not address that if that

15

San Ramon Way was opened you’d get other traffic

16

th a n j u s t t h e p r o j e c t.

17
18

Thank you.

VICE PRESIDENT KOPPEL:

Thank you.

Next

speaker, please.

19

M S . T H E O H A R IS:

Good afternoon

20

Commissioners.

21

Association Board Member on behalf of Westwood

22

Park.

23

O-WPA2-1

Anita Theoharis, Westwood Park

I know that comments should be narrowly

24

focused on technical issues, but I do have one

25

nontechnical observation that does have relevance
62
California Reporting, LLC
(510) 313-0610

PC Transcript
1

to one of our -- to one of the technical

2

objections to the sufficiency of the draft.

3

O-WPA2-1 (cont.)

Our goal is to support a housing project

4

on the reservoir that includes affordable housing

5

for people of modest means.

6

cr e a t e s a n e w n e i g h b orhood with sufficient open

7

space and a welcoming environment for everyone.

8

A project with a number of units that can be

9

supported by the existing and planned

A project that

10

infrastructure.

11

crown jewel of the City, City College, or the

12

students who attend in the hopes of a better life

13

fo r t h e m s e l v e s a n d t heir families.

And one that does not damage a

14

It doesn’t accomplish these goals.

15

However, there was a proposal, submitted by

16

Related of California, a developer, during the

17

RFP process, a process that Westwood Park was

18

f r o z e n o u t o f b y t h e Balboa Citizens Advisory

19

Committee.

20

support.

21

O-WPA2-2

A project that could be one we could

It brings me to the relevant objection.

22

The draft concludes that the financial

23

feasibility of a reduced option of 800 units

24

r e f e r r e d t o a s P l a n B is unknown.

25

factually incorrect.

That is
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R e l a t e d p r o posed a 680-unit project, with

2

parking to accommodate City College.

3

discussions with Related, they said they could

4

reduce the number of units even further and still

5

make a profit.

6

And in

Y e t , t h i s d ocument ignores that real

7

world fact and concludes that the financial

8

feasibility option of 800 units is unknown, even

9

t h o u g h a w e l l - k n o w n and respected developer

10

concluded it could make a profit with far fewer

11

units.

12

The EIR must conclude that a reduced

13

density option is financially feasible and study

14

t h e i m p a c t s o f t h a t option.

15
16
17
18
19

We will submit in writing as well.

And

t h a n k y o u v e r y m u c h for your time.
VICE PRESIDENT KOPPEL:

Thank you.

Next

speaker, please.
MR. BERNSTEIN:

My name is Harry

20

Be r n s t e i n .

21

So, I would like to provide some context to the

22

impacts indicated in the Subsequent EIR for the

23

Ba l b o a R e s e r v o i r P r o ject.

24
25

O-WPA2-2 (cont.)

I-Bernstein1-1

I ’ m a f a culty member at City College.

Noise, air quality and transportation
from the project will cause significant and
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unavoidable adverse impact.

2

words?

3

impact.

4

and staff, students at the adjacent Riordan High

5

School, and students in the childcare program at

6

th e a d j a c e n t m u l t i - u se building.

7

You hear those

Significant and unavoidable adverse
Impacts on the college students, faculty

So, these topics, noise, air quality, and

8

transportation came up before the Planning

9

Commission at their meeting in August.

And this

10

was the context I want to mention.

11

sought to streamline development, housing

12

de v e l o p m e n t i n S a n F rancisco.

13

trying to get a -- have several factors that are

14

considered in CEQA to reduce the required

15

mitigation.

16

like cultural and paleontological, they include

17

no i s e , a i r q u a l i t y , and transportation.

18

The mayor has

And so, she is

So, these, besides secondary ones

S o , o u t o f this 500-page report, the

19

serious issues are the one that the City is

20

tr y i n g t o - - I d o n ’ t know if it’s put under the

21

rug, but not have to consider.

22

do n e t h a t w i t h p a r k i ng.

23

I-Bernstein1-1 (cont.)

They’ve already

Okay, so that’s the way we’re going, just

24

t o s a v e s o m e m o n t h s , save some dollars, but to

25

give the public and the public health less
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I-Bernstein1-1 (cont.)

op p o r t u n i t y , l e s s c o nsideration.

2

A separate topic.

The description of the

3

project setting baseline existing condition is

4

inadequate.

5

reservoir, since 1946, has been parking.

6

it’s spillover student parking.

7

years 1946 to 1954 and that was the time that the

8

college, itself, occupied the entire Balboa

9

Reservoir site.

The primary use of the lower
Today,

Except for the

So, the college really has not

10

-- t h e i m p a c t s o n t h e college, the secondary

11

impacts from parking, not the parking itself

12

because that’s an issue that’s being considered

13

in other ways, but the impacts on the college,

14

and the access to education, which should have

15

so m e p r i o r i t y .

16
17

Thank you.

Next

speaker, please.
MR. NAGLE:

Good afternoon Commission.

19

My name’s Nicholas Nagle.

20

San Francisco Housing Action Coalition.

21

been going to these meetings for years, so I’ll

22

keep it short.

23

it.

25

I-Bernstein1-3

T h a n k you.

V I C E P R E S I D ENT KOPPEL:

18

24

I-Bernstein1-2

O-SFHAC-1

I’m representing the
We’ve

I a s sume you know our position on

We’ve been advocating for this project
because of our City’s housing shortage.

And
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while no one project can solve the housing

2

sh o r t a g e , t h i s i s a bit step towards it.

3

In terms of the EIR, we do find it to be

4

ad e q u a t e a n d c o m p l e t e.

5

to d a y .

6
7

And that’s all from me,

Thank you.
VICE PRESIDENT KOPPEL:

Thank you.

Next

speaker, please.

8
9

O-SFHAC-1 (cont.)

MR. WINSTON:
My name’s Jon Winston.

Good evening Commissioners.
I have the at large seat

10

on the Balboa Reservoir CAC and I’m also the

11

Chair.

12

I ’ m h e r e t h is afternoon -- this evening,

13

I should say, to talk about transportation and

14

circulation.

15

significant, but I disagree with the report that

16

they will be unmitigable.

17

The impacts I believe will be

Developer mitigation, including the

18

Transportation Demand Management Plan, including

19

measures like giving out a Fast Pass with rental

20

pa c k a g e s t o e n c o u r a g e non-car use will play a

21

part.

22

should be applied at the point of impact in the

23

ne i g h b o r h o o d w h e r e t he impacts actually occur.

24

Th a t ’ s w h e r e t h e y ’ r e needed the most.

25

They will pay impact fees, which I believe

But also, the City can and must do more.
67
California Reporting, LLC
(510) 313-0610

O-BRCAC-1

PC Transcript
1

Recent San Francisco history is full of projects,

2

like the Metreon Center, the San Francisco

3

Center, the ballpark, the Chase Center, all built

4

wi t h o u t p a r k i n g a n d they were all predicted to

5

le a d t o t r a f f i c a p o c alypse.

6

But with moonshot level planning, by

7

multiple city agencies, we got great civic and

8

cultural amenities that, despite the naysayers,

9

worked.

10

This, too, is a project that needs to

11

have proactive planning on the neighborhood and

12

City level to accommodate the influx of new

13

residents in the reservoir and the projected

14

in c r e a s e i n C C S F s t u dents.

15

New housing and businesses, like Whole

16

Foods on Ocean Avenue, also add new car, foot and

17

bike traffic.

18

SFMTA and other agencies need to begin,

19

now, to be ready with increased transit frequency

20

and have more of the share of the roadway to

21

avoid even worse gridlock and in keeping with the

22

City’s transit first policy.

23

t i m e w e ’ v e h e a r d t h e words “transit first”

24

tonight.

25

That’s the first

I n a d d i t i o n to my role on this CAC, I
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also serve as the Pedestrian Safety Advisor

2

Committee for the SFUSD.

3

see Ocean, Geneva, San Jose Avenue as vision zero

4

hi g h i n j u r y c o r r i d o r s.

5

been enough deaths and injuries, serious

6

injuries, due to the design of these streets that

7

they’re due and fundable for complete redesign.

8
9

From that perch, I can

That means there have

In short, true transit first reimagining
of transportation and circulation for the

10

ne i g h b o r h o o d i s n e e d ed and it has to be

11

implemented.

12

O-BRCAC-1 (cont.)

At our September 30th CAC meeting, the

13

CAC will present their plans for their SFMTA

14

Ocean Avenue Safety Project.

15

about a safe, beautiful, and dignified walk to

16

B A R T , a n d b e t t e r p e d estrian bicycle access to

17

CCSF, the reservoir and the Ocean Avenue shopping

18

district.

19

I hope to hear

But in future meetings, I really hope to

20

hear more about a comprehensive, proactive plan.

21

The Balboa Reservoir is really a great

22

opportunity to deal with the problems that have

23

accumulated over many, many years and now, we

24

have a chance to make the needed change to get a

25

livable, sustainable community for future
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O-BRCAC-1 (cont.)

T h a n k you for your time.

VICE PRESIDENT KOPPEL:

Thank you.

Any

mo r e s p e a k e r s f o r p u blic comment.

4

M R . B E R N S T E IN:

I’m sorry there was an

I-Bernstein1-4

5

oversight for my comments.

You have an empty lot

6

on the cover of this SEIR.

I’d like to give

7

this, copies of this for the record and for the

8

members.

9
10

S E C R E T A R Y I ONIN:

M R . B E R N S T E IN:

Okay.

SECRETARY IONIN:

dropped this off.

Rita Evans

She had to leave.

SECRETARY IONIN:

18

else?

19

p u b l i c c o m m e n t i s c l osed.

21

Anyone else for public

UNIDENTIFIED FEMALE SPEAKER:

17

20

And one of the

comment come on up.

15
16

You can

record, please.

13
14

Thank you.

j u s t l e a v e i t r i g h t there.

11
12

If there a possibility to do that?

Thank you.

Going once, public comment.

VICE PRESIDENT KOPPEL:

Anyone

Seeing none,

We’re adjourned.

( T h e m e e t i n g concluded at 5:46 p.m.)

22
23
24
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frame potion is full. Taken Aug 28 2 17 by Otto Pippenger.

Reprinted with permissionfrom City College's newspaper, The
e~uardsman.coml~arkin. ~-crisis/
Guardsman: htt~p:llth
----z----~-~ _
~-r~
~htt :l/the,~uardsman.coml~arkins~-crisis/)

CCSF Guardsman: `Parking crisis raises Balboa Reservoir Project con...

https://sunnysideassociation.wordpress.com/2017/09/26/guardsmen-p...

moves forward over the next several years."

~

l

For more information, visit the Balboa Reservoir Community
.,---~Ad~risory Committee website.(http://sf-plannin~.or~/balboareservoir-cac-meeting-schedule
'

~~~~.,

T

View of far end of Balboa Reservoir parking area at 9:30- out of
frame portion is full. Taken Aug 28 2017 by Otto Pippenger.
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In an e~zail, sent in late ~ugus~ t~ the Board of Trustee' I'1-esident
Thea Selby, F3au~n asl~ed Selby to ex~Iain "ho~~ the housing project,
that might be built on the.Public I.Ttilitie~ Commission (P~JC) section
of the reservoir, could possibly serve the needs of CCSF's st-~.ider~ts?"
Additionally, because many students must commute b~ car and use
the controversial section of the reservoir for parking, Baum asked if
Selby could "please explain how...any student[would] even be able
to afford to live i~1 the housing being contemplated?"
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A sign looms over cars in the lower parking
lot requiring permits to be purchased. Photo
taken Aug 28 2017 by Otto Pippenger.

With inquiries stretching as far as potentially using tie land for the
voter approved Performing Educational Arts Center, Baum gave
voice to what many people from Ocean Campus have already been
talking about.
In response, Selby, issued an email to the community on Aug. 24,
2017, which said, "City College is a vital partner to t~i.is project as it
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Lower parking lot (Balboa Reservoir) at 11:30. Taken Aug 28 2017 by

Otto Pippenger.
The Guardsman's observation took place over the course of several
weeks, and the research provided legitimacy to Professor Rick
Baum's fears that the project could "interfere with efforts to increase
student enrollment."
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https://sunnysideassociation.wordpress.com/2017/09/26/guardsman-p...

Balboa Reservoir parking at 12:34 as classes get out. Taken Aug 28
2017 by Otto Pippenger.

September 13, 2Q17 The Guardsman
By Bethaney Lee
The Guardsman photographed the usage of the parking lot in
contention with the Balboa Reservoir Project(BRP)every hour on
Aug. 28, and concluded it was used consistently throughout the day.
It was hig~Iy impacted at peak class Fours and the surrounding
neighborhoods and streets cannot support the amount of vehicles
displaced by the removal of the lower parking lot.
Tensions first arose after tie BRP reported its goal ~cNas to repurpose
the Iot into mixed-income Ievel housing.
In October 2016, Nelson Nygaard released the Balboa Area
Transportation Demand l~Ianagement(TDM)Plan which was used
to identify transportation needs for the Balboa Parlc area. The report
identified Iimited roadway space, transit infrastructure and financial
resources as three primary problems.
g
"Yet despite the obvious fact that the elimination of student parkin
and the addition of ne~v Reservoir residents will increase demand
placed on limited transportation resources, the Balboa Reservoir
Project Team proposes no amelioration for adverse impacts other
than TDM," Professor- William 1VIcGuire said in an email sent in
early January 2017.

9/12/2019 11:08 AM
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This was also submitted via Email and addressed in response to Comment I-EVANS2
~eceiv d apt Cie Hearing
~~o
Ci Travel Demand Memorandum
This section refers repeatedly to two sources for trip generation data. One is t e n Mute of
Transportation Engineers (ITE) Trip Generation Manual, 10th edition and the oth ~ the San Francisco
Planning Trip Generation Workbook(SF Workbook). While the ITE Trip Generation Manual is indeed a
standard source, it also is recognized as a very flawed source of information due to its reliance on
datasets with very little input, generally from suburban, not urban, sources. We can't even find the SF
Workbook and so are unable to determine whether it addresses any of those flaws or simply
compounds them. Can the Planning Department provide us with a copy of this workbook?

C2 Transit Assessment Memorandum
TRANSIT ASSESSMENT
Transit reentry delay analysis
Delay calculated based on empirical data from 2010 Highway Capacity Manual.
Data at least 15 years old was used instead of using 6`h edition of HCM published in 2016—why?
"The Highway Capacity Manual, Sixth Edition: A Guidefor Multimodal Mobility Analysis(HCM)
provides methods for quantifying highway capacity. In its current form, it serves as a fundamental
reference on concepts, perFormance measures, and analysis techniques for evaluating the multimodal
operation of streets, highways, freeways, and off-street pathways. The Sixth Edition incorporates the
latest research on highway capacity, quality of service, and travel time reliability..."
Given the use of an outdated HCM and its related data, we challenge the Kittleson conclusion that,
"Based on the findings from this corridor delay analysis, the project would not result in a substantial
delay to public transit along Frida Kahlo Way, Ocean Avenue, or Geneva Avenue."
Passenger boarding delay analysis
What source was used to assume "two seconds per passenger boarding"? Is it again outdated data?
Does it include students and instructors carrying books, supplies, and other material? Does it include
students traveling with children? Residents carrying shopping bags or using a wheeled cart? Disabled
users?
City College Loop analysis
The consultant concludes that despite increases in trafFic volume, no additional delay will be
generated. Consultant makes repeated reference to "existing signal timing coordination and
optimization." As anyone who travels these corridors knows, having actuated signals and having those
signals actually work are two different things. Broken and mis-timed signals have plagued traffic on
Phelan/Frida Kahlo for years and the city has either ignored the problems or addressed them only
after years of complaints. What assurance do we have that any of this will change after the
development has been built?

2~q
~

This was also submitted via Email and addressed in response to Comment I-EVANS2
~cEiv
2018-007883ENV
BALBOA RESERVOIR PROJECT — (Assessor's Block 3180, Lot 190)
Public Hearing on the Draft Environmental Impact Report

at CPC Hearing

~~b ~

TRANSIT DELAY
The SEIR states that transit delay induced by the Balboa Reservoir project will be insignificant but this
conclusion is based on a completely arbitrary, unauthorized definition of delay on the part of the
consultants.
The MUNI on-time performance standard allows fora 4-minute delay for an entire route. The SEIR
instead allows fora 4-minute delay on any segment of a route (i.e., between two stops), a completely
invalid assumption, meaning almost no amount of delay would be considered significant.
EXAMPLE: The 43-Masonic travels from the Balboa Reservoir project site on Frida Kahlo Way to the
Balboa Park Station in 7 minutes. Using the consultants' re-definition of transit delay, additional delays
of up to four minutes in just three segments, resulting in a travel time of 19 minutes, a 171% increase,
is somehow deemed "insignificant:' No one riding that 43 would find the delay to be insignificant.
And this utterly faulty reasoning is allowed to be presented in the SEIR as justification for a finding of
"insignificant delay," meaning no mitigation is required.
From any perspective, whether legal, ethical or engineering, this is wrong. The SEIR is in error in using
this faulty, invalid method of determining transit delay. The transit delays as a result of this project will
be significant and appropriate mitigation must be identified before the SEIR is approved.
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the Draft SEIR

A-BAAQMD
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To:
Cc:
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Date:
Attachments:

Areana Flores
CPC.BalboaReservoir
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Balboa Reservoir Project Comment Letter
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This message is from outside the City email system. Do not open links or attachments from untrusted
sources.

Good afternoon Ms. Poling,
Attached is a comment letter for the DSEIR for the Balboa Reservoir Project at Balboa Park Station.
For any questions regarding this letter, please contact Areana Flores, Environmental Planner, at
(415)749-4616 or by email at aflores@baaqmd.gov

Thank you,

AREANA FLORES

ENVIRONMENTAL PLANNER
Bay Area Air Quality Management District
375 Beale St. Suite 600 | San Francisco, CA 94105
415-749-4616 |

aflores@baaqmd.gov

A-BAAQMD

September 23, 2019
Jeanie Poling
Senior Planner
San Francisco Planning Department
1650 Mission Street, Suite 400
San Francisco, CA 94103
Subject: Balboa Reservoir Draft Subsequent Environmental Impact Report
ALAMEDA COUNTY

John J. Bauters
Pauline Russo Cutter
Scott Haggerty
Nate Miley
CONTRA COSTA COUNTY

John Gioia
David Hudson
Karen Mitchoff
Mark Ross
MARIN COUNTY

Katie Rice
(Chair)
NAPA COUNTY

Dear Ms. Poling,
Bay Area Air Quality Management District (Air District) staff has reviewed the City
and County of San Francisco’s (City) Draft Subsequent Environmental Impact
Report (DSEIR) prepared for the Balboa Reservoir (Project). The Project applicant
proposes to develop the site with mixed-income housing, open space, a childcare
facility/community room available for public use, retail space, on-and-off street
parking, and new streets, utilities, and other infrastructure. There are two
potential buildout schedules for the Project: (1) the anticipated estimated 6-year
(2021-2027) schedule and (2) the compressed estimated 3-year (2021-2023)
schedule.

Brad Wagenknecht
SAN FRANCISCO COUNTY

Gordon Mar
Shamann Walton
Tyrone Jue
(SF Mayor’s Appointee)
SAN MATEO COUNTY

David J. Canepa
Carole Groom
Doug Kim
SANTA CLARA COUNTY

Margaret Abe-Koga
Cindy Chavez
(Secretary)
Liz Kniss
Rod G. Sinks
(Vice Chair)
SOLANO COUNTY

James Spering
Lori Wilson
SONOMA COUNTY

Teresa Barrett
Shirlee Zane

Jack P. Broadbent

EXECUTIVE OFFICER/APCO

Air District staff greatly appreciates the opportunity to work with the City to
address the potentially significant air quality impacts estimated for this Project.
Project design features and the mitigation measures identified in the DSEIR will
substantially lessen the local and regional air quality impacts from construction
and operation of the Project.
However, even with these Project design features and on-site mitigation
measures, the DSEIR finds that air quality impacts from the Project still exceed the
City’s thresholds of significance for the compressed schedule. Therefore,
Mitigation Measure M-AQ-2d: Offset Construction Emissions for the Compressed
Schedule (M-AQ-2d) proposes that the Project applicant provide funds to achieve
additional emission reductions to reduce air emissions below the thresholds of
significance. To this end, M-AQ-2d states that the Project applicant would provide
funding to the Air District to fund emissions reduction projects in the region in
order to offset the remaining criteria pollutant emissions generated by
construction during the compressed schedule.
Please be aware that the Air District does not currently have a fee program for
offsetting emissions. These are occasionally conducted on a case-by-case basis
based on available projects. We recommend that M-AQ-2d replace “Air District”
with “governmental entity”. This will allow the project applicant to seek additional
options if the Air District has no available projects at the time.

1

A-BAAQMD
Poling
Page 2

September 23, 2019

Air District staff is available to assist the City to address these comments. If you have any
questions, please contact Areana Flores, Environmental Planner, at (415) 749-4616 or
aflores@baaqmd.gov.
Sincerely,

Greg Nudd
Deputy Air Pollution Control Officer
cc:

BAAQMD Director Gordon Mar
BAAQMD Director Shamann Walton
BAAQMD Director Tyrone Jue

Gavin Newsom. Governor

STATE OF CALIFORNIA~ALIFORNIA STATE TRANSPORTATION AGENCY

A-Caltrans

DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION
DISTRICT 4
OFFICE OF TRANSIT AND COMMUNITY PLANNING
P.O. BOX 23660, MS-lOD
OAKLAND, CA 94623-0660
PHONE (510) 286-5528
TTY 71 1
www.dot.ca.gov

September 10, 2019

Jeanie Poling, Senior Planner
San Francisco Planning Department
1 650 Mission Street, Suite 400
San Francisco, CA 94103
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Making Conservation
a California Way ofLife.

SCH #2018102028
GTS # 04-SF-2018-00287
GTS I D: 12934
SF-280-PM 1.75

Balboa Reservoir Project - Draff Subsequent Environmental Impact Report(DSEIR)
Dear Jeanie Poling:
Thank you for including the California Department of Transportation (Caltrans) in
the environmental review process for the Balboa Reservoir Project. In tandem
with the Metropolitan Transportation Commission's (MTC) Sustainable
Communities Strategy (SCS), Caltrans' mission signals our continuing approach
to evaluate and mitigate impacts to the State's multimodal transportation
network. Caltrans' Strategic Management Plan 2015-2020 aims, in part, to
reduce Vehicle Miles Traveled (VMT) and Greenhouse Gas emissions (GHG) in
alignment with state goals and policies. Our comments are based on the
August 7, 2019 Draft Subsequent Environmental Impact Report (DSEIR).
Project Understanding
The proposed project would develop the site with mixed-income housing, open
space, a childcare facility/community room available for public use, retail
space, on-and off-street parking, and new streets, utilities, and other
infrastructure. This DSEIR will analyze two different sets of options for the site's
residential density to capture a range of possible development on the project
site: The first is the Developer's Proposed Option (1,100 dwelling units), proposed
by Reservoir Community Partners LLC. The second is the Additional Housing
Option (1,550 dwelling units), developed by the City of San Francisco to fulfill the
objectives of the San Francisco General Plan to maximize affordable housing
and housing in transit-rich neighborhoods.
Development under each of the two options would entail the same land uses
and street configurations, and similar site plans. Overall, the proposed project
would construct up to approximately 1.8 million gross square feet (gsf) of uses,
"Provide a safe, sustainable, integrated and e~crent transportation
system to enhance California's economy and livability"

Jeanie Poling, Senior Planner
September 10, 2019
Page 2

A-Caltrans

including between approximately 1.3 and 1.5 million gsf of residential space
(1,100 to 1,550 dwelling units plus residential amenities), approximately 10,000 gsf
of community space (childcare and a community room for public use),
approximately 7,500 gsf of retail, up to 550 residential parking spaces and 750
public parking spaces in the Developer's Proposed Option, and up to 650
residential parking spaces (with no public parking spaces) in the Additional
Housing Option. The buildings would range in height from 25 to 78 feet in the
Developer's Proposed Option and from 25 to 88 feet in the Additional Housing
Option.
Approximately 4 acres would be devoted to publicly accessible open space
under each option. Also, under each option, the San rrancisco Public Utilities
Commission would retain ownership of an 80-foot-wide strip of land located
along the southern edge of the site where an underground water transmission
pipeline is located. Regional access is provided from the Interstate (I-) 280 and
Ocean Avenue interchange approximately 0.35 miles east of the project site.
Bicycle Considerations
The Caltrans District 4 Bike Plan identifies a "Top Tier" project at the I-280 and
Ocean Avenue/Geneva Avenue interchange that would reconstruct the
interchange ramps and stripe Class II buffered bike lanes. Given the anticipated
increase in vehicle and bicycle traffic at this location due to the project, the
project should evaluate measures to enhance bicycle safety at freeway onand off-ramps at this location.

1

Construction-Related Impacts
Potential impacts to the I-280 from project-related temporary access points
should be analyzed. Project work that requires movement of oversized or
excessive load vehicles on state roadways requires a transportation permit that
is issued by Caltrans. To apply, visit: https://dot.ca.gov/programs/traffico~erations/transportation-permits.

2

Coordination
As the project progress, please keep Caltrans informed of any updates with the
project, including but not limited to alternative selection and scope changes.

3

Lead Agency
As the Lead Agency, the City of San Francisco is responsible for all project
mitigation, including any needed improvements to the State Transportation
Network. The project's fair share contribution, financing, scheduling,
implementation responsibilities and lead agency monitoring should be fully
discussed for all proposed mitigation measures.

4

`Provide a safe, sustainable, indegrated and efficient transportation
system to enhance California's economy and livability"

Jeanie Poling, Senior Planner
September 10, 2019
Page 3

A-Caltrans

Thank you again for including Caltrans in the environmental review process.
Should you have any questions regarding this letter, please contact Andrew
Chan at 510-622-543 or andrew.chan@dot.ca.gov.
Sincerely,

/ /

I,
~.-

~ /

.. -.

Acting District Branch Chief
Local Development -Intergovernmental Review
c: State Clearinghouse

"Provide a safe, sustainable, integrated and efficient transportation
system to enhance California's economy and livability"

~:~.~_~~.~-~~.~==i~;_

Jeanie Poling
San Francisco Planning Department
1 650 Mission Street, Suite 400
San Francisco, CA 94103

STATE OF CALIFORNIA
DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION
BOX 23660
OAKLAND, CA 94623-0660
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September 23, 2019

Jeanie Poling
San Francisco, City and County of
1650 Mission Street, Suite 400
San Francisco, CA 94103-2749
Subject: Balboa Reservoir Project
SCI-I#: 2018102028
Dear Jeanie Poling:
The State Clearinghouse submitted the above named SBE to selected state agencies for review. The review
period closed on 9/20/2019, and the comments from the responding agency (ies) is (are) available on the
CEQA database for your retrieval and use. If this comment package is not in order, please notify the State
Clearinghouse immediately. Please refer to the project's ten-digit State Clearinghouse number in future
correspondence so that we may respond promptly.
Please note that Section 21104(c)of the California Public Resources Code states that:
"A responsible or other public agency shall only make substantive comments regarding those
activities involved in a project which are within an area of expertise of the agency or which are
required to be carried out or approved by the agency. Those comments shall be supported by
specific documentation."
Check the CEQA database for submitted comments for use in preparing your final environmental
document: https://ceganet.opr.ca.gov/2018102028/2. Should you need more information or clarification
ofthe comments, we recommend that you contact the commenting agency directly.
This letter acknowledges that you have complied with the State Clearinghouse review requirements for
draft environmental documents, pursuant to the California Environmental Quality Act. Please contact the
State Clearinghouse at(916)445-0613 if you have any questions regarding the environmental review
process.
Sincerely,
~"'~

l~

Scott Morgan
Director, State Clearinghouse

cc: Resources Agency

1400 TENTH STREET P.O. BOX 3044 SACRAMENTO, CALIFORNIA 9581`1-3044
TEL 1-916-445-0613 state.clearinghouse@opr.ca.gov www.opr.ca.gov

1

SACRAMENTQ CALIFORNIA 95gI2-344

P.O.BOX 3044

STATE CLEARINGHOUSE

GOVERNOR'S OFFICE OF PLANNING AND RESEARCH

State of ~'alifornia
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I-Aissa

I-Ali
From:
To:
Subject:
Date:

Amna Ali
CPC.BalboaReservoir; Haneystaff (BOS)
Comment on SEIR for Balboa Reservoir Project
Wednesday, September 18, 2019 6:13:31 PM

This message is from outside the City email system. Do not open links or attachments from untrusted
sources.

Dear Planning Department and Supervisor Matt Haney (whose district I reside in),
I am a librarian at City College of San Francisco and am deeply opposed to the use being
proposed for the Balboa Reservoir land owned by SFPUC but leased to City College for many
years. City College will be negatively impacted by this development, the brunt being borne by
students from whom parking would be taken away and disruption caused due to construction
activities. San Francisco is already suffering at the hands of construction of luxury housing
masquerading as affordable housing, disrupting our lives and taking away resources utilized by
needy San Franciscans. Please do not add to skyrocketing costs of living in the city and the
fact that so called affordable housing is completely out of the reach of so many families and
students in particular. Why are private developers given so much room to decide what
belongs in our city?
I would request that the PUC place the needs of City College above those of a private
developer. It should either continue to lease the land to City College or transfer it for once
and all to City College to make use of according to principles of equity and relevance for the
college community.  
I would be extremely grateful for your kind attention to this matter.
Sincerely
Amna Ali
Librarian - City College of San Francisco

1
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I-Anderson2
From:
To:
Subject:
Date:

Lisa Anderson
CPC.BalboaReservoir
Please support the balboa project
Thursday, September 12, 2019 10:55:48 AM

This message is from outside the City email system. Do not open links or attachments from untrusted sources.

We need housing. There should be 5000 units on this lot.
-Lisa Anderson
46 San Jacinto way
Sf ca 94127

1

I-Barish2
~e eived at CPC bearing
To:

San Francisco Planning Commission

From:

Jean Baris

Date:

September 12, 2019

Subject:

Case No. 2018-007883ENV
Balboa Reservoir Project
Draft Subsequent Environmental Impact Report

~~
.~

Following are Public Comments regarding the referenced Project:
Good afternoon President Melgar and Commissioners.
My name is Jean Garish. I'm a former CCSF Faculty Member, teaching Anatomy, Physiology,
and Health Education. I have also practiced law for over 20 years.

1

am here to state my opposition to the Project, and to highlight some of the flaws in the Draft
Subsequent EIR.(Att 1)

2

This oversized project could squeeze up to 1,550 units of housing, mostly market rate, onto a
parking lot adjoining CCSF and a quiet neighborhood of single-family homes. (Att 1)
While it may be a developer's Field of Dreams, the project is a nightmare to the surrounding
neighborhoods and to City College.
It will create congestion, transit problems, lack of access to CCSF,and many other
environmental problems. It will also convert public land, currently owned by the SF PUC and
used by CCSF for decades, into private property for profiteering developers. And it will not meet
the arowinq need in San Francisco for affordable housing.
Coalition of San Francisco Neighborhoods, Westwood Park Neighborhood Association, and
other groups have signed Resolutions opposing this project. Hundreds of people have signed
petitions and letters. I hope you will pay attention to their concerns.

3

urge the Commission to consider reducing the project to one that is about 400 units, such as
illustrated in this drawing. (Att 2)

4

And now for a few specific flaws in the DSEIR.
1)The DSEIR Initial Study eliminated many environmental impacts for review by concluding
they were not potentially significant. But these conclusions are flawed. The Study concluded
that the project would not create adverse shadow effects, despite the fact that there would be
new shadow on Unity Plaza for over 25% of the year, and there would be significant shadow on
Riordan High School.
2)The Initial Study says there would be a population increase of over 100% in the plan area,
but concludes there would be no significant cumulative population impact because this is a tiny
increase compared to the population of the City as a whole. This is a flawed apples and oranges
comparison, and should not be accepted.

5

6

I-Barish2

3) Finally, the Initial Study concludes the project would not result in cumulative impacts on
public services. Yet it did not analyze the impacts of the project on Gity College. Again, the
DSEIR review of this impact is inadequate.

7

In these and many other areas, the DSEIR offers no objective criteria to serve as a basis €or
determining that the impacts are not significant. Accordingly, the it is a flawed document that
must be revised before it is submitted for final review.

8

In conclusion, I hope you agree this Field of Dreams should be replaced with ascaled-down,
environmentally sound, 100% affordable project with no significant environmental impacts.

9

Thank you.

I-Barish2

_~

~F,, ~y

~

~ ~'~

~

~~~::..

,~~, e ~ ~
r a

a
`YN'

,./
~
(~
!
. i

~
~

V$

~..

.~ ~

k'.

F~~

ri

~T.'.-~~.
!
Tp`
'
F
'~%:~

.!.

I/

pa-Fr

p
~#
:8.
,~~'.
~

!
~

t~~
~*

~

f

~
.5

~4.: ~•

1

'
r
~
i~~
s

a
~

-~~~~
~ '' \

`"`

°-,;::<

'~ ~a

w

'
~ ~ ~~ ■
`~,~

I
I

r
t

I

.,~,:

~~~

I-Barish2

.~

~►

~.y... ~ ~,.-.. '~4~.
~~.. ~ ~

.._.d

-

1 ~.+~r

~

~L

'~~ ~~~

~

:,,

. ~~~

_$_,
:~

~~~~~
;~'
~.

~~

:~

~~~

~

~~~ ~

~

~~
~~~

`

`.

,~

r'~

,~

~~

i
r-

~
_

~t~

~,1

~

~ ~?
,°
~ S`
JT

'

~

I
j

~

\1

f

~

}y
\

f

3

j

1

t'~
!

~,

1

fj

A

~

~
.~'

~ sa
'C~r~

i[

~~

=mot

~~~

~~
~l~~

~t

r

~~
i ~ ~ ~~_~~~~ ~~
1

.

/

~

~~ .~ ~~~;

+~z ~ 1`
~';,
'`~~

',

~►...,.. +IE~

,~E It E. ,1~: #4.l ~t #

+t ~a .~' ~t

~.:;~+~f ~ ~ .~ ' ~ +K~ ,~ r~ i~. :+1~ ~ ~.o ~C. ,.~►

I-Barish2

y

,~

.~

~ .

i

!,4 ~ i

~

Ti.

- xr~

-

r

.+

,s

r

♦

~

c-s

r

•

~

f
c

~

- _ ..

~: s

s

~

~ •

-

r.:~ a ♦ _

s ~ti

s,

s

~

:r .s. • r

~.it

•

~- .

_._

._
;,..*: ..

_• -

-~,

~ .

•

.

Yl'iJlJ~3~l

i

Y

, PfQJ~iG~t.. ~iSi~l~Y

•

~ t. ~

• ~ ~

•: • sx~

•

►e:.:

.s

!. ,.. 1

I-Barish3
From:
To:
Subject:
Date:
Attachments:

Jean Barish
CPC.BalboaReservoir
Case No. 2018-007883ENV Balboa Reservoir Project Draft Subsequent Environmental Impact Report
Monday, September 23, 2019 6:50:37 AM
JB DSEIR Comment Letter.docx
Alternative Architect Drawing [1].pdf

This message is from outside the City email system. Do not open links or attachments from untrusted
sources.

Attached is a comment letter for the Draft Subsequent Environmental Impact
Report for the Balboa Reservoir Project, Case No. 2018-007883ENV. Also attached is
a drawing of a feasible alternative project that the Final SEIR should consider.
Please file both of these documents with the record of this case.
Please confirm receipt of these documents by return email.
Thank you for your consideration of these comments.  

Jean
Jean B Barish, Esq., MS
jeanbbarish@hotmail.com
415-752-0185

SF Planning Dept., Attn. J. Poling, Case No. 2018-007883ENV
Balboa Reservoir Project, DSEIR Comments
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JEAN B BARISH
5758 Geary Boulevard, Suite 341
San Francisco, CA 94121
jeanbbarish@hotmail.com
415-752-0185
September 20, 2019
Via Electronic Mail
San Francisco Planning Department
Attn: Jeanie Poling, Senior Planner
1650 Mission Street, Suite 400
San Francisco, CA 94103
CPC.BalboaReservoir@sfgov.Org
Re:

Case No. 2018-007883ENV
Balboa Reservoir Project
Draft Subsequent Environmental Impact Report

Dear Ms. Poling:
I am writing in response to the Draft Subsequent Environmental Impact Report (“DSEIR”) for the
Balboa Reservoir Project (the “Project”) referenced above.
After reviewing the DSEIR it is clear there will be many significant environmental impacts to that
cannot be mitigated if this project is approved. Additionally, the DSEIR is flawed because it fails
to consider numerous environmental impacts that should have been considered.
Following are my questions and comments regarding this DSEIR.
Definitions
“Substantial Evidence,” as used in this letter, shall mean: “enough relevant information and
reasonable inferences from this information that a fair argument can be made to support a
conclusion, even though other conclusions might also be reached.” (14 Cal Code Regs Sec.
15384(a) ) “Substantial evidence includes facts, reasonable assumptions predicated upon
facts, and expert opinion supported by facts.” (14 Cal Code Regs Sec. 15384 (b) ) “ Argument,
speculation, unsubstantiated opinion or narrative, or evidence that is clearly inaccurate or
erroneous, or evidence that is not credible, shall not constitute substantial evidence.” (14 Cal
Code Regs. Sec 15064(f)(5) )
“Feasible Alternatives”, as used in this letter, shall mean: “capable of being accomplished in a
successful manner within a reasonable period of time, taking into account economic,
environmental, social, and technological factors.” (Public Resources Code section 21061.1; 14
CCR section 15364)

1

1
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BALBOA PARK AREA PLAN
This DSEIR is a project-level EIR that is tiered from a previously certified program-level EIR
(“PEIR”)
The Project is a portion or sub-set of the Balboa Park Station Area Plan (the “Plan”). To better
understand some of the defects with the DSEIR, it is important to refer to the Plan and several
of its Objectives and Policies.
(http://generalplan.sfplanning.org/Balboa_Park_Station.htm#BPS_HSG)
Policy 1.4.2 states: If the PUC should decide that the west basin is not needed for water
storage, it should consider facilitating the development of a mixed-use residential neighborhood
on part of the site to address the city-wide demand for housing. The development on the site
should recognize the opportunity to knit the surrounding neighborhoods together through the
creation of a community open space and pedestrian connections.
Policy 1.4.2, therefore, states that at best, only part of the west basin would be used for
housing. The development of a project with up to 1,550 units goes far beyond partial
development of the reservoir. It should be scaled back to be compliant.
Policy 4.4.1 states: “If the PUC should decide that the west basin is not needed for water
storage, it should consider development of a mixed-use residential neighborhood on part of the
site to address the city-wide demand for housing. Affordable housing should be considered a
high priority per Policy 4.5.1.”
and
Policy 4.5.1 states: “…Where publicly-owned parcels are being developed, . . . city policy
directs that surplus public property be considered for development of affordable housing. Thus,
when offering their land for development, first consideration should be given by these agencies
to the development of housing affordable to individuals or families making less than 120 percent
of the area median income.
Since the Project only requires the developer to provide less than 1/3 affordable units, it is not
compliant with the Plan policies. This must be considered when the Final SEIR (“FSEIR”) is
prepared.
Policy 6.4.1 states: Regardless of scale, new development should add to the district’s character,
create a human scale public realm, and fit within the city’s traditional fabric; regardless of
architectural style. Larger-scale development efforts must take great care to not overwhelm the
scale of the area and to positively establish a pedestrian-scale pattern. Urban design guidelines
have been developed for the plan area and compliance with the guidelines is mandatory.
The Project is massive and out of scale with the surrounding neighborhoods. It will have
buildings up to 8 stories high, casting shadows on public open space and Archbishop Riordan
High School. It will dwarf the single family homes surrounding it, and it will remove open space
that is used by City College of San Francisco (“City College”) for both parking and recreational
purposes. A Feasible Alternative must be considered.

2
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In view of the foregoing, the Project is not in accord with the Plan and needs to be revised
accordingly.

2 (cont.)

INITIAL STUDY – APPENDIX B
Introduction
Balboa Park Station Area Plan (p. B-3)
The area plan’s land use map designates the site’s land use as P (Public), and the height map
indicates a 40-foot height limit (Maps 3 and 6). However, the Project will include buildings up to
78 feet in the Developer’s Proposed Option and up to 88 feet in the Additional Housing Option.
(B-4) The FSEIR must provide substantial evidence explaining why this increase in height limit
will not have an unanticipated and significant environmental impact.
The Accountable Planning Initiative (p. B-5)
Under Proposition M, planning policies must include conservation and protection of existing
housing and neighborhood character (B-5). The DSEIR fails to discuss how the will impact
neighborhood character. In accordance with Proposition M, the FSEIR must provide substantial
evidence explaining this analysis.
Effects Found Not to be Potentially Significant (p. B-10)
In some cases, the Initial Study identified mitigation measures in CEQA topic areas that would
reduce potentially significant impacts to a less-than-significant level, supporting the conclusion
that these topic areas do not need CEQA review under this SEIR.

3

4

5

The Initial Study found that the only effects found to be potentially significant in the Project were
Transportation and Circulation; Noise; and Air Quality. All other potential individual and
cumulative environmental effects considered in the PEIR were found to be either less than
significant or would be reduced to a less-than-significant level through recommended mitigation
measures in the DSEIR. These impacts that are not studied in this DSEIR are: Land use and
land use planning; Population and housing; Cultural resources; Tribal cultural; resources;
Greenhouse gas emissions; Wind; Shadow; Utilities and service systems; Public services;
Biological resources; Geology and soils; Hydrology and water quality; Hazards and hazardous
materials; Mineral resources; Energy; Agricultural and forestry resources; Wildfire.
However, for the reasons set forth below, the basis for these determinations are flawed. The
effects below should, in fact, be analyzed in this DSEIR.
Land Use Impacts
Impact LU-2: No conflict with applicable land use plans (p. B-14)
According to this section, the proposed project would require rezoning to permit structures up to
88 feet tall. It would appear, therefore, that any significant land use conflict can simply be
3

6
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mitigated by rezoning the land. This appears to be an abuse of legislative discretion. The FEIR
must consider the appropriateness of this rezoning option.

6 (cont.)

Impact C-LU-1: The proposed project, in combination with reasonably foreseeable future
projects, would not result in significant cumulative impacts to land use. (Less than Significant)
(p. B-15)

7

There is no objective data to support this conclusion. Rather, the DSEIR simply states that in
combination with reasonably foreseeable future projects, the Project would have less-thansignificant cumulative land use impacts. But absent a quantitative analysis of all the CEQA
environmental impacts, it is improper to reach such a conclusion. The FSEIR must provide
substantial evidence to support its conclusion. Absent an analysis of the substantial evidence,
the FSEIR will be insufficient.
Population and Housing Impacts
Impact C-PH-1 The proposed project, in combination with reasonably foreseeable future
projects, would not result in significant cumulative population and housing impacts. (Less than
Significant) (p. B-21)

8

The Developer’s Proposed Option and Additional Housing Option would increase the onsite
residential populations by 2,530 and 3,565 respectively. Compared to the increase in population
analyzed in the PEIR or 1,150 residents (Table 1, p. B-19) this is an increase of over 100% in
the plan area. Yet, despite this significant increase in population compared to the PEIR, the
DSEIR concludes it is not significant. It justifies this decision by saying it would not be
substantial for the City as a whole. While that may be true, it improperly fails to consider the
impact on the immediate neighborhood. The FEIR must thoroughly analyze this population
increase within the Area Plan, not within the entire City.
Shadow Impacts
Impact SH-1 The proposed project would not create shadow that substantially and adversely
affects the use and enjoyment of publicly accessible open spaces (Less than Significant) (p. B46)

9

The DSEIR states that there would be new shadow between May 1 and August 15 (B-47-50).
Fig. 3 illustrates this new shadow. These are the warmer, drier summer months, when people
are more likely to be outside closer to sunrise and sunset. Yet, despite any objective measure
of significance and any substantial evidence, the DSEIR states that any new shadow would not
be significant. The FSEIR must provide substantial evidence that such an increase in shadow is
not significant.
Impact C-SH-l The proposed project . . . would not result in cumulatively considerable impacts
related to shadow. (Less than Significant) (p. B-50)

4
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The DSEIR discloses that the project would cast new shadow on the athletic field at Archbishop
Riordan High School Athletic Field. (p. 51) But it appears this shadow is not subject to CEQA
analysis since it is not a publicly accessible open space. That, however, is a technicality which
should not justify disregarding this significant shadow impact on a high school adjacent to the
project. The FSEIR should evaluate and determine if the shadow on Archbishop Riordan High
School’s Athletic Field is a significant environmental impact.

10 (cont.)

Utilities and Service Systems Impacts

11

Impact UT-1 Sufficient water supplies are available to serve the proposed project … unless the
Bay Delta Plan Amendment is implemented…Impacts related to new or expanded water supply
facilities cannot be identified at this time or implemented in the near term . . . (Less than
Significant) (p. B-59)
According to the DSEIR, page B-57, SFPUC Resolution 02-0084 determined that there was
sufficient water supply to serve expected development projects in San Francisco through the
year 2020, and the implementation of the Area Plan was not expected to have any substantial
impact on water supply. Since the Project will not be completed until approximately 2027, it
appears this projection is obsolete. Please explain.
Further, in the Conclusion on page B-73, the DSEIR states that there is too much uncertainty
related to the possible implementation of the Bay-Delta Plan Amendment to identify
environmental effects, and such effects are, therefore, speculative at this time. Please explain
how an informed decision regarding the availability of an adequate water supply for the Project
can be determined in view of these uncertainties, and why, in view of these uncertainties, the
DSEIR states the environmental impact is less than significant.
Further, according to a September 22, 2019 article in the San Francisco Examiner, a recent civil
grand jury report, “Act Now Before It Is Too Late: Aggressively Expand and Enhance Our HighPressure Emergency Firefighting Water System,” raised the alarm about the lack of coverage
for western San Francisco neighborhoods. According to the report, The City’s high-pressure
emergency water supply system “does not cover large parts of Supervisorial Districts 1, 4, 7 and
11, roughly one-third of the City’s developed area,” the report said. “As a result, these districts
are not adequately protected from fires after a major earthquake.”
(https://www.sfexaminer.com/news/report-large-parts-of-sf-not-adequately-protected-from-firesafter-majorearthquake/?fbclid=IwAR145KV4GH_CNfBJvCogj0bPF__iAYdlgyWcrmV5PyZkhjN995GTKpG6
AOc)
The Project is in D 7. In view of the grand jury’s report, the DSEIR is inadequate for not
reviewing the environmental impact of building a massive development on a reservoir that could
serve the area in case of an emergency. The DSEIR must provide substantial evidence that
covering the Balboa Reservoir will not significantly impact Utilities and Service Systems.
Public Services Impacts – Failure to Consider Impact on City College of San Francisco (“City
College”)
Impact C-PS-1: The proposed project, in combination with reasonably foreseeable future
projects, would not result in cumulative impacts on public services. (Less than Significant)
5
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By way of the Initial Study, the DSEIR offhandedly dismisses impacts on City College. The Initial
Study fails entirely to address the impact on student attendance and enrollment and on parttime Instructors who have to travel between multiple community college sites.
The Initial Study cites City College’s TDM/Sustainability Plan’s goal to reduce car travel as
justification for the less-than-significant conclusion of the Project’s impact on City College. The
Initial Study states: The City College sustainability plan has a performance objective to reduce
automobile trips, with which the removal of parking at the project site would not conflict.

12 (cont.)

13

...
Thus, the proposed project would not – in order to maintain acceptable service ratios, response
times, or other performance objectives – be expected to increase demand for public services to
the extent that would require new or physically altered public facilities, the construction of which
could result in significant environmental impacts, and the proposed project would not result in
new or substantially more-severe impacts than those identified in the PEIR.
This is incorrect. Removing parking would clearly increase demand for public services in the
form of, among others, demand for increased public transit, demand for more TNC’s, and
demand for alternative parking in other areas of the City College campus. For the reasons set
forth in the review below of the Kittelson TDM, DSEIR Appendix C, there are no effective
mitigations proposed for the loss of parking due to this Project.
City College is the central educational, economic, and cultural focus of the neighborhood. Its
interests cannot be allowed to be made secondary to the Project.

14

City College’s educational mission makes it a target destination for students, staff, faculty. This
simple fact needs to be recognized as being desirable, even if CCSF students need to drive to
school and need parking.
The Project must take responsibility for mitigation of its own significant cumulative impacts on
City College, traffic and parking. The burden of mitigation should not be shifted onto City
College and neighborhoods.
Current Reservoir student parking is an existing physical condition. This physical reality cannot
be ignored. Removal of student parking will have significant impact on student enrollment and
attendance.
The proposed "solutions" to circulation, parking, and congestion problems be simply based on
wishful thinking and "creative solutions". Conjecture and hope is not a solution for student
access to education.
The substantial impact on City College’s educational mission must be comprehensively and
objectively examined in the DSEIR. The omission of this examination renders the DSEIR and
Initial Study inadequate.

DSEIR
The following flaws in the DSEIR must be considered.
6
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Figures in DSEIR
Figures 2-1 through 2-8; Figures 2-9 through 2-12; Figure 2-16; Figures 2-18 through 2-21;
Figure 3.B-4; Figures 5-1 through 5-4; Figure 6-1; and Figure 6-2 are inadequate and incorrect.
They do not show the alterations to the Upper Lot, where the CCSF Multi Use Building is
located, that are included in the Facilities Master Plan, approved by the CCSF Board of
Trustees in March, 2018, and the subsequent Plan that was presented to the Board of Trustees
for consideration of a San Francisco Bond Measure. Table 3.A-2 describes the New Facilities
planned for this area. (P. 3,A-13). Accordingly, these Figures are all misleading and do not
accurately represent buildings on the land adjoining the proposed project. The FSEIR must use
accurate, updated Figures.

19

Chapter 2, Project Description
Size of the Balboa Park Reservoir Project
According to 2.D.1, the area plan PEIR estimated the area plan would result in a net increase of
1.780 residential units, and that as of Sept., 2018, 273 units have been built and excluding the
Balboa Reservoir project, an addition 209 units are planned. (P. 2-6) Therefore, of the 1,780
total number of units, 482 are already accounted for, leaving 1,295 units as the maximum
number that could be built at the Balboa Reservoir and still comply with the PEIR. Yet the
DSEIR considers one option that would have 1,550 units, 255 more than allowed in the PEIR. A
Balboa Reservoir project with more than 1,298 units, therefore, would be inconsistent with the
PEIR, and should not be permitted.
Project Overview, 2.A
The DSEIR does not conform to California Code of Regulations, Title 14, 15125 (a) and (c).
According to the DSEIR, p. 2-1: The proposed Balboa Reservoir Project is located on a 17.6acre site in the West of Twin Peaks area of south central San Francisco (see Figure 2-1,
Location Map). The site is north of the Ocean Avenue commercial district, west of the City
College of San Francisco Ocean Campus, east of the Westwood Park neighborhood, and south
of Archbishop Riordan High School. The project site is owned by the City and County of San
Francisco (City) under the jurisdiction of the San Francisco Public Utilities Commission
(SFPUC).
This Project Overview is inadequate, and does not conform to California Code of Regulations,
Title 14, 15125 (a) which states: An EIR must include a description of the physical
environmental conditions in the vicinity of the project. This environmental setting will normally
constitute the baseline physical conditions by which a lead agency determines whether an
impact is significant. . . . The purpose of this requirement is to give the public and decision
makers the most accurate and understandable picture practically possible of the project's likely
near-term and long-term impacts.
City College, Archbishop Riordan High School, and Lick Wilmerding High School are all large
institutions in the vicinity of the Project. But the DSEIR does not always consider impacts of the
Project on these institutions. Accordingly, the DSEIR is inadequate and must be revised to
comprehensively review all the environmental impacts on these locations.
7
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Further, Antioch v. Pittsburg (1986) 187 Cal. App. 3d 1325
(http://resources.ca.gov/ceqa/cases/1986/antioch_121686.html)
Stands for the proposition that an EIR must consider cumulative impacts on future projects.
CCSF is planning to do additional construction on the upper parking lot adjacent to the Project,
namely a Performing Arts Education Center and a STEAM building. But the DSEIR failed to
consider the impact of the Project on this future construction. The FSEIR must review and
evaluate this impact.

22

Further, California Code of Regulations, Title 14, 15125 (c) states: Knowledge of the regional

setting is critical to the assessment of environmental impacts. Special emphasis should
be placed on environmental resources that are rare or unique to that region and would
be affected by the project. The EIR must demonstrate that the significant environmental
impacts of the proposed project were adequately investigated and discussed and it
must permit the significant effects of the project to be considered in the full
environmental context.

City College is a unique educational institution that provides services for tens of thousands of
students daily, and employment for many more thousands. It is the only Community College in
San Francisco, with a long and storied history of serving the entire City of San Francisco. There
is no question that the Project will impact City College. The DSEIR is inadequate since it fails to
comprehensively consider the environmental impacts of the Project on City College. The FSEIR
must rigorously review all the substantial environmental impacts on City College in accordance
with CEQA. Failure to do so would result in a flawed and inadequate FSEIR.
Approach to Cumulative Impact Analysis (p. 3.A-8)
The DSEIR states: At the time of this DSEIR preparation, the project description detail for the
facilities master plan projects for the Ocean Campus is limited, City College may change those
projects or their details depending on funding availability, and City College has not conducted
CEQA analysis for those projects. Therefore, the cumulative analysis for this SEIR will
qualitatively assess the impacts of these Ocean Campus projects identified in Table 3.A-2
collectively as the “City College Facilities Master Plan” using best available information at the
time of this SEIR preparation. (P. 3.A-14)

23

An analysis based on “best available information” is inadequate. CEQA reviews should not be
based on speculation, but on quantifiable, objective data. The fact that the City College FMP is
ambiguous and uncertain at this time raises serious questions about the validity of any
conclusions about Cumulative Impact Analyses.

3.B Transportation and Circulation
Transportation Demand Management (TDM) Plan (-p. 3B-38)
The Project will significantly impact transportation and traffic in the neighborhood. The EIR must
include a comprehensive traffic study of trip generation and parking supply, and evaluate the
indirect and cumulative impact of the Project on transportation and traffic impacts on the people
living in and traveling to both the Project as well as City College of San Francisco. The DSEIR
8
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must also consider these substantial impacts on lower income students who likely reside further
away and must use automobiles. This study must also include the impact of increased traffic on
congestion and parking in the neighborhoods impacted by the Project, and propose feasible
alternative to these impacts.
The Notice of Preparation states that: “The proposed project would include a transportation
demand management (TDM) program that would implement measures to reduce vehicle trips
and encourage sustainable modes of transportation. TDM measures may include both physical
(e.g., bicycle and carshare parking) and programmatic (e.g., incentives).” (Oct. 10, 2018 NOP,
p. 20)
In a December 31, 2017, memo to the Commissioners of the SF County Transportation
Authority, Supervisor Norman Yee stated: ”The TDM Framework is a first step in planning TDM
efforts for the Balboa Area. As the Reservoir developer and City College begin to draft
implementable plans, community input will continue to play a significant role. Transportation and
TDM will be discussed in ongoing public meetings for the City College Facilities Master Plan,
Balboa Reservoir and other Community Advisory Committees. Only after further public
engagement and exploration of TDM programs will the Reservoir developer and City College
draft more detailed, implementable TDM plans.”
Accordingly, the FSEIR must include a completed TDM. A Final SEIR should not be circulated
until this completed TDM has been incorporated into the FSEIR.
Project travel demand refers to the number, type, and common destinations of new trips that
people would take to and from the project. The memorandum containing the detailed
methodology and results for the project travel demand is included in DSEIR Appendix C1,
Travel Demand Memorandum.
The TDM Plan that was submitted by Kittelson in Appendix C1 is incomplete. It is a survey of
trip generation and parking, but there is no analysis of alternative sources of travel or transit
use. This omission is unacceptable. A complete and competent TDM Plan must be included in
the FSEIR. Failure to do so would result in an inadequate EIR which should not be certified.
Additionally, for the reasons set forth herewith, the Kittleson report is flawed, and does not
provide a competent basis for transportation mitigation:
•

The Kittelson TDM does not engage with important current transportation characteristics
in the project area which would likely be impacted and transformed by the scale and
intensity of the proposed development alternatives.

•

The report indicates that the trip generation manual being employed is somewhat out of
date but the most recent available.

•

Recent academic studies in the last year have observed that there has been a very
substantial increase in trips and congestion over the past two Years. They estimate that
40% of this increased congestion may be estimated to be attributed to Lyft and Uber car
service trips. In the mode choice allocations the report models car service trips are
treated as a small segment, less than 10%?

9
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•

Even if one estimates that car service trips are both a mode choice switch and a cause
of changing traffic through increased trip generation... there are no level of service
discussions LOS for morning and afternoon peaks and for off peak mid day... for the
main streets serving the project. What is traffic like and what might be the impacts of
increased trips on the level of service in the project area and on adjacent arteriales
serving the project area. And how might one assess the cumulative transportation
impacts of this project and planned development adjacent to the project area?

•

The expected distribution of trips for residents seems very light for peak period travel. Is
there any current transportation trip generation and travel diary data that might be
employed to validate the time of day assumptions for residents of the new development?

•

The current assumptions for residents are quite variant from the conceptual estimate of
student trips that might be estimated from the parking lot driveway analysis... where we
see a high density of trips around the morning and afternoon peaks. If the apartment
dwellers trip characteristics more clearly follow the patterning of student car trips there
may be serious congestion and LOS impacts. How might you assess this possible
outcome? Particularly where you don’t provide LOS data for main circulation routes.

•

There is an aerial analysis of parking lot volumes by time of day. But there is no
assessment of the current on-street parking supply. It is known from other campuses
and from parking lots serving rail transit like Bart and Cal Train or from light rail in other
cities that campuses and large developments put pressure on parking supply,
particularly when TOD seeks to provide less parking to support alternative mode choice
and to lower development costs. The scoping section has no assessments of the
interactive impacts of the college, new apartments and regional parking supply/demand
on neighborhood parking conditions post-Development.

Public Transit Delay (p. 3.B – 51 et seq)
There are significant and unavoidable cumulative transit impacts identified by the DSEIR.
Impact C-TR-4: The proposed project, in combination with reasonably foreseeable
future projects, may result in a potentially significant cumulative impact related to
public transit delay and the project could contribute considerably. (Significant and
Unavoidable with Mitigation)
Impact C-TR-6b: Operation of the proposed project, including proposed street network
changes, in combination with reasonably foreseeable future projects, would impact
existing passenger and freight loading zones along Lee Avenue between Ocean Avenue
and the project site, and may create potentially hazardous conditions for people
bicycling and may substantially delay public transit. (Significant and Unavoidable)
The DSEIR also states:
Impact TR-4: Operation of the proposed project would not substantially delay public
transit. (Less than Significant)
However, the DSEIR’s determination of less-than-significant impact on transit delay (TR-4) is
not based on the standard of substantial evidence.
10
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The City Charter/SFMTA late criterion is a 4 minute delay relative to the MUNI schedule.

27 (cont.)

In comparison, the Reservoir late standard as applied for the segment from
Monterey/Gennessee to Balboa Park Station allows for a 12 minute delay relative to MUNI
schedule.
The DSEIR appropriates a 4-minute delay standard for the each of the 43’s segments (JudsonOcean and Ocean-Geneva/San Jose) in the BPS Area, thus the DSEIR reinterprets the MUNI
4-minute lateness standard to allow the Project itself to independently contribute an additional 4
minutes of transit delay before the Project's impact "might" be considered significant. This is an
invalid, flawed analysis of acceptable transit delays. The FSEIR must recalculate transit delays
validly.
Allowance of a 4-minute Reservoir-related Transit Delay threshold of significance would also
violate the City’s Transit First Policy.
NOVEMBER 12, 2018 SCOPING LETTER
Included in this letter as Attachment 1 is the November 12, 2018 Scoping Letter submitted for
this Project. Many of these issues were not addressed in the DSEIR. These comments should
all be addressed during the preparation of the FSEIR.

28

ADDITIONAL COMMENTS
The following additional comments regarding the DSEIR are submitted for your consideration.
The DSEIR must consider the option of using this public land to build 100% affordable
housing
The DSEIR states the need to “Develop the reservoir in a manner that will best benefit the
neighborhood, the city, and the region as a whole.
San Francisco is woefully behind in creation of affordable housing, and yet, this DSEIR does not
study or offer the option of dedicating this publicly owned property to affordable housing only. It
does not even consider the recommended option of its own PEIR of 500 housing units for the
lower Balboa Reservoir dedicated to those earning less than 120 percent of median area
income.
Instead it accepts the premise of creating market rate housing in order to obtain affordable
housing without exploring possible funding for a greater number of affordable units, without the
market rate housing—which would be have a smaller environmental impact to the areas already
identified: noise, air quality and transportation.
One of the greatest obstacles to building affordable housing is the price of land. In San
Francisco this obstacle is even more formidable than in other areas of the country. The City of
San Francisco already owns this parcel, so why is the City of San Francisco planning to sell
11
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public land that it already owns to a private developer that will build mostly market rate housing
in a neighborhood where affordable housing makes more sense?

29 (cont.)

Policy 4.5.1 in the Balbo Park Station Area Plan says that when offering public land for
development, first consideration should be given by these agencies to the development of
housing affordable to individuals or families making less than 120 percent of the area median
income.
The DSEIR is inadequate because it fails to consider the impacts on the public service of City
College of San Francisco.

30

The Reservoir Project will have an adverse impact on higher public educational services offered
by City College. According to a City College Ocean Campus Survey of City College students
and workers conducted in May 2016, 45.7% commuted by car. Inside Higher Ed reported on a
survey that detailed Community College students’ challenges. The researcher said, “The
biggest surprise we had was parking [rated at #5]. This is a big issue for them because of
personal schedules or work schedules.”
Hence, the elimination of over 1,000 student parking spaces by the Reservoir development
without first putting viable alternatives into place will limit students’ access to higher education
services offered by City College.
The impact on gig-working part-time Instructors who have to travel between multiple community
college sites must also be considered.
The DSEIR says: "… it would be speculative to conclude that the loss of parking would lead to
substantial adverse impacts..." and concludes that loss of parking for City College would be
"less than significant, and no mitigation measures are necessary." Yet the DSEIR itself relies on
the speculation that "likely, the shortfall in parking supply would cause some drivers to shift to
another mode of travel, others to rearrange their schedule to travel at other times of day..." It
avoids assessing the possibility that students might not be able to continue attending City
College.

31

The DSEIR notes that the City College TDM/Sustainability Plan has a performance objective to
reduce automobile trips, with which the removal of parking at the project site would not conflict.
This is a moot point. Just because the DSEIR does not conflict with the TDM/Sustainability Plan
does not mean the project has no impact on the public service of City College. There is no
evidence that TDM would resolve the effects of lost student parking on student access to higher
education.
Although New Public Resources Code Section 21099 exempts parking adequacy as a CEQA
impact, it does not exempt the secondary impact on City College’s ability to provide public
higher educational services. It is erroneous to extend 21099's parking exemption onto the
elimination of the public benefit of providing access to higher education.

32

The Reservoir Project’s elimination of the baseline environmental setting of the 1,000-space
student parking lot without first ensuring viable alternatives will have the undesirable effect of
limiting students’ access to higher education services offered by City College.
The DSEIR must consider the impact of increasing the number of units from the original
recommendation in the PEIR
12
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The Reservoir Project’s two options are for 1,100 units and for 1,550 units. The Balboa Park
Station PEIR’s Housing option for the Reservoir referred to 425-500 units. From the 425-500
units indicated in the PEIR to the 1,100-1,550 units indicated in the Draft SEIR constitutes an
increase of 109.9% to 264.7% over and above the Balboa Park Station PEIR.

33 (cont.)

The increased number of units between the BPS Program EIR to the Reservoir Subsequent EIR
constitutes “substantial unplanned growth.”
The DSEIR must consider the impact of market-rate units in working-class
neighborhoods

34

The Draft SEIR also does not consider or compare the potential for gentrification impacts to the
residents of the Ingleside, the neighborhood located across Ocean Avenue from the proposed
development. A development solely devoted to affordable housing would better blend with the
residents of this working class neighborhood. The proposed development of mostly market rate
units leaves these residents vulnerable to displacement due to gentrification. The adjacent
neighborhood, Excelsior, is also a working class neighborhood vulnerable to displacement due
to gentrification.
The DSEIR must consider the possibility of using this public land to build dedicated
educator housing

35

Since approval of the PEIR the City of San Francisco has also identified a great need for
housing dedicated to educators. The lower Balboa Reservoir is surrounded by schools whose
teachers would be able to walk to work if they lived there.
The DSEIR must consider the impact of the change of zoning
The proposed zoning change from P (Public) to Reservoir Special Use District constitutes a
qualitative change of land use from PUBLIC to PRIVATE. This is being done under the aegis of
“affordable housing” when, in reality, most of the units will be market-rate housing.
The DSEIR must consider the option of leaving open space
The Balboa Reservoir is currently open space that allows for vistas of the Pacific Ocean to the
Farralones from the CCSF Science Building. The BPS Area Plan contains a Streets and Open
Space Element. Why is this consideration left out?

The DSEIR must consider the impact of reduced parking without first putting viable
transportation options in place
According to a CCSF Ocean Campus Survey of CCSF students and workers conducted in May
2016, 45.7% commuted by car. City College is a commuter school.
13
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The goal of increasing ridership levels on the nearby public transportation services is laudable
but not realistic. Both MUNI and BART have problems with capacity. They have more riders
than they can handle. Regular riders of the 43 and 29 will be able to recount stories of crowded
conditions and being passed up by buses. New Reservoir residents will only aggravate
unreliable service on public transit.

38 (cont.)

Although reducing car usage in general is a commendable goal, the Reservoir Project’s
elimination of the baseline environmental setting of the 1,000-space student parking lot will have
the undesirable effect of discouraging enrollment at City College.
The DSEIR must consider the impact of costs incurred to CCSF

39

The proposed Reservoir development has forced City College to include in its Facilities Master
Plan 2-3 new parking structures to make up for the loss of existing parking in the PUC
Reservoir. This secondary impact must be addressed.
The project has already cost the college. The original PAEC (Performing Arts Education Center)
is going through a major re-design to accommodate the loss of parking.
The DSEIR must consider the option of leaving open space

40

The BPSAP contains a Streets and Open Space Element. Why is this left out?
The DSEIR must consider the impact of creating a nuisance

41

The Land Use Framework adopted by the Public Utilities Commission in 2012 (PUC Resolution
12-0044) states that Land may be sold or transferred when….
Use of the land sold is not to result in activities creating a nuisance.
Given the limited street parking in the surrounding neighborhoods, and the fact that the main
ingress/egress to the Reservoir Housing project will be Kahlo Way, the 1100-1550 unit Balboa
Reservoir Project will result in creating a substantial traffic and parking nuisance.
Conclusion
The Balboa Reservoir Project will significantly impact City College of San Francisco and the
surrounding neighborhoods. Your preparation of the Final Environmental Impact Report should
assure that any project on this land will both benefit the community as well as not harm the
environment or community.
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Thank you for considering the foregoing issues. Please continue to keep me informed by email
of all documents and notices regarding this project.

Sincerely,
Jean B Barish, Esq., MS
jeanbbarish@hotmail.com
415-752-0185
cc:

San Francisco Board of Supervisors
City College of San Francisco Board of Trustees
San Francisco MTA Board of Directors
San Francisco Planning Commission
San Francisco Public Utilities Commission
San Francisco Office of Workforce and Economic Development
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5758 Geary Boulevard, #341
San Francisco, CA 94121
jeanbbarish@hotmail.com
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Via Electronic Mail
November 12, 2018
Jeanie Poling
San Francisco Planning Department
1650 Mission Street, Suite 400
San Francisco, CA 94103
Re:

Balboa Reservoir Project
EIR Case No. 2018-007883ENV
Scoping Requests

Dear Ms. Poling:
Thank you for the opportunity to submit comments regarding the environmental review for the
referenced project. Following are requests for your consideration during the Environmental
Impact Report process.
Introduction
The proposed Balboa Reservoir Project (the “Project”) would be a large housing development
built on approximately 17 acres of land adjoining City College of San Francisco, Riordan High
School, the Westwood Park neighborhood, and Ocean Avenue. According to the Planning
Department’s October 10, 2010 Notice of Preparation, this project could have up to 1,550
dwelling units. It will also include community space, retail space, and no more than 750 public
parking spaces, almost half as many parking spaces now available. Buildings could be up to 88
feet tall.
Following are the Project impacts that should be studied in the Environmental Impact Report:
Transportation/Traffic Impacts
The Project will significantly impact transportation and traffic in the neighborhood. The EIR
should include a comprehensive traffic study of trip generation and parking supply, and evaluate
the indirect and cumulative impact of the Project on transportation and traffic impacts on the
people living in and traveling to both the Project as well as City College of San Francisco. The
EIR should consider these impacts on lower income students who likely reside further away and
must use automobiles. This study should also include the impact of increased traffic on
congestion and parking in the neighborhoods impacted by the Project.
Jeanie Poling
November 12, 2018
Page 2

17

SF Planning Dept., Attn. J. Poling, Case No. 2018-007883ENV
Balboa Reservoir Project, DSEIR Comments

I-Barish3

Transportation Demand Management - The Notice of Preparation states that: “The proposed
project would include a transportation demand management (TDM) program that would
implement measures to reduce vehicle trips and encourage sustainable modes of
transportation. TDM measures may include both physical (e.g., bicycle and carshare parking)
and programmatic (e.g., incentives).” (Oct. 10, 2018 NOP, p. 20)
In a December 31, 2017, memo to the Commissioners of the SF County Transportation
Authority Supervisor Norman Yee stated: ”The TDM Framework is a first step in planning TDM
efforts for the Balboa Area. As the Reservoir developer and City College begin to draft
implementable plans, community input will continue to play a significant role. Transportation and
TDM will be discussed in ongoing public meetings for the City College Facilities Master Plan,
Balboa Reservoir and other Community Advisory Committees. Only after further public
engagement and exploration of TDM programs will the Reservoir developer and City College
draft more detailed, implementable TDM plans.”
Accordingly, the EIR must include a completed TDM, and a Draft EIR should not be circulated
until this completed TDM has been incorporated into the EIR.
MTA and BART Impacts - The Project will significantly alter the demand for public transit in the
area. This is especially true since up to 1,500 student parking spaces may be lost. The EIR
should study the following impacts on public transit:
•
•
•

The impact of road changes on the reliability and frequency in the neighborhood of all
bus and streetcar lines servicing the neighborhood
The impact of increased demand on BART
The impact of changes proposed in the City College Facilities Master Plan on transit
reliability and frequency

Additional Impacts - The EIR should also study the following transportation and traffic impacts:
•
•
•
•
•

The impact of the City College of San Francisco Facilities Master Plan on traffic and
transportation in areas adjoining the Project
The impact of the Project on increased traffic from ride sharing companies such as Uber
and Lyft
The impact of the Project on access of emergency vehicles, such as fire trucks and
ambulances, in the neighborhood
The impact of the Project on pedestrian, bicycle, and other alternative modes of
transportation
The impact of the Project on traffic congestion in the neighborhood

Jeanie Poling
November 12, 2018
Page 3

Community Resources
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Impact of Reduced Parking on CCSF - The Project will significantly reduce parking for City
College of San Francisco students, faculty, and staff. Additionally, it is expected that parking
fees in a replacement parking structure will be more expensive. The EIR should study the
impacts of this reduced parking and increased cost on:
•
•
•

student enrollment at City College of San Francisco, especially the impact on lower
income students
faculty employment at City College of San Francisco
staff employment at City College of San Francisco

Project Impact on the Performing Arts Education Center - City College of San Francisco is
planning to construct a Performing Arts Education Center (PAEC) on property adjoining the
Project. The EIR should study the impact of the Project on:
•
•
•
•

The commencement of the construction of the PAEC
The completion of the construction of the PAEC
The location of the PAEC
The availability of parking for the PAEC

Additional impacts – The EIR should study the following additional impacts on community
resources
•
•
•
•
•

The impact of the Project on the City College of San Francisco Facilities Master Plan
The impact of increased retail on the Project site on retail businesses in the surrounding
neighborhoods
The impact of Project construction activities on the surrounding neighborhoods
The impact of significantly increasing market-rate housing on the cost of housing in the
adjoining neighborhoods, especially housing for minorities, low-income, elderly,
disabled, transit-dependent and other interest groups
The impact of a large, market-rate housing project on the character and stability of the
surrounding neighborhoods

Hydrology and Water Quality – The EIR should study the following impacts on hydrology and
water quality:
The impact on the availability of potable water, especially during emergencies and
natural disasters
• The impact on the availability of emergency water for fighting fires during natural
disasters such as earthquakes
• The impact of increased demand for water on the groundwater supply
• The impact of increased demand of stormwater runoff
Jeanie Poling
November 18, 2018
Page 4
•
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Cultural Resources
In 1995, Westwood Park became San Francisco’s only Residential Character District, providing
the neighborhood with protection for its architectural integrity. The Project does not conform to
the density or height of the neighborhood. The EIR should study how the Project will impact the
character of the neighborhood, especially the Residential Character of Westwood Park and any
other neighborhoods or homes that have an historical designation.
Public Services - The EIR should study the following impacts on public services:
•
•
•
•

The impact of the Project on the supply of water during an emergency such as an
earthquake or fire
The impact of the Project on enrollment at City College of San Francisco
The impact of the Project on the availability of adequate access to K-12 education in the
neighborhood
The impact of the Project on the availability of adequate access to police, fire protection,
public libraries, post offices, and other public services in the neighborhood

Air Quality – The EIR should study the following impacts on air quality:
•
•

The impact of increased automobile traffic on air quality in the neighborhood
The impact of construction on air quality in the neighborhood

Alternative Projects
Additional Housing Option - The Notice of Preparation identifies two options for the site’s
residential density. One would have 1,100 units and the other would have 1,550 units. The
1,550 unit project, defined as the Additional Housing Option, was never considered by the
Balboa Reservoir Project CAC, which met for approximately two years. Nor was it ever
presented to the general public. It is unclear why a larger project was never publicly considered.
In view of this lack of transparency and due process, the EIR should defer the review of this
project until it has been fully reviewed by the CAC and other members of the public.
The EIR should also study several alternative projects.
No Build Alternative - The EIR should study a No Build Alternative. The EIR should review
keeping the land under public or non-profit control rather than allowing a private development
company to purchase it from the SF Public Utilities Commission for their personal gain. A No
Build Alternative would allow the land to continue to be used for any number of public uses,
including the expansion of City College of San Francisco, which has used the land for decades
and which voters have consistently determined should be zoned Public.
Jeanie Poling
November 12, 2018
Page 5
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Additionally, the impact of the No Build Alternative should be considered in light of the
commitment of CCSF and the citizens of San Francisco to building a Performing Arts Education
Center on land adjoining the Project site.
Smaller Project – In view of the significant environmental impacts the Project will have, the EIR
should also study reducing the number of units in the Project to no more than 400 and no more
than 3 floors. A smaller project will be compatible with the surrounding neighborhoods, and will
mitigate many environmental impacts, including but not limited to traffic congestion,
infrastructure problems, and loss of enrollment at City College of San Francisco due to loss of
parking and inadequate public transit.
Attached is an architect’s rendering of a proposed smaller project that the EIR should consider.
100% Affordable Housing – The need for affordable housing in San Francisco is undeniable.
While there has been an increase in the construction of units in San Francisco, most of them
are market rate units which are too expensive for the majority of the people living and working in
San Francisco.
The public land on which the Project will be built should be used to build a development that is
100% affordable. The October 10, 2018 Notice of Preparation addresses the importance of
affordable housing, stating that the Balboa Park Station Area Plan should “prioritize affordable
housing.” (NOP, p. 4)
The EIR should study building 100% affordable housing on the Project land.
Conclusion
The Balboa Reservoir Project will significantly impact City College of San Francisco and the
surrounding neighborhoods. Your preparation of the Environmental Impact Report should
assure that any project on this land will both benefit the community as well as not harm the
environment or community.
Thank you for considering the foregoing issues. Please continue to keep me informed by email
of all documents and notices regarding this project.
Sincerely,
Jean B Barish, Esq., MS
Att
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I-Barnard
From:
To:
Subject:
Date:

Julie Barnard
Fung, Frank (CPC); richhillissf@gmail.com; Melgar, Myrna (CPC); Johnson, Milicent (CPC); Koppel, Joel (CPC);
Moore, Kathrin (CPC); Richards, Dennis (CPC); CPC.BalboaReservoir
Balboa Reservoir Housing Development
Wednesday, September 11, 2019 6:32:17 PM

This message is from outside the City email system. Do not open links or attachments from untrusted
sources.

Dear Planning Commissioners
I work in housing in local government (specifically housing) for the City of South San
Francisco. I understand the complexities and concerns relating to the loss of control by City
Planning Departments due to the passing of legislation such as SB50 and NIMBYism, I also
dont need to explain the details of California (specifically SF's) housing crises.
I urge you to build SF's fair share of market rate housing and specifically affordable housing.
Even providing allowing market rate housing will alleviate pressure on displacement,
evictions and rent escalations for those who cant afford to live in SF. Further, this is an
opportunity to increase the number of BMR units (either as inclusionary housing or as stand
alone buildings).
San Francisco does a great job of providing space for new job creation and should really be
approving and providing equal numbers of new units!
I would also like to remind you that for all those residents who are vocal about opposing
new housing there are many more that are indifferent or supportive of initiatives such as these.
Thanks,
Julie

1

I-Barz
From:
To:
Cc:
Subject:
Date:

Sara Barz
Fung, Frank (CPC); richhillissf@gmail.com; Melgar, Myrna (CPC); Johnson, Milicent (CPC); Koppel, Joel (CPC);
Moore, Kathrin (CPC); Richards, Dennis (CPC); CPC.BalboaReservoir
laura@yimbyaction.org; Safai, Ahsha (BOS)
Yes to housing at Balboa Reservoir
Wednesday, September 11, 2019 8:40:58 PM

This message is from outside the City email system. Do not open links or attachments from untrusted
sources.

Hi,
I am a District 11 resident and neighbor of Balboa Reservoir, and I strongly support adding
1,100 units of housing in place of the parking lot at Balboa Reservoir.
This is absolutely the right choice for our city to make. New residents will help support our
local retail and hopefully bring much needed foot traffic to Ocean Ave and Mission. We
absolutely need to build more housing to address the housing crisis, and that housing should
ideally be built within walking distance from transit stations like Balboa Park BART and
corridors with good Muni access like Ocean Ave. Finally the 50/50 affordability split is an
incredible opportunity to bring in affordable homes for people at risk of displacement in
Ingleside and the Excelsior.
We absolutely need this parking lot to turn into housing. Please support this project.
Thank you,
Sara Barz

-Sara K. Barz
skbarz@gmail.com
+1 (415) 935-0738
LinkedIn | Twitter
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I-Belbin
From:
To:
Subject:
Date:

Charles Belbin
CPC.BalboaReservoir
Parking, parking, parking
Sunday, September 22, 2019 9:09:20 PM

This message is from outside the City email system. Do not open links or attachments from untrusted sources.

        Students work—this is obviously not a residential school, no dorms—and need to get to jobs all over the Bay
Area on time. Schools come with parking lots, it’s part of our car culture and the reality is we’re still in a car
culture.
        Probably the most absurd moment in this fiasco of ignoring student (and faulty who often work several jobs)
need is the survey done at midnight which found little use of the parking lot, duh!
        The community has adjusted to the parking situation of the school for decades but this project will take away
parking and add cars. Does anyone in their right mind imagine that people will buy expensive housing, work in
Silicon Valley and own half a car? That dumps the parking problem on the neighborhood and, as a practical matter,
deprives students of an education.
        Please consider the following points from another concerned citizen..

"An EIR is supposed to give a description of the existing vicinity. Yet the Reservoir EIR Project SEIR's
(Subsequent EIR) description limits it to the Reservoir lot/site itself.
This failure to place CCSF in the description will undermine CCSF's future.
Once the Reservoir Project gets built, the City and developers will establish the Project to be the "baseline existing
condition." And at that point any future CCSF FMP projects will have to answer for CCSF's adverse impacts on the
Reservoir Project.
BOT and Administration need to change its stance of being antagonistic to students, while being servile to the
Reservoir Project. BOT and Administration need step up to defend CCSF interests, instead.
During the accreditation crisis many of us fought diligently to restore the BOT to power. Please don't continue to
disappoint us.
To address the deliberate exclusion of CCSF from the description of the "Existing Setting", I have submitted the
attached written comment. Here are excerpts:
INADEQUACY OF DESCRIPTION OF BASELINE EXISTING SETTING

I had raised the issue of the inadequacy of the Initial Study/SEIR’s description of the Reservoir Project’s baseline
existing condition at the 9/12/2019 Planning Commission meeting. Here, I wish to expand on my allegation.

In an earlier written comment, I had already stated the following:
The Initial Study’s B. PROJECT SETTING states: The project setting and existing site land use characteristics are
provided in SEIR Chapter 2, Project Description.
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Going to the referred Ch.2 Project Description produces this:
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The Initial Study’s B. PROJECT SETTING states: The project setting and existing site land use characteristics are
provided in SEIR Chapter 2, Project Description.
Going to the referred Ch.2 Project Description produces this:
Project Description
2.A Project Overview
The proposed Balboa Reservoir Project is located on a 17.6-acre site in the West of Twin Peaks area
of south central San Francisco (see Figure 2-1, Location Map). The site is north of the Ocean Avenue
commercial district, west of the City College of San Francisco Ocean Campus, east of the Westwood
Park neighborhood, and south of Archbishop Riordan High School. The project site is owned by
the City and County of San Francisco (City) under the jurisdiction of the San Francisco Public Utilities Commission
(SFPUC).
This constitutes the entire description of the Project Setting’s baseline existing condition for the Initial Study/SEIR.

California Code of Regulations Title 14 Section 15125
California Code of Regulations Title 14 Section 15125 contains the requirements for a description of the existing
Environmental Setting in an EIR:
§ 15125 (a) An EIR must include a description of the physical environmental conditions in the vicinity of the
project. This environmental setting will normally constitute the baseline physical conditions by which a lead agency
determines whether an impact is significant. The description of the environmental setting shall be no longer than is
necessary to provide an understanding of the significant effects of the proposed project and its alternatives. The
purpose of this requirement is to give the public and decision makers the most accurate and understandable picture
practically possible of the project's likely near-term and long-term impacts.
In order for the public and decision-makers to acquire the “most accurate and understandable picture possible of the
project’s impacts”, we are left with the SEIR’s 2.A Project Overview contained in Chapter 2, Project Description.
Contrary to § 15125’s requirement for a description of the existing condition “in the vicinity of the project”, SEIR
2.A only provides a description of the project site:
The proposed Balboa Reservoir Project is located on a 17.6-acre site in the West of Twin Peaks area
of south central San Francisco (see Figure 2-1, Location Map). The site is north of the Ocean Avenue
commercial district, west of the City College of San Francisco Ocean Campus, east of the Westwood
Park neighborhood, and south of Archbishop Riordan High School. The project site is owned by
the City and County of San Francisco (City) under the jurisdiction of the San Francisco Public
Utilities Commission (SFPUC).
THIS FAILS § 15125’s REQUIREMENT FOR A DESCRIPTION OF THE AFFECTED VICINITY.
requirement
14 CCR 15125 also has another relevant requirement. It has a requirement that an EIR adequately investigate
environmental resources that are unique and would be affected:
§ 15125 (c) Knowledge of the regional setting is critical to the assessment of environmental impacts. Special
emphasis should be placed on environmental resources that are rare or unique to that region and would be affected
by the project. The EIR must demonstrate that the significant environmental impacts of the proposed project were
adequately investigated and discussed and it must permit the significant effects of the project to be considered in the
full environmental context.
City College is a universally recognized and unique treasure of the San Francisco Bay Area. It is an Appendix G
CEQA Environmental Checklist Environmental Factor in the category of Public Services. And although having
been repeatedly brought up by the public throughout the “public engagement process”, the SEIR fails to adequately
address impacts on CCSF and other schools in the “full environmental context.”
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I have attached a 2015 submission by the Save CCSF Coalition to the City Team (OEWD/Planning) and Reservoir
CAC. Excerpt

2 (cont.)

Subject:      Input for planning – CCSF must be considered
Comments:
CCSF is the central educational, economic, cultural focus of the neighborhood. Any planning and development at
the PUC's west reservoir site cannot be allowed to impact CCSF negatively, whether it's in relation to the need for
parking for students, faculty and staff; or the needs of PAEC.
Current Balboa Reservoir planning is focused on discouraging private auto use by making parking difficult and
more expensive. This goal has the side effect of discouraging enrollment and attendance.   Such a policy would only
result in shifting car usage to other schools where parking is easier, or causing students to drop out!
Planning documents presented to date make inadequate evaluation of cumulative impacts and fail to account for
past, present and reasonably foreseeable projects by completely ignoring the PAEC!
THE DSEIR FAILS TO ADEQUATELY EXAMINE IMPACTS ON CITY COLLEGE AND OTHER SCHOOLS,
IN VIOLATION OF § 15125 (c).”
Charles Belbin
Retired CCSF Faculty
Neighborhood resident
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I-Bernstein2
From:
To:
Subject:
Date:

Harry Bernstein
Poling, Jeanie (CPC)
Re: Balboa Reservoir EIR
Sunday, August 11, 2019 11:25:43 AM

This message is from outside the City email system. Do not open links or attachments from untrusted
sources.

Thank you.
My mailing address is 235 Byxbee Street
San Francisco, CA 94132
Can you tell me, is this report going to be an original EIR or will it be based on some other
EIR that's been done elsewhere in the immediate area?
Thanks again,
Harry Bernstein
-----------On Tuesday, June 11, 2019, 12:45:10 PM PDT, Poling, Jeanie (CPC) <jeanie.poling@sfgov.org>
wrote:

Hello Mr. Bernstein,

I understand you requested that we send you a hard copy of the draft EIR when it’s published. Please
send me your mailing address.

Thank you.
Jeanie Poling
Senior Environmental Planner

San Francisco Planning Department
1650 Mission Street, Suite 400 San Francisco, CA 94103
Direct: 415.575.9072 | www.sfplanning.org
San Francisco Property Information Map

I will be out of the office Wednesday, June 12th through Monday, June 17th and will not be checking
email.
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I-Bernstein3
From:
To:
Subject:
Date:
Attachments:

Harry Bernstein
CPC.BalboaReservoir
Fw: photo selected for cover of draft SEIR is misleading
Monday, September 23, 2019 2:14:10 AM
photo selected for cover of draft SEIR is misleading.pdf

This message is from outside the City email system. Do not open links or attachments from untrusted
sources.

to Jeanie Poling, Senior Planner
I restate here the initial text of the comment submitted as an attachment.

The cover image for the Draft SEIR of the Balboa Reservoir Project,
case no. 12018-007883ENV, shows a large and nearly empty lot and
thus does not fairly represent the actual usage
of the Lower Reservoir site when City College is in session.
To support this contention, I append the following newspaper story
from the Guardsman newspaper (CCSF) from September 13, 2017 titled
“Parking crisis raises Balboa Reservoir Project concerns.”
The story was written by Bethaney Lee; photo credits for Otto Pippenger.

Submitted by Harry Bernstein
riquerique@yahoo.com
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I-Bernstein4
From:
To:
Subject:
Date:

Harry Bernstein
CPC.BalboaReservoir
comments on the Balboa Reservoir Project, Case No. 2018-007883ENV (for SF Planning)
Monday, September 23, 2019 8:08:40 AM

This message is from outside the City email system. Do not open links or attachments from untrusted
sources.

Hello, Ms. Poling
I would like to address several inadequacies of the draft SEIR, partly in relation to
the PEIR
Objective 1.4 of the Balboa Park Station Area Plan, regarding Land Use--

1

“This Plan encourages the owners of this site-to develop the reservoir in a
manner that will best benefit the neighborhood, the city, and even the region as
a whole.”
Housing is one recommendation, along with this excerpt from the Streets and
Open Space Element of the Balboa Park Area Station Plan, p. 30:
“A number of open spaces are proposed in the plan area, including the Phelan
Loop Plaza, the Geneva Plaza, open space associated with the proposed
freeway deck, Brighton Avenue, the Library playground and the proposed
Balboa Reservoir open space.
=========
Policy 4.5.1 in the Balboa Park Station Area Plan (or PEIR) says that when
offering public land for development, first consideration should be given by
such public agencies making the land available for the development of housing
affordable to individuals or families making less than 120 percent of the area
median income. This is a very low priority for the current development. Selling
the valuable asset of publicly owned land is not the only or best option.
The Draft SEIR must consider the possibility of using this public land to build
dedicated educator housing. This is an option that has begun to be explored
more fully since the current Balboa Reservoir project was initiated just a few
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years ago.

2 (cont.)

-------------One of the greatest inadequacies of the Draft SEIR is that it is obligated to
3
define existing conditions, not only at the site of the proposed development but
also in the vicinity. The description is limited to the physical location and the
perimeters of the lover Balboa Reservoir lot. It fails to mention that except for
the approximately two years when the Reservoir site was excavated for the
purpose of creating a possible reservoir (1956-1958), the land was used by City
College since 1946—
From September 13, 1946 to 1954, the College occupied for the site, taking
over the former WAVES barracks—this was called West Campus.
After being evicted over the years 1954-55, enabling a move to the newly built
classroom, Cloud Hall, the existing facilities were razed and the Reservoir site
was prepared. Parking was made available to City College again starting in
1958, first in one of the two Reservoir basins and later in both. City College
spent considerable money raising the level of what is today the upper Reservoir
site and eventually secured ownership of its 10+ acres in a land swap from the
Public Utilities Commission. So this historic use of the site, and the impact of
its loss should not be ignored in this planning process. More on this further
below.
==============
I feel that I cannot do better than quote another prior submission regarding the
inadequacy of addressing the impact on public services in the vicinity of the
Balboa Reservoir site—and public services significantly includes area schools.
“On page 7 of the ESA Scope of Work, under "Task 4. Administrative Draft
Initial Study-1", the only mention of impact on schools is: "The public services
section will include a discussion of public school capacity, the findings of the
water supply assessment, and a discussion of the potential need for access to
the SFPUC water/wastewater easement along the south side of the project site.
EP will provide ESA with language regarding public schools..." This merging
of two environmental effects categories of "Utilities and Service Systems" with
"Public Services" is grossly deficient. The evaluation of adverse impacts on
schools should not be legitimately bypassed:
The question, as per item 12a under Public Services is:
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Would the project result in substantial adverse physical impacts associated with 4 (cont.)
the provision of, or the need for, new or physically altered governmental
facilities, the construction of which could cause significant environmental
impacts, in order to maintain acceptable service ratios, response times, or other
performance objectives for any public services such as fire protection, police
protection, schools, parks, or other services?
The answer is objectively yes for schools and fire protection from this list.
Although New Public Resources Code Section 21099 exempts parking
adequacy as a CEQA impact, it does not exempt the secondary impact of
adequate parking on CCSF's public educational service. Student parking, being
the existing condition and setting, cannot be bypassed by extending 21099's
parking exemption onto the elimination of the public benefit of providing
access to a commuter college.
That is the end of my current comments.
Harry Bernstein
San Francisco
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From:
To:
Subject:
Date:

Harry Bernstein
CPC.BalboaReservoir
additional comments on the Balboa Reservoir Project, Case No. 2018-007883ENV (for SF Planning)
Monday, September 23, 2019 4:56:52 PM

This message is from outside the City email system. Do not open links or attachments from untrusted
sources.

Hello, Ms. Poling
From what I am reading in and about the draft SEIR, the document does not address the impact
of the development on City College. Already mentioned was that
1) there’s little acknowledgement of the effect of the development on City College as well as other
nearby schools in terms of public services or
2) recognition of the College’s long-term use of the lower Balboa Reservoir—the proposed
development site—since 1946, as either part of the campus (“West Campus”) and the 60+ years
that the Lower Reservoir site has been used by students as a parking lot. Other factors are impacts
on air quality and more pollution during construction.
3) The loss of parking in the Lower Reservoir lot is likely to have a significant impact on access to
education, especially for those individuals who are tightly scheduled because they are working,
going to school and perhaps having additional family responsibilities besides. That is, the loss of
approximately 1000 spaces from the Lower Reservoir site will make it harder for many such
people to get to the school in a timely manner. Even now many faculty members mention the
difficulty that their students often have early in the semester getting to class on time because of
traffic backing up and fewer spaces available, and those quite often located in the most distant
lots.
4) Also related to access is further traffic congestion. Circulation and congestion would be worse
than they are today because of the impact of the approximately 2500-3000 additional people, the
access to the development through only to entrances, one coinciding with the road just south of
Riordan High School—unless this is reconfigured—and the other via the extension of Lee
Avenue. The interference of a through Lee Street extension with the operations of Whole Foods
egress could become quite a serious problem. The extra cars and people from the development
will likely make traffic on Ocean Avenue considerably worse. The impact that the extra traffic
would have on buses—one of the common means of reaching the College (other than BART) is
expected to be serious. A local retired bus driver has explained that a bus being late on one time
point by four minutes results in a serious schedule problem. But for the no. 43 bus, the only bus
running on Frida Kahlo Way, the delay anticipated is more like 12 minutes, not four minutes. This
would affect other lines that cross the path of the 43 bus or connect with it. And as for Ocean
Avenue, it currently has a number of lines passing within 1-2 blocks of the College—nos. 8, 29,
49 and K.
5) The question of having a shuttle provided for City College students and others needing access
for that last mile from the BART station has been raised repeatedly at public meetings, such as the
Balboa Reservoir CAC. The idea has consistently met with resistance. It’s not considered to be a
bad idea per se, but it appears to be a financial challenge. Representatives from the City and from
the developer have dutifully written the suggestion on white boards but have never embraced it or
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advocated it. YET THERE HAS TO BE MITIGATION FOR THE IMPACTS ON THE
EXISTING CONDITION OF ESSENTIAL PARKING FOR STUDENTS AND FACULTY
—for parking which may become unavailable due to a housing development. If there is a
development, there will be impacts and consequences which can’t just be ignored.

6 (cont.)

--------------------------------Another part of the story not yet mentioned is the long promised Performing Arts Education
Center (PAEC) at City College, which has been something of a political football. It was a strong
component of the last two successful bond measures at the College—in 2001 and 2005—and is
essential for the Music and Theatre Arts programs but also for the College as a whole. This
project was shovel-ready in October, 2012, but final discussion about it was postponed and in less
than a year, during a State takeover initiated in July, 2013, was abruptly canceled by the Special
Trustee with Extraordinary Power. Some have doubted the legality of this takeover but the
College community is still living with the consequences therefrom. That is why the future of the
PAEC is still a current issue. Until about 2014, there was no doubt that the PAEC would
eventually be built and that the majority of the parking for it would be in the Lower Reservoir lot.
Trustees, when asked about their backup plan (in the event that the Lower Reservoir lot was sold
or became otherwise unavailable) and seemed to say that they didn’t know they needed such a
plan. The Facilities Master Plan, which has had some interference from City agencies, has been
inconsistent in pushing for the timely completion of the PAEC. After returning to power, the
Board of Trustees once again advocated strongly for the PAEC’s completion starting in 2016.
City/City College meetings about land use, sometimes referred to as the City/City College
Consortium have kept track of any progress on plans for the PAEC, and also on the Education
Master Plan and Facilities Master Plan. (The former Mayor of San Francisco was in consultation
with the State Chancellor of the College system at the time that the College was taken over by the
State and did not oppose the maneuvers as he should have been willing to do.)
The PAEC is needed, partly because at present City College is an incomplete campus, lacking an
auditorium as it does. This is an accreditation issue, but it has been so for more than 50 years.
Plans for the College to complete the PAEC appear to be unclear, but the construction should
begin before any housing development is approved. With or without the PAEC, it remains clear
that a development of 1100 units or more is a threat to the survival of the College as presently
constituted. That is one of the reasons that some have urged either to reduce the number of units
of a projected Balboa Reservoir development—instead having 800 units or less, with greater
emphasis on gardens and open space. The other option, even though rather peremptorily
dismissed in the Draft SEIR, is to have the land transferred to the College, thereby retaining it as
public land. At that point, modest plans might be made for some faculty or student housing
without overwhelming the neighborhood or interfering significantly with traffic or parking—due
to the smaller scope of the project. But this would have to be determined later.
Thank you.
Harry Bernstein
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I-Bieringer3
From:
To:
Subject:
Date:

Garry Bieringer
CPC.BalboaReservoir
Balboa Reservoir Subsequent EIR
Friday, August 16, 2019 12:11:19 PM

This message is from outside the City email system. Do not open links or attachments from untrusted
sources.

Dear Ms. Poling, I live 3 blocks from the proposed Balboa Housing Project on the PUC
owned parking lot at CCSF. The other day I was walking my dog there andI saw, taped to a
circular light pole, a notice of a hearing for this project but it was extremely difficult to read
because the poster was wrapped around the light pole. I have 2 questions for you:
1) Is it possible for you to send me, as an attachment, this notice so I can review it? and
2) The notice did say a 'subsequent EIR'. What is it subsequent to? Does this current analysis
take the place of a previous EIR? What is the relationship between the previous one and this
subsequent one?
Thank you in advance for your answers.
Sincerely,
Garry Bieringer
garryjbieringer@gmail.com
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From:
To:
Cc:
Subject:
Date:

Garry Bieringer
CPC.BalboaReservoir
Garry Bieringer
DSEIR Feedback
Monday, September 23, 2019 2:06:05 PM

This message is from outside the City email system. Do not open links or attachments from untrusted
sources.

I am writing to give the planning comomission my feedback regarding the DSEIR about the
massive proposed housing on the south Balboa Reservoir. I have lived near the proposed
project for the past 40 years (since 1979) and I am appalled that the Planning Departmenti is
even considering this project.
I first found out about this project while walking my dog in the proposed housing area, and
saw a planning notice wrapped around a light pole. I tried to read the notice but had to keep
walking around and around the pole and kept losing my place. I finally got a name and phone
number from the planning dept. and i called to complain about this placement, The notice was
clearly intended to make it very challenging, if not impossible, for anyone to read and showed
extreme insensitivity thwards the community most impacted by this proposed housing
development. This was a harbinger of things to come!
When I finally picked up a copy of o the SDEIR and read through it, I was appalled at how
this document minimized all the problems this would cause the community and the 2 large
educational institutions closest to this proposed housing: CCSF and Riordan High School.
The routes laid out for the trucks (several estimated to be 20 trucks/hr), via the north access
road (right off Frieda Kecko way (formerly Phelan Ave.) would cause years of distruption to
of us that must drive, walk, or use MUNI down this street and will provide massive noise
pollution along with air pollution. Using Lee Avenue would totally block traffic on Ocean
Ave., and there is a very large children's climbing structure about 50 yards from the proposed
Lee Ave. Route. There is no way we can have children climbing on that structure with all the
trucks whizzing by so closely.
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The above are only a few of my concern. Many of my neighbors, who are much more familiar
with reading these types of planning reports, have written to you with several specifics which
point out how this plan ignores the community and schools impacted. The use of o the term
'mitigated' and then 'waivers may be requested' indicate that there will be NO accomodations
made for this project.
The proposed housing project is currentlly public land. PUBLIC LAND SHOULD BE USED
EXCLUSIVELY FOR THE PUBLIC!!!, and not for the bennefit of private
corporations/developers.
I strongly urge the Planning Commission to adopt recommoendation A, which is to scrap the
entire projoect, and then go back to the drawing board and propose a smaller scale
development to be exclusively for San Francisco public school educators, CCSF Educators,
and CCSF stsudents. A smaller housing development like this will keep the land for public use
and will tremendoully help those most impacated by the high cost of SF housing and it will
help those who are contributing to the betterment of San Francisco.
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Your proposed project is not designed for affordability. It will not help the housing shortage
for lower income working San Franciscans. It will line the pocksst of rich developers while
crushing 2 outstanding educational insstitutions and destroying the vitality of this
community.

3 (cont.)

Please adopt Alternative A.

4

Sincerely,
Garry Bieringer

I-Burggraf
From:
To:
Cc:
Subject:
Date:

alex Burggraf
Poling, Jeanie (CPC)
CPC.BalboaReservoir
Balboa Reservoir DEIR comments
Monday, September 23, 2019 4:56:43 PM

Dear Ms. Poling,
You have received a written comment via Email from Michael Ahrens and the Board of the
Westwood Park Association in parallel. I am a resident of Westwood Park as well (in the 1300
Plymouth block) and I wholeheartedly agree and concur with all the comments made by the
WPA board, especially with the comments made by other residents (Exhibit 5 and
6 respectively attached to the WPA comments).
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In general, I think that a lot of the infrastructural impact (parking, traffic, noise during
construction) on the neighborhood of the project - especially Westwood Park - is either not
adequately addressed or drastically underestimated in the DEIR. I especially agree with my
neighbors on statements made in regards to traffic up and down on Plymouth Avenue already
3
nowadays, which is a narrow street, with not a lot of open parking spots already and certainly
not "sufficient opportunities to pull street parking spaces over into available on or driveway
curb cuts", as mentioned in the DSEIR (page 6-37).
There are several incidents per week - occasionally per day - already where cars get stuck,
because they cannot get out of each others way, subsequently stalling traffic both ways. This is
already today's situation, that would just worsen with any alternative of the project (besides A:
No Project). Parking and traffic on Plymouth Avenue - and all surrounding streets of the
planned project - would increase tremendously, depending on the picked alternative, but
especially, if San Ramon Way would be opened up, even just for pedestrian traffic, which
would make parking in Westwood Park even more attractive to people wanting and needing
parking and quick access to the new development.
Please provide evidence that backs up your statement that any project alternative - especially
Alternative C (San Ramon Way Passenger Vehicle) would have a "less-than-significant
impact", as my impression is to the contrary, namely that any project alternative (other than A)
would have a stark impact in terms of parking and traffic on the whole surrounding
neighborhood, specifically Westwood Park.
I also want to express the concern that the aesthetic effects of the proposed development,
4
including height of buildings compared to surrounding areas, is gravely underestimated and
downplayed, especially considering that Westwook Park has been declared a "Residental
Character District" by the Board of Supervisors.
Best Regards,
alex Burggraf
WestWood Park / Plymouth Avenue resident since 2006
On September 23, 2019 at 9:56 AM, "Poling, Jeanie (CPC)" <jeanie.poling@sfgov.org>
wrote:
Hello Alex,
The DEIR is available electronically at https://sfplanning.org/environmental-reviewdocuments. Select review category “Environmental Impact Reports and Negative
Declarations,” the “Apply,” and the search for “balboa.” Please note that the deadline
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for public comments on the document is today at 5:00 pm. You may submit your
comments to CPC.BalboaReservoir@sfgov.org or to me.
Thanks,
Jeanie Poling
Senior Environmental Planner

San Francisco Planning Department
1650 Mission Street, Suite 400 San Francisco, CA 94103
Direct: 415.575.9072 | www.sfplanning.org
San Francisco Property Information Map

From: zwalex@icloud.com <zwalex@icloud.com>
Sent: Sunday, September 22, 2019 12:05 PM
To: Poling, Jeanie (CPC) <jeanie.poling@sfgov.org>
Subject: Balboa Reservoir DEIR
This message is from outside the City email system. Do not open links or attachments from
untrusted sources.

Dear Ms. Poling,
I am here with requesting an electronic copy of the Balboa Reservoir DEIR.
Thanks and a Est Regards,
alex
thumbed while mobile...

I-Button
From:
To:
Subject:
Date:

Gary Button
Fung, Frank (CPC); richhillissf@gmail.com; Melgar, Myrna (CPC); Johnson, Milicent (CPC); Koppel, Joel (CPC);
Moore, Kathrin (CPC); Richards, Dennis (CPC); CPC.BalboaReservoir
Public Comment on the Balboa Reservoir Project
Thursday, September 12, 2019 10:49:27 AM

This message is from outside the City email system. Do not open links or attachments from untrusted
sources.

Dear SF planning commission,
My name is Gary and I live in the 94112 area code in Balboa Park. I wanted to let you
know that I am pro the building at Balboa Reservoir because I think that San
Francisco needs more housing. There are people that will always disagree with how
things are done but we need to be urgent about the housing shortage and this project
seems like a good step.
Thank you for your consideration,
Gary
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I-Ciabattoni
From:
To:
Subject:
Date:

Kathleen Ciabattoni
CPC.BalboaReservoir
50/50 Housing Balboa Reservoir
Thursday, September 12, 2019 11:52:07 AM

This message is from outside the City email system. Do not open links or attachments from untrusted
sources.

Dear Planning Commission,
Please support mixed affordable and market rate housing at the BALBOA RESERVOIR site.
My husband and I live in Zip Code 94127 and as such we are very aware of the neighborhood
near the Balboa Reservoir. It is a perfect area for the planned 50/50 new market rate and new
subsidized affordable housing plan. It is near public transit as well as stores and services on
Ocean Avenue. The neighborhood already has new apartment development that is merging
successfully into the community. It is perfect for this development.
We feel it is important to build mixed income housing. We do not need more large public
housing development in SF. Both low income, working people and middle income working
people need housing.
Please approve this project for 50/50 income housing. And move the project along as speedily
as possible.
Thank you for your willingness to plan appropriately for housing in our wonderful city.
Sincerely,
Kathleen and Alger Ciabattoni
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From:
To:
Subject:
Date:

Monica Collins
CPC.BalboaReservoir
Balboa Reservoir Project DSEIR
Wednesday, September 11, 2019 8:16:57 AM

This message is from outside the City email system. Do not open links or attachments from untrusted
sources.

Everyone I know has a different set of reasons for opposing the Balboa Reservoir Project
under the nose of City College. Many focus on the effects to health for young ones, not only
the children at CCSF day care, but CCSF students, exposed to carcinogens and other
calamitous health threats, when young and having decades ahead to become ill and suffer.
Riordan High School is across the street- the students are all teenagers.
Others are concerned with already horrible traffic on one-lane Frida Kahlo Way, on which the
college is situated and on which the proposed large project is to be located, with thousands of
new residents.
Many are upset at the terrible damage that will result to the civic gem that is City College.
Still others observe that there is little about this enormous, for profit development that will
alleviate the housing crisis in a 7 x 7 square mile city or the zooming rents and mortgages.
This push for more for profit development, with a little actually affordable housing as a
sidebar, is also advancing gentrification on steroids. We're becoming a city of wealthy
professionals with a few token elders or poor people remaining and losing our working and
middle classes and our families. People of color are not benefiting from this- few can afford to
remain in the city. For profit development is DRIVING housing inflation.
I cannot help but be appalled by the problems arising from all of these effects of this huge,
horribly situated project.
What brought us to the point that developer money from for profit corporations is all that
matters? When car shaming, wishing away cars, and using Orwellian terms like "transit rich"
stands in for planning, budgeting and spending? When was the last time the people making
these decisions had to punch a clock? Had to worry about being late to work or school?
There are many vacant lots in San Francisco for so many years, no one can remember what
stood on these fenced sites. And even more in Daly City, a few minutes from the county line.
Some are now offered for sale. Besides those, what tax policies drive the hoarding of fallow
land like this? This is a society. We can't do whatever we want with our property. Can't burn
down our house to build a tent on the site to be one with nature. Can't have public nuisances
and hazards on the property. Can't have a cross burning out front. We are governed by laws
intended to protect the commonweal.
If the state can tell us we have no right to limit enormous developments in quiet residential
neighborhoods, the state can manage tax policy to help the housing crisis.
This project would be disastrous for struggling students, for working class residents, for many
people of color and families just squeaking by. In the 1960's our city saw the shameful
bulldozing and development of the Fillmore, now gentrified into the Western Addition.
Countless happy black homeowners saw their beloved Victorian houses bulldozed or run out
of town on rails- literally, and were virtually deported, never to return. Ethnic cleansing.
Bleaching, if you will. Are we doing same to Ocean/ Merced/ Ingleside using public policy
instead of a bulldozer?
As to traffic policy, if we can dignify it with the term "policy", it's not policy deliberately to
ignore traffic prolems or to create worse ones. This is not benign neglect. Car shaming feels
good to the virtuous, I am sure and the effects have been disastrous. There are no provisions to
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get people out of their cars (in order to wait for packed buses to pass them by, one after
1 (cont.)
another. To watch panicked drivers fill intersections hoping the green light will stay green,
only to block the intersections when the light turns red, endangering pedestrians, cyclists,
enraging cross traffic drivers and those waiting. Please keep in mind that bus riders, who are
absolutely above reproach, also pay the price, getting stuck in traffic snarls on Frida Kahlo,
Ocean (these are both horrible already, btw) or nearby. "Forget you" is not traffic planning.
Coming after cars (and who likes the internal combustion engine? NO ONE!) OK, now what
are you going to do to help the situation?
I worked for CCSF for decades. I've seen countless people with little hope get their degrees,
go on to university/ careers/ vocations, to leave welfare and become happy taxpayers. Often
this is their last chance at success. It's why public education is an investment, why CCSF is a
lifeline for so many, and has been for generations. Boost the school, don't attack or undermine
it. The day any of us concerned here have to live in an adjoining town, far from transit, and
drop off a pre schooler in one spot and a 7 year old student in another, have to have two jobs
to manage, or to struggle to pay the bills on public assistance, to follow an academic or
vocational course of study as a commuting working parent, by all means, let's talk! You can
help these people or you can doom their dreams with callous and short sighted disregard for
their situation, and for the well being of the school, the neighborhood, and our beloved city.
Please do your jobs and say no to this horribly misbegotten, for-profit calamity. There are lots
of other and better sites to develop, and there is the money for subsidized housing in the city
budget from the ubiquitous projects we see all over. It's a matter of priorities. Don't poor
mouth people who need your help because they aren't developers brandishing big bucks. Some
things are about more than just short sighted things like this mistake of a development.
Please excuse poor editing- it's hard to edit when you are dealing with countless points like we
enumerate against this ill thought out, misbegotten development!
Thank you.
Monica Collins, former CCSF staffer, 94112 resident.
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From:
To:
Subject:
Date:

Monica Collins
Poling, Jeanie (CPC)
Balboa Reservoir SEIR
Sunday, September 22, 2019 11:40:05 AM

This message is from outside the City email system. Do not open links or attachments from untrusted
sources.

Hello. Am writing to support alternative housing projects NOT located on Balboa Reservoir.
I hope to enumerate various reasons for this here.
1. There are a lot of vacant, fallow lots not being used. Evidently these are now part of a
passive Real Estate Investment Trust portfolio for folks who don't know they could do better if
paid market rate by developers for building. Daly City is full of blighted vacant lots & closed
businesses. Forward thinking developers have put in nice big apartments and condos literally
minutes from the SF county line, very conveniently located.
2. No one is allowed to do whatever they want with their property. It's a society and we are
strictly governed for the benefit of the commonweal. The benefit of neighbors, and visitors as
well. We are a tourist city.
3. Tourist cities that depend heavily on revenue from visitors shouldn't be encouraging dense
residential clusters or towers that detract enormously from the beauty of the city and create
traffic nightmares. This is why Paris France keeps the beauty in the city- they rely on tourismand keep dense housing developments just outside city limits. Not saying it's all for the best
necessarily, but it's the reason why.
4. Frida Kahlo/ Phelan is a one way street, which like many regular streets in our city, such as
Bernal Cut or Teresita, connect two parts of town. Our city not being flat, doesn't have a lot of
rectangular grid, which means that one street is the one direction to get from one
neighborhood to another.
5. No one wants to have to depend on cars! However we depend on reasonable, viable,
practical alternatives. Muni can be a mess and too many buses zoom by at rush hour. "Road
diets" converting two lanes down to one, create MORE traffic jams that confuse desperate
motorists stuck in traffic, filling up crosswalks, endangering pedestrians and cyclists. You'd
punish the wrong people and create angry cross traffic that can't move, and more calamityies
6. Buses are full of wonderful environmentally conscience non drivers who also get stuck in
horrid traffic. Don't punish them!
7. Low income CCSF students include many parents of two kids, one in day care, another
miles away in school, two jobs, an academic course of study or a vacational one at the college.
BART doesn't serve all of them, most- even the commuters- aren't on a BART line or within
walking distance. BART fares are quite high for adults.
8. Harming these students by impacting/ threatening/ replacing that admittedly ugly and retro
parking lot is a huge mistake. I've seen countless grads go from welfare to being happy
independent taxpayers and they are tremendously proud and very very grateful to CCSF.
9. The city definition of affordable housing, like the definition of transit rich, is frankly self
serving and spurious. It has absolutely nothing to do with real lives, families, working classes,
workers struggling with student loans, high rents, child care and other expenses.
10. AvalonBay developers charge $4000 now for a one bedroom apartment over Whole Foods
one km away on Ocean. Not rent controlled either as it's new, I believe. Can we put to rest the
false, rather offensive trope that this is affordable housing for other than the well paid?
11. "up to" 50% affordable or subsidized housing is similarly meaningless. "Up to" is another
term for "LESS THAN". or "UNDER". The subsidies also very widely.
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12. I'm a 3rd generation construction worker who's pro housing. But not all housing at any
cost. Our tiny city isn't Los Angeles Dallas or Atlanta and can't spread at will. We can no more
allow all comers physically, than the aforementioned city of Paris, and an infinite number of
people would live here as they would there. These are fantasy or dream cities to so many.
We're more like Manhattan. EVERYONE in NYC knows why New York has suburbs and five
boroughs, which are mostly for residential purposes. How sensible is that!
13 SF has lost working classes, families, elders, poor and people of color due to gentrification
and to eminent domain. This last in the 1960's notoriously, in the now Western Addition, then
the Fillmore, working class lively neighborhood heavily populated by proud African American
property owners who lost their homes, their cities, their community. DON'T DO TO OMI by
gentrification, what was done to the Fillmore by the bulldozer.
14 City College management is not REMOTELY the City College community. The Diego
Rivera mural on campus is now threatened with being taken elsewhere permanently. Please
listen not to well paid, elite college leadership, but to the actual CCSF community: neighbors,
graduates, students, faculty, supporters.
15. CCSF is beloved by all San Franciscans. Please don't let rich corporate developers from
elsewhere threaten or destroy it just to generate some revenue for now. This is an answer only
insofar as a fix of drugs is an answer to a drug addict. Please look at the long game and the
wonderful investment that is public education.
16. The effects on the neighborhood would be horrifying and ridiculous. As written F Kahlo
Way is jammed on school days and nights now. Add thousands of residents (who will lack
infrastructure, decent grocery and other shopping- prepare for tons of catering vans, Amazon
vans, also Uber/Lyft as parking is limited on development). You will see, as a firefighter
friend points out, that the firefighters and EMS or SFPD can't reach the housing development
let alone reach other blocks nearby. They can't FLY over traffic that's jammed. Please don't do
this to us.
Thank you so much for your kind consideration.
Monica Collins

6

7

I-Crone
From:
To:
Subject:
Date:

Phil Crone
Fung, Frank (CPC); richhillissf@gmail.com; Melgar, Myrna (CPC); Johnson, Milicent (CPC); Koppel, Joel (CPC);
Moore, Kathrin (CPC); Richards, Dennis (CPC); CPC.BalboaReservoir
Please support housing at Balboa Reservoir
Thursday, September 12, 2019 8:59:31 AM

This message is from outside the City email system. Do not open links or attachments from untrusted sources.

Dear Members of the SF Planning Commission,
I am writing to urge you to support the Balboa Reservoir Project, which would create 1,100 new units of housing,
50% of which would be subsidized affordable units. The entire Bay Area must do more to build housing, both
market rate and below market rate, in order to address our chronic housing crisis. I live in the vicinity of the project
(zip code 94112), and I welcome the prospect of having new housing occupy what is currently a 17-acre surface
parking lot.
Thank you,
Phil Crone
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I-Crosby
From:
To:
Subject:
Date:

Liana Manukyan
Fung, Frank (CPC); richhillissf@gmail.com; Melgar, Myrna (CPC); Johnson, Milicent (CPC); Koppel, Joel (CPC);
Moore, Kathrin (CPC); Richards, Dennis (CPC); CPC.BalboaReservoir
In support of Balboa Reservoir Project
Wednesday, September 11, 2019 7:09:11 PM

This message is from outside the City email system. Do not open links or attachments from untrusted sources.

Dear Planning Commission,
I’m a homeowner in San Francisco and I enthusiastically support the Balboa Reservoir building project. There is
strong evidence to support the fact that the more housing we build, the more it will bring down the cost of housing
for all. And with 50 percent of it being set aside for affordable housing, I’m confident that this will be a good thing
for the neighborhood, and for the city.
Those that oppose the project use the 100% affordable or nothing as a tactic to get nothing built, to maintain the
status quo and keep the parking spots for their vehicles, which for some reason they feel they have a right to park on
public land. We need to make this city a livable one with great public transportation, fewer cars, and more housing
for those who cannot afford the market rate housing.
Please approve this project so we can develop housing for those that need it most. Homelessness or the threat of it is
the most critical issue facing our city today, and this is a very important step toward its resolution.
Thank you in advance for your support of this project,
Liana M. Crosby
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I-Cutten
From:
To:
Subject:
Date:

Merritt Cutten
CPC.BalboaReservoir
A good plan?
Monday, September 16, 2019 6:39:00 PM

This message is from outside the City email system. Do not open links or attachments from untrusted sources.

SF Planning Commission:
This proposal has nothing to do with providing benefits to anybody. It's all about the money and basically is a done
deal. Most all of the objections are valid. I can't wait for the day when most of what is going on in SF implodes on
the residents. Good luck!
Merritt Cutten, registered voter in SF
Sent from my iPad
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From:
To:
Cc:
Subject:
Date:

Ronnie Del Rosario
CPC.BalboaReservoir
Cheryll Abriam
Balboa Reservoir
Wednesday, September 11, 2019 9:31:10 PM

This message is from outside the City email system. Do not open links or attachments from untrusted
sources.

Attention Jeannie Poling, Senior Planner
Ms. Poling,
I’ve been a resident/owner in Westwood Park community for a little over 2 years. My family
absolutely loves our neighborhood.
The only ongoing headache has been the traffic through Plymouth Avenue (between Ocean
Avenue and Monterey Boulevard).
I’m told and concerned that your office is considering opening San Ramon to vehicles?? The
streets are very narrow as it is, causing regular arguments between drivers, and accidents to
parked cars when drivers attempt to squeeze through. Please reconsider so that this issue does
not get worse for residents of this neighborhood.
Thank you for your understanding and consideration.
Mr. Del Rosario
1321 Plymouth Avenue
San Francisco, CA 94112
Sent from my iPhone
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I-E.Hanson
From:
To:
Subject:
Date:

EDWARD HANSON
CPC.BalboaReservoir
Balboa Reservoir SEIR Comments
Monday, September 23, 2019 12:55:02 PM

This message is from outside the City email system. Do not open links or attachments from untrusted
sources.

Public Comments in response to
Draft Subsequent Environmental Impact Report
Balboa Reservoir Project.
As faculty at CCSF and a resident of the community I have been following the Balboa
Reservoir Project closely and am writing to express my concerns. The DSEIR is not only
inadequate, it stands as evidence to a planning process that runs contrary to the principles of
good planning, fair input and democracy.
From the onset the project has been biased and selective in the way facts have been
presented to the public for input. The SEIR clearly downplays and minimizes the potential
impacts of the project on City College of San Francisco, and the surrounding educational
institutions in the following ways:
1. The very fact that this process utilizes a Subsequent EIR is obfuscation. If
the project from day 1 started with an impact assessment of 1550 units of
housing on such a small footprint of 17 acres than it would be clear that the
surrounding environment and neighborhoods would be severely impacted, as it
stands the original plan has been expanded within the existing process of a
previous EIR as a means to mitigate public concern.
2. Accompanying this is a SEIR document that does not address the potential
impacts of the development on education or access to education. The existing
condition of the 17 acre PUC owned land is that it is not only surrounded on
two sides by educational institutions with more schools located in close
proximity, its current use is by City College and has been so since the
1940’s. Historically the college has always used this public space and this fact
is downplayed in the SEIR restricting the impact on the college to “Areas of
Known Controversy and Issues to be Resolved”. The historical uses of the site
have not been documented in the SEIR in context of historical significance of
the site and to the civic functions of the City have been minimized.
3. The SEIR does not clearly document the existing conditions of parcel
sharing between the PUC and CCSF, or the lengthy agreements that went into
place to split the lot when CCSF decided to build upon its half of the shared
parcel. If the plan is to complete the lot spilt when the land is transferred to a
private developer, then this should be documented with clear reference to the
sharing of the parcel in its existing condition, and spell out the consequences of
a potential lot split as it constitutes transfer of lands from public to private
ownership. In this context there is no analysis of the amount of public lands or
other public land projects in the SEIR. Land being something of very limited
supply on the peninsula the impacts of public vs. private ownership is of
relevance to future potential projects and civic developments.
4. Currently the site is the location of a motorcycle safety-training course,
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which is not mentioned in the SEIR. This is a direct educational use of the site,
taking place right now, which would be displaced by the development.
5. Parking while not a mitagatable factor under CEQUA, is connected to
historical use and the viability of the educational institutions that surround the
site. If the impact of the development on parking has the potential to disrupt
businesses surrounding the site causling them to close or significantly alters
their future potential, than that inpact needs to be documented in this
report. The current report minimizes the impact report on enrollment
consequences inherent in the removal of access to education. Nobody wants to
argue for parking but in reality due to the unique student population and
constraints of the urban environment ease of parking is related to enrollment
dynamics and this factor should be taken into account in the projects impact on
the surrounding institutions. Comparisons to other equivalent educational
institutions should be analyzed.
6. To be more specific: The law states (a) An EIR must include a description
of the physical environmental conditions in the vicinity of the project. The
current SIER does not do this choosing instead to substitute an analysis
restricted to the “project site” this substitution invalidates the impact analysis.
Submitted By
Edward Simon Hanson PhD
74 Cotter St.
San Francisco CA, 94112
eshanson@sbcglobal.net
-Edward Simon Hanson PhD
City College San Francisco
50 Phelan Ave.
San Francisco, CA 94112
Phone (415) 239-3027
eshanson@ccsf.edu
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I-Evans2
From:
To:
Subject:
Date:
Attachments:

Rita M EVANS
Poling, Jeanie (CPC)
Balboa Reservoir Project 2018-007883ENV--Comments on EIR
Monday, September 23, 2019 4:35:01 PM
SEIR Transit Delay Comments 09 12 2019.doc
SEIR Comments Plan Comm Hearing 09 12 2019.doc

This message is from outside the City email system. Do not open links or attachments from untrusted
sources.

Ms Poling,
Pls find attached my comments on the Environmental Impact Reports for the Balboa Reservoir
Project.
Rita Evans
226 Judson
-Rita Evans

I-Evans2
2018-007883ENV
BALBOA RESERVOIR PROJECT – (Assessor’s Block 3180, Lot 190)
Public Hearing on the Draft Environmental Impact Report
TRANSIT DELAY
The SEIR states that transit delay induced by the Balboa Reservoir project will be insignificant but this
conclusion is based on a completely arbitrary, unauthorized definition of delay on the part of the
consultants.
The MUNI on-time performance standard allows for a 4-minute delay for an entire route. The SEIR
instead allows for a 4-minute delay on any segment of a route (i.e., between two stops), a completely
invalid assumption, meaning almost no amount of delay would be considered significant.
EXAMPLE: The 43-Masonic travels from the Balboa Reservoir project site on Frida Kahlo Way to the
Balboa Park Station in 7 minutes. Using the consultants’ re-definition of transit delay, additional delays
of up to four minutes in just three segments, resulting in a travel time of 19 minutes, a 171% increase,
is somehow deemed “insignificant.” No one riding that 43 would find the delay to be insignificant.
And this utterly faulty reasoning is allowed to be presented in the SEIR as justification for a finding of
“insignificant delay,” meaning no mitigation is required.
From any perspective, whether legal, ethical or engineering, this is wrong. The SEIR is in error in using
this faulty, invalid method of determining transit delay. The transit delays as a result of this project will
be significant and appropriate mitigation must be identified before the SEIR is approved.
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2018-007883ENV
BALBOA RESERVOIR PROJECT – (Assessor’s Block 3180, Lot 190)
Public Hearing on the Draft Environmental Impact Report
Submitted by Rita Evans, 226 Judson Avenue
SHUTTLE—WHERE IS THE SHUTTLE???
Members of the public participating in the public input process for the Balboa Reservoir development
have consistently, repeatedly, and loudly requested that a developer-funded shuttle be part of the
solution to the traffic and transportation problems created by the project. The shuttle would run
between the Balboa Reservoir site and the Balboa Park Station and would also serve students, faculty
and staff at City College of San Francisco.
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We believe that a free shuttle with frequent service is an absolutely necessity if the residents of the BR
project are actually expected to use public transit. Since this expectation of public transit use is an
essential component of a successful project, every reasonable measure to promote the use of transit
must be used. In a city saturated with shuttle buses, this a logical part of the solution. The shuttle idea
has been brought in public meetings, in meetings with the developer, in meetings with city
representatives, and at neighborhood association meetings.
Despite this consistent, loud call for a shuttle, there is no mention of any shuttle in the SEIR. It does
not appear to have even been discussed as part of the effort to manage transportation demand. This
is a huge deficiency that must be corrected before the SEIR is approved.
TRANSIT ASSESSMENT
C2 Transit Assessment Memorandum
Transit reentry delay analysis
According to the SEIR, transit delay is calculated based on empirical data from 2010 Highway Capacity
Manual (HCM). Data used in the 2010 HCM are at least 15 years old.
In 2016, the Highway Capacity Manual, Sixth Edition: A Guide for Multimodal Mobility Analysis (HCM)
was published by the Transportation Research Board. This current manual the consultants should have
used as “...it serves as a fundamental reference on concepts, performance measures, and analysis
techniques for evaluating the multimodal operation of streets, highways, freeways, and off-street
pathways. The Sixth Edition incorporates the latest research on highway capacity, quality of service,
and travel time reliability...“
What justification did the consultants provide for using an outdated HCM and its outdated data? Why
did they not use the most recent, comprehensive source that addresses the multimodal aspect of
street use, a basic component of the area around the Balboa Reservoir project site?
Before the SEIR is adopted, the consultants must explain their data sources and methodology used to
reach their conclusion that, “Based on the findings from this corridor delay analysis, the project would
not result in a substantial delay to public transit along Frida Kahlo Way, Ocean Avenue, or Geneva
Avenue.” The findings and conclusion as presented in the SEIR are erroneous.
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Passenger boarding delay analysis
What source was used to assume “two seconds per passenger boarding”? Is it again outdated data?
Does it include students and instructors carrying books, supplies, and other material? Does it include
students traveling with children? Disabled users? Riders carrying shopping bags or using a wheeled
cart?
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The consultants again are using an arbitrary and likely outdated standard—two seconds of boarding
time—that does not equate to actual operating conditions.
Before the SEIR is adopted, data on the actual passenger boarding delay must be gathered and
analyzed. Any transit delay analysis must be based on the actual delay experienced by riders in the
project area.
City College Loop analysis
The consultant concludes that despite increases in traffic volume, no additional delay will be
generated. Consultant makes repeated reference to “existing signal timing coordination and
optimization.” As anyone who travels these corridors knows, having actuated signals and having those
signals actually work are two different things. Broken and mis-timed signals have plagued traffic on
Phelan/Frida Kahlo for years and the city has either ignored the problems or addressed them only
after years of complaints.
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There is no assurance that the signal timing problems experienced on Frida Kahlo Way will not recur.
We have no reason to believe the city will be more responsive to addressing timing and optimization
problems in the future than they have been in the past.
It is erroneous for the SEIR to assume that the presence of actuated signals and signal optimization
will address traffic delay in the project area. A firm commitment from the city for regular, scheduled
monitoring and maintenance of the traffic signals in the area is a necessary component of addressing
transportation issues in the project area. Such a commitment must be in place before the SEIR is
approved.
C1 Travel Demand Memorandum
This section refers repeatedly to two sources for trip generation data. One is the Institute of
Transportation Engineers (ITE) Trip Generation Manual, 10th edition and the other is the San Francisco
Planning Trip Generation Workbook (SF Workbook). While the ITE Trip Generation Manual is indeed a
standard source, it also is recognized as a very flawed source of information due to its reliance on
datasets with very little input, generally from suburban, not urban, sources.
The SF Workbook is not available on the Planning Department’s website nor does it appear to be
available elsewhere. We are unable to determine whether it addresses any of the flaws mentioned or
simply compounds them. If the SEIR and consultants are referencing this Planning Department SF
Workbook, it must be made publicly available for review and comment.
We challenge the use of the trip generation data from the ITE Manual and we find the use of the SF
Workbook, which appears not to be available to the public, as inappropriate.

6

I-Evbuoma
From:
To:
Cc:
Subject:
Date:

Marria Evbuoma
CPC.BalboaReservoir
Breed, Mayor London (MYR); Ionin, Jonas (CPC); Board of Supervisors, (BOS); Hood, Donna (PUC);
alexrandolph@ccsf.edu; ttemprano@ccsf.edu; Fewer, Sandra (BOS); Yee, Norman (BOS)
Proposed development of Balboa Reservoir
Thursday, September 19, 2019 4:00:35 PM

This message is from outside the City email system. Do not open links or attachments from untrusted sources.

Dear SF Officials,
As a former CCSF student and mother, I'm writing you to voice my concern over the selling off of the lower Balboa
Reservoir to a private company. Selling this this land to private developer puts at risk the future vitality of City
College, Ingleside, and San Francisco as a whole.
When I was teaching in Mill Valley, living in the Outer Richmond, and earning my Early Childhood Education
certification from CCSF, a car was a must. Without the parking lot, I cannot imagine how I would be able to get to
evening classes on time. Even back in 2005, commuting cross-town was difficult. And with so many people now
"gigging" as independent contractors, cars are vital. Unfortunately, MUNI and BART are just not efficient enough
for people who work and go to school to depend on. People should not have to choose between work and
education. For me, gaining my ECE units meant I went from being an assistant teacher to a lead teacher- a huge
gain for my career and finances. If this land is to be developed, plans should at least include parking for CCSF
students.
Also, the land was supposed to have been the site for the Performing Arts Education Center. My son just started
Kindergarten at Creative Arts Charter School in the Western Addition. I chose this school because I know how
much academics are improved through art. There’s a reason why schools switched from S.T.E.M. to S.T.E.A.M.
Art is essential for a well rounded education! Should my son want to take up performing arts, I should hope he
could have the opportunity to study in the city where he was born instead of leaving and/or having to spend
thousands of dollars to attend a private art school.
On the subject of leaving San Francisco, too many families have been promised "affordable housing" only to find
themselves on a ridiculous waitlist. Have you ever been in a housing lottery? I have. There were over 1,000 other
applicants for 30 apartments. And when my application was finally looked at a year later, I had 24 hours to gather
the paperwork to prove my eligibility. It's a demoralizing process. If this land is to be developed into housing, the
city should own the property, not Avalon Bay. We should invest in our residents, our workers in all trades- not just
tech. And having publicly owned housing would do this.
I urge you to stop this project, for our collective future.
In Kindness,
Marria Evbuoma
415.317.7602
IG: @disarmsf
marriaevbuoma.com
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From:
To:
Subject:
Date:

Allan Fisher
CPC.BalboaReservoir
Balboa Reservoir Project
Thursday, September 12, 2019 3:31:03 PM

This message is from outside the City email system. Do not open links or attachments from untrusted
sources.

Balboa Reservoir project - Public Comment
I  strongly oppose the massive housing project that is being planned for
the Balboa Reservoir.  A lot of money will be made by for-profit
corporation and banks, but I am deeply concerned about the negative
effects on CCSF, a gem of a school that serves the community. . CCSF
students tend to be working class, low income, people of color and
stressed between balancing school work, jobs and family life. Many need
to drive to school. We must protect their parking .
I urge the BOS to oppose the use of public land to construct privately
owned market rate housing, A smaller project with 100% of the housing
units affordable to low- and moderate-income residents, could merit our
support.  But this massive project will not be beneficial to the students
who will not be able to afford these housing units. Instead they will
suffer from reduced and more expensive parking and increased road
congestion. To propose this project without a guarantee of more
efficient mass-transit possibilities, and without compensation to CCSF is
unconscionable.
Sincerely,
Allan Fisher
Retired faculty member (ESL Department)

-Allan Fisher
afisher800@gmail.com
415-954-2763
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I-Fraknoi
From:
To:
Subject:
Date:

Andrew Fraknoi
CPC.BalboaReservoir
Public Comment on the Balboa Reservoir DSEIR
Saturday, September 21, 2019 5:04:27 PM

This message is from outside the City email system. Do not open links or attachments from untrusted
sources.

As a long-time San Francisco resident and voter, I am appalled that the environmental report
on the plan to do away with the parking for students on the Reservoir at CCSF did NOT
consider the impact it would have on the college, the students, and the neighborhood. '
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City College, where I have taken classes, is a jewel in the crown of San Francisco, a vital
community resource used by people of all economic and racial groups. It is wrong (and
sneaky) to ignore its needs when planning to take away one of its key parking resources.
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The planning for this project must take those issues into consideration. Not everyone has the
luxury of being on a MUNI line to get to the college or the luxury of a schedule that allows
waiting for a MUNI line.
The developer should be required to build a parking facility which replaces most of the lost
parking spaces and makes them available for students. I'd rather see a taller building with
more parking underneath or fewer buildings and a parking structure.
Andrew Fraknoi
____________________________________________
Andrew Fraknoi
Emeritus Chair, Astronomy Department
Foothill College
(Currently teaching at U. of San Francisco & San Francisco State U.)
415-484-5350 (voice mail)
E-mail: fraknoiandrew@fhda.edu
Web site: www.fraknoi.com
AstroProf Facebook Pages: www.facebook.com/Fraknoi
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I-Frey2
From:
To:
Subject:
Date:

Laura Lee Frey
CPC.BalboaReservoir
feedback on the draft EIR
Sunday, September 22, 2019 8:36:47 PM

This message is from outside the City email system. Do not open links or attachments from untrusted
sources.

Dear Ms. Poling and Commissioners,
I was at the meeting Sept. 12, but I'm sending this email to clarify, hopefully, my spoken points.
I have 3 main concerns:
   First is City College. This is public land. I have heard from City College people, as well as long-time
SF residents that the reservoir area had been set aside for City College use, if it were to be developed.
This draft EIR does not sufficiently examine the long-term impact of this project on City College. Also the
timing of the development should be remembered. The process for this proposed development began at
the same time as City College's accreditation crisis began--this probably kept City College from having
the time and resources to properly consider the impact of this development on its future at the very
beginning... and it has probably been "behind" ever since.
   Second issue is density. This is a very high density project--without the large streets or the firefighting infrastructure/water pipes to accommodate dense housing. (The fire-fighting infrastructure in
dense parts of the City is different than in this area.) The lack of a sufficient fire-fighting infrastructure
would be a hazard for the residents of any new dense housing project at Balboa Reservoir and for the
residents in the surrounding areas. I have gone to all of the BRCAC meetings, and the Planning
Department often assured us that the parameters developed at the BRCAC meetings would have a
strong bearing on the final plan. This plan far exceeds the density that would be built if the BRCAC
parameters were followed. In the URBAN DESIGN parameters, it is stated that the height would be 28' to
the west and GRADUALLY increasing to 65' to the east. In the current proposed plan the height quickly
jumps to 48'-58' on the west and goes up to 78'-88' on the east.
   Thirdly, a very big concern is allowing vehicle traffic on San Ramon Way (alt. C). We live on the 1200
block of Plymouth between Ocean and San Ramon. Plymouth is the only north/south road between
Monterey and Ocean, and we have cars on Plymouth all day. All parking spaces on either side of the
1200 block of Plymouth are usually filled. As stated in the Draft EIR drivers continually have to yield to
each other because it is a single lane of traffic between parked cares. Usually the pullout space (the
driveway) is small, and if the car is not small or the driver not great this can take awhile. Often people get
impatient, sometimes they get nasty. Commute times and weekends are especially congested and
nasty. It is a continual problem. The Draft EIR dismisses this problem as helping with speed, but drivers
sometimes still go fast on Plymouth, which exacerbates the ONE LANE traffic problem. Getting in-andout of driveways is difficult because of space and traffic, and side-swiping is a problem. Opening San
Ramon to vehicles would increase traffic, so it would increase the problems we already have. And, I
believe the predictions of traffic are inaccurately low in the Draft EIR--perhaps, resident traffic will be
greater than the prediction, but the Draft EIR does not even address the traffic from non-resident cars--i.e.
"cutting through" the development.
Thank-you for taking public comments,   
Sincerely, Laura Frey
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I-Gomez
From:
To:
Subject:
Date:

Wilson Oswaldo Gomez
Poling, Jeanie (CPC)
Golden Gate Xpress: Questions about the Balboa Project
Wednesday, August 28, 2019 2:11:51 PM

This message is from outside the City email system. Do not open links or attachments from untrusted
sources.

Hello, my name is Wilson Gomez. I'm a reporter with the Golden Gate Xpress. I'm currently
going through the Environmental Impact Report concerning the Balboa Reservoir Project as
part of a story. I was wondering if you could answer a few questions.
1) I noticed the impact report mentions the decrease in parking needs after the first week of a
semester, and the proposal of a new parking lot that accommodates 750 vehicles. How many
spaces would be reserved for students as opposed to residents who would live in the new
development?
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2) Do you believe that the loss of parking, both during the construction of the new
development as well as once the new, smaller parking lot is built will have an impact on
enrollment and retention of students at city college?
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3) What do you want students at City College to understand about the need for this
development and how do you think it would benefit them?
Thank you in advance.

I-Gonzalez
From:
To:
Subject:
Date:

Daniel Matias Gonzalez
CPC.BalboaReservoir
Public Comment on the Balboa Reservoir Project
Thursday, September 12, 2019 10:29:41 AM

This message is from outside the City email system. Do not open links or attachments from untrusted sources.

Dear Planning Commission and Representatives,
As a resident of 94112, and student of CCSF, I was very excited to
hear of the plan to build affordable and market rate housing at the
Balboa Reservoir site.
I am writing in full support of building the maximum number of 50/50
new market rate and new subsidized affordable units of housing at this
site.
This project will bring much needed housing to our community which
drastically needs it, and is a substantially better use of the space
than parking.
This is a voting issue for me and will influence my vote in the
upcoming and future elections.
Best,
Daniel Gonzalez
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To:
Subject:
Date:
Attachments:

Aaron Goodman
CPC.BalboaReservoir
Fw: Balboa Reservoir Project Comments - A.Goodman
Thursday, September 12, 2019 4:30:24 PM
Balboa Reservoir - comment memo AGoodman.pdf

This message is from outside the City email system. Do not open links or attachments from untrusted
sources.

Please see the attached comments in regards to the transit impacts of the proposal, and the
cumulative impact concerns on mass-transit.
Thank you
A.Goodman D11
----- Forwarded Message ----From: Aaron Goodman <amgodman@yahoo.com>
To: Secretary Commissions (CPC) <commissions.secretary@sfgov.org>
Cc: seungyen.hong@sfgov.org <seungyen.hong@sfgov.org>; jeanie.poling@sfgov.org
<jeanie.poling@sfgov.org>
Sent: Thursday, September 12, 2019 03:32:36 PM PDT
Subject: Balboa Reservoir Project Comments - A.Goodman

Please see the attached memo and image in regards to today's discussion on the Balboa
Reservoir.

Thank you
A.Goodman
NOTE: The image attached shows the T-Line Geneva Harney linkage to Brisbane and the
future HSR caltrains station, the J-Line along San Jose, the M-Line link to Upper Yards and
the Geneva Car Barn, and K-Line that runs on ocean, with blue area indicating east side area
of redevelopment proposed for parking and solutions for CCSF to relocate parking to the
eastern edge of the site, and build housing above using topography as a solution also to an
elevated high-line green-way to Tony Sacco way and re-aligned transit at Balboa Station to
improve the linkages at this intermodal hub, this is an approx. only graphic suggested solution
for a transit and public infrastructure major transformation similar to prior scope and scale of
platforming over the freeway and solving for additional housing and transit improvements to
connect D7 and D10 through D11. The future removal of the CCSF bridge, and changes by
Caltrains to the off ramp southbound should also be seriously considered as impactful to the
transit and transportation serving this area and project proposal.

I-Goodman

Aaron Goodman
25 Lisbon St. SF, CA 94112
Email: amgodman@yahoo.com
SF Planning Commissioners
J.Poling SF Planning Department
Email: Commissions.secretary@sfgov.org
RE: SF Planning Commission meeting on 9.12.2019 - Item #12 – 2018-007883ENV Balboa Reservoir
Project
As I was unable to attend the September 12, 2019 planning commission hearing on the Draft
Environmental Impact Report for the Balboa Reservoir Project please note and accept my following
comments to this project.
I was chair for more than 2 years at the Balboa Park Area Plan CAC prior to its discontinuation. The
Balboa Reservoir CAC was appointed post the BPSACAC committee. We reviewed this project and
others along Ocean Ave, discussing the CCSF masterplan, Lick Wilmerding HS proposal, and other
projects proposed with the Balboa Park Station Area Plan CAC.
My concerns have always focused on the concerns about capacity, and if we are really seeing significant
transit infrastructural planning to deal with the capacity concerns of growth and growth population
impacts including traffic, pedestrian, and multi-modal concerns. Safety is also another major concern
due to the concerns of schools and traffic injuries in and around the Balboa Park Station area.
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I had attended many of the Reservoir project meetings providing comment and concerns on the
proposals. Also indicating the joint/dual nature of the Balboa Reservoir and CCSF planning efforts and
that they should not be looked at independently, but jointly as cummalative impacts on an area.
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This is very similar to the growth impacts of SFSU-CSU and Parkmerced and Stonestown. The growth and
impacts of institutions in the areas and the flow of traffic along ocean ave is directly impacted by the
ongoing developments and the increased traffic which will occur with this development. The City College
masterplan is underway but does not indicate the fact that they have considerable land to redevelop,
and this includes the eastern edge of their property which abuts the freeway and can easily be
transformed vertically into parking with buildings above using a layering concept to allow joint use of
the parking for the CCSF and other adjacent parking needs for BART, LWHS, and even the Balboa Park,
and Police station across the freeway. The prior proposals for the Balboa Park Station included concepts
for platforming over the freeway. My interest is in indicating the direct linkage that can occur from a
more robust transit/parking and pedestrian “green-way” linkage from Frida Kahlo Way corner of ocean
down towards the BART station, on or along the southern edge of CCSF with a more gradual walkway
that crosses the freeway and brings people directly into an intermodal station at Balboa Park that would
treat the station as an intermodal hub that links the T-Geneva Harney, M-Line and J and K lines with
significant bus and other systems in the district.
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The increase in housing over near Alemany, and at the opposite end of Ocean ave at the El-Ray theater,
means that more congestion will be impacting an already heavily trafficked and gridlocked area.

3 (cont.)

I am for the design and proposal of the housing development as an individual, and feel the need for
100% affordable units and a more robust look at water-use and retention on the site for reclamation
and sewage issues and infrastructure must be a part of both sites (Balboa Reservoir and CCSF land
developments). My concerns were raised during meetings where I attended SFPUC water games
planning charrettes and we indicated the importance of water/sewer systems above sea-level that can
begin to alleviate lower down systems elevation wise.
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The transit issue is by far the biggest concern, as was very much ignored as a concern on the SFSU-CSU
and Parkmerced and Stonestown redevelopment projects, congestion has worsened along 19th, and
with eventual starting of undergrounding of the M-Line, additional concerns will increase on cross-city
traffic and transit impacts. It is not possible to force one development to bear the brunt of the costs of
public infrastructure, however when multiple sites are involved it is critical to ensure that the publics
interests and impacts are seriously addressed in regards to safety, and continuity of public transit
services.
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Currently muni buses cannot pull over at Howth to drop passengers and delays in bus services occur
6
regularly at this area. A proposed solution to off-ramp directly into a parking garage on the eastern edge
of CCSF could directly alleviate some traffic from heading up Ocean Ave to the existing lots at the
reservoir. It should be considered as an alternative, and a feasible solution that lessens the impacts of
traffic and on public transit that runs along Ocean Ave.
Please take into consideration the impacts on MUNI systems and the need to address the impacts on
transit as a serious concern that garners a broader and possible larger solution or alternative that
includes cummalative projects and impacts as the main concern and solution to lessen pedestrian
injuries, traffic impacts, and ensuring more rapid flow of public transit systems in this area due to the
impacts on the second largest transit hub in SF.
Thank you for your attention to these issues.
Sincerely
Aaron Goodman District 11
Resident / Neighbor / former Chair Balboa Park Area Station CAC
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From:
To:
Subject:
Date:

Daniel Halford
CPC.BalboaReservoir
Saving the Balboa Reservoir for City College
Monday, September 09, 2019 7:42:02 AM

This message is from outside the City email system. Do not open links or attachments from untrusted
sources.

Dear Ms. Poling,
The proposed plan to sell the lower Balboa Reservoir to a private developer to build
housing would be a disaster for City College. Three times already, in 1987, 1988 and
1991, San Francisco voters defeated propositions that would have sold this land to
private developers. The will of the people is clear: City College needs this land, and
all of us need City College.  Mayor Agnos even said in 1991: “Housing will never be
built on this land.”  So why do we have to fight this threat again?
The proposed housing would cost City College over a thousand parking spaces, thus
denying access to education to thousands of CCSF students who cannot attend
classes unless they drive. The typical CCSF student is a part-time student, meaning
that s/he needs to drive in order to be able to juggle a job (or two jobs), family
responsibilities and classes. Therefore eliminating parking spaces seriously limits
access to education. City College is still recovering from the massive loss of students
caused by the accreditation crisis; we simply cannot afford to lose more students.
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In 2001 and again in 2005 San Francisco voters approved bond measures to build the
Performing Arts Education Center (PAEC), which was already shovel ready in fall
2013, when the state-appointed special trustee Robert Agrella put it on hold. The
college has already invested $30 million toward its construction, including the
basement (which the PAEC shares with the Multi-Use Building), which is already
finished. The latest revision of the PAEC construction plan has extensively downsized
the education portion of the PAEC because it would remove too many parking
spots!  Sufficient parking is so crucial that it is actually endangering the awardwinning design of a long-needed building. City College is the only community college
in California without a required auditorium. It also does not have the required
facilities for students majoring in music. This is a disgrace in a city that is worldfamous for performing arts.
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We all know that our city needs more affordable housing, but affordable for whom?
The private developers define affordable as $139,000 a year, single income! But
building market-rate luxury housing on land that City College clearly needs, a need
affirmed by the voters three times already, is more than immoral. It’s just crazy.
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The best outcome to this controversy would be for the SFPUC to transfer the
'reservoir' land once and for all to the College, or at least the current lease could be
extended for a 60-year contract, for the benefit of all the people of San Francisco. We
look for your support in this outcome.
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Yours truly,
Daniel T. Halford, ESL Instructor, CCSF
COSIGNERS, CCSF FACULTY (Current or Retired):
Lea Gabay, English as a Second Language

I-Halford1
Anita Axt, Foreign Languages/World Languages and Cultures
Denise Selleck, English as a Second Language
Anjali Sundaram, Cinema
Gloria Keeley, English as a Second Language             
James Armstrong, Chemistry
Dan Brook, Political Science
Dina Wilson, English as a Second Language
Dana Jae Labrecque, Broadcast Electronic Media Arts
Carla Crocomo, English as a Second Language
Lauri Fried-Lee, English as a Second Language
Pamela Kamatani, Music
Tehmina Khan, English and Interdisciplinary Studies
Claire Brees, Art
Lu Marla Dea, English as a Second Language
Alexandra Nickliss, Social Science
Diane Presler, Visual Media Design
Raymond H. Fong, Chemistry
Mary Devereaux, English as a Second Language
Tina Martin, English as a Second Language                         
Ann Overton, English as a Second Language
Robin Mackey, English as a Second Language            
Rick Baum, Social Studies  
Kelli Crow, English as a Second Language
Darlene Alioto, Social Sciences
Max Luttrell. Computer Science
Amy Shimm, Visual Media Design
Clare Corcoran, English as a Second Language
Paul Gallo, Fashion
Andrea Massalski, Photography
Michele Ochoa Oross, RN, Registered Nursing
Deborah Levy, English as a Second Language
Christina Yanuaria, English as a Second Language
James ZM Wong, Counseling
Armen Hovhannes, English as a Second Language
Allan Fisher, English as a Second Language
Kelley O’Neil, English as a Second Language
Lori Cabansag, English as a Second Language
Gretchen Owens, English as a Second Language
Jeanne Hughes. Dance and Physical Education
Deborah Goldsmith, Social Sciences
Harry Bernstein, Music
Robert Price, Chemistry
Jean Barish, Biology
Donna Hayes, Counseling
Jean Sieper, English
Janet Carpenter, Art
Frank Duhl, Child Development and Family Studies
Linda, Sudak, Child Development and Family Studies
Sally Gati, English as a Second Language
Lenni Terao, English as a Second Language
Gloria G. Milhoa, English as a Second Language
Marguerite Fishman, Dance and Physical Education
COSIGNERS, OTHER CONCERNED CITIZENS:
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Iris Vaughan
Michael Adams
Manuel Peroni
Cheryl Meeker
Amy Rathbone
JB Damian Lucas
Julie Beth Napolin
Sarah Glanville   
Sudhir Puri

I-Halford2
From:
To:
Subject:
Date:

Daniel Halford
CPC.BalboaReservoir
Saving the Balboa Reservoir for City College
Monday, September 16, 2019 10:52:44 PM

This message is from outside the City email system. Do not open links or attachments from untrusted
sources.

Dear Ms. Poling,
The proposed plan to sell the lower Balboa Reservoir to a private developer to
build housing would be a disaster for City College. Three times already, in
1987, 1988 and 1991, San Francisco voters defeated propositions that would
have sold this land to private developers. The will of the people is clear: City
College needs this land, and all of us need City College.  Mayor Agnos even said
in 1991: “Housing will never be built on this land.”  So why do we have to fight
this threat again?
The proposed housing would cost City College over a thousand parking spaces,
thus denying access to education to thousands of CCSF students who cannot
attend classes unless they drive. The typical CCSF student is a part-time
student, meaning that s/he needs to drive in order to be able to juggle a job (or
two jobs), family responsibilities and classes. Therefore eliminating parking
spaces seriously limits access to education. City College is still recovering from
the massive loss of students caused by the accreditation crisis; we simply
cannot afford to lose more students.
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In 2001 and again in 2005 San Francisco voters approved bond measures to
build the Performing Arts Education Center (PAEC), which was already shovel
ready in fall 2013, when the state-appointed special trustee Robert Agrella put
it on hold. The college has already invested $30 million toward its construction,
including the basement (which the PAEC shares with the Multi-Use Building),
which is already finished. The latest revision of the PAEC construction plan has
extensively downsized the education portion of the PAEC because it would
remove too many parking spots!  Sufficient parking is so crucial that it is
actually endangering the award-winning design of a long-needed building. City
College is the only community college in California without a required
auditorium. It also does not have the required facilities for students majoring in
music. This is a disgrace in a city that is world-famous for performing arts.
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We all know that our city needs more affordable housing, but affordable for
whom? The private developers define affordable as $139,000 a year, single
income! But building market-rate luxury housing on land that City College
clearly needs, a need affirmed by the voters three times already, is more than
immoral. It’s just crazy.

3

The best outcome to this controversy would be for the SFPUC to transfer the
'reservoir' land once and for all to the College, or at least the current lease
could be extended for a 60-year contract, for the benefit of all the people of
San Francisco.

4
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We look for your support in this outcome.
Yours truly,
CCSF FACULTY (Current or Retired):
Carolyn Cox, English as a Second Language
Monica Bosson, English
Marina Osnovikov, Registered Nursing
Jeanette Bernis, Health Science
Camila Bixler, English as a Second Language
Ron Bixler, English as a Second Language
Tom Menendez, Economics
Kimberly Honda, English
Robert Schuricht, English as a Second Language
Francine Podenski, Broadcast Electronic Media Arts  
Ann MacAndrew, English as a Second Language
Sally Winn, English as a Second Language
Kim McGovern, English as a Second Language
Dr. Karl Westerberg, Physics
Barbara A. Johnson, Administration of Justice/Fire Science Department
Craig Kleinman, English   
Osa Kauffman, English as a Second Language
Lee Vogt, English as a Second Language
OTHER CONCERNED CITIZENS:
Daniel Beery
Craig Blackstone
Linda Cain
John Hayes  
Mary Ritter  
Roger Ritter

I-Hall
From:
To:
Subject:
Date:

Robert Hall
CPC.BalboaReservoir
Public comment: Balboa Reservoir Draft Supplemental Environmental Impact Report
Wednesday, August 21, 2019 10:31:52 PM

This message is from outside the City email system. Do not open links or attachments from untrusted
sources.

I’m greatly disappointed to learn that the Balboa Reservoir Draft Supplemental
Environmental Impact Report fails to take into consideration San Francisco’s
vanishing biodiversity.
Although the reservoir was meant to be a hard surface where plants shouldn’t
grow, over the years native coyote brush (Baccharis pilularis), yellow bush
lupine (Lupinus arboreus) and various non-native shrubs have colonized the
area. The result is a patchy habitat that has attracted a thriving flock of Coastal
Nuttall’s white-crowned sparrows. I saw breeding evidence this Spring. About
60 of the birds were counted. A local resident, Greg Gaar, assures me that
they’ve been breeding there since, at least, the 1970s. The attraction is the
native coyote brush, an amazing plant that offers cover for our local birds and
sustenance for over 54 insect species
(https://plants.usda.gov/plantguide/pdf/pg_bapi.pdf). Also present are house
finch, red tail hawk, California scrub jay, Anna’s hummingbird, West Coast
lady butterfly, bumblebee, grasshopper and various lichens.

A recent World Wildlife fund study points out that the world has lost 52% of its
biodiversity since the 1970s (https://www.cbsnews.com/news/world-wildlifefund-wwf-half-the-worlds-biodiversity-gone-over-last-40-years/). This means
that, in San Francisco, where habitat for biodiversity is at a premium, we need
to be careful where we trod. City and state officials agree, with each entity
rolling out biodiversity resolutions that have the goal of protecting flora and
fauna.
(https://sfenvironment.org/policy/resolution-adopting-citywide-biodiversitygoals)
(http://opr.ca.gov/docs/20180907-CaliforniaBiodiversityActionPlan.pdf)
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I urge you to hire an ecologist and make plans to mitigate by building new local
native habitat in the immediate proximity of your development so biodiversity
can adapt to the stark changes you’re proposing. Most of the creatures on this
property are non-migratory and have no where else to go. Please include
biodiversity mitigation in your report.

Bob Hall
1946 Grove St. Apt. 6
San Francisco, CA 94117

1 (cont.)
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From:
To:
Subject:
Date:

Christine Hanson
Poling, Jeanie (CPC)
draft SEIR versus DEIR
Thursday, August 08, 2019 11:04:53 PM

This message is from outside the City email system. Do not open links or attachments from untrusted
sources.

Hi Jeanie,
Until the release of the draft SEIR we were told to expect a DEIR.
What is the difference and why has this difference been applied to the Balboa Reservoir
project?
Thank you,
Christine Hanson
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From:
To:
Subject:
Date:

Christine Hanson
CPC.BalboaReservoir
Public Comment case 2018-007883ENV
Wednesday, September 11, 2019 12:26:56 AM

This message is from outside the City email system. Do not open links or attachments from untrusted
sources.

Public Comment on the Balboa Reservoir Project.
Air Quality and Children in the City College Multi-Use Building
Impacts related to construction emissions are discussed in the draft SEIR Section
3.D, Air Quality. The draft SEIR finds Impact AQ-2a (During construction, the
proposed project would generate criteria air pollutants that would violate an air
quality standard, contribute substantially to an existing or projected air quality
violation) and Impact AQ-4 (Construction and operation of the proposed project
would generate toxic air contaminants, including Diesel Particulate Matter) will
result in impacts that are Significant and Unavoidable with mitigation during the
construction period of both the Developer’s Proposed Option and the Additional
Housing Option. The impact on air quality is greatest if the construction period is
accelerated--completed in three years, and with the maximum number of units
constructed. The finding for both of these categories in the Pre Environmental
Impact Report (Balboa BART Station Area Plan) with a smaller development was
no significant impact with mitigation.
The Draft SEIR discusses risks in the APEZ, which is the Air Pollutant Exposure
Zone. The risk is highest for children, referred to as “sensitive receptors,” at
Childcare Centers, and the SEIR identifies Childcare Centers in the area and their
distance to the construction zone. The Childcare Center at City College, located in
the bungalows is identified and though it is not the closest in proximity it is the only
center noted that lies within the APEZ, sits to the East and is in the prevailing path
of the wind.
The draft SEIR fails to note the Childcare classes that are centered in the City
College Multi-Use Building (MUB), which teaches classes with children on site.
Though these children are not playing outside of the building, the MUB sits
approximately 150 feet away from the proposed development (per figure 2-3) is to
the East of the construction site, and downwind.
Because of the proximity of the MUB to the construction site, its location is
comparable to the planned childcare site within the proposed construction area. The
SEIR classifies the danger to those children for future health impacts as being
significant but says that because the development's future daycare centers won’t be
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up and running during construction this isn’t likely to be an issue as follows:
From the draft SEIR page 3.D-71: “in the unlikely event that the daycare would be
completed in Phase 1 and be operational during Phase 2 construction, the potential
for future health risk impacts from exposure of daycare receptors to Phase 2
construction TAC emissions would be potentially significant, especially given the
potential that the project could be developed under an accelerated construction
schedule of as little as three years’ duration, increasing the DPM exposure of
daycare receptors.”
The proposed project must study the potential danger to the children who participate
in the classes in City College’s MUB. The data shows that they are not included in
this study. Because the draft SEIR identifies significant health impacts for children
at the future daycare centers located within the construction area, those concerns
must be addressed as well with the children in the MUB whose proximity and
direction of location put them at similar risk. These children in the MUB are within
the APEZ and the building they are in is to the East, and downwind of the proposed
project. The danger to these children is also increased with the potential for an
accelerated construction schedule for both alternatives, after studying the impacts;
the SEIR must offer mitigations for these children for all of the alternatives studied
in the draft SEIR.
Christine Hanson

1 (cont.)
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From:
To:
Subject:
Date:

Christine Hanson
CPC.BalboaReservoir
Balboa Reservoir public comment Hanson
Monday, September 23, 2019 4:57:05 PM

This message is from outside the City email system. Do not open links or attachments from untrusted
sources.

Here is my comment on 3.B.5 in regards to the DSEIR:
3.B.5 Regulatory Framework
This section of the SEIR provides a summary of the plans and policies of the City and County
of San Francisco, and regional, state, and federal agencies that have policy and regulatory
control over the project site.
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3.B.5 as it is written in the SEIR, critically omits the Land Use Framework that was adopted
by the San Francisco Public Utilities Commission in 2012. The lease and sale of PUC property
is governed by this SFPUC document, “FRAMEWORK FOR LAND MANAGEMENT AND
USE.” The document lays down conditions for sale of SFPUC land to include Economic,
Environmental, and Community criteria.
Here is the excerpt from the SFPUC Land Use Framework:
4. Use of the land sold will not to result in activities creating a nuisance.
The Balboa Reservoir Project fails enormously to uphold Condition 4 of “Community
Criteria.”
The SEIR also fails to account for the existing conditions.
The current plan for the proposed development will access Lee Avenue, which serves as a
route to Ocean Avenue. Within 100 feet of Ocean Avenue, traffic on Lee Avenue will pass the
outlet of the parking lot for Whole Foods. Data from Kittleson’s queue analysis and
intersection total delay analysis on pages 10-13 in Appendix C of the SEIR shows
The SEIR states:
During the weekday p.m. peak hour, the greatest increase in total delay would occur for
southbound movements on Lee Avenue, increasing by 91.3 seconds. This increase in delay
would not directly impact transit, as the southbound approach on Lee Avenue is not a transit
route.
The data collected by Kittelson however took place on January 31, 2018 which is at least 6
months before Whole Foods began offering 2 hour free delivery to Amazon Prime customers
and the traffic passing through the Whole Foods parking lot increased, especially during the
evening rush hour which showed 100 cars traveling South on Lee Avenue—presumably cars
leaving Whole Foods parking lot since there are no residences or through ways currently
connected to Lee Avenue. Now however, periodically throughout the day and week, traffic is
so bad in the Whole Food lot that employees must direct traffic using walkie-talkies. Even
with this extra help at times there is not enough parking to accommodate the cars trying to
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park, and so the cars back up at the entrance all the way out to Ocean Avenue. Because there
is a Muni stop near the entrance to Whole Foods in the left lane, the cars in the right lane
cannot pass and so all traffic stops in the right lane until the traffic inside the parking lot
begins to move.
The entrance to Whole Foods is one half block from Lee Avenue. Because no traffic comes
from residences on Lee Avenue now the cars leaving the Whole Foods parking lot are only
delayed by their own burgeoning numbers, but if traffic is added from the proposed Reservoir
development this parking lot traffic will have to wait for the reservoir traffic to pass in order to
leave the parking lot and create space for more cars waiting out on Ocean avenue (headed
south) to turn right into the parking lot. The que on Lee Avenue as shown in the DSEIR
completely blocks the driveway from the parking lot.
This will back up the cars further attempting to enter the Whole Foods lot a half block away
and so this combination will create its own gridlock and subsequent nuisance.
In fact it will be beyond a nuisance because when the anticipated 91.3 second delay
happens on Lee Avenue South, the cars heading into and out of Whole Foods parking lot
will be stuck and create a blockage which will indeed affect the transit system behind it.

3 (cont.)
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From:
To:
Subject:
Date:
Attachments:

Christine Hanson
CPC.BalboaReservoir
Public Comment on Balboa Reservoir
Monday, September 23, 2019 4:52:06 PM
Hanson admin comment.pdf
Appendix C.pdf
Appendix D.pdf
Appendix A.pdf
Appendix B.pdf

This message is from outside the City email system. Do not open links or attachments from untrusted
sources.

The Attached are one public comment and are meant to be included together.
Thank you,
Christine Hanson

I-Hanson5

The Administrative record of the draft SEIR, is incomplete and misleading in regards
to a portion of the communications between multiple City agencies and City College
Administrative staff. The communications NOT INCLUDED in the draft SEIR were
based on multiple subjects including the creation of the City College Facilities
Master Plan (FMP), communications around transportation, parking and the
presentation of the City’s Transportation Demand Management (TDM) plan. They
show that the administrative interaction between City Agencies and City College
Administrators has been about the exertion of control upon the school’s sovereign
process, focusing pressure and attention on a small minority of administrators—
most of who were hired by the State imposed Trustee and NONE of whom had any
experience or even operational knowledge of the school during its robust days
before the accreditation crisis.
The entries INCLUDED in the Administrative record of the draft SEIR in regards to
City College consist primarily of more recent communications between City
agencies, City College Chancellor Mark Rocha, City College’s Facilities planner
Kitchell, and consultant Charmaine Curtis. The Facilities Master Planning process at
City College which begun during the state takeover of the school, is barely noted in
the DSEIR Administrative record even though many meetings were held at that time
between City agencies and City College staff.
A public records search by City College Community members in August 2017
showed that by that time at least 17 of these earlier meetings had occurred at SF
Planning offices or by phone. The Board of Trustees did not know of these meetings,
including Trustee Davila who represents City College on the Balboa Reservoir CAC.
The use and frequent appearance of the City College Facilities Master Plan
throughout the draft SEIR cannot be separated from the Administrative record,
therefore the Administrative record of transactions between City Agencies and City
College staff is INCOMPLETE. Even when considering all of the communications in
this public comment the Administrative Record will still fall short of accurately
depicting the depth of influence that San Francisco Planning, San Francisco
Municipal Transportation Agency, SF Office of Employment and Workforce
Development, and San Francisco Public Utilities Commission have inflicted upon the
planning for City College in the interests of a private development, in the name of,
but instead of, the educational planning needs of the school.
The bottom line is that most of the stakeholders at City College know very little
about the true potential impact of this project and when the effects play out it will
affect the overall health of the school and the people who support it. For this
reason, Planners evaluating this DSEIR must take a close and careful look at
the administrative record and make inquiries into the process that has
brought the DSEIR for Balboa Reservoir to this stage because the
Administrative record that SF Planning staffers have submitted is incomplete.

1

I-Hanson5

City College Facilities Master Planning
The RFP for the City College Facilities Master Planner collected final proposals in
May 2015, and as described in its introduction: “A wide range of input from
community members and College staff, faculty, staff and students is anticipated to
identify issues and evaluate alternatives, as described in this RFP. The RFP is
intended to provide a framework for proposals which identifies key issues,
stakeholders and tasks.”
http://www.ccsf.edu/~facilpln/RFP/RFP%20047%20Facilities%20Master%20Pla
n%204-3-2015%20final.pdf
The overview from the RFP states:
“The District expects the Facilities Master Plan and the Educational Master Plan to
complement each other and be a reflection of the District‘s commitment to its
Mission.” The RFP includes a link to the Education Master plan
http://www.ccsf.edu/dam/Organizational_Assets/Department/Research_Planning_
Grants/E MP/EMP_DRAFT_Report2014-10-02.pdf
which was being finalized at the same time that the FMP was starting.
The RFP does include City Agencies among a list of stakeholders, and outlines the
expected participation as such:
“Current and Potential Governmental and Community Partners
City and County of San Francisco - City Manager, Planning Director, Cultural Services
Director Chambers of Commerce
Non-profit Youth Services Organizations
Preferred methods of input: Meetings with key City leadership including relevant
Commissions to identify possible options, develop strategies for new facilities, briefings
to Commissions or Councils, community meetings on options and draft plan.
A schedule for future meetings between FMP staff and stakeholders anticipates:
DISTRICT, COMMUNITY & PUBLIC AGENCY INVOLVEMENT PROCESS
Number in each column represents number of meetings with group in each phase
District, Public
Phase 1:
Phase 2: Phase 3: Phase 4:
Phase 5:
Agency or
InvolveAssessm Issues & Plan
ImpleCommunity Group: ment Proces ent
Needs
Proposals mentation
Board of Trustees
1 meeting
1
1
2
2
Faculty & Classified
1
1
staff
Executive
Management
1 meeting
1
1
1
1
Meetings
Facilities Master Plan 2 meetings 2
2
3
2
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Facilities Project
3 meetings
Meeting
Participatory
Governance
Committee
Community-wide
Workshops
City Staff (City
Managers, Comm.
2 meetings
Services & Planning
City Commissions
City Councils

2

2

3

16

16

2

2

2

2
4
2

The RFP includes guidelines for these meetings in its tasks:
TASK 1.2 Schedule and Materials for District and Community Involvement
Develop a detailed schedule for District and community involvement which shows
key meetings in relation to completion of draft or final documents, the major phases
and the types of input solicited from various groups. At a minimum, the schedule
should include the following types of meetings for District and community input
into the process. District staff will provide public noticing required under the Brown
Act and assist with agenda coordination with other public agencies.
Deliverables: Proposed schedule for District and community involvement, showing all
proposed district, community and public agency meeting dates. Draft and final
presentations, meeting materials, and summary notes will be provided for all meetings
by end of each phase. Where surveys are proposed to evaluate facility needs,
consultant will provide draft and final survey and analysis of results.
The public records that were released show many more meetings occurred than this
RFP anticipated. Since none of the meetings were publicly noticed or reported on to
the Board or community per the Brown act, the process did not follow the
instructions in Task 1.2 of the RFP. The Brown Act was completely ignored in the
process.
The City College Facilities Master Plan went through a “reboot” in 2018 with Kitchell
onboard to create another version of the FMP. When asked in two separate public
presentations--what is the appropriate place for City agencies to address the
Facilities Master Plan, John Watkins of Kitchell said—“in public comment”. The
Administrative record presented in the draft SEIR would seem to give the
impression of appropriate inter agency boundaries that fall along those lines
however the agendas of the City/City College meetings compiled in Appendix A
show a different interaction. Some of the minutes from these meetings are compiled
in Appendix B.
City Staff and City College Facilities Master Plan
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San Francisco Planning’s intrusion into City College’s Facilities Master Planning
process began before the school hired its facilities planning consultant. Planner
Jeremy Shaw submitted interview questions for the consultant hiring interviews via
Fred Sturner, former City College VP of Facilities. Shaw appears to have attended at
least one of the interview sessions on June 8, 2015. In addition to the FMP
consultant interview questions, Jeremy Shaw also forwarded questions for a
student/faculty/staff survey transportation survey.
Some of the emails from these years are collected together in Appendix C.
They show diligent, persistent and collegial staff from SF Planning, OEWD, and
SFMTA politely bombarding a mostly agreeable City College staff with unsolicited
feedback, suggestions and “help” with the Facilities Master Plan. In the interest of
time and brevity not all of the emails are included.
Below is a short synopsis of some of the emails from the public records search:
April 16, 2015
Jeremy Shaw, SF Planning, to Jeff Hamilton, CCSF
“We realize Balboa is slightly ahead of your master planning process. But after
strategizing with the SFMTA, we see great opportunities that could support your
data collection, master plan and future operations.”
April 28, 2015
Jeremy Shaw to to Jeff Hamilton:
“See the attached transportation survey draft that we discussed, for potentially
distribution to students/faculty/staff of CCSF. In the chance that your student
survey has not gone out, it could be a good opportunity to use these questions for
campus transportation needs.”
May 1, 2015
Jeremy Shaw to Jeff Hamilton:
“Just wanted to follow up on the potential for the transportation survey. Are you
interested in distributing it with the student survey or otherwise?”
June 10, 2015
Jeremy Shaw to Jeff Hamilton
“For additional info and some talking points, please consider our draft TDM
Objectives for Balboa, which could easily apply to CCSF:
Minimize auto trip generation and maximize access
- guiding performance measure for most objectives
- 2. Create choice and incentives for "lower car lifestyle"
- - e.g. transit “class pass,” capital improvements on Ocean Avenue, carshare
programs
- 3. Manage parking availability for those who need it while avoiding an
oversupply
- - e.g. shared parking facilities with nearby uses, demand-responsive pricing
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-

- better managed parking means better bottom line (and more affordable
housing in City’s case)
4. Encourage sustainable travel through coordinated programs &
communications
- e.g. joint transportation management area, incentive campaigns, commuter
benefits, real-time information on transit, shared bikes and carshare
- Coordinated survey between CCSF and nearby uses
5. Design site to minimize congestion
- e.g. Coordinate urban design, vehicle and pedestrian access, and circulation
between CCSF, SF Planning and MTA
We believe working together on a survey to assess existing needs and
ongoing coordination for a neighborhood-wide TDM are two great first steps
to achieve our joint goals.”

Thursday June 18, 2015
Jeremy Shaw to Fred Sturner, Former Head of CCSF Facilities
“Hi Fred, Are interviews tomorrow? Can I send you questions today?”
(the “interviews” referred to were for the selection of the Facilities Master Planner)
June 25, 2015
Jeremy Shaw to Fred Sturner
“I just saw that these interview questions were in my draft box. I thought I sent
them. How did the interviews go??
Jeremy
Please provide an example of providing an innovative transportation or access
solution to a client.
What did you approach the problem creatively, politically or analytically?
What solutions or approach would you propose for a complex and diverse urban
neighborhood such as the CCSF Ocean Avenue campus?
In a political and academic climate that is very active, how would you engage CCSF
campus planning and transportation as distinct from other CCSF topics? How would
you address issues such as parking, access and neighborhood planning that the
surrounding communities continue to see as a challenge and have discussed for
years?”
August 14, 2015
Fred Sturner to Jeremy Shaw
“Coffee, same place Monday?”
August 14, 2015
Jeremy Shaw to Fred Sturner
“How are things? We should catch up if you have a minute (though I won’t be free til
Monday). Also, wondering, does your shop keep data on where students are coming
from or any other location/transportation related data? If not, who would that be?”
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February 10, 2016
Jeremy Shaw to Ron Gerhard
“Though we’re not meeting this month, we want to address the issues the Trustees
brought up two weeks ago, namely a student survey and student
location/demographic data. The sooner our groups understand these data, the
sooner we can craft transportation solutions for city college.”
Tuesday, March 07, 2017
Jeremy Shaw to Linda Da Silva Former Head of CCSF Facilities
“Attached are most of the slides used at the last BRCAC meeting. I deleted those that
were of least interest to the BOT. Can we discuss how much time I have and what my
main objectives would be on Thursday?”
(Shaw presented TDM to the Board of Trustees within the agenda item 2009
Sustainablility Plan, his name did not appear on the agenda)
Feb 11, 2016
Jeremy Shaw to Ron Gerhard, CCSF VP of Facilities, and Pam Mery CCSF Director of
Institutional Effectivenes
“Thank you Ron.
Greetings Pam. You may be aware that as City College initiates a master plan, the
City of San Francisco is planning affordable housing for a number of City-owned
sites, including the Balboa Reservoir (currently the lower CCSF parking lot). We
believe City College can benefit from participating in the City’s studies and outreach
efforts for Balboa Reservoir. With the great need to manage parking and access for
City College, we have hired consultants to focus on “Transportation Demand
Management” (i.e. strategies to manage parking and encourage alternatives to
driving alone). The City Collegemaster plan will incorporate TDM as well, so
participating in City efforts can save time and increase its efficacy. For any of this to
work, we’d like to:
- Share student and faculty data (e.g. residence location, time of arrival,
demographic data)
- Identify data needs for both of us
- Execute a survey for additional data (particularly transportation and access)
Any chance you can chat in the next week or
two? “
Jeremy Shaw to Pam Mery,
“I know eveone's really busy in your shop, but I just wanted to follow up with on this
request with more specifics. In particular for transportation studies, we hope to
share data on or faculty, staff and students
- Counts – full-time, part-time, which campus
- Demographic data – age, income
- Address, place or zip code of residence
- Class schedules and/or students on campus(es) by time of day
- Mode of transport to campus
- Projected or aspirational numbers for any of the above”
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February 17, 2017
Linda Da Silva to John Francis, SF Planning
“My facilities master planning consultants are not designing solutions, they are not
contractually engaged at a project implementation level. So they are pushing back
on providing the kind of detailed traffic analysis and data that MTA is currently
requesting - and I can understand their position. I'm also not planning to augment
their contract to allow them to drill down to that level of detail, since we are in
master planning mode.”
March 16, 2017
John Francis to Linda Da Silva
“I have not been able to reach you for the last couple weeks and wanted to reach out
again because I am concerned about where we are in terms of preparation for the
FMP presentation to the Planning Commission on April 6th. Providing the
Commission a thorough update on the proposed FMP is a critical step in the
collaborative effort between City College and the City to ensure that the FMP
meets the needs of all stakeholders, including the CCSF community and the College’s
Ocean Campus neighbors. At this point, the only substantive work describing the
FMP that has been made public is a high level site plan that leaves undefined a
number of critical issues, particularly related to parking and vehicular access.
My concern is that such a high level overview of the FMP will not provide the
Commission with enough information to be able to provide constructive feedback
on the Plan. Unfortunately, given your aggressive goal of BOT adoption of the FMP
by the end of May, this will likely be the only opportunity for the Commission to
weigh in. As City staff has noted many times, we are committed to supporting the
mission and goals of City College and see our role in collaborating with you on the
FMP process as a crucial part of that effort. As such, while we still have concerns
about specific elements of the FMP that we have seen thus far, we want to make sure
that your presentation to the Commission is both productive and well received.
Toward this end, it would be appreciated if you could provide a status update on the
FMP draft and what elements will be ready in time for transmittal to the
Commission by March 30. I am out of the office starting tomorrow 3/17 and will
return on 3/27—during that time, I would ask you to be in touch with Jeremy Shaw
in order to provide an update and to coordinate the overall shape of the Commission
presentation.”
March 21, 2017
Linda Da Silva to Jeremy Shaw:
“When I agreed to bring our FMP to the Planning Commission in early April, I was
under the impression it was more as an informal information item on our planning
process, timeline and status. I was not aware that the Commissioners would be
providing constructive feedback on CCSF's FMP.”
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None of the emails between former Head of Facilities Linda Da Silva and staff of SF
Planning or other agencies is included in the draft SEIR. The SEIR does include an
official memo from SFMTA with comments on City College’s Facilities Master Plan
addressed to Da Silva.
Institutional Master Plan
A search of the SF Planning website shows a list of educational institutions and the
status of their latest Institutional Master Plans. City College is listed as exempt:
https://sfplanning.org/resource/institutional-master-plans
However in July 2016, SF Planning staff researched City College’s ability to exempt
itself from this process and prepared comments for Interim Chancellor Susan Lamb
offering to “to create the plan and to coordinate feedback from all City agencies”.
This communication thread is included in Appendix D
Costs to City College
In addition to the inability of City College to design its own transportation plan
without the insistent input from City Agencies, and the diversion—especially in the
earliest days of the planning process—away from the focus on the Educational
Master Plan or even the school in its entirety, the actual monetary costs to the
college were exacerbated by the City Agencies unrelenting focus on transportation.
Initially, in October 2015 when City College first hired tBP to be its Facilities Master
Planner, the resolution was for the amount $672,900. In April 2016, the contract
with tBP was updated “due to additional work necessary related to traffic pattern
analysis” as well as a peer review of local theatres for the PAEC project. This boosted
the contract with tBP to a total of $874,900. The traffic study generated by this
contract was produced by Sandis, and the data produced was adopted by Kitchell
and used in this draft SEIR. The Sandis consultants as well as tBP, appear on the
agendas for the early City/City College meetings.
In the summer of 2018, the Facility Master Plan was officially “rebooted” and
Kitchell, the group that had been hired in March 2018 with a contract for $350,000
to provide Program Management Services, was approved for a contract increase to
$2,763,496. The school also hired Fehr and Peers to do a TDM and parking study in
August 2018 for $75,000. The Fehr and Peers study is quoted widely in this draft
SEIR by the Kitchell consultants wrote the Transportation Memo for this DSEIR. An
additional Balboa Reservoir related expense has been the contract for
developer/consultant Charmaine who appears in the Administrative record in her
role with CCSF which has been renewed multiple times. Her role does not include
any liason between the College’s Facilities Committee and City Agencies. The City
College expenses listed above have been funded by 2005 Bond monies.
City College, Lost in the Shuffle
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In 2012, the Accrediting Commission For Community and Junior Colleges (ACCJC)
placed City College on the accreditation version of probation called “show cause”. In
July 2013 the ACCJC announced it would remove the school’s accreditation one year
later. San Francisco’s City Attorney kept the doors at City College open with a
lawsuit which bought the school a little more time while the Federal Accreditation
oversight Commission NACIQI investigated ACCJC and found that the Accreditor had
indeed denied City College due process, was not uniform in its punishments nor was
it clear in its standards. Armed with the findings of NACIQI, the California Task
Force on Accreditation, which was a statewide taskforce encompassing California
Community College Faculty and staff, took on the ACCJC who finally had to answer
for the damage they had capriciously spread throughout the California Community
College system.
Even with the advantage that Free City has given the school, City College still has not
recovered. A good number of the students have returned, but now they face class
cancellations. For staff and Community who have loyally “saved City College” year
after year since the start of the Accreditation Crisis, the marathon of concern has
taken a long, slow, hard, emotional toll. It was into this dark period of time that this
project came with its host of jolly, insistent, planners and staff to “help” City College
draft a future that like way too much of the draft SEIR, may not even include the
school.
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From: Shaw, Jeremy (CPC)
To: Fred Sturner
Bcc: Lesk, Emily (ECN)
Subject: Re: Follow-up Materials
Date: Monday, June 08, 2015 12:04:43 PM
Hi Fred
Thanks for being open to my attending today. Will you have a minute to chat before
the meeting? I'll be on campus by 12:30 or so
Feel free to call if easier 415-860-7429
Jeremy
On Jun 4, 2015, at 9:34 AM, Lesk, Emily (ECN) <emily.lesk@sfgov.org> wrote:
Fred,
Thanks so much for all of this. I believe we are still waiting to hear when and where
Monday’s meeting will be. Can you please send that information our way?
Thanks,
Emily
Emily Lesk
Direct: (415) 554-6162
Email: emily.lesk@sfgov.org
From: Fred Sturner [mailto:fsturner@ccsf.edu]
Sent: Tuesday, June 02, 2015 2:41 PM
To: Lesk, Emily (ECN)
Cc: Martin, Michael (ECN); Shaw, Jeremy (CPC)
Subject: RE: Follow-up Materials
From: Lesk, Emily (ECN) [mailto:emily.lesk@sfgov.org]
Sent: Tuesday, June 02, 2015 1:53 PM
To: Fred Sturner
Cc: Martin, Michael (ECN); Shaw, Jeremy (CPC)
Subject: Follow-up Materials
Hi Fred,
It was great to connect a few minutes ago. We look forward to receiving the followup
materials that you mentioned—the masterplan consultant selection schedule, the
consultant proposals, and the white paper.
Most pressingly, can you confirm that timing of the consultant selection meetings on
June 8 and 18? We understand that it may not be possible for someone from the City
to attend on the 18th, but we appreciate your effort to try to make that work.
Thanks,
Emily
Emily Lesk
Project Manager
Office of Economic and Workforce Development
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San Francisco City Hall
1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place, Room 448
San Francisco, CA 94102
Direct: (415) 554-6162
Email: emily.lesk@sfgov.org
www.oewd.org
From: Shaw, Jeremy (CPC)
To: Fred Sturner (fsturner@ccsf.edu)
Subject: master planner interviews
Date: Thursday, June 25, 2015 11:39:00 AM
Hi Fred,
I just saw that these interview questions were in my draft box. I thought I sent them.
How did the interviews go??
Jeremy
·
Please provide an example of providing an innovative transportation or access
solution to a client.
What did you approach the problem creatively, politically or analytically?
·
What solutions or approach would you propose for a complex and diverse urban
neighborhood such
as the CCSF Ocean Avenue campus?
·
In a political and academic climate that is very active, how would you engage CCSF
campus
planning and transportation as distinct from other CCSF topics? How would you
address issues
such as parking, access and neighborhood planning that the surrounding
communities continue to
see as a challenge and have discussed for years?
JEREMY SHAW | Planner/Urban Designer | SF PLANNING | 415.575.9135
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From: Teague, Corey (CPC)
To: Shaw, Jeremy (CPC)
Cc: Francis, John (CPC)
Subject: RE: IMPs
Date: Tuesday, August 08, 2017 12:58:05 PM

Not too much. They mostly talked about how it would be good to have standard formatting
requirements for all IMPs, and then to maybe also have some minimum standards for the
type/level
of data included in each IMP. John stated that creating these formatting and substance
standards
was or will be on our work program.
Corey A. Teague, AICP, LEED AP
Assistant Zoning Administrator
Planning Department, City and County of San Francisco
1650 Mission Street, Suite 400, San Francisco, CA 94103
Direct: 415-575-9081 Fax: 415-558-6409
Email: corey.teague@sfgov.org
Web: www.sfplanning.org
Planning Information Center (PIC): 415-558-6377 or pic@sfgov.org
Property Information Map (PIM):http://propertymap.sfplanning.org

From: Shaw, Jeremy (CPC)
Sent: Tuesday, August 08, 2017 11:20 AM
To: Teague, Corey (CPC)
Cc: Francis, John (CPC)
Subject: IMPs

Hi Corey
Anything significant come about from your IMP presentation that we should be aware of as
we work with City College for their facilities master plan update? (yes, they’re exempt, but
we’re encouraging them to come to CPC regardless)
Thanks!
Jeremy
JEREMY SHAW | Planner/Urban Designer | SF PLANNING | 415.575.9135

From: Fred Sturner
To: Shaw, Jeremy (CPC)
Subject: Re: checking in
Date: Friday, August 14, 2015 12:12:07 PM
Coffee, same place Monday?

From: Shaw, Jeremy (CPC) <jeremy.shaw@sfgov.org>
Sent: Friday, August 14, 2015 11:14 AM
To: Fred Sturner
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Subject: checking in
Hi Fred,
How are things? We should catch up if you have a minute (though I won’t be free til
Monday).
Also, wondering, does your shop keep data on where students are coming from or
any other
location/transportation related data? If not, who would that be?
Jeremy
JEREMY SHAW | Planner/Urban Designer | SF PLANNING | 415.575.9135
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1
Lesk, Emily (ECN)
From: Linda Da Silva <ldasilva@ccsf.edu>
Sent: Thursday, August 25, 2016 7:54 PM
To: Lesk, Emily (ECN)
Cc: Shaw, Jeremy (CPC); Francis, John (CPC)
Subject: Re: CPPC Meeting
Hi Emily,
Your inquiry is timely - we just posted the agenda and meeting materials on the
Facilities Master Plan website's Advisory Working Group page.
One of the meeting materials links is to the July 28th Board Resolution on the
Development of the Balboa Reservoir Property (this is the final, amended resolution
that you've been wanting to cite in your housing developer RFQ; I just got it today!).
Monday's meeting is 2-6pm at Ocean campus Multi-Use Building Room 140. We did
not anticipate a presentation from you (this time) -- but in the second part of the
charrette tBP/Architects will be leading the Advisory Working Group through
brainstorming and development of options. During that portion, if you notice
any ideas developing that would be informed by projects or initiatives that the City
is planning, you should
definitely speak up! That would be the benefit of your attendance - that kind of
coordination and
communication.
As a clarification (and since this is my "day 19", it was just yesterday that I got clear
about this): the
meetings/charrettes of the Facilities Master Plan Advisory Working Group (FMP
AWG) is the best venue for
City Planning coordination. I previously had cited the CPPC's meetings; CPPC is the
core of FMP AWG, with a
few additional individuals to help expand the perspective of CPPC which was tasked
by the Board to work on
the facilities master plan. The FMP has been consuming the CPPC's attention.
However, just to share my
newfound clarity on the difference, the CPPC does still meet separate from the FMP
AWG to do other more
mundane capital project related things - things that are very internal and wouldn't
have City involvement. So
to wrap this up, I'm inviting City Planning to FMP AWG sessions, not CPPC sessions. I
hope this makes sense
Linda da Silva
Associate Vice Chancellor, Facilities Planning & Construction
City College of San Francisco
50 Phelan Avenue, San Francisco, CA 94112
ldasilva@ccsf.edu
p 415.239.3495
www.ccsf.edu
From: Lesk, Emily (ECN) <emily.lesk@sfgov.org>
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Sent: Thursday, August 25, 2016 3:38:13 PM
To: Linda da Silva
Cc: Shaw, Jeremy (CPC); Francis, John (CPC)
Subject: CPPC Meeting
Hi Linda,
2
Nice to see you on Monday and again on Tuesday this week. I’m following up on
Monday’s CPPC meeting, with Jeremy
and John looped in. Can you clarify exactly what you’re looking for us to present? Is
there an agenda yet?
Thanks,
Emily
Emily Lesk
Project Manager
Office of Economic and Workforce Development
San Francisco City Hall
1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place, Room 448
San Francisco, CA 94102
Direct: (415) 554-6162
Email: emily.lesk@sfgov.org
www.oewd.org
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On Mar 22, 2017, at 20:11, Shaw, Jeremy (CPC) <jeremy.shaw@sfgov.org> wrote:
Hi Linda,
Sounds like you have a ton going on. If we don’t get the chance to talk, I wanted to be
sure to respond to your email.
Your sense is right, there was the expectation that the Planning Commission would
see
more than the high-level, Ocean Campus graphic. Presenting just that graphic will
invite more questions than it answers. And yes, it was assumed the presentation
would be “informational” and that City College would vote to exempt themselves
from
Planning Commission approval, as per code. (Without the Trustees voting to
exempt,
the FMP will have to go to the Commission for formal approval.)
However, even informational agenda items require staff review, a summary memo
and
presentation to the Commission (due by March 30, in this case). We are really proud
to
have been working with you! The hope was that a Commission presentation would
be
the one formal opportunity with the City to recognize that partnership. And since so
many of our challenges must be addressed in partnership, it would be valuable to
address the Commission before CCSF moves forward to approve the Plan. But if the
consultant doesn’t hasn’t given you a draft then we have a challenge. I believe John
looked for alternative dates, and this was the final remaining opportunity. How firm
is
BoT review on May 11th?
I am around Thursday if you want to chat, 12-3 works best.
Thanks
Jeremy
P.S. ALSO: Can you tell me whether I should attend this week’s BoT meeting? I was
planning to, but I don’t see the FMP on the agenda.
From: Shaw, Jeremy (CPC)
Sent: Wednesday, March 22, 2017 7:44 AM
To: Linda Da Silva
Subject: Re: FMP at Planning Commission
Thanks Linda. Yes please call me this morning .
// Sent from the field //
JEREMY SHAW | Planner/Urban Designer | SF PLANNING | 415.575.9135
On Mar 21, 2017, at 10:12 PM, Linda Da Silva <ldasilva@ccsf.edu> wrote:
Hi Jeremy,
Actually, the "busy prepping for BoT Thursday" occurs in the weeks
ahead of the Board meeting. That plus some facilities-related drama
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and crisis have left little time for me to catch a breath until now,
here at 10pm. My apologies to you and John for the lack of
communication.
When you and I spoke in early March, I got the feeling that if I were
to present the CCSF FMP to the Planning Commission, there'd be an
expectation that there would be something more substantive that the
single Ocean Avenue graphic that we at this point continue to tweak.
Our facilities master planner tBP Architects is drafting the FMP
narrative for CCSF review/notes; so far we have seen the TOC and
introduction. We will be very busy in the coming weeks through end
of April getting to the "final draft" stage that I need to bring to the
Board of Trustees at their May 11th meeting for feedback, and then
the "final recommendation" for their approval at the May 25
meeting.
When I agreed to bring our FMP to the Planning Commission in
early April, I was under the impression it was more as an informal
information item on our planning process, timeline and status. I was
not aware that the Commissioners would be providing constructive
feedback on CCSF's FMP. Can we discuss via telephone at 11:45am
tomorrow?
Linda da Silva
Associate Vice Chancellor, Facilities
City College of San Francisco
50 Phelan Avenue, San Francisco, CA 94112
ldasilva@ccsf.edu
p 415.239.3495
c 650.642.7143
www.ccsf.edu/facilities

From: Shaw, Jeremy (CPC) <jeremy.shaw@sfgov.org>
Sent: Tuesday, March 21, 2017 5:50:32 PM
To: Linda Da Silva
Subject: RE: FMP at Planning Commission
Hi Linda
Just wanted to follow up on this. Do you have any thoughts on presenting
to the Planning Commission?
Also, I imagine you’re busy prepping for the BOT Thursday. If you don’t
have time to talk before then, I understand. I don’t see the FMP on the
agenda, can you confirm that the FMP will not be presented this
Thursday?
Thanks
Jeremy
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From: Francis, John (CPC)
Sent: Thursday, March 16, 2017 4:10 PM
To: Linda Da Silva
<image003.png>
Cc: Exline, Susan (CPC); Shaw, Jeremy (CPC); Lesk, Emily (ECN)
Subject: FMP at Planning Commission
Importance: High
Hi Linda,
I have not been able to reach you for the last couple weeks and wanted to
reach out again because I am concerned about where we are in terms of
preparation for the FMP presentation to the Planning Commission on
April 6th. Providing the Commission a thorough update on the proposed
FMP is a critical step in the collaborative effort between City College and
the City to ensure that the FMP meets the needs of all stakeholders,
including the CCSF community and the College’s Ocean Campus
neighbors. At this point, the only substantive work describing the FMP
that has been made public is a high level site plan that leaves undefined a
number of critical issues, particularly related to parking and vehicular
access. My concern is that such a high level overview of the FMP will not
provide the Commission with enough information to be able to provide
constructive feedback on the Plan. Unfortunately, given your aggressive
goal of BOT adoption of the FMP by the end of May, this will likely be the
only opportunity for the Commission to weigh in.
As City staff has noted many times, we are committed to supporting the
mission and goals of City College and see our role in collaborating with
you on the FMP process as a crucial part of that effort. As such, while we
still have concerns about specific elements of the FMP that we have seen
thus far, we want to make sure that your presentation to the Commission
is both productive and well-received.
Toward this end, it would be appreciated if you could provide a status
update on the FMP draft and what elements will be ready in time for
transmittal to the Commission by March 30. I am out of the office starting
tomorrow 3/17 and will return on 3/27—during that time, I would ask
you to be in touch with Jeremy Shaw in order to provide an update and to
coordinate the overall shape of the Commission presentation.
Thanks and I look forward to hearing from you.
John
John M. Francis
Planner & Urban Designer, Citywide Planning Division
415-575-9147 | john.francis@sfgov.org
SF
Planning
Department
1650 Mission Street, Suite 400
San Francisco, CA 94103
<image001.png>
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From: Francis, John (CPC)
Sent: Monday, March 13, 2017 3:08 PM
To: 'Linda Da Silva'
Cc: Exline, Susan (CPC)
Subject: RE: Follow ups for City College data and analysis
Hi Linda,
Just following up again on prep timeline for the Planning Commission
hearing on April 6th. In order for the City to be able to review the draft
plan, write up comments, and submit them to the Planning Commission
by the March 30th PC packet deadline we’ll need to receive materials
from City College by this week. Do you anticipate having a draft to share
by then? Otherwise, we’ll just have to rely on the latest plan map
(attached) as our basis for feedback, and hopefully you’ll be able to share
more details as part of your informational presentation at the PC hearing.
Please let me know your plans as soon as you can.
Thanks,
John
John M. Francis
Planner & Urban Designer, Citywide Planning Division
415-575-9147 | john.francis@sfgov.org
SF
Planning
Department
1650 Mission Street, Suite 400
San Francisco, CA 94103
From: Francis, John (CPC)
Sent: Friday, March 03, 2017 12:01 PM
To: 'Linda Da Silva'
Subject: RE: Follow ups for City College data and analysis
Hi Linda,
Thanks for your message. I suggest you and I have a check up via phone
early next week—would you have some time on Tuesday? My day is fairly
open right now other than 9-10am and 12:30-1pm.
In the meantime, do you have a schedule of when the draft plan will be
released and ready for review? I’m just thinking about our timeline for
the Planning Commission hearing on April 6th and want to make sure we
<image007.png>
have enough time to review and digest at least a draft of the document
by then. Also note, I will need to send a letter to the Commission the
week prior (3/30) giving an overview of the Plan and our Planning process.
Thanks and hope your week down south has been enjoyable!
Best,
John
John M. Francis
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Planner & Urban Designer, Citywide Planning Division
415-575-9147 | john.francis@sfgov.org
SF
Planning
Department
1650 Mission Street, Suite 400
San Francisco, CA 94103
From: Linda Da Silva [mailto:ldasilva@ccsf.edu]
Sent: Tuesday, February 28, 2017 10:37 PM
To: Francis, John (CPC)
Subject: Re: Follow ups for City College data and analysis
Hi John,
First, I want to apologize for my early departure from our last
meeting on February 16th; unfortunately, I had to return to the
Ocean Campus for a Participatory Governance Council meeting.
I am sensing a slight disconnect on our collaboration efforts. For the
time I was in our last CCSF/City agency workshop on February 16th,
I was disappointed with the level of engagement. CCSF is in facilities
master planning mode right now, which is at the highest level of
facilities planning in which we operate. Our intent with the access
workshops with City agencies is to tease out the possibilities for
improved pedestrian, bicycle and vehicular routes along Ocean and
Phelan primarily, but also Judson and Havelock. My facilities master
planning consultants are not designing solutions, they are not
contractually engaged at a project implementation level. So they are
pushing back on providing the kind of detailed traffic analysis and
data that MTA is currently requesting - and I can understand their
position. I'm also not planning to augment their contract to allow
them to drill down to that level of detail, since we are in master
planning mode.
When we began discussing the approach to joint collaboration on
access planning, my team and I were concerned about whether
MTA had a planner operating at a broad enough level to resonate
with the high level master planning CCSF is undertaking. It seems
that MTA has multiple individuals working on distinct aspects - but
that there is not an overall regional or area "planner" who has all
the pieces and is visioning at a master planning level as is CCSF.
I'm in Asilomar at a workshop this week, very busy schedule from
breakfast through 9pm each day. I will telephone tomorrow during
a break to reach you in real time to discuss further.
Linda da Silva
Associate Vice Chancellor, Facilities
City College of San Francisco
50 Phelan Avenue, San Francisco, CA 94112
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ldasilva@ccsf.edu
p 415.239.3495
c 650.642.7143
www.ccsf.edu/facilities
From: Francis, John (CPC) <john.francis@sfgov.org>
Sent: Tuesday, February 28, 2017 4:48:55 PM
To: rsanzo@sandis.net
Cc: Linda Da Silva; PNewsom@tbparchitecture.com
Subject: RE: Follow ups for City College data and analysis
Ron, Linda, and Phil,
Following up on this, as the March 9 CCSF/City Staff joint presentation to
the CCSF BOT is just around the corner. Please respond with your
availability to have a follow up on the Ocean Ave access workshops with
MTA staff.
Thanks,
John
John M. Francis
Planner & Urban Designer, Citywide Planning Division
415-575-9147 | john.francis@sfgov.org
SF Planning
Department
1650 Mission Street, Suite 400
San Francisco, CA 94103
From: Francis, John (CPC)
Sent: Friday, February 24, 2017 1:29 PM
To: 'rsanzo@sandis.net'
Cc: 'Linda Da Silva'; 'Phil Newsom (PNewsom@tbparchitecture.com)'
Subject: RE: Follow ups for City College data and analysis
Ron, can you confirm receipt of materials from MTA and your availability
for a conference call next Friday?
Thanks,
John
John M. Francis
Planner & Urban Designer, Citywide Planning Division
415-575-9147 | john.francis@sfgov.org
SF Planning
Department
1650 Mission Street, Suite 400
San Francisco, CA 94103
From: Francis, John (CPC)
Sent: Thursday, February 23, 2017 4:15 PM
To: 'rsanzo@sandis.net'
Subject: FW: Follow ups for City College data and analysis
Ron, it sounds like some of the core MTA people are available on 3/3 after
3pm. Would that work for you?
John M. Francis

I-Hanson5

Planner & Urban Designer, Citywide Planning Division
415-575-9147 | john.francis@sfgov.org
SF Planning
Department
1650 Mission Street, Suite 400
San Francisco, CA 94103
From: Shahamiri, James [mailto:James.Shahamiri@sfmta.com]
Sent: Thursday, February 23, 2017 4:04 PM
To: Francis, John (CPC)
Subject: RE: Follow ups for City College data and analysis
Hi John,
Carli, Tony and I are available Friday 3/3 after 3:00.
Thanks.
James
From: Francis, John (CPC) [mailto:john.francis@sfgov.org]
Sent: Wednesday, February 22, 2017 9:58 PM
To: rsanzo@sandis.net
Cc: Shaw, Jeremy <Jeremy.Shaw@sfgov.org>; Linda Da Silva
<ldasilva@ccsf.edu>; Phil Newsom (PNewsom@tbparchitecture.com)
<PNewsom@tbparchitecture.com>; ce_bchin@ccsf.edu; Henderson,
Tony <Tony.Henderson@sfmta.com>; Katz, John
<John.Katz@sfmta.com>; Shahamiri, James
<James.Shahamiri@sfmta.com>; Hunter, Mari E
<Mari.Hunter@sfmta.com>
Subject: FW: Follow ups for City College data and analysis
Hi Ron,
Attached please find data from SFMTA collected in 2015 for the LWHS
study as well as the signal timing cards for the Geneva/Howth and
Ocean/Howth intersections.
In terms of your analysis, from a transit point of view, MTA would be
interested in seeing the following items:
· LOS/Delay and queuing of existing conditions at the three
intersections
· Trip generation/assignment based on their anticipated garage
size/placement
· LOS/Delay and queuing for existing conditions plus the traffic
generated by the new garages for existing lane/turning
configurations
o If they want to propose any modifications to lane/turning
configurations we would like to see the associated
operational analysis
o If an eastbound left-turn lane is to be proposed at
Ocean/Howth, they would need to assume it’s a
dedicated left-turn lane with protected signal phasing
o If they want to propose changing the signal cycle length it
should be no more than 110 seconds.
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Please let me know if you need further information or would like me to
set up/facilitate a call with the MTA team to discuss further. That said, I
do think a core group of us should plan to touch base next week to
discuss the output of your analysis. Ron and MTA folks, please send me
a note back indicating your availability for a call next Friday, 3/3.
Thanks,
John
John M. Francis
Planner & Urban Designer, Citywide Planning Division
415-575-9147 | john.francis@sfgov.org
SF Planning
Department
1650 Mission Street, Suite 400
San Francisco, CA 94103
From: Henderson, Tony [mailto:Tony.Henderson@sfmta.com]
Sent: Friday, February 17, 2017 10:41 AM
To: Shaw, Jeremy (CPC); Francis, John (CPC); Shahamiri, James (MTA)
Cc: Katz, John (MTA); Hunter, Mari (MTA)
Subject: RE: Follow ups for City College data and analysis
Hi Jeremy – Thanks for putting this together. I looked through our
records and found that counts were collected in 2015 for the LWHS study,
which I’ve attached. Also attached are the signal timing cards for the
Geneva/Howth and Ocean/Howth intersections. This data should give
City College’s consultant a good starting point to set up operational
analysis for the two intersections that they can use to test scenarios.
Thanks,
Tony
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From: Shaw, Jeremy (CPC)
To: Francis, John (CPC)
Subject: RE: Ccsf today
Date: Monday, August 28, 2017 12:17:45 PM
I talked to Linda this morning, who I believe also left a voicemail for you regarding
the agenda.
I downloaded it from FMP site only after talking to her, not quite grasping the
severity of the
language.
It’s not clear to me how likely this is to move forward.
From: Francis, John (CPC)
Sent: Monday, August 28, 2017 12:16 PM
To: Shaw, Jeremy (CPC)
Subject: Re: Ccsf today
Have you talked to Linda? Who sent it to you?
Sent from my iPhone
On Aug 28, 2017, at 11:59, Shaw, Jeremy (CPC) <jeremy.shaw@sfgov.org> wrote:
FMP working group.
Or at least a subset of it.
From: Francis, John (CPC)
Sent: Monday, August 28, 2017 11:57 AM
To: Shaw, Jeremy (CPC)
Subject: Re: Ccsf today
Is that a resolution from the FMP working group or some other body?
Sent from my iPhone
On Aug 28, 2017, at 11:53, Shaw, Jeremy (CPC) <jeremy.shaw@sfgov.org>
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wrote:
Yah.
Apparently a late addition to the agenda … see attached.
From: Francis, John (CPC)
Sent: Monday, August 28, 2017 11:46 AM
To: Shaw, Jeremy (CPC)
Subject: Re: Ccsf today
No I'm out today. Is there a working group meeting?
Sent from my iPhone
On Aug 28, 2017, at 11:33, Shaw, Jeremy (CPC)
<jeremy.shaw@sfgov.org> wrote:
Are you going to FMP meeting today?
// Sent from the field //
JEREMY SHAW | Planner/Urban Designer | SF
PLANNING | 415.575.9135
<Item 4.h FacComm Draft Resolution.pdf>
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Web: www.sfplanning.org

From: Kate.Stacy@sfgov.org [mailto:Kate.Stacy@sfgov.org]
Sent: Wednesday, July 13, 2016 4:01 PM
To: Exline, Susan (CPC)
Subject: Re: FW: institutional master plan for city college

CONFIDENTIAL AND PRIVILEGED
ATTORNEY-CLIENT COMMUNICATION
AND ATTORNEY WORK PRODUCT
Sue,
You asked whether City College was subject to San Francisco's local zoning
regulations, in particular the requirement to provide an Institutional Master Plan to the
Planning Commission. California Government Code Section 53091 requires a
Community College District (City College in San Francisco) to comply with all
applicable building and zoning ordinances of the City. However, California
Government Code Section 53094 allows City College to exempt a proposed use of
property for classroom facilities from local ordinances by a vote of 2/3 of the members
of the City College Board of Trustees. Once that vote is taken, the Board must notify
the City of its action within 10 days.
Kate Herrmann Stacy
Deputy City Attorney
City Hall Room 375
San Francisco, CA 94102
Tel: 415-554-4617
Fax: 415-554-4757
email: kate.stacy@sfgov.org
From: Shaw, Jeremy (CPC)
To: Francis, John (CPC)
Subject: RE: Notes for john to call chancellor lamb
Date: Friday, July 22, 2016 2:21:31 PM

Good one.
Not small at all
-----Original Message----From: Francis, John (CPC)
Sent: Friday, July 22, 2016 2:21 PM
To: Shaw, Jeremy (CPC); Exline, Susan (CPC)
Subject: RE: Notes for john to call chancellor lamb
Just one small addition...
San Francisco planning code requires every institution to submit an institutional master plan and we
would like to work with you to ensure that this plan is accepted by the Planning Commission.
My staff and the Mayor’s Office have been meeting monthly with your administration to express the
need for real collaboration because City College is such a critical institution for the city. We want to
ensure the facilities master plan is coordinated with the City projects around all of your campuses –
including design, transportation, development opportunities and community outreach. Many community
college campuses are more isolated or suburban, whereas City College is very much woven into the
fabric of our city--especially the Balboa Park neighborhood; we look forward to continuing and
strengthening this tradition in San Francisco. As we seek Commission approval and full enrollment for
CCSF, we'd like to collaborate more closely.
We are offering our staff's assistance in helping to create the plan and to coordinate feedback from all
City agencies.
John M. Francis
Planner & Urban Designer, Citywide Planning
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Direct: 415-575-9147 | Fax: 415-558-6409
SF Planning Department
1650 Mission Street, Suite 400
San Francisco, CA 94103
-----Original Message----From: Shaw, Jeremy (CPC)
Sent: Friday, July 22, 2016 1:34 PM
To: Exline, Susan (CPC)
Cc: Francis, John (CPC)
Subject: RE: Notes for john to call chancellor lamb
Maybe:
San Francisco planning code requires every institution to submit an institutional master plan and we
would like to work with you to ensure that this plan is accepted by the Planning Commission.
My staff and the Mayor’s Office have been meeting monthly with your administration to express the
need for real collaboration because City College is such a critical institution for the city. We want to
ensure the facilities master plan is coordinated with the City projects around all of your campuses –
including design, transportation, development opportunities and community outreach. Many community
college campuses are more isolated or suburban. But City College is very much woven into the fabric of
our city - especially the Balboa Park neighborhood. As we seek Commission approval and full enrollment
for CCSF, we'd like to collaborate more closely.
We are offering our staff's assistance in helping to create the plan and to coordinate feedback from all
City agencies.
-----Original Message----From: Exline, Susan (CPC)
Sent: Thursday, July 21, 2016 9:35 PM
To: Shaw, Jeremy (CPC)
Cc: Francis, John (CPC)
Subject: Notes for john to call chancellor lamb
Some rambling thoughts for johns talking points for his conversation with chancellor lamb. Can you both
edit and then we'll send to john. Thanks!
Our planning code requires every institution to submit an institutional master plan and we would like to
work with you to ensure that this plan is accepted by our commission.
My staff and other city staff from oewd have been meeting monthly with your administration to express
the need for real collaboration because city college is a critical institution for the city. We want to ensure
its plan is coordinated with all the city projects that surround it. Other community college campuses are
located in more suburban locations and not as woven into the fabric of the city. City college is very
much integrated into the city and especially the balboa neighborhood.
We would like to offer our staff's assistance in helping to create the plan and also coordinate the city's
feedback.
Sent from my iPhone

From: Teague, Corey (CPC)
To: Shaw, Jeremy (CPC)
Cc: Francis, John (CPC)
Subject: RE: IMPs
Date: Tuesday, August 08, 2017 12:58:05 PM

Not too much. They mostly talked about how it would be good to have standard formatting
requirements for all IMPs, and then to maybe also have some minimum standards for the
type/level
of data included in each IMP. John stated that creating these formatting and substance
standards
was or will be on our work program.
Corey A. Teague, AICP, LEED AP
Assistant Zoning Administrator
Planning Department, City and County of San Francisco
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1650 Mission Street, Suite 400, San Francisco, CA 94103
Direct: 415-575-9081 Fax: 415-558-6409
Email: corey.teague@sfgov.org
Web: www.sfplanning.org
Planning Information Center (PIC): 415-558-6377 or pic@sfgov.org
Property Information Map (PIM):http://propertymap.sfplanning.org

From: Shaw, Jeremy (CPC)
Sent: Tuesday, August 08, 2017 11:20 AM
To: Teague, Corey (CPC)
Cc: Francis, John (CPC)
Subject: IMPs

Hi Corey
Anything significant come about from your IMP presentation that we should be aware of as
we work
with City College for their facilities master plan update? (yes, they’re exempt, but we’re
encouraging
them to come to CPC regardless)
Thanks!
Jeremy
JEREMY SHAW | Planner/Urban Designer | SF PLANNING | 415.575.9135
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Lesk, Emily (ECN)
From:
Sent:
To:
Cc:

Jeff Hamilton <jhamilton@ccsf.edu>
Monday, June 08, 2015 7:32 PM
Lesk, Emily (ECN)
Martin, Michael (ECN); Russell, Rosanna (PUC); Freeman, Craig (PUC); Shaw, Jeremy
(CPC); Exline, Susan (CPC); Ronald Gerhard; Fred Sturner
Re: Draft Agenda for 6/9 Balboa Reservoir Meeting

Subject:

Hi Emily,
Got your call. Fred and I are confirmed to attend tomorrow's meeting at 1p.
Jeff Hamilton
From my iDevice
On Jun 4, 2015, at 3:53 PM, Lesk, Emily (ECN) <emily.lesk@sfgov.org> wrote:
Hi all,
We’re looking forward to this Tuesday’s CCSF/City meeting on the Balboa Reservoir project, including
but not limited to a discussion of site access. We’ve confirmed the City Hall, Room 448 conference room
as the meeting location.
Our proposed agenda is as follows:
1. CCSF Master Plan Process
a. Consultant selection
b. Performing Arts Center status
c. Consideration of parking
2. Access Routes to SFPUC Site
a. Prior agreements
b. Future needs
3. Potential partnerships
a. Child Development Center
b. CCSF faculty/staff/student housing
c. Parking on SFPUC site
d. Transportation demand management
4. 33 Gough status
5. Next meetings
Please feel free to be in touch with questions and suggestions.
Thanks,
Emily
Emily Lesk
Project Manager
Office of Economic and Workforce Development
1
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San Francisco City Hall
1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place, Room 448
San Francisco, CA 94102
Direct: (415) 554-6162
Email: emily.lesk@sfgov.org
www.oewd.org
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From:
To:
Cc:
Subject:
Date:

Lesk, Emily (ECN)
Mendoza, Hydra (MYR); Susan Lamb; Guy Lease (glease@ccsf.edu); Steve Bruckman; mzacovic@ccsf.edu
Martin, Michael (ECN); Rich, Ken (ECN); Corteza, Florence (CHF); Shaw, Jeremy (CPC)
RE: Conference Call next Tuesday, August 11th
Thursday, August 06, 2015 2:39:00 PM

Hi all,
The OEWD team is looking forward to joining next Tuesday’s call. Jeremy Shaw, our partner at the
Planning Department, will join us as well.
We’d like to discuss the following items, in addition to anything else that the CCSF team would like
to cover:
1.
2.

3.

Status of CCSF real estate staffing
Balboa Reservoir Project
a. Coordination on CCSF masterplan
b. Neighborhood transportation study
c. Site access considerations
d. CCSF housing opportunity
Status of 33 Gough

Thank you,
Emily
Emily Lesk
Direct: (415) 554-6162
Email: emily.lesk@sfgov.org
From: Mendoza, Hydra (MYR)
Sent: Tuesday, August 04, 2015 5:51 PM
To: Susan Lamb <slamb@ccsf.edu>; Guy Lease (glease@ccsf.edu) <glease@ccsf.edu>; Steve
Bruckman <sbruckman@ccsf.edu>; mzacovic@ccsf.edu
Cc: Lesk, Emily (ECN) <emily.lesk@sfgov.org>; Martin, Michael (ECN) <michael.martin@sfgov.org>;
Rich, Ken (ECN) <ken.rich@sfgov.org>; Corteza, Florence (CHF) <florence.corteza@sfgov.org>
Subject: Conference Call next Tuesday, August 11th
Dear Susan, Guy, Steve and Mark,
Thank you for jumping on a call with my colleagues next Tuesday regarding the Balboa Reservoir and
Ocean Avenue. There are some time sensitive issues so we wanted to take advantage of our
regularly scheduled time to bring a few things to your attention. You will be joined by Emily Lesk
and Mike Martin, project managers for the site from our Office of Economic Development.
Emily and Mike: In addition to Chancellor Lamb, the call will also have Guy Lease, Special Trustee,
Steve Bruckman, General Counsel and Mark Zacovic, newly appointed CFO taking Ron Gerhard’s
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place, all from CCSF.
Short overviews of the site for discussion are on the home page of our project website and the latest
newsletter that the Planning Department sent out to community members.
I look forward to an update when I return on the 15th.
Best,
Hydra
Hydra Mendoza-McDonnell
Office of Mayor Edwin M. Lee
Senior Advisor on Education and Family Services
1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place
City Hall, Room 200
San Francisco, CA 94102-4641
Hydra.mendoza@sfgov.org
Office: (415) 554-6298
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Agenda
City/City College Collaboration | Monthly Land Use Meeting
September 16, 2016, 2-3pm @ SF Planning
1. Introductions
2. Rescheduling October meeting – October 21st?
3. Facilities Master Plan
• Planning Department feedback on preliminary scenarios
• Preview of transportation and parking findings
4. Balboa Reservoir
• RFQ process and panel
5. 750 Eddy Update
6. SFMTA proposed bus stop
• Loss of white zone at Chinatown North Beach Center

www.sfplanning.org
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City/City College Collaboration | Monthly Land Use Meeting
October 21st, 2016, 2-3:30pm @ SF Planning
Agenda
1. Introductions

2:00 – 2:05pm

2. Transportation Section of Facilities Master Plan
a. Scope
i. What are City College’s transportation goals for the FMP?
ii. What does the transportation content of the FMP look like?
b. City Staff participation plan?
c. City feedback on FMP parking demand memo

2:05 – 2:35pm

3. Overview of TDM Plan, Existing Conditions & next tasks

2:35 – 3:15pm

4. Update: Chinatown Center loading/white zone Update

3:15 – 3:20pm

5. Next Steps

3:20 – 3:30pm

www.sfplanning.org
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Agenda
City/City College Collaboration | Monthly Land Use Meeting
November 7, 2016, 2-3pm @ SF Planning
1. Intros/Agenda
2. CCSF Update on Feedback from FMP Working Group and Community Workshops
(Linda/Phil, 5 min)
3. Review/discuss City feedback on Draft Preferred FMP (All, 20 min)
4. Present/discuss Draft Goals and Targets for TDM plan (Planning/MTA/All, 20 min)
5. Balboa Reservoir RFQ Update (Emily, 5 min)

www.sfplanning.org
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CCSF Facilities Master Plan Update
Ocean Campus Urban Design & Access Workshop Agenda
January 19, 2017, 2-5pm @ Planning (1650 Mission Street, 4th Floor)
Welcome, Introductions, Review Agenda & Goals
•

•

2-2:15pm

Workshop Goals
o Provide opportunity for CCSF and City to share high level urban
design and physical access priorities for CCSF Ocean Campus
o Discuss/workshop specific urban design and access challenges as
they relate to draft FMP
o Where possible, find consensus on potential solutions and method
for incorporating them into the FMP
o Where needed, discuss a framework for continuing dialogue on
unresolved issues
Workshop Format
o Focused presentations
o Discussion
o Group sketching (maps, trace, and markers will be provided)

Ocean Avenue Frontage

2:15-3:15pm

1. Presentation by Planning on Ocean & Geneva Corridor Design Options and
Recommendations (Planning). Followed by focused discussion on:
o Pedestrian & bike access
o Muni access & station location
o Relationship to FMP-proposed plaza and pedestrian routes and
coordination with SFMTA (All)
2. Related Topics for Discussion
o Auto access to FMP-proposed parking structures (east of campus and
under students services) (CCSF/All)
o I-280 Offramp Realignment (All)
o Urban design related to FMP-proposed Student Services building
(All)
Ocean/Phelan/Geneva Intersection

3:15-3:45pm

1. Presentation by Planning on Ocean & Geneva Corridor Design Options and
Recommendations (Planning)
2. Relationship to FMP-proposed plaza and pedestrian routes and coordination
with SFMTA (All)

www.sfplanning.org
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Phelan Avenue & West Campus

3:45-4:30pm

1. Presentation by tBP outlining pedestrian-oriented vision proposed for Phelan
and urban design concepts for West Campus (CCSF)
2. Related Topics for Discussion
o Roadway access between Phelan and Balboa Reservoir site (All)
o Pedestrian crossing, bike access, transit access, and auto traffic on
Phelan (All)
o Auto access to FMP-proposed parking structure (adjacent to Riordan
HS) (All)
o Urban design related to FMP-proposed buildings on west side and
opportunities for street/open space activation (All)
Judson & Havelock Frontages

4:30-4:45pm

1. Judson
o FMP vision for Judson frontage vis-à-vis streetscape design and
pedestrian/bike access (CCSF/All)
o Judson and Phelan intersection, opportunities for safety
improvements (All)
2. Havelock
o FMP vision for Havelock frontage vis-à-vis streetscape design and
pedestrian/bike access (CCSF/All)
o Access to FMP-proposed parking structure
Next Steps (All)
•
•

4:45-5pm

Recap of consensus areas
Issues for further discussion

2
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CCSF Facilities Master Plan Update
Ocean Campus Urban Design & Access Workshop #2 Agenda
February 16, 2017, 3-5pm @ Planning (1650 Mission Street, 4th Floor)
Welcome, Introductions, Review Agenda & Goals
•

•

3-3:15pm

Workshop Goals
o Provide opportunity for CCSF and SFMTA to discuss/workshop
technical campus access challenges along Ocean Ave, particularly
related to the Howth Street Ocean Campus entrance
o Discuss/workshop campus and Balboa Reservoir access challenges
from Phelan Ave
o Where possible, find consensus on potential solutions and method
for incorporating them into the FMP
o Where needed, discuss a framework for continuing dialogue on
unresolved issues
Workshop Format
o Focused presentations
o Discussion
o Group sketching (maps, trace, and markers will be provided)

Ocean Avenue Access

3:15-4pm

Topics for discussion
•
•
•
•
•
•
•

Anticipated new parking demand on east side of campus
Reconfiguration of CCSF athletic building driveway to accommodate parking
access and car storage
Trip generation and distribution by time of day and access/entry point on
east side of campus
Ideas for mitigating left hand turn challenges from EB Ocean to Howth
Potential for converting Howth to two-way traffic
Pedestrian & bike access along Ocean, particularly at Howth
Continue discussion on Muni access & station location

Phelan Avenue & West Campus

4-4:30pm

Topics for Discussion
•
•

Roadway access options from Phelan and Ocean to Balboa Reservoir site
Potential mode conflicts (auto, transit, pedestrian) with introduction of new
Phelan pedestrian crossings and Reservoir site road connection

www.sfplanning.org
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•

Status of CCSF-proposed cross-section for Phelan

Judson & Havelock Frontages

4:30-4:45pm

1. Judson
o FMP vision for Judson frontage vis-à-vis streetscape design and
pedestrian/bike access (CCSF/All)
o Judson and Phelan intersection, opportunities for safety
improvements (All)
2. Havelock
o FMP vision for Havelock frontage vis-à-vis streetscape design and
pedestrian/bike access (CCSF/All)
o Access to FMP-proposed parking structure
Next Steps (All)
•
•

4:45-5pm

Recap of consensus areas
Issues for further discussion

2
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City/City College Collaboration | Monthly Land Use Meeting
October 21st, 2016, 2-3:30pm @ SF Planning
Agenda
1. Introductions

2:00 – 2:05pm

2. Transportation Section of Facilities Master Plan
a. Scope
i. What are City College’s transportation goals for the FMP?
ii. What does the transportation content of the FMP look like?
b. City Staff participation plan?
c. City feedback on FMP parking demand memo

2:05 – 2:35pm

3. Overview of TDM Plan, Existing Conditions & next tasks

2:35 – 3:15pm

4. Update: Chinatown Center loading/white zone Update

3:15 – 3:20pm

5. Next Steps

3:20 – 3:30pm

www.sfplanning.org

Jeremy Shaw 10/20/16 10:45 AM
Comment [1]: Add "draft", avoid
"replacement" or promises about parking
supply, consider "transportation demand"
holistically, of which parking is one part

Jeremy Shaw 10/20/16 10:45 AM
Comment [2]:
TDM Overview
• Purpose of TDM Plan and our efforts
• Highlights from Existing Conditions Report
o Parking survey findings (midday utilization,
management discussion)
o CCSF Ocean Campus intercept survey
findings (mode choice, potential for mode
shift)
• Discussion of next steps – where are we going
from here
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Agenda
City/City College Collaboration | Monthly Land Use Meeting
October 21st, 2016, 2-3pm @ SF Planning
1. Introductions
2. Follow Ups from 9/26 Meeting
• 750 Eddy Update
• Chinatown Center loading/white zone Update
3. Facilities Master Plan
• What are City College’s transportation goals for the FMP?
• What does the transportation content of the FMP look like?
4. Balboa Area TDM MOU Concepts
5. Balboa TDM Existing Conditions
• Briefing on Nelson Nygaard’s existing conditions memo
• Parking demand methodology questions
6. Next Steps
• Writing of and City College participation in TDM recommendations for area

www.sfplanning.org
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Agenda
City/City College Collaboration | Monthly Land Use Meeting
November 7, 2016, 2-3pm @ SF Planning
1. Intros/Agenda
2. CCSF Update on Feedback from FMP Working Group and Community Workshops
(Linda/Phil, 5 min)
3. Review/discuss City feedback on Draft Preferred FMP (All, 20 min)
4. Present/discuss Draft Goals and Targets for TDM plan (Planning/MTA/All, 20 min)
5. Balboa Reservoir RFQ Update (Emily, 5 min)

www.sfplanning.org
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CCSF Facilities Master Plan Update
Ocean Campus Urban Design & Access Workshop Agenda
January 19, 2017, 2-5pm @ Planning (1650 Mission Street, 4th Floor)
Welcome, Introductions, Review Agenda & Goals
•

•

2-2:15pm

Workshop Goals
o Provide opportunity for CCSF and City to share high level urban
design and physical access priorities for CCSF Ocean Campus
o Discuss/workshop specific urban design and access challenges as
they relate to draft FMP
o Where possible, find consensus on potential solutions and method
for incorporating them into the FMP
o Where needed, discuss a framework for continuing dialogue on
unresolved issues
Workshop Format
o Focused presentations
o Discussion
o Group sketching (maps, trace, and markers will be provided)

Ocean Avenue Frontage

2:15-3:15pm

1. Presentation by Planning on Ocean & Geneva Corridor Design Options and
Recommendations (Planning). Followed by focused discussion on:
o Pedestrian & bike access
o Muni access & station location
o Relationship to FMP-proposed plaza and pedestrian routes and
coordination with SFMTA (All)
2. Related Topics for Discussion
o Auto access to FMP-proposed parking structures (east of campus and
under students services) (CCSF/All)
o I-280 Offramp Realignment (All)
o Urban design related to FMP-proposed Student Services building
(All)
Ocean/Phelan/Geneva Intersection

3:15-3:45pm

1. Presentation by Planning on Ocean & Geneva Corridor Design Options and
Recommendations (Planning)
2. Relationship to FMP-proposed plaza and pedestrian routes and coordination
with SFMTA (All)

www.sfplanning.org
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Phelan Avenue & West Campus

3:45-4:30pm

1. Presentation by tBP outlining pedestrian-oriented vision proposed for Phelan
and urban design concepts for West Campus (CCSF)
2. Related Topics for Discussion
o Roadway access between Phelan and Balboa Reservoir site (All)
o Pedestrian crossing, bike access, transit access, and auto traffic on
Phelan (All)
o Auto access to FMP-proposed parking structure (adjacent to Riordan
HS) (All)
o Urban design related to FMP-proposed buildings on west side and
opportunities for street/open space activation (All)
Judson & Havelock Frontages

4:30-4:45pm

1. Judson
o FMP vision for Judson frontage vis-à-vis streetscape design and
pedestrian/bike access (CCSF/All)
o Judson and Phelan intersection, opportunities for safety
improvements (All)
2. Havelock
o FMP vision for Havelock frontage vis-à-vis streetscape design and
pedestrian/bike access (CCSF/All)
o Access to FMP-proposed parking structure
Next Steps (All)
•
•

4:45-5pm

Recap of consensus areas
Issues for further discussion

2
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CCSF Facilities Master Plan Update
Ocean Campus Urban Design & Access Workshop #2 Agenda
February 16, 2017, 3-5pm @ Planning (1650 Mission Street, 4th Floor)
Welcome, Introductions, Review Agenda & Goals
•

•

3-3:15pm

Workshop Goals
o Provide opportunity for CCSF and SFMTA to discuss/workshop
technical campus access challenges along Ocean Ave, particularly
related to the Howth Street Ocean Campus entrance
o Discuss/workshop campus and Balboa Reservoir access challenges
from Phelan Ave
o Where possible, find consensus on potential solutions and method
for incorporating them into the FMP
o Where needed, discuss a framework for continuing dialogue on
unresolved issues
Workshop Format
o Focused presentations
o Discussion
o Group sketching (maps, trace, and markers will be provided)

Ocean Avenue Access

3:15-4pm

Topics for discussion
•
•
•
•
•
•
•

Anticipated new parking demand on east side of campus
Reconfiguration of CCSF athletic building driveway to accommodate parking
access and car storage
Trip generation and distribution by time of day and access/entry point on
east side of campus
Ideas for mitigating left hand turn challenges from EB Ocean to Howth
Potential for converting Howth to two-way traffic
Pedestrian & bike access along Ocean, particularly at Howth
Continue discussion on Muni access & station location

Phelan Avenue & West Campus

4-4:30pm

Topics for Discussion
•
•

Roadway access options from Phelan and Ocean to Balboa Reservoir site
Potential mode conflicts (auto, transit, pedestrian) with introduction of new
Phelan pedestrian crossings and Reservoir site road connection

www.sfplanning.org
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•

Status of CCSF-proposed cross-section for Phelan

Judson & Havelock Frontages

4:30-4:45pm

1. Judson
o FMP vision for Judson frontage vis-à-vis streetscape design and
pedestrian/bike access (CCSF/All)
o Judson and Phelan intersection, opportunities for safety
improvements (All)
2. Havelock
o FMP vision for Havelock frontage vis-à-vis streetscape design and
pedestrian/bike access (CCSF/All)
o Access to FMP-proposed parking structure
Next Steps (All)
•
•

4:45-5pm

Recap of consensus areas
Issues for further discussion

2
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Agenda
City/City College Collaboration | Monthly Land Use Meeting
November 7, 2016, 2-3pm @ SF Planning
1. Intros/Agenda
2. CCSF Update on Feedback from FMP Working Group and Community Workshops
(Linda/Phil, 5 min)
3. Review/discuss City feedback on Draft Preferred FMP (All, 20 min)
4. Present/discuss Draft Goals and Targets for TDM plan (Planning/MTA/All, 20 min)
5. Balboa Reservoir RFQ Update (Emily, 5 min)

www.sfplanning.org
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City College Facilities Master Plan
Coordination Update – 8. November 2016
City/CCSF Engagement/Coordination To Date
Date

Event

Agenda

Notes

1x per month

City/CCSF Monthly
Coordination
Meeting

High level coordination,
with some in-depth
discussion of planning
issues

Attended regularly by
Planning (and TDM
consultants), CCSF (and
consultants), OEWD,
MTA, PUC, BART

Thursday,
August 18

BOT Meeting

Present existing
conditions to BOT

Planning attended

Monday,
October 18

Community
Workshops

Present draft FMP options
for Ocean Campus

Planning attended and
submitted written
comments on options.

Tuesday,
October 25

Advisory Working
Group Meeting

Present draft preferred
option for Ocean Campus

Planning attended and
submitted written
comments on preferred
option.

Tuesday &
Wednesday,
November 1 & 2

Community
Workshops

Present draft preferred
option for Ocean Campus

Planning attended

Upcoming City/CCSF Engagement/Coordination
Date

Event

Agenda

Notes

1x per month

City/CCSF Monthly
Coordination
Meeting

High level coordination,
with some in-depth
discussion of planning
issues

Attended regularly by
Planning (and TDM
consultants), CCSF (and
consultants), OEWD, MTA,
PUC, BART

TBD

Working sessions for
detailed coordination on
City/CCSF Design
Workshop/Charrette specific areas of
importance

To be attended by CCSF
and City specialists in key
subject areas

Thursday,
November 17

CCSF Board of
Trustees Meeting

Planning to attend and
submit formal comments
to BOT (written and oral)

CCSF to present draft
preferred option

www.sfplanning.org
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Friday,
December 9

Advisory Working
Group Meeting

Review workshop and BOT
feedback

Planning to attend

Future Meetings
with
Community,
Working Group
and BOT

TBD

TBD

Planning to remain
engaged throughout the
planning process

Planning Director’s Letter to CCSF Board of Trustees
•
•
•

Prepared for and presented at November 17th BOT meeting
Will highlight collaborative and responsive dialogue between City and CCSF staff
Will include high level summary of primary issues of concern for the City with detailed
comments submitted in writing. High level issues to be addressed:
a) Parking/access/TDM
! Implement TDM strategies to increase non-auto access and reduce parking
demand
b) Urban design
! Well-designed and considered campus/community interface
! Activated public realm
! Permeability and openness to community
c) Access and interface between CCSF and future Balboa Reservoir development
! Allow flexibility for complementary design as west campus and Reservoir
develop
! Create logical vehicular access between Phelan Ave and Reservoir
d) Ocean Avenue
! Incorporation of Ocean and Geneva Corridor Design recommendations into FMP
! Create a welcoming campus gateway and complement Ocean Ave development

2
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From:
To:

Subject:

Lesk, Emily (ECN)
Martin, Michael (ECN); Russell, Rosanna (PUC) (rsrussell@sfwater.org); Freeman, Craig (PUC)
(cfreeman@sfwater.org); Shaw, Jeremy (CPC); Exline, Susan (CPC); Fred Sturner (fsturner@ccsf.edu); Jeff
Hamilton
Balboa Reservoir - City/CCSF Follow-Up Call

The purpose of this call is to address the agenda items that we ran out of time to cover on June 9. As a reminder, those remaining items are:
1. Potential Partnerships
o Child Development Center
o CCSF faculty/staff/student housing
o Parking strategies
o Transportation demand management
2. 33 Gough Status

I-Hanson5
From:
To:

Subject:

Lesk, Emily (ECN)
Martin, Michael (ECN); Russell, Rosanna (PUC) (rsrussell@sfwater.org); Freeman, Craig (PUC)
(cfreeman@sfwater.org); Shaw, Jeremy (CPC); Exline, Susan (CPC); Fred Sturner (fsturner@ccsf.edu); Jeff
Hamilton
Balboa Reservoir - City/CCSF Follow-Up Call

The purpose of this call is to address the agenda items that we ran out of time to cover on June 9. As a reminder, those remaining items are:
1. Potential Partnerships
o Child Development Center
o CCSF faculty/staff/student housing
o Parking strategies
o Transportation demand management
2. 33 Gough Status
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Lesk, Emily (ECN)
From:
Sent:
To:
Cc:
Subject:

Ronald Gerhard <rgerhard@ccsf.edu>
Friday, May 08, 2015 9:54 AM
Martin, Michael (ECN); Jeff Hamilton; Fred Sturner
Rich, Ken (ECN); Lesk, Emily (ECN)
RE: Tuesday meeting followup

Good morning.
Do apologize for the delayed response. I believe we are all on the same page as outlined below. In response to
outstanding tasks:
• Fred will get you on the next CPPC (Capital Projects and Planning Committee) agenda. Some of those individuals
were at the community forum earlier this week. Two items that will come us is parking and PAC. We can talk
more about those topics later.
• Regarding the coordination of future meetings, Toni would be the best resource to facilitate scheduling those
meetings for individuals on our side. She is out on vacation through next Tuesday. So, I will let her know to
expect Phillip reaching out to her to facilitate in scheduling both the reoccurring monthly meetings between
OWED and CCSF as well as a future meeting with PUC, OWED, CCSF, and Planning.

Regards,
Ron

Ronald P. Gerhard
Vice Chancellor for Finance and Administration
City College of San Francisco
33 Gough Street
San Francisco, CA 94103
Phone - (415) 241-2229
www.ccsf.edu
From: Martin, Michael (ECN) [mailto:michael.martin@sfgov.org]
Sent: Friday, May 01, 2015 12:31 PM
To: Ronald Gerhard; Jeff Hamilton; Fred Sturner
Cc: Rich, Ken (ECN); Lesk, Emily (ECN)
Subject: Tuesday meeting followup
Dear Ron, Jeff and FredThanks again for a good meeting on Tuesday, I believe we made a lot of progress in understanding our mutual
objectives. I am writing to provide my sense of the followups from our meeting:
•

General next steps:
o

All will work to evaluate the approach to the MOU we discussed as it relates to 33 Gough and Balboa
Reservoir. To that end, I propose that the City team drafts an overview the “principles of cooperation”
we talked about in advance of the May monthly meeting noted above, to help serve as the agenda for
that discussion.
1
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•

o

Ron and Jeff to provide feedback on the City’s engagement strategy with CCSF in an effort to provide
transparency on the SFPUC site process. (Related note: Andrew Chandler of the CCSF Capital Planning
Committee had reached out to us previously, and he has suggested that the 5/13 Capital Planning
Committee meeting would be a good place to begin our effort to inform the various CCSF constituencies
before the summer break. Would you agree? If so, I think we’d want to move quickly to seek a spot on
that agenda since it is now less than two weeks away.)

o

Jeff to work with City Planning Department and SFMTA on survey of college staff and students regarding
transportation.

o

Mike to develop understanding of potential for SFPUC being the 33 Gough power provider.

o

Fred to provide further detail on space/infrastructure needs relating to a childcare facility on-site at
Balboa Reservoir.

Next meetings:
o

In response to our discussed adoption of a monthly meeting schedule, a late May meeting with all of the
participants from Tuesday (Ron I will have Ken’s assistant Phillip contact Toni Lee to coordinate unless
you would prefer to handle differently).

o

In the meantime, I would also like to schedule a meeting of OEWD, CCSF, SFPUC and Planning
Department staff to discuss opportunities to collaborate in more detail. Please advise how best to
coordinate the correct CCSF participants, based on the intended topics below:
!

Potential partnerships in connection with Balboa Reservoir housing proposal (site access,
parking, child development center, partnership to build CCSF housing, etc)

!

Strategy and expected process for CCSF master plan update

!

Others?

Please call or email if you have comments, questions or additions to the above. Have a good weekend.
Best regards,
Mike

************
Michael Martin
City and County of San Francisco
Office of Economic and Workforce Development
Office: (415) 554-6937

2
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From:
To:

Subject:
Date:

Lesk, Emily (ECN)
mzacovic@ccsf.edu; Fred Sturner; Adam Engelskirchen; Martin, Michael (ECN); Wong, Phillip (ECN); Exline,
Susan (CPC); Shaw, Jeremy (CPC); Freeman, Craig (CWP); Russell, Rosanna (PUC); Guy Lease;
sbruckman@ccsf.edu; Jeff Hamilton
Yesterday"s City/CCSF Meeting - Recap of Tasks
Tuesday, November 03, 2015 2:40:00 PM

Thanks to all for a good meeting yesterday. Here is a recap of the tasks that we each agreed to take
on.
-

-

-

Emily will provide the CCSF team with the proposed Balboa Reservoir development
parameters.
Rosanna will send the CCSF team the land swap transaction documents, including the
access easement agreement.
Mike and Emily will draft a statement describing current access conditions and obligations,
to be incorporated into the Balboa Reservoir RFP, and will share this draft statement with
CCSF for feedback.
Emily and Mike will contact Jeff in late November/early December to discuss proposed
development parameters on “Project’s Relationship to CCSF” prior to finalizing those draft
parameters for public dissemination. [Jeff—your colleagues thought you would be the right
person for this role, but please let us know if you would prefer for us to work with someone
else.]
Rosanna will provide CCSF with contact information for the City’s title officer, who may be
able to assist with CCSF’s tennis court question.
Sue will speak with Planning Department colleagues about CCSF’s tennis court question.
Mark will serve as point of contact for City requests for transportation data.
Mark will disseminate the City’s transportation usage survey to the CCSF community.
Emily will reserve a room in City Hall for the December check-in meeting.
Emily will add Steve Bruckman to future meeting invites.

Please let me know if anything is missing or mischaracterized.
Thanks,
Emily
Emily Lesk
Project Manager
Office of Economic and Workforce Development
San Francisco City Hall
1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place, Room 448
San Francisco, CA 94102
Direct: (415) 554-6162
Email: emily.lesk@sfgov.org
www.oewd.org
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Meeting Minutes
City/City College Collaboration | Monthly Land Use Meeting
September 16, 2016, 2-3pm @ SF Planning
In Attendance:
•

•

•

CCSF
o Linda Da Silva
o Ron Gerhard
o Phil Newsom (TBP Architecture)
o Amy Jane Frater (TBP Architecture)
o Mike _______ (Sandis, via phone)
SF Planning
o Sue Exline
o John M. Francis
OEWD
o Emily Lesk (via phone)

Follow Up Action Items:
OEWD
o Send out meeting invitation for October 21st meeting; 2pm at Planning (Emily)
Planning
o Send Linda dates, times, and scope of Nelson\Nygaard data collection effort (Jeremy)
o Follow up with Carli Paine at MTA re: Chinatown Center white zone relocation/removal
(John)
o Send electronic copy of FMP Options to CCSF team (attached to this file and sent
separately)
CCSF
o Keep City team informed on outcome of MTA/Chinatown Center meeting re: white zone
relocation/removal (Linda)
o Send City team electronic copy of parking data (Phil/Amy Jane)
o Keep City informed on next steps for 750 Eddy (Linda)
All
o Coordinate integration of Heather Green/City Admin Office into FMP conversation. Ron,
please forward email from Heather to City Team.

www.sfplanning.org
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Detailed Minutes:
1. Rescheduling October Meeting
• October 21 @ 2pm works for everyone, will book at conference room at Planning
2. Facilities Master Plan Options Background
• Phil and Amy Jane provided some background on the ideas that informed the development
of the preliminary Options for the FMP
o Age of facilities is a driving factor; many buildings on Ocean campus are toward the
end of their useful life, facilities on other campuses are more mixed.
o There is a lot of excess space based on current enrollment, but the College’s goal is
to increase enrollment to pre-recession levels
o Building renovations will require juggling of existing uses to other facilities while old
facilities are renovated; phasing of new construction will play a role in this process.
o Planning for campus “flow”; i.e. how people move through and experience the
campus, the entry sequence, how uses/facilities are clustered base on use, etc.
o Concern from many quarters around parking capacity and demand
o Desire to phase out portable classrooms
o Many existing classroom facilities are too small
o Location of Arts Complex is fairly well established on the site west of Phelan Ave and
east of Balboa Reservior
• Ron received an email from Heather Green at City Administrator’s Office requesting a
meeting to upate her on FMP progress. All agree that it would be good to loop Heather into
the ongoing conversations CCSF and City teams have been having and will continue to have
over the coming months. Ron will forward City team Heather’s email for coordination
purposes.
3. Planning Department Feedback on FMP Options
• John and Sue provided a summary of Planning Department feedback on the FMP Options
presented to the FMP Advisory Working Group on August 29, 2016. See comments attached
below.
• Linda, Phil, and Amy Jane all feel the feedback is helpful and resonates with their vision for
the FMP and Campus. Specific points of agreement include:
o The desire for a campus that is open, accessible, and well-integrated into the
community.
o The desire to strike the right balance between parking demand and supply based on
solid data; acknowledging the goal to increase the percentage of people taking
transit, walking, and biking to campus while strategically managing parking demand
over the time horizon of the FMP and beyond.

2
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4. CCSF Parking Data Findings Preview
• Phil provided a brief summary of the campus parking data recently collected by Sandis.
• Would be great if City could have an electronic copy, if possible.
• Overall, parking is not well distributed on campus; some facilities are over capacity while
others are under capacity. Goal is to reach an overall level of ~85% capacity campus-wide.
• City’s traffic consultant Nelson\Nygaard will be collecting additional parking in and around
campus in the near future. Jeremy should let Linda know ASAP when that will occur and
what the scope of work is.
• CCSF, the City, and their consultants will use the October 21st meeting for a “deep dive” into
the parking and traffic data. Goal is to share data and analyze the takeaways.
5. Balboa Reservoir RFQ Process and Panel
• RFQ language and review panel were finalized by Balboa Park CAC at its last meeting.
• RFQ will be issued at the end of the month.
• Linda will sit on the RFQ panel.
6. 750 Eddy Update
• CCSF has continued to analyze the opportunities to redevelop 750 Eddy as a mixed-use
facility.
• Linda will be presenting analysis to the CCSF Board next Thursday (9/22) and seeking
feedback on whether CCSF should continue more detailed analysis of the property.
7. SFMTA Proposed Bus Stop at Chinatown Center
• SFMTA is proposing to convert the white passenger loading zone in front of the CCSF
Chinatown Center to a bus stop.
• There is concern that the lack of a passenger loading zone will lead to sidewalk and street
congestion.
• Unclear whether MTA is planning to eliminate the white zone completely or just move it
elsewhere on the block.
• Staff at Chinatown Center is meeting with project manager Kathleen Phu at MTA to
understand the full nature of the change. Linda will let Planning know the outcome of this
meeting.
• Planning will follow up with Carli Paine at MTA to gather further information.

3
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Meeting Minutes
City/City College Collaboration | Monthly Land Use Meeting
October 21, 2016, 2-3pm @ SF Planning
In Attendance:
• Linda Da Silva
• Jeff Hamilton

CCSF

TBP Architecture

Phil Newsom

Sandis

•
•

Ron Sanzo
Andrea Fortun

Planning

•
•
•

Sue Exline
John M. Francis
Jeremy Shaw

OEWD

Emily Lesk

MTA

•
•

Carli Paine
Keith Tanner

Nelson\Nygaard

•
•

Jeff Tumlin
Peter Costa

SFPUC

•
•

Martin Gran
Chris Wong

Follow Up Action Items:
All
o

Accept new/updated calendar invite for monthly City/CCSF coordination meeting sent
by John Francis (next meeting November 7)
Planning
o Send CCSF consolidated City comments on preferred option (John, Nov. 4th)
o Share link to existing conditions report of the Balboa TDM study (Jeremy, ASAP)
o Coordinate with MTA and N\N on parking/TDM cost/benefit analysis; to be included in
TDM Plan. Progress report at next meeting (Jeremy, November 7)
o Coordinate with N\N to share updated neighborhood parking data and speed data with
City College
o Coordinate agenda with CCSF and OEWD for November 7 coordination meeting

www.sfplanning.org
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MTA
o
o
CCSF
o

Invite CCSF to Balboa Park CAC meeting to present on FMP (Keith Tanner)
Continue to coordinate with/provide updates to CCSF on bus stop installation/loading
zone relocation at Chinatown Center
Work with City team (Jeremy, Carli, Jeff) to schedule a time to present to the TDM Study
findings to the CCSF Facilities Committee and other CCSF bodies, as necessary (Linda,
ASAP)

Detailed Minutes:
1. Next Meeting
• Returning to regular meeting time; note renewed calendar invite from John Francis
• Monday, November 7, 2-3pm @ Planning (4th Floor)
2. Facilities Master Plan Options and TDM Discussion
• Preferred Option for Ocean Campus will combine elements of two alternative options
• Strong interest from CCSF in changes to Phelan that knit the east and west sides of campus
together, including increased pedestrian safety; making Phelan a seam for connectivity
rather than a dividing line. Strong desire between City and CCSF staff to cooperate in the
vision for Phelan and other community-interfacing parts of campus.
• Topography is a driving consideration for connectivity and access to and through campus;
suggestion (from Jeff Tumlin) to use buildings to assist in overcoming these grade
challenges, where possible (ie buildings that have entrances at multiple grades connected by
elevators). Consider other creative ways, particularly on the ceremonial open space in front
of the Science Building, to better utilize open space and help with overcoming topography
(suggestion from Jeff Tumlin and City staff). See Simon Fraser University campus plan (link)
as a precedent.
• Parking on campus is not currently distributed well; campus options propose distributing
parking better, including under proposed Student Services building at corner of
Ocean/Phelan (TbP)
• All agree that structured and subterranean parking is extremely expensive. Subsidizing
transit for students, staff, and faculty would be much cheaper. City, with consultant
assistance, would be willing to provide a “back of the envelope” analysis exploring the cost
of providing new parking structures vs. subsidizing transit. CCSF acknowledges the cost
constraints related to structured parking and agrees that reducing the cost for such facilities
should be a goal to the extent feasible.
• CCSF plans to size structured and subterranean parking in FMP based on a “worst case”
parking supply scenario. However, Jeff Tumlin points out that planning for that much
parking will increase environmental mitigation requirements, with greater implications for
2
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•
•

•
•

•

•
•

surrounding roadway, infrastructure, or transportation demand mitigations. The City
recommends that the FMP reflect desired (but reasonable) parking scenarios as opposed to
“worst case” outcomes. If the “worst case scenario” is necessary for FMP approvals, then
the City suggests incorporating options, including an option(s) which utilizes a range of TDM
strategies to reduce parking demand.
Nelson\Nygaard presented highlights from the existing conditions report of the Balboa TDM
study (document to be posted online soon—Planning will send out link when available).
Roads and capacity are geometrically constrained, but there remains the need for both
agencies (MTA and CCSF) to provide access to those who have fewest travel choices. TDM
measures can support this; many measures can also reduce individuals’ transportation
costs. Different measures will be required for different segments of population; parking is
one strategy among many.
If parking charges resulted in full cost recovery for parking infrastructure, the share of
alternative travel modes would go up, including uber pool/lyft line.
The TDM recommendations included in the FMP will not be as exhaustive as CCSF’s previous
FMP from 2004. City College suggests that Facilities Master Plan is designed to show how
facilities can help achieve Educational Master Plan goals (LD); CCSF’s Sustainability Plan is
CCSF’s venue for incorporating TDM strategies into campus planning; the Plan Appendix will
be updated in the near future.
CCSF would like the City to comment on the preferred Ocean Campus option, which will be
released the week of 10/24 and then presented at the following venues:
o FMP Working Group meeting Oct. 25
o Community Workshops on Nov. 1 and 2
o BOT Meeting Nov. 17
Balboa Park CAC would like to invite CCSF to present on FMP updates.
Generally FMP schedule: Options development in the fall; implementation, sequencing, and
cost estimating in Spring semester; board adoption and then CEQA compliance

3. SFMTA Proposed Bus Stop at Chinatown Center
• SFMTA is proposing to convert the white passenger loading zone in front of the CCSF
Chinatown Center to a bus stop and move the loading zone 60 feet (approx. 3 parking
spaces) up the block.
• The Chinatown Center dean met with project manager Kathleen Phu at MTA to understand
the full nature of the change.
• MTA is conducting additional on-site analysis to understand the impact on the CCSF
community. Staff went out to the field in mid-October but class was not in session that day
so they could not collect sufficient data. They will return in late October and provide Linda
and Chinatown Center dean an update on their findings.

3

I-Hanson5

Meeting Minutes
City/City College Collaboration | Monthly Land Use Meeting
October 21, 2016, 2-3pm @ SF Planning
In Attendance:
CCSF

• Linda Da Silva
• Jeff Hamilton

TBP Architecture

Phil Newsom

Sandis

XXX

Planning

•
•
•

OEWD

Emily Lesk

MTA

•
•

Carli Paine
Keith Tanner

Nelson\Nygaard

•
•

Jeff Tumlin
Peter Costa

SFPUC

•
•

Martin Gran

John M. Francis 10/25/16 5:25 PM
Comment [1]: Team, please assist rounding
this out, I know I missed some people/didn’t
catch everyone’s name.

Sue Exline
John M. Francis
Jeremy Shaw

susan exline 10/26/16 9:45 AM
Deleted: XXX

susan exline 10/26/16 9:45 AM
Deleted: XXX

Follow Up Action Items:
!

John M. Francis 10/25/16 5:26 PM

All
Accept new/updated calendar invite for monthly City/CCSF coordination meeting sent
by John Francis (next meeting November 7)
Planning
o Send CCSF consolidated City comments on preferred option (John, Nov. 4th)
o Coordinate with MTA and N\N on parking/TDM cost/benefit analysis; send to CCSF
(Jeremy, by DATE)
MTA
o Invite CCSF to Balboa Park CAC meeting to present on FMP (Keith Tannerby DATE)
o Continue to coordinate/provide updates to CCSF on bus stop installation/loading zone
relocation at Chinatown Center
CCSF
o

!

!

!

www.sfplanning.org
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between N\N and Sandis?

susan exline 10/26/16 9:46 AM
Deleted: ASAP
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Deleted: NAME,
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o

Work with City team (Jeremy, Carli, Jeff) to schedule a time to present to the TDM Study
findings to the CCSF Facilities Committee (Linda, ASAP)

Detailed Minutes:
1. Next Meeting
• Returning to regular meeting time; note renewed calendar invite from John Francis
• Monday, November 7, 2-3pm @ Planning (4th Floor)

susan exline 10/26/16 9:48 AM

2. Facilities Master Plan Options and TDM Discussion
• Preferred Option will combine elements of two alternative options
• Strong interest from CCSF in changes to Phelan that knit the east and west sides of campus
together; making Phelan a seam for connectivity rather than a dividing line. Strong desire
between City and CCSF staff to cooperate in the vision for Phelan and other communityinterfacing parts of campus.
• Topography is a driving consideration for connectivity and access to and through campus;
suggestion is to use buildings to assist in overcoming these grade challenges, where
possible. Consider other creative ways, particularly on the ceremonial open space in front of
the Science Building. Open Space is underutilized currently so these are suggestion to
improve its utilization. (suggestion from Jeff Tumlin and City staff)
• All agree that structured and subterranean parking = extremely expensive. Subsidizing
transit for students, staff, and faculty would be much cheaper. City, with consultant
assistance, would be willing to provide a “back of the envelope” analysis exploring the cost
of providing new parking structures vs. subsidizing transit. CCSF acknowledges the cost
constraints related to structured parking and agrees that reducing the need for such
facilities should be a goal to the extent feasible.
• CCSF plans to include structured and subterranean parking in FMP as a “worst case”
scenario. However, Jeff Tumlin points out that doing so will require environmental
mitigations that meet the standards for associated traffic flows, which would have
enormous implications for the types of roadway and other infrastructure facilities required
on campus and in the surrounding neighborhood. is the City recommends that the FMP
reflect desired (but reasonable) outcomes as opposed to “worst case” outcomes. If there’s a
need to provide an option with the most parking feasible given land constraints (not $$
constraints) then the City suggests providing two options, one that is “preferred” and
focuses on TDM strategies to reduce parking needs and another alternative option that
assumes a higher parking demand.
• Nelson\Nygaard presented the data they have collected for the Balboa TDM study.
• The TDM recommendations included in the FMP will not be as exhaustive as CCSF’s previous
FMP from 2004. City College suggests that CCSF’s Sustainability Plan will be a better venue
for incorporating TDM strategies into campus planning; the Plan Appendix will be updated in
2

Comment [3]: Might want to note here or in
the email about our 1st agenda item to get the
agenda started for that meeting. you can also
ask Linda to contact you with additional
agenda items.

susan exline 10/26/16 9:49 AM
Comment [4]: Might want to flesh this out a
bit more, because I know I didn’t get the
concept until jeff elaborated on what he meant.

susan exline 10/26/16 9:51 AM
Deleted: S
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Comment [5]: Do you think they really said
this last part? I’d love it if they did, but I’m not
sure I heard that.

susan exline 10/26/16 9:52 AM
Deleted: It is

susan exline 10/26/16 9:52 AM
Deleted:
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Deleted: ed

susan exline 10/26/16 9:53 AM
Deleted: CCSF could
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Deleted: e
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Comment [6]: Can we link to the study if its’
available on our website somewhere?
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•

•

the near future. Linda chairs the Facilities Committee responsible for this document. City
requests to be added to an upcoming agenda to present on TDM Study findings.
CCSF would like the City to comment on the preferred Ocean Campus option, which will be
released the week of 10/24 and then presented at the following venues:
o FMP Working Group meeting Oct. 25
o Community Workshops on Nov. 1 and 2
o BOT Meeting Nov. 17
Balboa Park CAC would like to invite CCSF to present on FMP updates.

susan exline 10/26/16 9:55 AM
Comment [7]: Should we highlight this action
item somehow?

3. SFMTA Proposed Bus Stop at Chinatown Center
• SFMTA is proposing to convert the white passenger loading zone in front of the CCSF
Chinatown Center to a bus stop and move the loading zone 60 feet (approx. 3 parking
spaces) up the block.
• The Chinatown Center dean met with project manager Kathleen Phu at MTA to understand
the full nature of the change.
• MTA is conducting additional on-site analysis to understand the impact on the CCSF
community. Staff went out to the field in mid-October but class was not in session that day
so they could not collect sufficient data. They will return in late October and provide Linda
and Chinatown Center dean an update on their findings.
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Linda Da Silva
Mon 10/31/2016 2:41 PM
To: Francis,

John ﴾CPC﴿ <john.francis@sfgov.org>;

Hi John,
I have a correc韜�on to the mee韜�ng minutes. Page 3, 5th bullet re the TDM recommenda韜�ons included in the FMP.
I'm reques韜�ng that the bullet get reworded as shown below (note the strikeouts and addi韜�ons).
The TDM recommenda韜�ons included in the FMP will not be as exhaus韜�ve as CCSF’s previous FMP from 2004. City
College suggests that Facili韜�es Master Plan is designed to show how facili韜�es can help achieve Educa韜�onal Master
Plan goals (LD); CCSF’s Sustainability Plan will be a be猄er is CCSF's venue for incorpora韜�ng TDM strategies into
campus planning; the Plan Appendix will be updated in the near future. Linda chairs the Facili韜�es Commi猄ee
responsible for this document.
Thank you,
Linda da Silva
Associate Vice Chancellor, Facili韜�es Planning & Construc韜�on
City College of San Francisco
50 Phelan Avenue, San Francisco, CA 94112
ldasilva@ccsf.edu
p 415.239.3495
c 650.642.7143
www.ccsf.edu

From: Francis, John (CPC) <john.francis@sfgov.org>
Sent: Friday, October 28, 2016 1:10:58 PM
To: Wong, Phillip (ECN); Mar韜�n, Michael (ECN); Shaw, Jeremy (CPC); Exline, Susan (CPC); Wong, Christopher J; Ronald
Gerhard; Jeﬀrey Hamilton; Adam Engelskirchen; PNewsom@tbparchitecture.com; gmoon@tbparchitecture.com; Aliza Paz
(apaz@nelsonnygaard.com); rsanzo@sandis.net; Peter Costa; Paine, Carli (MTA); Linda Da Silva; Lesk, Emily (ECN);
jtumlin@nelsonnygaard.com; Rich, Ken (ECN); Amy Jane Frater; Gran, Mar韜�n (PUC); Russell, Rosanna (PUC)
Subject: City/CCSF 10/21 Mee韜�ng Minutes
Hi Everyone,
A猄ached please ﬁnd the minutes from our City/CCSF monthly coordina韜�on mee韜�ng on 10/21. Included on page one is a list
of follow up ac韜�on items. If I missed anything, please feel free to email me with any addi韜�ons or correc韜�ons to the minutes
by COB Wednesday and I will update them and recirculate if needed.
Please note, our next mee韜�ng will be at 2pm on November 7th at Planning. Please let me know if you didn’t receive the
mee韜�ng invita韜�on I sent out earlier this week.
Thanks,
John
John M. Francis
https://outlook.office365.com/owa/?viewmodel=ReadMessageItem&ItemID=AAMkADZhZmRmMmEzLTE5YTgtNGVmMy1iNTQxLTFiZDhmNWZjZjJlZABG...
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Re: City/CCSF 10/21 Meeting Minutes - Linda Da Silva

John M. Francis
Planner & Urban Designer, Citywide Planning
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Direct: 415‐575‐9147 | Fax: 415‐558‐6409
1650 Mission Street, Suite 400
San Francisco, CA 94103
SF Planning
Department

https://outlook.office365.com/owa/?viewmodel=ReadMessageItem&ItemID=AAMkADZhZmRmMmEzLTE5YTgtNGVmMy1iNTQxLTFiZDhmNWZjZjJlZABG...
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Meeting Minutes
City/City College Collaboration | Monthly Land Use Meeting
November 7, 2016, 2-3pm @ SF Planning
In Attendance:
• Linda Da Silva
• Jeff Hamilton

CCSF

TBP Architecture

Phil Newsom

Planning

•
•
•

OEWD

Emily Lesk

MTA

Carli Paine

BART

Tim Chan

SFPUC

•
•

Sue Exline
John M. Francis
Jeremy Shaw

Martin Gran
Chris Wong

Follow Up Action Items:
Planning
o Send concept design for I-280/Ocean southbound off-ramp (link) to Linda/Phil (John,
completed 11/18)
o Send Draft Citywide Urban Design Guidelines (link) to Linda/Phil (John, completed
11/18)
o Send Ocean and Geneva Corridor Design (link) to Linda/Phil (John, completed 11/18)
o Share info on proposed bike facility on Lee Ave (link, see PDF page 18) with Linda/Phil
(John, completed 11/18)
o Send Balboa Park Station Area Plan (link) to Linda/Phil (John, completed 11/18)
o Send Balboa Area TDM Plan Existing Conditions Memo (link) to Linda/Phil (John,
completed 11/18)
o C encroachment issues (John, completed 11/10)
o Schedule follow up “charrette” session(s) between CCSF and technical experts on
specific topic areas (John, ASAP)
o Coordinate agenda with CCSF and OEWD for December coordination meeting

www.sfplanning.org
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CCSF
o
o

Send info on campus “goat paths” to Jeremy (Phil, ASAP)
Provide schedule for next round of design work and community outreach (Linda/Phil,
ASAP)

Detailed Minutes:
1. Next Meeting
a) Monday, December 5, 2-3pm @ Planning (4th Floor)
2. Feedback on FMP from FMP Working Group & Community Workshops
a) Feedback from Working Group and community generally indicates consensus on major
programmatic moves proposed in FMP
b) Next steps:
o TBP will now focus on further fleshing out technical details (e.g. building square
footage, parking count, etc.) and sequencing of FMP implementation.
o Further coordination needed with City related to public realm interface, TDM,
access.
o There will be additional opportunities for community input and CCSF/City
coordination throughout the Spring semester as the FMP is drafted further.
3. Discussion on TDM Strategies
a) BART: does CCSF know who is parking on campus? Do they know where they are coming
from? As part of a TDM strategy, BART would be interested in working with CCSF to
implement a “class pass” for CCSF students; BART already has a similar agreement with
SFSU.
b) TBP: the goal is to write a durable and adaptable FMP
o For example, if TDM measures successfully shift transportation mode share away
from the auto, then parking demand projections can be adjusted in the future.
o Neighbors will want to see evidence that TDM is working. Explaining the
cost/benefit of paying for parking structures will hopefully help with community
prioritization.
o The FMP will not make final decisions related to TDM, but will recommend possible
strategies that CCSF could incorporate into the campus Sustainability Plan.
o Where elements are less certain (Reservoir development, TDM), the FMP will leave
flexibility to respond.
o At parking construction costs cited ($50,000-$80,000 per space), CCSF would not
have funding to meet all its other needs
c) Planning: is it possible to incorporate TDM goals (as opposed to strategies) into the FMP?

2
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Meeting Minutes
City/City College TDM Workshop
December 22, 2016, 2-4pm @ SF Planning
Attendees
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•

Linda Da Silva (CCSF)
Jeff Hamilton (CCSF)
Phil Newsom (tBP)
Ron Sanzo (Sandis)
Carli Paine (SFMTA)
John M. Francis (Planning)
Jeremy Shaw (Planning)
Pete Costa (Nelson Nygaard)
Calli Cenizal (Nelson Nygaard)
Tim Chan (BART)
Martin Gran (SFPUC)

Action Items
•
•
•

•

•
•

Phil/Ron: Send Pete Ocean Campus existing and future student/employee headcount data by
12/30/2016.
Nelson Nygaard: Clarify how and why the two survey results (NN and CCSF) differ, particularly
on mode share? What is the significance of the difference?
Linda/Phil/Ron:
o Obtain raw data from City College transportation survey; clarify if respondents are
identified as students/employees/visitors.
o Provide feedback/comments on TDM Strategy Presentation by COB on 1/6/2017.
Linda: Request to be agendized for March 9 Board of Trustees Study Session. Preliminary
agenda items include:
o Update on the CCSF Sustainability Plan implementation
o Presentation on Balboa Area TDM Plan and potential TDM strategies that could be
adopted by CCSF.
o Discussion on proposed FMP parking scenario(s).
o Update on Ocean Campus access and urban design issues
John/Linda: Schedule date of TDM follow-up discussion
Jeremy: Refine presentation based on comments from meeting

www.sfplanning.org
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Intro
•
•

•
•

•

Jeremy reviews agenda, background and desired meeting outcomes. (See Attached)
Carli reviews Guiding Goals for TDM (City and CCSF existing Transportation Goals, see attached
powerpoint)
o Phil: parking and enrollment are connected. CCSF feels that parking issue should not
hinder enrollment goals.
o Linda: Also note that CCSF Board of Trustees (BoT) has a transportation-related policy
(7.22, Environmental Policies and District Activities) that commits CCSF to “promoting
the use of alternatives to single-occupancy motor vehicle use by students, faculty, and
staff.”
o Phil: Also note the BoT list of resolutions related to reservoir site.
Carli reviews list of high level TDM strategies that can support CCSF FMP goals (see attached
powerpoint).
Jeff: what is timeline of Reservoir RFP?
o Jeremy: RFQ due mid-January, RFP due May/June (Jeremy)
o Jeff: Confusion in community around how the process works (RFQ vs. RFP, choosing how
developer is selected). CCSF/developer interaction will be very important.
o Linda is point person for interaction between CCSF and developer selection committee.
Questions from CCSF community can be directed to her.
Linda: likes that FMP is on a track to finish in 2017 to provide context for development on the
Reservoir site. Pete seconds this in terms of TDM Plan.

CCSF FMP Update
•

Linda:
o BoT meeting: didn’t hear anything that fundamentally changes the course of the FMP
process. The locations of facilities are grounded, but still working out program within
each facility. Next four months will continue to flesh out the plan.
o What’s in the plan?
Buildings: description and cost estimates. Input from BoT: should consider reuse
of more existing buildings.
Public Spaces: what are activities that will occur in these spaces? Cost estimates.
o Timing for plan development
Sections of the draft plan available end of February
Chancellor office and other executive review in April
Adoption in May
Everything has to be done before summer or else will have to wait for adoption
until the fall when school is back in session.

2

I-Hanson5

Nelson Nygaard TDM Presentation
•
•

•

Pete/Calli present (See presentation attached)
Context and Data
o TDM is all about providing multiple options and reliable travel information to people
trying to access campus to help them make the best/most efficient/cost effective travel
decisions for themselves.
o TDM plan is meant to be complementary to CCSF FMP, goal is to be collaborative/share
ideas.
o Linda: how does mode split data compare to the data CCSF collected?
NN included CCSF data in the Balboa Area TDM Existing Conditions Report.
Somewhat different methodology (online vs. intercept) but mode splits were
similar—maybe slightly more respondents who drive alone in CCSF data.
Linda: Is CCSF mode split data broken down by visitor type (student, employee,
etc.)? Would be good to resolve or explain any discrepancies between two data
sets, if the data is different. CCSF data is online on FMP website.
Jeremy: CCSF/City questions were coordinated.
o Tim: Should clarify the slide for the question “I am interested in trying…” (slide # XX)—
confusing as currently designed.
o Phil: student enrollment at Ocean will be 24K in 10 years, 32% above current
enrollment.
Suggested TDM Measures
o Real time travel data
Linda: how is this implemented/coordinated?
Can contract with companies or build in-house (could be a student project).
Carli: real time transit data is all open source and publicly available.
o Carpool
Tim: how effective? At Bart we’re seeing carpool numbers somewhat in decline.
Pete/Calli: Ride matching is the most difficult part. “Scoop” is a program that
facilitates ride matching; financial incentive for drivers (they are paid to drive
other people) and riders (because rider cost is quite low).
Carli: what is the role of the institution?
Pete: Institutions can be fairly pro-active to partner with ride matching services.
Listservs help people learn about options.
o Transit Passes
Jeff: how receptive are transit agencies to these programs?
Carli: MTA has existing legislation establishing “class pass” program.
Administrative component is responsibility of institution.
Tim: BART has pilot program. Integrated with Clipper card. SF State: student
champions are critical. BART can help coordinate with MTC/Clipper Card.

3
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•

Linda: What is benefit to CCSF?
• Carli: university commits to getting a reduced fee pass for every
student. Fee is set so that it is revenue neutral to MTA.
• Linda: CCSF already has transit voucher program for students in need
and pre-tax benefits for employees.
• Linda has already reached out to Associated Students leadership about
organizing around transit passes but has not received a response yet.
o Parking Pricing
Linda: Re: education code restrictions—maximum price established by
education code unless CCSF can prove cost to provide parking is higher. But it
will be politically challenging to raise parking price while in enrollment growth
mode—probably not tenable in the near term. Employee parking is free. If want
to raise employee parking fees, then it will have to be part of salary negotiations
in the labor agreement with employees.
Carli: consider TDM suite as part of employee benefits package.
NN: This strategy should be considered as part of an entire TDM suite, not just a
punitive “stick”—there are carrots too. Parking pricing is an important
strategy—makes other strategies much more impactful. Funds are reinvested
into TDM practices that support access via other modes.
o Last Mile
Purpose is to bridge small gaps between modes.
Linda: linkages between campuses are also important.
NN: Bike link cards at Bart.
Tim: can add more bike lockers at Balboa Bart if desired.
o Develop, Monitor, Refine Plan
Tim: make sure to include targets and how you achieve targets.
o Should explore design strategies for adaptable parking facilities—i.e. parking structure
design that is flexible and allows the building to convert to other uses over time as
parking needs reduce. There are a few examples around the country for this practice.
See for example:
“Universal Structures as Long-Term Sustainable Assets,” by Will Macht for the
Urban Land Institute, January 2015
“We Need to Design Parking Garages With a Car-less Future in Mind: Building
adaptable structures will save time, money, and material waste,” by Eric Jaffe
for Citylab, November 2013
General Discussion
o Phil: While parking is important, CCSF community is sustainability-minded. FMP will
need to address where parking will be placed, but it’s difficult to marry TDM and parking
needs in FMP in the short term. FMP can make recommendations about TDM, but there
will be a lot of anxiety around whether TDM can deliver as promised. FMP will say “this
4
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o

o
o

o
o
o
o
o

is how much parking you have, this is what you’d need if your enrollment meets targets
given existing conditions.” Determining right parking number and the mix of TDM
strategies and going to be a work in progress.
Linda: Some parts of the campus Sustainability Plan have been implemented since it was
adopted in 2006, but the Plan has not moved forward in many areas. This will be on my
plate. Perhaps within the context of the Sustainability Plan, it would make sense to
share with the BoT the impacts and costs of parking on campus. Let’s consider
presenting in March—would love help from City in presenting. Let’s have an update on
the Sustainability Plan that incorporates our current thinking on TDM.
Tim: If it’s helpful for Bart directors lend their support, happy to reach out to them. Let
me know.
What do the next steps look like in communicating with BoT?
Request to be on agenda for March 9 Board of Trustees Study Session.
Pete: NN will have a draft document ready end of February, so it will be good
timing for presenting to BoT.
Linda: TDM document should not include any commitments from CCSF.
Jeremy: can make some refinements on presentation based on recommendations
today.
Linda: Let’s have a follow up discussion on TDM in January.
John F. will send CCSF minutes and presentation for review and comment.
Jeremy: No construction is likely on reservoir site for the next five years—can focus on
non-pricing strategies in the first five years to see what works. Low-hanging fruit.
Can NN get Ocean Campus current/future daily student/employee headcount from
CCSF? Yes.

Follow-Up Conversation: CCSF and Planning
•

•

Linda: presenting Sustainability Plan update and TDM Study/Strategies during a BoT Study
Session will allow for a good dialogue on parking/access issues with the Board. Can also provide
update on outcome of City/CCSF Access Workshop on January 19. Let’s aim for the March 9
Study Session.
John/Jeremy: City understands the seriousness of the parking question for the Ocean Campus—
the City does not want to hinder CCSF’s enrollment goals, but also recognizes the limited
roadways and college’s resource constraints (physical and financial). As such, the City
recommends that CCSF include alternative scenarios in the FMP. Since the FMP will be
implemented over at least a 10 year period, building flexibility into the plan would allow the
college to respond to conditions as they develop. For example, if CCSF implements a suite of
TDM strategies and reaches its targets for reducing drive-alone automobile trips, it may be able
to plan for and construct fewer parking spaces in the future. Developing scenarios that reflect a
range of potential futures will put CCSF in a better planning position in a few years when it will
need to make choices about construction projects.
5
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•

CCSF to consider the potential for parking phasing strategies and for parking garages designed
for future conversion to alternative uses
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Meeting Minutes
Ocean Campus Urban Design & Access Workshop
January 19, 2017, 2-5pm @ Planning
Attendees
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•

Linda da Silva (City College)
Barry Chin (City College)
Phil Newsom (tBP)
Gary Moon (tBP)
Patricia _________ (tBP)
Ron Sanzo (Sandis)
Tim Chan (BART)
John M. Francis (Planning)
Jeremy Shaw (Planning)
Patrick Race (Planning)
Martin Gran (SFPUC)
Chris Wong (SFPUC)
John Katz (SFMTA)
Tony Henderson (SFMTA)

Action Items
-

-

City College/SFPUC
o

Record water pipeline easement (in process)

o

Understand limits on trucks/weight over pipeline. SFPUC to provide CCSF available
information on depth and load limitations of pipeline.

Sandis
o

-

Further study geometrics of Wellness roundabout and ideal traffic operations, consider
large trucks. Diagram pedestrian and vehicular flow in/out including impacts on EB
Muni Metro tracks and how far Ocean Avenue ROW can encroach on City College
property

Planning
o

Send CAD of Ocean Avenue design to tBP

o

Provide estimates on incursion on CCSF property if Phelan Intersection Concept 1 is
paired with bike lanes.

www.sfplanning.org
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-

SFMTA/Planning/City College: Organize small session to examine Muni boarding islands, Howth
intersection vis-à-vis Wellness Center driveway, Howth two-way concept, Phelan intersections.
Need MTA traffic, transit engineers, operations and designers.

-

SFMTA/Planning/City College: Explore design alternatives/constraints for southern roadway
connection between Phelan Avenue and Reservoir site.

Intro
•
•

John reviews agenda, background, and desired meeting outcomes. (See agenda attached)
Linda: Nobody wins unless we all win. These meetings are for exploring ideas and potential
solutions, with an understanding that we are not committing and that the governing board
makes ultimate decisions. Appreciate the opportunity to have productive conversations with
City team.

Ocean Ave
-

Presentation of Ocean & Geneva Corridor Design project by Patrick Race
o

Project Goal: develop design that improves walking experience, balances the needs of
many different users, creates more enjoyable and pleasing street

o

Short-term streetscape improvements west of Phelan completed

o

Long term designs (east of Phelan)
Parameters include: balancing modes, respecting CCSF master plan vision,
enhancing pedestrian and bicycle safety and experience, upgrading or removing
pedestrian bridge, upgrading K-line rails
Status: Concept plan, cost estimates, and environmental review completed; now
identifying funding for detailed street designs and construction; could be
coordinated with rail upgrade on K-line
Complete street / Expanded Roadway is the ideal configuration.
•

There is room to incur into City College property, perhaps even more
than shown if bike lane or sidewalk need to be expanded. City College is
open to incursion for bike/ped/access improvements

Recommendations include
•

Widen sidewalks into City College (max incursion of 14’ into CC property
currently proposed)

•

Protected bike lanes

•

Minimize physical and visual impediments to entering campus

•

Active, street-facing frontage on City College campus, including where
retaining wall and athletic center are currently located
2
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o
-

•

Re-aligning Phelan/Geneva/Ocean Ave intersection

•

New planted medians

•

Corridor-wide greening and lighting improvements

Replace and re-align Muni boarding islands and rail (see discussion below)

Ocean & Geneva Corridor Design: Phelan Intersection Alternatives
Concept 1
•

Can accommodate complete street

•

Would incur into City College property around 4 feet near Phelan

•

Preferred by both SFMTA and CCSF

Concept 2

-

•

Shorter pedestrian crossing

•

But more convoluted and probably longer signal

Discussion of Ocean & Geneva Corridor Design
o

Phelan Intersection Concept 1 generally preferred over Concept 2

o

Muni Metro boarding island relocation
Moving closer to Howth
•

Would be oriented towards entering the Wellness Gateway/Building

•

Would require regrading

•

Potential for a center island which could save ROW space and limit
pedestrians quickly existing into traffic lanes

•

Makes sense for existing conditions (at city college)

Moving closer to Phelan

o

•

Would align with FMP’s “City College Plaza” and “Ocean Gateway”

•

Might require more incursion into city college property

Pedestrian Experience along Ocean Avenue
City College and City would like people to safely cross to north side of Ocean
Ave, rather than jaywalk
South side is problematic because it not easy to walk (e.g. bus stops, light
standards, trees all squeeze the sidewalk), the streetscape is unfriendly at the
Lick HS frontage, and pedestrians tend not to walk all the way west to the safe
crossing at Howth.
The City and City College should engage Public Works and Lick HS to improve
sidewalk and streetscape conditions on the south side of Ocean.

3
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o

City: recommend including the Ocean & Geneva Corridor Design in presentations to City
College community for input and vetting, since it has been some time since outreach for
the design occurred.

Howth Intersection/Entry
-

Future 49 BRT stop will stay at Ocean Ave, west of Howth

-

Sidewalk expansion in front of Lick is limited because of Lick’s loading needs

-

New Proposed “Racetrack” Design for Howth Entry/Wellness Gateway
o

City comments
Need to limit what is built on top of SFPUC water line and be aware that if
SFPUC needs to work on the line, access to future parking may be impeded
Need to ensure no queuing back onto WB Ocean Avenue , especially with
proposed increase in parking on east side of campus
Potentially problematic to have EB Ocean Avenue, left turning vehicles crossing
Muni Metro tracks at Howth/Wellness Gateway. Further study needed to
determine if feasible.

o

City College requests
Why not make Howth two-way? This way exiting traffic can more easily access
SB I-280, rather than turning onto Ocean and driving through neighborhood to
get on freeway

-

City College no longer pursuing additional driveway access between Howth and I-280 from
Ocean or from off-ramp

Proposed City College Plaza / Student Services Building
o

City College wants to activate the street
City College does not want another dead zone like Wellness Center created
No constraints other than topography on corner of Ocean/Phelan
Design has been updated, moving student services closer to Ocean

o

Linda: design is meant to create a sense of arrival, rather than to pin-down a particular
size or design for the plaza or building

o

Building can also help with vertical circulation, still working out all the connections,
visual or otherwise

o

On FMP Campus Plan, public spaces should be “right-sized” to reflect urban design best
practices as well as realistic proportions and construction/maintenance costs.
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o

Parking under students services would be the “first contact” for many visitors, includes
ADA spots. Intent is to have limited parking, some maintenance/drop off zones, but no
parking for students or employees. Rather it should make access easy for new visitors.

o

Most people accessing City College from the west by transit get off at Lee Ave.

o

FMP is moving campus’ center of gravity west.

o

Cloud walk – service and emergency vehicles only

o

City College is considering secure bike parking and repair on Ocean Campus

West Campus and Phelan Avenue sketch design
-

Presentation of Designs/Issues
o

Need to increase connectivity between two sides of campus

o

FMP will be adding more buildings on west side of Phelan, and seek three pedestrian
crossings

o

Seeking to identify vision for Phelan Ave in order to inform design of student services
building frontage

o

Phelan Ave: sketch alternative presented with tree-lined median, no street parking, and
more frequent, prominent pedestrian crossings on Phelan Ave

o

PAEC: Retaining as much as possible from original PAEC design. FMP will move design
closer to Phelan to better activate the street and reduce “dead zones.” Frontage on
Phelan would be glass/transparent and showcase the Diego Rivera mural

o

Would like to bring as much of Cloud Circle down to the grade of Phelan Ave as possible

o

CCSF is running out of land for parking; propose shared parking with Reservoir near
PAEC

o

Lee Avenue should extend North

o

Ongoing design questions:
CCSF team is currently testing if Visual and Communication Arts can fit into arts
extension as drawn, or needs to have a larger footprint
FMP needs to include west campus pick up/drop off area

-

City Comments on Phelan Avenue sketch designs
o

Needs bus stops for 43, potentially one less than today (2 total)

o

Need to keep 20 feet clear, per SF Fire Department requirements

o

Removing street parking presents some challenges
Removing parking puts more strain on campus parking supply; foresee unease
from neighbors
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Street parking does not have to conflict with pedestrian safety or design goal of
connecting two sides of campus
-

City Comments on West Campus
o

Would like to keep option open for alternative buildout scenarios in the FMP and
environmental review that provide some flexibility over the time horizon of the plan and
allow City College to respond to changing conditions relative to parking (e.g. alternative
parking scenarios or methods to determine future parking demand) and Reservoir
development
City College response: City College needs to propose a vision for the college,
including parking count and location

o

Design of parking structure needs to respect surrounding/future residents and
pedestrian safety

o

Need to acknowledge neighborhood concerns about peak-hour traffic and queueing

o

Need more connections between Phelan and the Reservoir, e.g. a southern connection
near book store
Southern connection would need to be designed to support Unity Plaza,
connecting pedestrian ways, pedestrian crossing across Phelan, and bus exit

Future potential outreach around today’s topics could take place during the following:
-

FMP meetings

-

Bart Station Modernization project

-

Lick Wilmerding effort to establish additional drop off areas

-

BART will be seeking more kiss and ride space on Geneva
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Meeting Minutes
Ocean Campus Urban Design & Access Workshop
January 19, 2017, 2-5pm @ Planning
Attendees
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•

Linda da Silva (City College)
Barry Chin (City College)
Phil Newsom (tBP)
Gary Moon (tBP)
Patricia _________ (tBP)
Ron Sanzo (Sandis)
Tim Chan (BART)
John M. Francis (Planning)
Jeremy Shaw (Planning)
Patrick Race (Planning)
Martin Gran (SFPUC)
Chris Wong (SFPUC)
John Katz (SFMTA)
Tony Henderson (SFMTA)

Action Items
-

-

City College/SFPUC
o

Record water pipeline easement (in process)

o

Understand limits on trucks/weight over pipeline. SFPUC to provide CCSF available
information on depth and load limitations of pipeline.

Sandis
o

-

Further study geometrics of Wellness roundabout and ideal traffic operations, consider
large trucks. Diagram pedestrian and vehicular flow in/out including impacts on EB
Muni Metro tracks and how far Ocean Avenue ROW can encroach on City College
property

Planning
o

Send CAD of Ocean Avenue design to tBP

o

Provide estimates on incursion on CCSF property if Phelan Intersection Concept 1 is
paired with bike lanes.

www.sfplanning.org
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-

SFMTA/Planning/City College: Organize small session to examine Muni boarding islands, Howth
intersection vis-à-vis Wellness Center driveway, Howth two-way concept, Phelan intersections.
Need MTA traffic, transit engineers, operations and designers.

-

SFMTA/Planning/City College: Explore design alternatives/constraints for southern roadway
connection between Phelan Avenue and Reservoir site.

Intro
•
•

John reviews agenda, background, and desired meeting outcomes. (See agenda attached)
Linda: Nobody wins unless we all win. These meetings are for exploring ideas and potential
solutions, with an understanding that we are not committing and that the governing board
makes ultimate decisions. Appreciate the opportunity to have productive conversations with
City team.

Ocean Ave
-

Presentation of Ocean & Geneva Corridor Design project by Patrick Race
o

Project Goal: develop design that improves walking experience, balances the needs of
many different users, creates more enjoyable and pleasing street

o

Short-term streetscape improvements west of Phelan completed

o

Long term designs (east of Phelan)
Parameters include: balancing modes, respecting CCSF master plan vision,
enhancing pedestrian and bicycle safety and experience, upgrading or removing
pedestrian bridge, upgrading K-line rails
Status: Concept plan, cost estimates, and environmental review completed; now
identifying funding for detailed street designs and construction; could be
coordinated with rail upgrade on K-line
Complete street / Expanded Roadway is the ideal configuration.
•

There is room to incur into City College property, perhaps even more
than shown if bike lane or sidewalk need to be expanded. City College is
open to incursion for bike/ped/access improvements

Recommendations include
•

Widen sidewalks into City College (max incursion of 14’ into CC property
currently proposed)

•

Protected bike lanes

•

Minimize physical and visual impediments to entering campus

•

Active, street-facing frontage on City College campus, including where
retaining wall and athletic center are currently located
2
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o
-

•

Re-aligning Phelan/Geneva/Ocean Ave intersection

•

New planted medians

•

Corridor-wide greening and lighting improvements

Replace and re-align Muni boarding islands and rail (see discussion below)

Ocean & Geneva Corridor Design: Phelan Intersection Alternatives
Concept 1
•

Can accommodate complete street

•

Would incur into City College property around 4 feet near Phelan

•

Preferred by both SFMTA and CCSF

Concept 2

-

•

Shorter pedestrian crossing

•

But more convoluted with longer signal required

Discussion of Ocean & Geneva Corridor Design
o

Phelan Intersection Concept 1 generally preferred over Concept 2

o

Muni Metro boarding island relocation
Moving closer to Howth
•

Would be oriented towards entering the Wellness Gateway/Building

•

Would require major regrading of trackway

•

Potential for a center island which could save ROW space and limit
pedestrians quickly existing into traffic lanes

•

Makes sense for existing conditions (at city college)

Moving closer to Phelan

o

•

Would align with FMP’s “City College Plaza” and “Ocean Gateway”

•

Might require more incursion into city college property

Pedestrian Experience along Ocean Avenue
City College and City would like people to safely cross to north side of Ocean
Ave, rather than jaywalk
South side is problematic because it not easy to walk (e.g. bus stops, light
standards, trees all squeeze the sidewalk), the streetscape is unfriendly at the
Lick HS frontage, and pedestrians tend not to walk all the way west to the safe
crossing at Howth.
The City and City College should engage Public Works and Lick HS to improve
sidewalk and streetscape conditions on the south side of Ocean.

3

I-Hanson5

o

City: recommend including the Ocean & Geneva Corridor Design in presentations to City
College community for input and vetting, since it has been some time since outreach for
the design occurred.

Howth Intersection/Entry
-

Future 49 BRT stop will stay at Ocean Ave, west of Howth

-

Sidewalk expansion in front of Lick is limited because of Lick’s loading needs

-

New Proposed “Racetrack” Design for Howth Entry/Wellness Gateway
o

City comments
Need to limit what is built on top of SFPUC water line and be aware that if
SFPUC needs to work on the line, access to future parking may be impeded
Need to ensure no queuing back onto WB Ocean Avenue , especially with
proposed increase in parking on east side of campus
Potentially problematic to have EB Ocean Avenue, left turning vehicles crossing
Muni Metro tracks at Howth/Wellness Gateway. Further study needed to
determine if feasible.

o

City College requests
Why not make Howth two-way? This way exiting traffic can more easily access
SB I-280, rather than turning onto Ocean and driving through neighborhood to
get on freeway

-

City College no longer pursuing additional driveway access between Howth and I-280 from
Ocean or from off-ramp

Proposed City College Plaza / Student Services Building
o

City College wants to activate the street
City College does not want another dead zone like Wellness Center created
No constraints other than topography on corner of Ocean/Phelan
Design has been updated, moving student services closer to Ocean

o

Linda: design is meant to create a sense of arrival, rather than to pin-down a particular
size or design for the plaza or building

o

Building can also help with vertical circulation, still working out all the connections,
visual or otherwise

o

On FMP Campus Plan, public spaces should be “right-sized” to reflect urban design best
practices as well as realistic proportions and construction/maintenance costs.
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o

Parking under students services would be the “first contact” for many visitors, includes
ADA spots. Intent is to have limited parking, some maintenance/drop off zones, but no
parking for students or employees. Rather it should make access easy for new visitors.

o

Most people accessing City College from the west by transit get off at Lee Ave.

o

FMP is moving campus’ center of gravity west.

o

Cloud walk – service and emergency vehicles only

o

City College is considering secure bike parking and repair on Ocean Campus

West Campus and Phelan Avenue sketch design
-

Presentation of Designs/Issues
o

Need to increase connectivity between two sides of campus

o

FMP will be adding more buildings on west side of Phelan, and seek three pedestrian
crossings

o

Seeking to identify vision for Phelan Ave in order to inform design of student services
building frontage

o

Phelan Ave: sketch alternative presented with tree-lined median, no street parking, and
more frequent, prominent pedestrian crossings on Phelan Ave

o

PAEC: Retaining as much as possible from original PAEC design. FMP will move design
closer to Phelan to better activate the street and reduce “dead zones.” Frontage on
Phelan would be glass/transparent and showcase the Diego Rivera mural

o

Would like to bring as much of Cloud Circle down to the grade of Phelan Ave as possible

o

CCSF is running out of land for parking; propose shared parking with Reservoir near
PAEC

o

Lee Avenue should extend North

o

Ongoing design questions:
CCSF team is currently testing if Visual and Communication Arts can fit into arts
extension as drawn, or needs to have a larger footprint
FMP needs to include west campus pick up/drop off area

-

City Comments on Phelan Avenue sketch designs
o

Needs bus stops for 43, potentially one less than today (2 total each way rather than the
3 existing)

o

Need to keep 20 feet clear, per SF Fire Department requirements

o

Removing street parking presents some challenges
Removing parking puts more strain on campus parking supply; foresee unease
from neighbors
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Street parking does not have to conflict with pedestrian safety or design goal of
connecting two sides of campus
-

City Comments on West Campus
o

Would like to keep option open for alternative buildout scenarios in the FMP and
environmental review that provide some flexibility over the time horizon of the plan and
allow City College to respond to changing conditions relative to parking (e.g. alternative
parking scenarios or methods to determine future parking demand) and Reservoir
development
City College response: City College needs to propose a vision for the college,
including parking count and location

o

Design of parking structure needs to respect surrounding/future residents and
pedestrian safety

o

Need to acknowledge neighborhood concerns about peak-hour traffic and queueing

o

Need more connections between Phelan and the Reservoir, e.g. a southern connection
near book store
Southern connection would need to be designed to support Unity Plaza,
connecting pedestrian ways, pedestrian crossing across Phelan, and bus exit

Future potential outreach around today’s topics could take place during the following:
-

FMP meetings

-

Bart Station Modernization project

-

Lick Wilmerding effort to establish additional drop off areas

-

BART will be seeking more kiss and ride space on Geneva
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CCSF Facilities Master Plan Update
Ocean Campus Urban Design & Access Workshop Minutes
January 19, 2017, 2-5pm @ Planning (1650 Mission Street, 4th Floor)
Welcome, Introductions, Review Agenda & Goals
•

•

2-2:15pm

Workshop Goals
o Provide opportunity for CCSF and City to share high level urban
design and physical access priorities for CCSF Ocean Campus
o Discuss/workshop specific urban design and access challenges as
they relate to draft FMP
o Where possible, find consensus on potential solutions and method
for incorporating them into the FMP
o Where needed, discuss a framework for continuing dialogue on
unresolved issues
Workshop Format
o Focused presentations
o Discussion
o Group sketching (maps, trace, and markers will be provided)

Ocean Ave
•

Ron showing overlay of preferred ocean design with preferred FMP.

•

Some challenges with access for team buses at Howth entrance. Trucks accessing corp yard
shouldn’t have a problem.

•

Concern about taking away crosswalk on east side of Ocean/Howth intersection—people will jay
walk, but CCSF believes it could improve auto operations into/out of campus. MTA would not
support closing crosswalk, want to make crossing as safe as possible for pedestrians.

•

What is the path of travel from BART to campus?
o

•

CCSF prefers people to walk along south side of Ocean

Major concern around left turns from EB Ocean into Howth/campus
o

There are ways to deal with this, but need to talk through some ideas.

o

Need to set up time to talk through tech details?

o

Number of auto trips is going to be large due to the new parking structure

o

What is the net amount of parking vs. existing? Net will be less than existing.
Reconcentrating parking on east and west.

www.sfplanning.org
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•

What are some scenarios that could mitigate the challenges at Ocean/Howth given larger
number of vehicles accessing
o

Make Howth 2 way in order to better access SB 280.

o

Why is Howth one way currently?
!

Neighbors didn’t want?

!

Signalization at Geneva

!

No reason that it couldn’t be 2 way operationally. Would need to quantify the
delay to transit at Geneva intersection.

!

Linda: proportionality of impacts is important to consider, given the small
number of people who live in Howth.

o

Protected left turns (green arrow)—important for safety even though it slows transit
and traffic.

o

Left turn lane—would need more ROW. Concern about queuing—could back up all the
way to Phelan.

o

Using Geneva and Howth as an alternative to left turn from Ocean.

o

Automated wayfinding to let people know how much parking is available.

•

SFMTA applauds west bound bike lane and Ocean widening—CCSF cautions that it is not a done
deal because it is a governing board decision. Having bike facilities on Ocean would mean that
proposed bike facilities on Howth wouldn’t have to happen. Then Howth could be two way.

•

Next steps: sharing data between Sandis and MTA on counts and traffic modeling on ocean.
Look at TA study. James: let’s make sure we can use the best possible data, not just historical—
very concerned about traffic. Also, Howth is a narrow street, which has limits.

•

Are we comfortable with a range of options for access? CCSF: yes, will have to be done this way.
MTA: but need to have a certain level of certainty that they will work.

•

John will help convene exchange of data between MTA and CCSF.

•

Send Ron other version of Ocean/Phelan intersection.

Phelan/Reservoir access
•

Major points of access are Lee, Riordan access point, currently

•

Providing additional access on Phelan raises challenges due to lots of mode conflict.

•

Location of proposed crosswalk crossing Phelan is fungible.

•

Discussions around what to do with former bookstore site.

•

Connection to unity plaza.

•

CCSF desire for separation between parking and any new roadway.
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•

Lots of potential queuing challenges here.

•

Would be better to having cars enter stream of traffic on Phelan from Reservoir further
north. CCSF: per CCSF Board, we won’t bifurcate west campus buildings with a road

•

Could direct northern and southern parking areas on their own egresses north and
south on Phelan.

•

Existing parking structures is just as much a challenge as entering. Is there a way to
program parking by user in order to have more control over flow over the course of the
day? Yes.

•

CCSF team can provide some numbers of cars for each lot in order to understand best
potential access points to west campus parking and reservoir.

•

Is southern connection too flawed to pursue? MTA concerned if it will work—should be
CCSF concern as well. Concern about pedestrian connection as well.

•

Lee street and Riordan access are prob going to be main points

•

CCSF should show Lee punching through and discuss with PUC

•

Is there any opportunity to punch through mid-Phelan? Probably not given push back
from Board and CCSF community.

•

MTA: Need to have trip generation data to make these decisions. Board also needs to
have some understanding of the stakes and potentially compromise. Want City and
CCSF to work together to find mutually beneficial solutions.

•

Any mode data on where students are coming from?

•

Mutual concerns about southern Phelan exit, so looking further at Lee.

•

Next Steps…same as for Ocean.
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CCSF Facilities Master Plan Update
Ocean Campus Urban Design & Access Workshop Minutes
January 19, 2017, 2-5pm @ Planning (1650 Mission Street, 4th Floor)
Welcome, Introductions, Review Agenda & Goals
•

•

2-2:15pm

Workshop Goals
o Provide opportunity for CCSF and City to share high level urban
design and physical access priorities for CCSF Ocean Campus
o Discuss/workshop specific urban design and access challenges as
they relate to draft FMP
o Where possible, find consensus on potential solutions and method
for incorporating them into the FMP
o Where needed, discuss a framework for continuing dialogue on
unresolved issues
Workshop Format
o Focused presentations
o Discussion
o Group sketching (maps, trace, and markers will be provided)

Ocean Ave
•

Ron showing overlay of preferred ocean design with preferred FMP.

•

Some challenges with access for team buses at Howth entrance. Trucks accessing corp yard
shouldn’t have a problem.

•

Concern about taking away crosswalk on east side of Ocean/Howth intersection—people will jay
walk, but CCSF believes it could improve auto operations into/out of campus. MTA would not
support closing crosswalk, want to make crossing as safe as possible for pedestrians.

•

What is the path of travel from BART to campus?
o

•

CCSF prefers people to walk along south side of Ocean

Major concern around left turns from EB Ocean into Howth/campus
o

There are ways to deal with this, but need to talk through some ideas.

o

Need to set up time to talk through tech details?

o

Number of auto trips is going to be large due to the new parking structure

o

What is the net amount of parking vs. existing? Net will be less than existing.
Reconcentrating parking on east and west.
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•

What are some scenarios that could mitigate the challenges at Ocean/Howth given larger
number of vehicles accessing
o

Make Howth 2 way in order to better access SB 280.

o

Why is Howth one way currently?
!

Neighbors didn’t want?

!

Signalization at Geneva

!

No reason that it couldn’t be 2 way operationally. Would need to quantify the
delay to transit at Geneva intersection.

!

Linda: proportionality of impacts is important to consider, given the small
number of people who live in Howth.

o

Protected left turns (green arrow)—important for safety even though it slows transit
and traffic.

o

Left turn lane—would need more ROW. Concern about queuing—could back up all the
way to Phelan.

o

Using Geneva and Howth as an alternative to left turn from Ocean.

o

Automated wayfinding to let people know how much parking is available.

•

SFMTA applauds west bound bike lane and Ocean widening—CCSF cautions that it is not a done
deal because it is a governing board decision. Having bike facilities on Ocean would mean that
proposed bike facilities on Howth wouldn’t have to happen. Then Howth could be two way.

•

Next steps: sharing data between Sandis and MTA on counts and traffic modeling on ocean.
Look at TA study. James: let’s make sure we can use the best possible data, not just historical—
very concerned about traffic. Also, Howth is a narrow street, which has limits.

•

Are we comfortable with a range of options for access? CCSF: yes, will have to be done this way.
MTA: but need to have a certain level of certainty that they will work.

•

John will help convene exchange of data between MTA and CCSF.

•

Send Ron other version of Ocean/Phelan intersection.

Phelan/Reservoir access
•

Major points of access are Lee, Riordan access point, currently

•

Providing additional access on Phelan raises challenges due to lots of mode conflict.

•

Location of proposed crosswalk crossing Phelan is fungible.

•

Discussions around what to do with former bookstore site.

•

Connection to unity plaza.

•

CCSF desire for separation between parking and any new roadway.
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•

Lots of potential queuing challenges here.

•

Would be better to having cars enter stream of traffic on Phelan from Reservoir further
north. CCSF: per CCSF Board, we won’t bifurcate west campus buildings with a road

•

Could direct northern and southern parking areas on their own egresses north and
south on Phelan.

•

Existing parking structures is just as much a challenge as entering. Is there a way to
program parking by user in order to have more control over flow over the course of the
day? Yes.

•

CCSF team can provide some numbers of cars for each lot in order to understand best
potential access points to west campus parking and reservoir.

•

Is southern connection too flawed to pursue? MTA concerned if it will work—should be
CCSF concern as well. Concern about pedestrian connection as well.

•

Lee street and Riordan access are prob going to be main points

•

CCSF should show Lee punching through and discuss with PUC

•

Is there any opportunity to punch through mid-Phelan? Probably not given push back
from Board and CCSF community.

•

MTA: Need to have trip generation data to make these decisions. Board also needs to
have some understanding of the stakes and potentially compromise. Want City and
CCSF to work together to find mutually beneficial solutions.

•

Any mode data on where students are coming from?

•

Mutual concerns about southern Phelan exit, so looking further at Lee.

•

Next Steps…same as for Ocean.
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Jennifer Heggie
CPC.BalboaReservoir
Poling, Jeanie (CPC); Yee, Norman (BOS); Low, Jen (BOS)
Balboa Reservoir DEIR comments 9/23/19
Monday, September 23, 2019 3:53:58 PM
FINALnoisecomments.odt

This message is from outside the City email system. Do not open links or attachments from untrusted
sources.

Dear Jeanie Poling and the Planning Department,
I would like to thank the Planning Department for this SEIR. It identifies and analyzes
neighborhood concerns that have been brought up about noise, transportation and air
quality. In the comments that are attached are questions, identification of possible
oversights, and further concerns. But first, a few more general comments:
Knowing that the development will cause serious risks to our educational institutions,
neighbors, students and small children, I believe it is worth taking a step back and
asking what is the highest good for this area that causes the least damage to the City
and the immediate surroundings. In that light, please identify what number of units
could be safely constructed in the Balboa Reservoir without creating significant
adverse impacts to transportation and circulation, air quality, and noise, and
secondary public benefits, such as educational services.

1

As we are aware, City College is an engine for the service jobs of San Francisco and
provides opportunity including childcare and child development for students who need
them while taking classes to develop skills and a better future. There are reasons that
a 100% affordable housing building which houses aged-out foster youth among
others was constructed next to City College at the Balboa Reservoir. Adding to the
public good is an adjacent private school which is well-known as a high school, but
also for its special treatment facilities for learning disabilities. Those institutions as
well as many childcare, nursery school and other educational institutions are located
nearby. This education hub is important for providing services to all of San Francisco.
Therefore, it would benefit the City to first identify what number of units would meet
City standards before shoe-horning in a project that is known in advance to have
unmitigable adverse impacts.
In addition, some of the testing reports appear to provide inconsistent testing. This
makes it difficult for non-professionals to compare apples to apples, track the
meaning of the data and encourages misinterpreting possibly impactful conclusions.
For example, adding a note below the Balboa Reservoir truck Roadway Noise
Analysis on Page 1of 2, in Appendix D2, would provide clarification of why the
numbers of road segments tested differ depending on whether the test is for the
existing environment, the existing plus developer's project, the existing plus additional
housing scenario, or the cumulative plus developer's project.
The focus of my specific DEIR comments that are attached is noise, though there are
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a few non-noise-related comments at the end. Noise and vibration were not
addressed in the PEIR, and we thank the Planning Department for recognizing that
the earlier Balboa area plan offered a high level view, not a project view, anticipating
that they could not take into account every change to the area before a project is
ready for consideration. Since the time the PEIR was developed, many new buildings;
educational, service-oriented, commercial and residential; have been constructed
near and adjacent to the Balboa Reservoir. At the time of the PEIR, there was an
expectation that no more than 500 housing units would be constructed in the Balboa
Reservoir.
Thank you again for the opportunity to comment. I look forward to reading your
responses.

Regards,
Jennifer Heggie
Sunnyside resident
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Please consider the following specific comments and requests about expected impacts of the
Balboa Reservoir development. Points 1-16 are related to noise impacts, and points #17 to 20
relate to others.
1. Noise effects on residences and child care centers in adjacent Sunnyside have not
been tested although they are located within the 900 foot zone of project noise
consideration. Two childcare centers and preschools were identified in the EIR in this
area Northeast of the project. The sensitive receptors in this area are closer to some
parts of the development than the studied 24-hour LT-3 location in Westwood Park,
and the Northeast sites lie in an area that is typically downwind of the construction
site. Like many childcare or nursery schools in the area, the Staples and Frida Kahlo
Way Mighty Bambini location at the border of Sunnyside and Westwood Park appears
to be a residence as well as childcare and preschool center. Like other childcare
centers in surrounding residential neighborhoods, it deserves a 24-hour noise study.
Additionally, noise testing will be needed at the corner of Judson and Frida Kahlo Way
(formerly Phelan Avenue) where a replacement City College childcare center is
planned within the construction timeframe, according to Dr. James Sohn of the City
College of San Francisco.
2. The first Mitigation Measure for noise recommends selecting truck haul routes that
“avoid the North Access Road and adjacent Riordan High School and residential uses
along Plymouth Avenue.” But there is only one alternative route, Lee Avenue to Ocean
Avenue, which is also adjacent to a sensitive receptor, Harmony Family Childcare. A
high school, nursery schools and daycare centers are located at, or near, all the
identified possible entrance and exit points of the project. The Lee Avenue alternative
is already identified in Cumulative Transportation Items 4 and 6b [C-TR-4 and C-TR6b] as a route that poses significant and unavoidable adverse impacts to transportation
and circulation, even after mitigation. It appears that the mitigation measure for noise
#1 would exacerbate another unmitigable project issue.

4

5

3. The first mitigation measure of the Report also recommends undertaking the noisiest
activities during “times of least disturbance” to surrounding residents and occupants
which are identified as from 9am-4pm [per page 3.C-30], a period prior to the
maximum existing use of the adjacent land at City College, which is between 11am and
1pm. This coincides with the period when daycare centers and nursery schools are in
session, Riordan HS holds classes and after school activities, and the majority of City
College classes, including child development classes in the Multi-Use Building, are in
session. The times of least disturbance needs to be redefined. There may be no time
of least disturbance for the many diverse uses of the area, and if that is the case, that
should be noted.
4. The draft SEIR fails to include the City College Multi-Use Building (MUB) as a sensitive
receptor. MUB is approximately 150 feet from the construction site (per the scale of
Figure 2-1, p 2-2) and is used for childcare classes where children attend classes on
site. The short-term measurement location information in the SEIR for ST-3 (page 3.C9) notes that “The Multi-Use Building is the nearest City College building to the project
site; however, college campuses are generally not considered a noise-sensitive
receptor.” The MUB has been used for childcare classes for children on site for several
Page 1
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years and is expected to continue to be used for that purpose and therefore needs to
be recognized as a noise-sensitive receptor site that qualifies as such for noise testing.
5. Additional noise studies need to be made to create a noise baseline at all noise
monitoring sites. Long term (24-hr) sound assessments were made on the Western
side of the project. Only short-term sound assessments were made on the East side at
the City College MUB and Riordan High School, which is also a boarding school, and
that testing was for a short period, less than half an hour before 9:30am. Not only will
24-hour noise monitoring enable an apples to apples comparison with the other 24hour noise tests, 24-hour monitoring should be included to take into account the wide
variation in sound levels as the City College lot fills, empties, and refills at different
times of the day.
6. During Phase 0 of construction, there will be up to 200 one-way trips per day during
peak activity, and the noisiest period will continue for two months (page 3.C-26). 22
truck trips are anticipated per hour. This is a truck trip every two to three minutes
between the hours of 7am and 4pm. The noisiest period in Phase 1 would last four
months. There is no school vacation that lasts for four months; so, even without
including the seven-month noisiest period of Phase 2, during Phases 0 and 1, the level
of truck hauling activity will occur during class hours and disturb classes as well as
access to classes due to equipment VMT.

6 (cont.)
7

8

7. The project construction is “anticipated to occur in three main phases over the course
of six years,” (page 2-3). If that is the case, then why does Table S-3 identify
Alternative D: Six Year Construction Schedule” as an alternative rather than the plan?
(pp s-44 to S-48.)

9

8. Four alternatives for number of units were proposed: 0, 800, 1100, and 1550. Why is
the alternative for 800 units not included in assessments? The impacts and results of
mitigation on the 800-unit proposal needs to be addressed.

10

9. In the Notes section at the bottom of Table 2-2 on p.2-38, “Phases 1 and 2 could occur
simultaneously for a duration of two years following Phase 0.” But above, in the same
table, Phase 1 and Phase 2 are each estimated to have a duration of 2.5 years. Please
explain how the condensed schedule would take two years rather than 2.5 years for
Phases 1 and 2.

11

10. We would appreciate a clear understanding of the noise impact of cutting the
construction period from six to three (or four) years. Would the noisiest period of
construction occur in the first two or three (or four) years whether the time period of the
project is three (to four) or six years?
11. We understand the same equipment will be used whatever the time schedule. But will
a compressed time schedule mean more equipment will need to be operated
simultaneously, increasing the noise level at certain times? It is to be expected that
construction compressed into two phases would increase the level of disruption along
community streets due to more frequent construction truck hauling near multiple
sensitive receptors, residences, and education institutions.
Page 2
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12. If the construction schedule is compressed, please address the likelihood of the need
for additional hours of work per day or night required to meet the compressed
timeframe. Will compressing the time frame into three years increase the risk of
emergency requests for special permits for night work?

14

13. If the City grants special work permits for periods outside of the standard allowable
7am to 8pm construction hours, boarding school students at Riordan HS and residents
living along Plymouth, Ocean, Lee and on the Northeast side of the development in
Sunnyside and Westwood Park, will likely experience sleep disturbance. The SEIR
leaves open the possibility for special night permitting. This will affect the health, wellbeing and productivity of all concerned, and negative night permitting impacts should
not be acceptable in this residential area.

15

14. Construction-related vibration impacts were not addressed in the PEIR. Studies do not
include an evaluation of the vibration impact of construction equipment although as
noted on p. 3.C-32, equipment used for demolition, site preparation and excavation
activities, including the hoe ram and vibratory roller/compactor, which will be used,
could generate varying degrees of temporary groundborne vibration.

16

Per Table 3.C-6 on page 3.C-14, older buildings may be damaged at .1 PPV (in/sec) if they
are fragile though old buildings or residential structures would normally be able to withstand a
maximum of .25 to .3 PPV when subjected to continuous or frequent intermittent sources. The
Vibratory Roller/Compactor, a piece of equipment that will be used, creates .21 PPV (in/sec)
at 25 feet. Although it may not be likely, it is possible there are homes along Plymouth Avenue
that are in close enough proximity and fragile enough to be damaged by vibration. Have the
homes along Plymouth been evaluated for their distance and fragility for possible vibration
impacts?
15. In general, although SF Planning doesn't include City College students in their learning
environment as sensitive receptors in noise assessments, due to the type of activity
and the duration and amount of noise exposure, they should be considered in this
category. Per the World Health Organization, as stated in the SEIR document, a known
health effect from noise is decreased performance on complex cognitive tasks
(reading, attention, memorization and problem solving.)
16. As you note, because City College has been making changes to their master plan,
checking in with them for their most current plans for development in the areas closest
to the Balboa Reservoir is an ongoing process. A recent plan calls for constructing a
Performing Arts Education Center building twice as tall as the one indicated in the
DEIR on the City College-owned “upper reservoir.” Please take into account the
cumulative impact to noise of new plans.

17
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Non-Noise-related Comments:
17. Air Quality:
Please include the sensitive receptors identified above for noise in assessments of air quality
as appropriate, although air travels farther than noise. The EIR construction modeling of air
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quality in Appendix D assumes three years. Again, six years is the Developers Option and
should be the default, not three years which is not recommended due to air quality and other
impacts.
18. Use of Natural Gas:
Per the EIR, efforts will be made to move away from fossil fuels toward renewable energy
sources in accordance with the 2017 Clean Air Plan. As of 2017, electricity supplied to San
Franciscans was 82% emissions-free, with 64% of electricity generated from renewable
sources that include wind, solar and existing large hydropower. (DOE's Focus 2030: A
Pathway to Net Zero Emissions report of July 2019, p. 7.) “Should the city fail to meet its
renewable electricity goal by 2030, and continues to use natural gas and other fossil fuels,
San Francisco could see up to five times more cumulative emissions by 2050.” (Focus 2030
report, page 8.)
It is in the interest of San Francisco that all new buildings are powered by electricity and not
natural gas. In the interest of meeting San Francisco's Net Zero Emissions plan, please
identify only electrical infrastructure and appliances in all structures built on the Balboa
Reservoir.
19. San Francisco ensures fire safety primarily through provisions of the building code and
fire code. Do those codes take into account the lack of a water supply for emergencies
for the western part of the City and any need for water storage? The City has been
through many fire emergencies, and it would be irresponsible to take these issues
lightly. Ignoring or postponing the issue of a water supply for emergencies is not going
to help us during an emergency. The potential housing loss due to a fire could be much
greater than the housing gain from any one development. Is there a need for water
storage for fire emergencies, and if so, there needs to be an evaluation of possible
sites while they still exist, including at the Balboa Reservoir.
20. Wind Impacts:
The creation of wind tunnels is a risk of constructing buildings up to or over 80 feet. But the
DEIR indicates there is no significant impact from wind. To anyone who lives, studies or works
in the area, the power of the wind coming off the ocean is already well known. To mitigate the
risk of tunneling already strong winds into educational and residential communities, no new
building should exceed 79-80 feet. The developers' option does not exceed 80 feet, but the
additional housing option is likely to create wind tunnels. If San Francisco wants to sweep the
many young children who congregate in the area off their feet, the additional housing option
will do it.
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From:
To:
Cc:
Subject:
Date:

Dennis Hong
Poling, Jeanie (CPC); CPC-Commissions Secretary
Rahaim, John (CPC); Gibson, Lisa (CPC); Board of Supervisors, (BOS)
9/12/2019 PC Meeting - Balboa Reservoir
Wednesday, September 11, 2019 4:13:27 PM

This message is from outside the City email system. Do not open links or attachments from untrusted
sources.

Hello Poling, as promised, here are a view of my comments to this project; Please
use this as my continued support for this project. I live in District 7, just on the boarder
of this Project. I'm a long time resident of the city, seventy plus years. Born and raised
here in SF. I attended CCSF in the early 60's. Used public transit most of the time.

1

Hello Planning Commissioners, I'm sorry I will be unable to attend your Thursday
meeting to address this item on your agenda. Here are my preliminary thoughts with
the project for this case: 2018-007883ENV, BALBOA RESERVOIR PROJECT –
(Assessor’s Block 3180, Lot 190).

1. We desperately need housing. The city can not afford to do this work. The
sponsors and the community have worked hard on this project. This project fits the bill
as it address' our housing issues.
2. We need to address the parking for the college.

2
3

3. I'm concerned with the traffic exiting this site on to Ocean Ave. and how it may
impact this retail section.

4

4. During the construction period, this massive project will need a lot of daily
communication from the sponsor to the community . All to often this process fails.

5

5. I would like your comments good or bad so that the sponsor and the community
can continue to work together to get this project moving with out further delays. In my
opinion by working together and solving these issues before the DEIR is certified only
makes sense so there aren't any road blocks before it is certified. As I see it, these
road blocks all too often hold up the progress and some times we loose the project
completely.

6

6. I'm not too sure how the current SB's and other bills will impact this wonderful
project.
7. I like the open space. Since this project focus on family, I would like to see a few
four bedroom units.

7

8. Finally, we must move quickly before we loos another project like this. I will be
submitting additional comments for the RTC.

8

If any one has any questions to my rambling email, please feel free to reach back to
me.
Sincerely, Dennis

I-Hong

Hello Poling, as promised, here are a view of my comments to this project; Please
use this as my support for this project. I live in District 7, just on the boarder of this
Project. I'm a long time resident of the city, seventy plus years. Born and raised here
in SF. I attended CCSF in the early 60's. Used public transit most of the time.

Hello Planning Commissioners, I'm sorry I will be unable to attend your Thursday
meeting to address this item on your agenda. Here are my preliminary thoughts with
the project for this case: 2018-007883ENV, BALBOA RESERVOIR PROJECT –
(Assessor’s Block 3180, Lot 190).

1. We desperately need this housing. This project fits the bill as it address' our
housing issues.
2. We need to address the parking for the college.
3. I'm concerned with the traffic exiting this site on to Ocean Ave. and how it may
impact this retail section.
4. During the construction period, this massive project will need a lot of daily
communication from the sponsor to the community . All to often this process fails.
5. I would like your comments for this project so that the sponsor and the community
can continue to work together to get this project moving with out further delays. By
working with these groups it only makes sense so there aren't any road blocks. As I
see it, these road blocks all too often hold up the progress and some times we loose
the project completely.
6. I'm not too sure how the current SB's and other bills will impact this wonderful
project.
7. I like the open space. Since this project has a focus on family, I would like to see a
few four bedroom units.
I will be submitting further Responses and comments for the RTC next week or so.

I-Hong
Finally, I too would like your support.

I-Houwer
From:
To:
Subject:
Date:

michell houwer
Poling, Jeanie (CPC); CPC.BalboaReservoir
Opposition to Balboa Reservoir Development
Thursday, September 12, 2019 10:08:12 AM

This message is from outside the City email system. Do not open links or attachments from untrusted
sources.

I am writing in opposition to this proposal. I live in the neighborhood and feel that this project
especially with the amount of proposed units that you wish to develop would produce a
negative impact on both the college and the surrounding community. First of all, anyone who
lives in the area understands what a nightmare traffic is already in the morning, afternoon and
after work. The busses area already overcrowded with students and commuters. Parking is
already virtually impossible with the two existing parking lots for the college. If you were to
take away the reservoir parking option this would further strain and impact students, the
outlying community and other institutions in the area. Further, the proposed developer that
you have selected is already charging a premium for the other apartments that are on ocean
which is unaffordable and means that you have double or triple the amount of tenants living in
these units just to be able to afford the ridiculous rents. There are other vacant lots such as the
old Geneva Drive In where you could place these units. It is not necessary to place a huge
amount of units in a small place which critically impacts both the students of CCSF and the
outlaying community. CCSF has a huge student population and this land should be provided
for further development of the college which will provide a better education for our own local
residents and not be concerned about techies from other regions. Often times these techies get
their housing subsidized by their companies. When are the supervisors going to consider the
fact that we need to be more concerned about our local tax payers than these techies from
other areas. No doubt techies will uber or lyft to where they need to go; therefore, you will see
an influx of additional traffic in our area. We do not need an additional transient population to
contend with in our area. If the rents are similar to the sister properties this proposal is a joke
and further how long is this developer required to support a portion of lower income housing?
It is bad enough that the supervisors are putting a homeless triage center to be replaced by
units at Balboa Park Bart. Please add this to the record in opposition of this proposal.
Thank you,
Michell Houwer
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I-Ja2
From:
To:
Cc:

Subject:
Date:

aj
Poling, Jeanie (CPC)
Alex Randolph; Tom Temprano; Brigitte Davila; Ivy Lee; J. Rizzo; Thea Selby; Shanell Williams;
studenttrustee@mail.ccsf.edu; Rueben Smith; Marian Lam; L. Battiste; Geisce Ly; Cherisa Yarkin; Wendy Miller;
Jeffrey Kelly; Athena Steff; aciscel@ccsf.edu; tryan@ccsf.edu; Maria Salazar-Colon; Steven Brown; Wynd
Kaufmyn; Madeline Mueller; Muriel Parenteau; Lenny Carlson; Alan D"Souza; Suzanne Pugh; Brenna Stroud;
Mark Rocha
Impact on CCSF
Thursday, August 08, 2019 9:38:24 AM

This message is from outside the City email system. Do not open links or attachments from untrusted
sources.

Comment on Reservoir Draft EIR:
The Draft EIR concludes that loss of parking for City College would be "less than significant, and no
mitigation measures are necessary."
It says: "Furthermore, it would be speculative to conclude that the loss of parking would lead to
substantial adverse impacts..."
Yet to justify the "less than significant" determination, the Draft EIR itself relies on the speculation that
"likely, the shortfall in parking supply would cause some drivers to shift to another mode of travel, Others
to rearrange their shcedule to travel at other times of day..."
The draft EIR avoids assessing the possibility that students might stop attending CCSF.
And, as predicted, TDM/Sustainability Program is trotted out as justification: "The City College
sustainability plan has a performance objective to reduce automobile trips, with which the removal of
parking at the project site would not conflict."

The following had been submitted during the Scoping period before the City College
Fehr& Peers TDM Plan came out. My October 2018 submission refers to the
Nelson/Nygaard Balboa Area TDM, but the comment still pertains.
The DEIR's assumption of the success of TDM to obviate student parking is purely
speculative.

DEFICIENT MITIGATIONS FOR ADVERSE IMPACTS ON PUBLIC SERVICES OF
SCHOOLS, TRANSIT
1. SCHOOLS, ESPECIALLY CITY COLLEGE
There are many schools in the surrounding area: City College, Riordan, Sunnside,
Aptos, Lick Wilmerding, Denman, Balboa.
City College is a commuter school. City College students, faculty, and staff commute
to school. According to a CCSF Ocean Campus Survey conducted in May 2016,
these City College stakeholders—in addition to those using public transit (42%) and

1
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walking/biking (9.4%), 45.7% commuted by car.

1 (cont.)

The mission of any school is to provide education. But if access to an institution is
made difficult, the goal of providing education will be curtailed due to impaired
physical access.
Although reducing car usage in general is a commendable goal, the Reservoir
Project’s elimination of the baseline environmental setting of the 1,000-space student
parking lot will have the undesirable effect of discouraging enrollment at City College.
The interests of students, faculty, and staff will inevitably be harmed by the Reservoir
Project. Unless willfully blind, the 1100-1550 unit Reservoir Project will obviously
create significant adverse impact on the public service provided by the area’s
schools, especially City College.
Transportation Demand Management As Mitigation
From the beginning of the Reservoir Project’s public engagement process, The City
Team had already substantively disregarded community concern about parking and
transportation. Disregard for community concerns regarding parking and circulation
was due to the realignment in the assessment of Transportation from Level of Service
(LOS) to Vehicle Miles Travelled (VMT). The City Team has relied on the
interpretation of parking and circulation impacts to merely be social and/or economic
effects not covered by CEQA.

2

Consequently, the City Team ponied out a Balboa Area Area TDM Framework in
response to community concern. The City Team misled the public by giving the
impression that it would be an objective study of parking and circulation issues. But
in reality the result was a foregone conclusion. The SFCTA contract specified the
parameters of this study:  “The Planning Department and SFMTA are proposing a Transportation

3

Demand Management (TDM) study in coordination with CCSF Ocean Campus to reduce single-occupant
vehicle trips by college staff, faculty, students, and neighborhood residents.”

In other words, the burden of dealing with the adverse impacts on City College and
the neighborhoods of 2,200 to 3,100 new adult Balboa Reservoir residents would be
shifted onto the victims.
The Nelson-Nygaard TDM Framework will undoubtedly be brought forth as support
for TDM as appropriate mitigation.  
The Nelson-Nygaard TDM Framework fails to rise to the standard of providing
substantial evidence that TDM would be able to resolve the effects of lost student
parking on student enrollment.  
The Nelson-Nygaard TDM Framework, lacking substantial evidence of its efficacy,
falls back on speculation and wishful thinking. Its dubious evidence in support of the
efficacy of a TDM solution for City College are a couple case studies: University of
Louisville’s Earn-a-Bike Program and Santa Monica College’s Corsair Commute
Program which provide financial incentives for using sustainable transportation.

I-Ja2
NO EVIDENCE IS PROVIDED THAT A SIMILAR FINANCIAL INCENTIVE
PROGRAM WOULD SUCCEED IN MAINTAINING ENROLLMENT AT CITY
COLLEGE.
Please refer to the attached critique of the Nelson-Nygaard TDM Framework entitled
“Balboa Reservoir’s TDM Non Sequitur” (attached) and enter it into the Administrative
Record, as well.
Impact on Public Service of City College and Other Schools
From my 10/11/2018 submission “Comment on Balboa Reservoir NOP re: "Summary
of Potential Environmental Issues":
Although 21099 exempts parking adequacy as a CEQA impact "for the (Reservoir
Project itself) project", 21099 does not exempt the secondary parking impact on
CCSF's public educational service to students from assessment and consideration.  
Student parking, being the existing condition and setting, cannot be be bypassed
by extending 21099's parking exemption onto the elimination of the public benefit of
providing access to a commuter college.
The proposed Reservoir development has forced City College to include in its
Facilities Master Plan 2-3 new parking structures to make up for the loss of existing
parking in the PUC Reservoir. This is the secondary [physical--aj] impact that must
be addressed in the Subsequent EIR.

4
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From:
To:
Subject:

aj
Poling, Jeanie (CPC); CPC.BalboaReservoir
Comment on 3.A.1 Initial Study, 3.A.2 Overall Approach, 3.B.3 Summary of Balboa Park Station Area Plan PEIR
Transportation Section
Tuesday, August 13, 2019 3:58:33 PM

Date:

This message is from outside the City email system. Do not open links or attachments from untrusted
sources.

Hi Jeanie,
Here's comment on 3.A.1, 3.A.2, 3.B.3:

3.A.1 Scope of Analysis
Initial Study
In some cases, the initial study identified mitigation measures in

1

these topic areas that would reduce potentially significant impacts to a less-than-significant level
to support the determination that under these resource areas, the proposed project would have no In some
cases, the initial study identified mitigation measures in
these topic areas that would reduce potentially significant impacts to a less-than-significant level
to support the determination that under these resource areas, the proposed project would have no new
significant impacts or no substantially more severe significant impacts than those previously
identified in the PEIR. Therefore, the topics addressed in the initial study are listed below and are
not analyzed in this SEIR chapter.

Under Public Services, the PEIR did not analyze the impacts of a Reservoir Project
on City College.
By way of the Initial Study, the SEIR offhandedly dismisses impacts on City College.
The Initial Study fails entirely to address impact on student attendance and
enrollment and on gig-working part-time Instructors who have to travel between
multiple community college sites.
The Initial Study cites City College’s TDM/Sustainability Plan’s goal to reduce car
travel as justification for the “less-than-significant” conclusion of impact on City
College. The Initial Study states:  

The City College sustainability plan has a performance objective to reduce automobile trips, with
which the removal of parking at the project site would not conflict.

Removal of parking would not conflict with CCSF sustainability plan.....but
it would conflict with access to education.
Thus, the proposed project would not – in order to maintain acceptable service ratios, response
times, or other performance objectives – be expected to increase demand for public services to the

2
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extent that would require new or physically altered public facilities, the construction of which could
result in significant environmental impacts, and the proposed project would not result in new or
substantially more-severe impacts than those identified in the PEIR.

3 (cont.)

This is an non sequitur. Just because CCSF TDM doesn't conflict with
loss of existing parking, does not mean that TDM measures will be able to
solve the problem of student access to education. The success of TDM is
speculative. Finally, reference to the PEIR is mystifying because CCSF
was not assessed in the BPS Final EIR's Public Services section to begin
with.
The SEIR/Initial Study implicitly considers TDM to be the overriding goal of City
College instead of recognizing that the main purpose of CCSF is education, with TDM
being a secondary consideration.
The SEIR's speculative possibility of success of TDM to alleviate loss of
student parking in the Initial Study is an inadequate justification to come to a
conclusion of less-than-significant impact on CCSF.
Instead of being relegated to the Initial Study, impact on City College’s
educational mission and on access to education must be comprehensively and
objectively examined. The SEIR and Initial Study are inadequate.

3.A.2 Overall Approach to Impact Analysis
As a subsequent EIR to the PEIR certified in 2008, this SEIR, including the initial study, identifies
and considers all mitigation measures that were identified in the PEIR and determines their
applicability to the currently proposed project.

Considering mitigation measures contained in the PEIR is insufficient. The Initial
Study and DEIR has failed to identify and consider the PEIR rejection of the Lee
Extension that had been proposed by CCSF.
The fact that the PEIR had rejected the Lee Extension has direct relevance and
“applicability to the currently proposed project.”
Here’s what the PEIR says about the Lee Extension (westbound Ocean onto
northbound Lee into Reservoir):
Access Option #1: Under this option, CCSF would be allowed westbound right-turnonly ingress
on Lee Avenue.
It should also be noted that Option #1, the provision of westbound right-turnonly ingress to CCSF, would be expected to result in secondary design and

4
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operational issues at the Ocean/Lee intersection. With access provided into
CCSF from Lee Avenue, it would not be possible to fully restrict access from
other directions, such as the eastbound left-turn movement or the northbound
through movement. As a result, vehicles would be unable to directly access the
Phelan Loop or the Balboa Reservoir development sites from the west.
Instead, these vehicles (approximately 44 vehicles during the weekday PM
peak hour) would be required to divert into the residential neighborhood south
of Ocean Avenue to be able access Lee Avenue from the south or the west. In
addition, approximately 75 vehicles destined to CCSF during the weekday PM
peak hour are anticipated to come from the west. With the restriction of the
eastbound left-turn movement, it is likely that a portion of these vehicles would
also divert into the residential neighborhood south of Ocean Avenue instead of
using the Phelan Avenue access. The prohibition of the eastbound left turn
movement would affect the access and circulation patterns of residents and
visitors of the Phelan Loop and Balboa Reservoir development sites. In
addition, the rerouted traffic from these two projects and CCSF would
noticeably increase traffic volumes on the adjacent neighborhood streets,
potentially affecting access into individual residences and resulting in other
secondary impacts.

To discourage these vehicles from using neighborhood streets as a means to
enter Lee Avenue, the northbound and southbound approaches to the
Ocean/Lee intersection would need to be reconfigured to provide left-turn and
right-turn movements only, precluding northbound through movements
altogether. This would require the installation of a physical barrier (such as a
channelizing island) at both approaches. Conversely, it may be possible to turn
the south leg of the Ocean/Lee intersection into a right-in/right-out
configuration. By prohibiting these through movements on Lee Avenue, it
would no longer be advantageous for CCSF-destined vehicles to cut through
the neighborhood south of Ocean Avenue. However, such a restriction in
access would negatively affect access and circulation for the adjacent
residences and would further complicate access routes for the Phelan Loop
Site and Balboa Reservoir development traffic from the west by requiring these
vehicles to cut further into the neighborhood south of Ocean Avenue to make a
northbound left turn from Harold Avenue, and enter the westbound right-turn
queue at Lee Avenue.

Therefore, as a result of the excessive queuing that would affect operations at
the Ocean/Phelan/Geneva intersection and the secondary effects that the
provision of westbound right-turn-only ingress would cause, the provision of
CCSF westbound right-turn ingress at the Ocean/Lee intersection would result
in substantial adverse transportation impacts. Restricting CCSF ingress would
allow normal access to Area Plan projects and would avoid potential spillover
effects on neighborhoods south of Ocean Avenue. As a consequence, Access

4 (cont.)
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Option #1 is rejected from further consideration as part of the Area Plan.

3.B.3 Summary of Balboa Park Station Area Plan PEIR
Transportation Section
Balboa Park Station Area Plan PEIR Impacts and Mitigation
Measures
Program-Level Impacts
          Transit

Significant transit impacts were also identified under the 2025 with Area Plan scenario on the K
Ingleside line and at Ocean Avenue/Geneva Avenue/Frida Kahlo Way and the new Geneva
Avenue/I-280 NB Off-Ramp and Geneva Avenue/I-280 SB On-Ramp intersections.

The BPS Area Plan PEIR contains a comprehensive analysis of the Lee Extension.
The Lee Extension analysis is directly applicable to the Balboa Reservoir Project.  
Crucially, all Lee Extension options were eliminated from the BPS Area Plan.
Although the Lee Extension is referenced in the “Traffic“ Section, the “Transit” Section
only mentions Ocean/Geneva/Kahlo and the two Geneva/I-280 on/ off ramps.
It is only with willful disregard for objectivity that the BPS Final EIR’s rejection of a Lee
Extension has not been incorporated into the Reservoir SEIR and Initial Study as it
relates to transit delay.
The Kittelson Memorandum pales in comparison to the analysis that had been
contained in the BPS PEIR.
The Lee Extension analysis contained in the PEIR cannot be legitimately
omitted from Transit Delay analysis. Thus the SEIR/Initial Study is defective
and inadequate.
Submitted by:
Alvin Ja
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CPC.BalboaReservoir; Poling, Jeanie (CPC)
Comment on 3.B.4 Existing Conditions (Transportation)
Monday, August 26, 2019 8:51:53 PM

This message is from outside the City email system. Do not open links or attachments from untrusted
sources.

Hi Jeanie,
My comment on 3.B.4:
3.B.4 Existing Conditions [Transportation & Circulation]
The project site is a 17.6‐acre rectangular parcel and encompasses Assessor’s Block 3180/Lot
190 in San Francisco’s West of Twin Peaks neighborhood. The project location and site
characteristics are described in SEIR Section 2.A, Project Overview, p. 2-1, and Section 2.D.2,
Project Site, p. 2-7. The existing land use setting is described in Appendix B, Initial Study, Section
E.1, Land Use and Land Use Planning, p. B-12.

This description of the existing condition is less than adequate. This description
avoids and evades the existing condition of the project site being a student parking lot
that furthers a public purpose and benefit by providing physical access to a commuter
school's educational public service.
Although 2.D.2, Project Site notes the site's use by CCSF stakeholders, it fails
to acknowledge the reality that the current use of the Reservoir serves a public
benefit in providing physical access to education.
CEQA requires a baseline determination of existing conditions upon which
environmental impact of a project will be assessed.
From the Association of Environmental Professional's (AEP) CEQA Portal:
What Are Baseline and Environmental Setting?
Under CEQA, the impacts of a proposed project must be evaluated by comparing
expected environmental conditions after project implementation to conditions at a point in time
referred to as the baseline. The changes in environmental conditions between those two
scenarios represent the environmental impacts of the proposed project. The description of
the environmental conditions in the project study area under baseline conditions is referred to as
the environmental setting.
Why Is Baseline Important?
Establishing an appropriate baseline is essential, because an inappropriately defined baseline can
cause the impacts of the project either to be under-reported or over-reported. A considerable
number of CEQA documents have been litigated over the choice of a baseline for a given project,
and many CEQA documents have been invalidated for the use of an inappropriate baseline (see
Important Cases below).

1
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The draft SEIR is inadequate because it fails to recognize the baseline
condition of the Reservoir's current use by City College to serve a public
benefit for its students.

1 (cont.)

**************************************
Parking Conditions
The proposed project meets all of the criteria, and thus the transportation impact analysis does
not consider the adequacy of parking in determining the significance of project impacts under
CEQA.  Parking is not discussed further in this SEIR.

My 10/11/2018 scoping comment stated:
Although 21099 exempts parking adequacy as a CEQA impact "for the (Reservoir Project
itself) project", 21099 does not exempt the secondary parking impact on CCSF's public
educational service to students from assessment and consideration.  
Student parking, being the existing condition and setting, cannot be be bypassed by extending
21099's parking exemption onto the elimination of the public benefit of providing access to a
commuter college.
The proposed Reservoir development has forced City Colllege to include in its Facilities Master
Plan 2-3 new parking structures to make up for the loss of existing parking in the PUC Reservoir.
This is the secondary impact that must be addressed in the Subsequent EIR.

The draft SEIR is inadequate and defective in failing to treat parking in the main
body of the SEIR. Although the Initial Study does discuss the subject, the
Initial Study's assessment is similarly inadequate and defective.
Submitted by:
Alvin Ja

2
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comment on 3.B.5 Regulatory Framework
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This message is from outside the City email system. Do not open links or attachments from untrusted
sources.

Hi Jeanie,
My comment on 3.B.5:
3.B.5 Regulatory Framework
This section provides a summary of the plans and policies of the City and County of San
Francisco,
and regional, state, and federal agencies that have policy and regulatory control over the project
site. No federal regulations, plans, or policies are relevant to the project.

3.B.5 critically omits the Land Use Framework that was adopted by the Public Utilities
Commission in 2012, attached (PUC Resolution 12-0044).
Balboa Reservoir in context of PUC’s Land Use Framework
The lease and sale of PUC property is governed by the PUC document,
“FRAMEWORK FOR LAND MANAGEMENT AND USE.”
The document lays down conditions for sale of PUC land to include economic,
environmental, and community criteria.
The Balboa Reservoir Project has been promoted as part of the Public Land for
Housing Program whose purpose is to build affordable housing.
Public Land for Housing in the context of Balboa Reservoir, will fail its overarching
goal of affordability. Instead, Balboa Reservoir will achieve 67% unaffordable
housing, in exchange for 33% affordable housing.
The PUC Land Use document states:
COMMUNITY CRITERIA: Land may be sold or transferred when:
1. The sale or transfer is evaluated under SFPUC Community
Benefit and Environmental Justice policies and objectives.
2. The sale or transfer would not significantly adversely affect the
implementation of an adopted resource agency plan for the

1
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area.
3. The sale would not increase the risk of loss, injury or death to
SFPUC employees or others on or near the parcel.  

4. Use of the land sold will not to result in activities creating a
nuisance.
The Balboa Reservoir Project fails Condition 4 of “Community Criteria.”
The current plan removes existing parking for City College students. It deliberately
limits parking within the Reservoir to 0.5 parking spaces per residential unit in the
unrealistic expectation that this will discourage car ownership by new Reservoir
residents.
Given the limited street parking in the surrounding neighborhoods, and the fact that
the main ingress/egress to the Reservoir Housing project will be Kahlo Way, the
1100-1550 unit Balboa Reservoir Project will result in creating a substantial traffic and
parking nuisance that would inhibit student enrollment and attendance at City College
[The word “nuisance” understates the problem].
The Balboa Reservoir Project fails to comply with PUC’s “Framework for Land
Management and Use.”
The sale of Balboa Reservoir to private developers would provide a short–term cash
infusion to PUC Water Enterprise. However the short-term gain of quick cash doesn’t
justify losing this valuable piece of public land in perpetuity to private developers in
the guise of “affordable housing.”
The draft SEIR is deficient in its omission of the PUC Land Use Framework
within the Regulatory Framework.
--Alvin Ja

1 (cont.)
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FRAMEWORK FOR LAND MANAGEMENT AND USE
By adoption of this Framework for Land Management and Use, the
Commission is seeking to advance the analytical and decision-making process
surrounding the administration of real estate assets under the San Francisco
Public Utilities Commission’s (SFPUC) exclusive jurisdiction. Properties under
the jurisdiction of the Commission shall first and foremost serve the mission of
the SFPUC to provide our customers with high quality, efficient and reliable
water, power, and sewer services in a manner that is inclusive of
environmental and community interests, and that sustains the resources
entrusted to our care.
In connection with the operation of its water, wastewater and power systems,
the SFPUC has jurisdiction over a wide range of property types both inside and
outside the City and County of San Francisco.
In total, the SFPUC has
jurisdiction over:
• 210 miles of water pipelines rights-of-way, owned in fee title or by
easement
• 280 miles of electrical transmission lines
• 900 miles of sewer lines and 1200 miles of water distribution lines
• Facilities including impounding and distribution reservoirs, dams,
powerhouses, treatment plants, maintenance yards and warehouses,
pump stations, tanks, electric substations, administration buildings, and
various properties acquired for, or formerly used for these purposes.
• Tuolumne River and Bay Area Watersheds
o In the Tuolumne River Watershed, the SFPUC owns some land in
fee but operates water and power facilities primarily under right
of way easements granted by the United States under the Raker
Act of 1913. Primary responsibility for managing these lands
lies with the National Park Service and the United States Forest
Service, as described in agreements with the SFPUC (below).
The SFPUC coordinates with and assists the National Park
Service in its management of the 459-square-mile Tuolumne
River watershed and the 79-square-mile Eleanor Creek
watershed located in Yosemite National Park; and similarly
coordinates with and assists the Stanislaus National Forest in its
management of the 114-square-mile Cherry Creek watershed
located within the National Forest boundaries.
o In the Bay Area (Alameda and Peninsula Watersheds), the
SFPUC manages approximately 60,000 acres of land acquired by
the City and County of San Francisco (CCSF) primarily from the
Spring Valley Water Company in 1930. The SFPUC manages

•

these watershed lands pursuant to adopted Watershed
Management Plans that incorporate policies for the purpose of
protecting these watershed lands that surround the local water
supply, to ensure a reliable and high quality drinking water for
the Bay Area customers, and also address public use, secondary
use, and acquisition and disposition of lands.
Lake Merced Tract
o Lake Merced is located in the southwest corner of San Francisco
near Skyline and Lake Merced Boulevards. It consists of four
inter-connected freshwater lakes: North Lake, South Lake, East
Lake and Impound Lake that are fed by rain water and seepage
from historic springs and creeks. Lake Merced is an emergency
source of water for the City of San Francisco to be used for fire
fighting or sanitation purposes if no other sources of water are
available. The San Francisco Recreation and Park Department
manages the recreational areas of the Lake under a 1950
agreement with the SFPUC. The SFPUC manages the water
aspects of the Lake.

Existing Policies Related to Land Management
The SFPUC has managed most of these lands for decades, and the Commission
has established a broad range of policy guidance specifically for their use and
administration, including:
A. Water Enterprise Environmental Stewardship Policy adopted by the
Commission in June 2006 to acknowledge responsibility for the
protection of natural resources that affect or are affected by operation
of the SFPUC water system. The Watershed and Environmental
Improvement Program (WEIP) is an important Stewardship Policy
implementation strategy – the WEIP will provide $50 million over 10
years to protect and restore natural resources within SFPUC watershed
lands, including the acquisition of easements and/or title to additional
watershed lands for protection of source quality water.
B. Hetch Hetchy Watershed Protection 5-Year Agreement with the
National Park Service, initially adopted by the Commission in June 2005
and again as revised in August 2010, to meet federal and state criteria
for source water protection instead of providing filtration. The
Agreement sets priorities and schedules for water quality protection,
environmental stewardship, and security activities in the Tuolumne
River Watershed within Yosemite National Park by the Park Service
using funding provided by Hetch Hetchy Water and Power.
C. Wild and Scenic River Management Plans. The National Park Service is
preparing a wild and scenic management plan for the Tuolumne River
within the National Park, and is scheduled to release a draft plan for
public comment in 2012. The US Forest Service completed their plan for
the reach of the Tuolumne River in the Stanislaus National Forest in
1988.
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D. Alameda Watershed Management Plan. This comprehensive Plan
thoroughly examines all aspects of land management in the Alameda
Watershed, and was adopted by the Commission in 2000. The primary
goal of the Plan is the protection and enhancement of source water
quality. The purpose of the Plan is to provide a policy framework for
the SFPUC to make consistent decisions about the activities, practices,
and procedures that are appropriate on Alameda Watershed lands. The
Plan divides the watershed between the primary watershed (areas
tributary to the SFPUC's drinking water sources) and the secondary
watershed (areas downstream of drinking water intakes, primarily the
Sunol Valley). The Sunol Valley Resource Management Element of the
Plan guides the SFPUC's quarry leasing activities in Sunol Valley. Finally,
the SFPUC is developing a 50-year habitat conservation plan to protect
certain sensitive species in the SFPUC's Alameda Watershed lands while
allowing operation, maintenance, repair and replacement of water
supply facilities.
E. Peninsula Watershed Management Plan. This comprehensive Plan
thoroughly examines all aspects of land management in the Peninsula
Watershed, and was adopted by the Commission in 2001. The primary
goal of the Plan is the protection and enhancement of source water
quality. The purpose of the Plan is to provide a policy framework for
the SFPUC to make consistent decisions about the activities, practices,
and procedures that are appropriate on Peninsula Watershed lands.
The Peninsula Watershed is also covered in large part by two scenic
easements administered by the United States Department of the
Interior through the Golden Gate National Recreation Area. The scenic
easements prohibit certain activities in the watershed and generally
seek to preserve open space values.
F. Right-of-Way Encroachment Policy. In 1999 the SFPUC adopted a Right
of Way Encroachment Policy intended to safeguard the water, power
and sewer utilities and other related appurtenances on right of ways
through lands controlled by the SFPUC or the City. The Right of Way
Encroachment Policy provides guidance for the types of secondary uses
and legal arrangements that should be authorized in these situations.
The Commission amended the policy in 2007 to further address
situations raised by the construction of projects under the Water
System Improvement Program regarding permitted uses, or
encroachment on the Rights of Way, by adjacent property owners.
G. Vegetation Management Policy. This Policy was adopted by the
Commission in 1999 to establish guidance for secondary uses of the
Right of Way with respect to permissible vegetation incorporated in
third party landscaping and gardening uses. For example, the Policy
generally prohibits the planting of trees on the right of way to protect
the pipelines. The Commission also adopted site specific mitigation
measures when it approved the various WSIP pipeline improvement
programs (e.g. Bay Division, San Joaquin Pipeline) that specify the types

of permissible vegetation for use in post construction restoration of the
right of way.
H. Real Estate Services Guidelines. Currently there are approximately 100
properties under lease and another approximately 300 properties
where permits are issued. Leases and permits for certain uses on SFPUC
lands are managed by SFPUC Real Estate using the Real Estate Services
Guidelines. These Guidelines, and the Commission approved forms of
specific lease or permit agreements, reflect policies for the protection
of land and facilities, as well as the SFPUC's financial interests.
I. Environmental Mitigation and Monitoring Plans. The Commission, in
approving the Water System Improvement Program, projects within
the WSIP, and other construction projects by all SFPUC enterprises, also
has adopted environmental mitigation and monitoring plans or
approved project related regulatory permit conditions that may include
provisions for the protection of habitat, cultural resources, and water
quality related to that specific project or property under construction.
J. MOU/MOAs. The Commission has authorized Memorandum of
Understanding or Agreement (MOU/MOA) with other governmental
agencies, or city departments, concerning certain properties that
incorporate policies for the use and management of those SFPUC lands.
For example, there is an MOU between SFPUC and the Recreation and
Park Department for the use and management of the Reis Tract, a
pipeline right of way in Visitacion Valley, relating to surface
improvements for community use. Another MOU with San Mateo
County addresses use and access to the Sawyer Camp Trail System. An
MOU between SFPUC and the Recreation and Park Department for the
Lake Merced Watershed is under development and review by the
Commission as a replacement for the 1950 resolutions of the two
departments that generally assign responsibility for managing surface
recreational uses to the Recreation and Park Department.
K. Policies of General Applicability. Many other Commission policies of
general applicability also guide the administration and use of SFPUC
lands – including Community Benefit, Environmental Justice,
Sustainability, and Storm Water Management Plan.
The Board of Supervisors has also established policies applicable to the
management of all City owned properties, including the Recreation and
Open Space Element of the San Francisco General Plan, Green Building
Ordinance, Pesticide Ordinance, Graffiti Removal, among others. In
addition, the Charter and San Francisco Administrative Code contain
policies and procedures governing land acquisition, disposition, leases
and permits.
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Focus on Land Management Guidance for Secondary Uses, Acquisitions and
Disposition of SFPUC Lands
As detailed above, the Commission has established a number of land
management policies, and the nothing in this Framework is intended to amend
or revise those policies currently in place. The focus of this document is on
SFPUC land management in three key areas for lands not otherwise subject to
specific policy guidance (e.g. Alameda and Peninsula Watershed Management
Plans): I) Leases or Permits for Secondary Uses on SFPUC Land, II) Disposition
of SFPUC owned Lands; and III) Acquisition of Land by the SFPUC.
I.

Leases or Permits for Secondary Uses on SFPUC Land
The primary use of SFPUC land is for the delivery, operation,
maintenance and protection of its water, power, and sewer systems.
Secondary uses of lands devoted to these purposes may be permitted if
those uses do not in any way interfere with, endanger or damage
existing or future operations or the security of those systems, and there
is a benefit to the SFPUC in permitting that use.
Due to the diverse nature of the SFPUC properties, each property must
be evaluated individually to determine the appropriateness for
secondary uses. To determine if a secondary use is allowed, the SFPUC
staff will evaluate the use in light of the following additional economic,
environmental, and community considerations.
ECONOMIC: Leases or permits for secondary uses may be allowed
when:
1. There is no other primary SFPUC use for which the land is
required at the time, and the use is compatible with the existing
or anticipated future SFPUC use of the land.
2. Fair market rent or fees are received, except as provided in the
SFPUC Real Estate Services Guidelines (“RES Guidelines”), and
such use is at least revenue neutral.
3. The terms of the lease or permit are consistent with the SFPUC
RES Guidelines, including provisions related to the forms of
agreements approved by the Commission.
4. The use is subject to conditions that preclude improvements
that would adversely affect the SFPUC’s ongoing use of the land.
5. The use does not displace secondary uses that are more
consistent with the SFPUC’s mission and policies.
6. The use requires no ongoing maintenance by the SFPUC, unless
specifically described and agreed to in the lease or permit.
7. The use creates no new legal liability for the SFPUC.
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8. The use does not rely on use of any other SFPUC land to
function.
9. Following the secondary use, the SFPUC may use the parcel for
other SFPUC uses or purposes, without remediation, in a timely
manner.
ENVIRONMENTAL: Secondary uses may be allowed when:
1. The use is consistent with existing SFPUC policies.
2. The use is subject to appropriate environmental review so that
the environmental effects of the use, if any, can be considered
and mitigated to the extent feasible.
3. The use does not pose unacceptable health or safety risks for
SFPUC employees or others on or near the land.
COMMUNITY: Secondary uses may be allowed when:
1. The use is consistent with the SFPUC's Environmental Justice
and Community Benefit policies and objectives.
2.

The applicant is required to obtain all required permits and
authorizations from the local jurisdiction.

3. If the proposed use involves a change of use from the existing
condition, the applicant is first required to obtain SFPUC
authorization to seek any necessary approvals of the local
jurisdiction, and approval of the permit or lease is subject to
SFPUC first considering the adjacent community's or local
jurisdiction's concerns.
4. The use does not hamper emergency access to any surrounding
SFPUC parcels.
II.

Disposition of SFPUC Lands
In certain instances, land owned by the SFPUC may no longer serve a
primary utility purpose, nor an anticipated future purpose, for use by
any of the utilities under the SFPUC jurisdiction (water, sewer, power).
Parcels that may be subject to a determination by the Commission that
the property in question is surplus to the needs of any utility may be
sold or transferred to another city department. The sale or transfer of
surplus property must achieve fair market value compensation for the
benefit of ratepayers, and is subject to bond covenant provisions
protecting the bondholders’ security for SFPUC indebtedness. Sales of
property and interdepartmental jurisdictional transfers are also subject
to Board of Supervisors approval, and that of the receiving department,
consistent with the City Charter and ordinances.

I-Ja5

The SFPUC’s ratepayers bear the costs of significant seismic and
operational upgrades to the SFPUC’s utility systems. Revenues realized
from the sale of surplus assets reduce the need to recover a
comparable amount of funding from ratepayers through utility rates.
Accordingly, the sale or transfer of a particular parcel under the
jurisdiction of the SFPUC should be preferred over retention in
instances where (i) such parcel is not currently being used for a primary
utility purpose, (ii) staff has determined that there is not a reasonably
foreseeable utility purpose for which the parcel would be uniquely
suited by any of the utility enterprises under SFPUC jurisdiction, (iii) the
sale or transfer of such parcel would achieve a financial return
consistent with SFPUC's fiduciary duties to ratepayers and bondholders,
and (iv) sale or transfer of such parcel would not result in the
permanent loss of a significant asset to the cultural history of the City
and County of San Francisco and the SFPUC. Additionally, the following
economic, environmental, and community criteria should be
considered:
ECONOMIC CRITERIA: Land may be sold or transferred when:
1. The sale or transfer does not jeopardize the future use or
potential sale of functionally related and/or adjoining SFPUC
land.
2. The sale or transfer will result in savings of operational costs
expended to manage the property.
3. The sale or transfer does not result in a change of use of the
property that would increase SFPUC exposure to liability related
to conditions in the soil or structures that are not warranted by
the return to SFPUC from the sale or transfer.
ENVIRONMENTAL CRITERIA: Land may be sold or transferred when:
1. The sale or transfer is subject to appropriate environmental
review, so that the SFPUC can consider the environmental
effects, if any, and determine whether the sale or transfer is
consistent with existing SFPUC policies.
COMMUNITY CRITERIA: Land may be sold or transferred when:
1. The sale or transfer is evaluated under SFPUC Community
Benefit and Environmental Justice policies and objectives.
2. The sale or transfer would not significantly adversely affect the
implementation of an adopted resource agency plan for the
area.
3. The sale would not increase the risk of loss, injury or death to
SFPUC employees or others on or near the parcel.
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4. Use of the land sold will not to result in activities creating a
nuisance.
III.

Property Acquisitions
From time to time the Commission actively seeks out or is presented
with opportunities to acquire or exchange additional land, or an
easement, that would be beneficial to the SFPUC’s utility operations or
objectives. In such instances staff shall perform an evaluation of the
utility need or objectives that would be addressed by such proposed
acquisition, including whether there are other feasible alternatives that
would also achieve comparable objectives while mitigating the costs or
liabilities associated with the property acquisition opportunity. Staff
shall present the result of such evaluation to the Commission in
connection with its consideration of the acquisition. The acquisition of
property is also subject to approval by the Board of Supervisors,
following a determination by the Planning Commission as to the
consistency of such acquisition with the San Francisco General Plan.
The following additional economic, environmental, and community
criteria should be considered when making the decision to acquire
property.
ECONOMIC CRITERIA: Land, or easements, may be acquired or
exchanged when:
1. Acquisition of the land or easement provides additional
resources to further the SFPUC objectives.
2. The price does not exceed fair market value.
3. Acquisition of the land or easement would mitigate against
future SFPUC costs, for instance, where SFPUC utilities are
located on property owned by third parties and thus subject to
displacement.
4. Current uses of the land are not compatible with adjoining
SFPUC land usage, in a manner that interferes with SFPUC utility
objectives.
5. A proposed exchange of surplus property for lands to be
acquired can reduce the need for an appropriation of funding
derived from ratepayers for the acquisition.
ENVIRONMENTAL CRITERIA: Land may be acquired when:
1. The acquisition is subject to appropriate environmental review,
so that the SFPUC can consider the environmental effects, if
any, and determine whether the acquisition of the land or
easement furthers the SFPUC’s existing policies (e.g., Water
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Enterprise Environmental Stewardship Policy, Alameda and
Peninsula Watershed Management Plans).
2. There is no unwarranted site remediation the SFPUC would be
required to undertake.
3. The acquisition and use can be found to be consistent with any
adopted resource agency plan for the area.
4. The acquisition enables the SFPUC to secure one or more
resource agency permits for the construction or operation of
utility facilities.
COMMUNITY CRITERIA: Land may be acquired when:
1. The acquisition is evaluated under SFPUC Community Benefit
and Environmental Justice policies and objectives.
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Inadequacy of Initial Study/PEIR
Friday, August 30, 2019 11:32:03 AM
2017-10-5 ROAD TO RESERVOIR PROJECT--THE BALBOA PARK STATION AREA PLAN IN RELATION TO THE
RESERVOIR 2017 update.pdf

This message is from outside the City email system. Do not open links or attachments from untrusted
sources.

Comment on Initial Study:
The Initial Study discounts almost all environmental factors as needing assessment
except for Transportation, Air Quality, and Noise.

1

The Initial Study erroneously carries over the program-level determinations of the
Balboa Park Station FEIR/PEIR to the project-level Balboa Reservoir SEIR.  

2

I had already written about this several years ago in "The Road to the Balboa
Reservoir Project: The Balboa Park Station Area Plan in Relation to the Reservoir
Project".
"The Road to the Balboa Reservoir Project: The Balboa Park Station Area Plan in
Relation to the Reservoir Project" has been submitted at multiple stages throughout
the Project's "public engagement process." It has been submitted to the Reservoir
CAC, the Reservoir City Team (Planning, OEWD, PUC), Reservoir Community
Partners, Environmental Planning Scoping.
Here it is again (also attached as pdf):
THE ROAD TO THE BALBOA RESERVOIR PROJECT:
THE BALBOA PARK STATION AREA PLAN IN RELATION TO THE RESERVOIR
(updated 10/5/2017)
The Balboa Park Station Area Plan is one of the foundational justifications for the
Balboa Reservoir Project.
The City Team commissioned AECOM to do a 2014 preliminary study for the Balboa
Reservoir Project. The AECOM study for the Reservoir used the Balboa Park Station
Area Plan in making their findings. Yet there are substantial shortcomings contained
in the Balboa Park Station Area Plan as it relates to the Reservoir.
In addition to the shortcomings, AECOM further complicates the matter by
misinterpreting the contents of the Balboa Park Station Area Plan.
LAND USE: BEST USE OF THE RESERVOIR
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The First Element of the Balboa Park Station Area Plan contains:
OBJECTIVE 1.4     DEVELOP THE RESERVOIRS IN A MANNER THAT WILL
BEST BENEFIT THE NEIGHBORHOOD, THE CITY, AND THE REGION AS A
WHOLE.
Despite this “best benefit” objective, no discussion or analysis has been made
regarding what constitutes the best use of the western Reservoir.
Then drilling down further:
POLICY 1.3.2 [sic--This should more correctly read Policy 1.4.2—aj] Develop
the west basin of the reservoir [for] the greatest benefit of the city as a whole
as well as for the surrounding neighborhoods.   If the PUC should decide that
the west basin is not needed for water storage, it should consider facilitating
the development of a mixed-use residential neighborhood on part of the site to
address the city-wide demand for housing.
Policy 1.3.2 [sic] suggests that PUC “consider” developing the site for housing. There
is no documentation or evidence presented in the 2004 BPS Initial Study or in the
Balboa Park Station Area Plan itself to arrive at a conclusion that 425-500 housing
units would be the best use of the property.
The Fourth Element of the BPS Area Plan contains:
OBJECTIVE 4.4   CONSIDER HOUSING AS A PRIMARY COMPONENT TO
ANY DEVELOPMENT ON THE RESERVOIR.
The Balboa Reservoir represents one of the largest remaining undeveloped
sites in San Francisco and currently forms an unpleasant void in the
neighborhood.    Developing housing on this site would help ﬁll this void in two
ways. First, housing here would add more people to the area; enlivening
the commercial district and increasing ridership levels on the nearby public
transportation services.
Objective 4.4, just like Policy 1.3.2 [sic] asks PUC to “consider” using the Reservoir
for housing. It does not mandate that it do so. Despite this, the City has made
Reservoir housing appear to be a mandate.
Furthermore the arguments used in support for housing at the Reservoir are weak:
<!--[if !supportLists]-->·
neighborhood”

<!--[endif]-->“currently forms an unpleasant void in the

This characterization is totally subjective. In reality it serves an important public
purpose of providing student parking that enables community access to education. It
also keeps students away from parking in the neighborhoods, blocking residential
driveways. It is also objectively open space that allows for vistas of the Pacific Ocean
to the Farralones from the CCSF Science Building.
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<!--[if !supportLists]-->· <!--[endif]-->“increasing ridership levels on the nearby
public transportation services”
Both MUNI and BART have problems with capacity. They have more riders than they
can handle. Regular riders of the 43 and 29 will be able to recount stories of crowded
conditions and being passed up by buses. New Reservoir residents will only
aggravate unreliable service on public transit.

PUC RESERVOIR AS OPEN SPACE IS ALSO PROPOSED IN THE BPS AREA
PLAN; HOUSING WAS NOT THE SOLE PROPOSAL
The Balboa Reservoir Project is frequently misrepresented as being called for by
Balboa Park Station Area Plan. In reality, the BPS Area Plan actually calls for
housing to “be considered” as a use for the PUC Reservoir. This is contained in the
Housing Element of the Area Plan.
In addition to the Housing Element, the BPS Area Plan also contains a Streets and
Open Space Element.
The Streets and Open Space Element contains this:
A number of open spaces are proposed in the plan area,including the Phelan Loop Plaza, the Geneva
Plaza, open space associated with the proposed freeway deck, Brighton Avenue, the Library playground,
and the proposed Balboa Reservoir open space. (page 30)
Page 31 of the BPS Area Plan shows this map:
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What this shows is that housing was not the sole possibility offered by the BPS
Area Plan for the use of the Reservoir. This BPS Area Plan map shows the
entire PUC Reservoir as open space.
****************
THE AECOM STUDY’S MISINTERPRETATION OF BPS AREA PLAN
The Balboa Reservoir Project is a project-level sub-section of the Balboa Park Station
Area Plan’s program-level Final EIR.
Analysis of a Balboa Reservoir project is minimal within the Balboa Park Station Area
Plan. The Reservoir is relegated to Tier 2 (long-term, up to year 2025) development
and lacks detail.
The program-level EIR allows for early consideration of possible area-wide impacts.
This would minimize reinventing the wheel for every project within the BPS Area.
The Balboa Park Station Area plan, as a program-level plan, is unable to address the
specifics and particularities of impacts on the project-level, except in the most general
sense.
The fatal flaw of the current Balboa Reservoir Project is that it relies on the foundation
of a very general determination contained in the BPS Final EIR.
ROOT OF THE PROBLEM: “EFFECT ON PUBLIC SERVICES LESS THAN
SIGNIFICANT”
The Final BPS EIR determined that the Area Plan’s effect on public services would be
insignificant or less-than-significant:
“An Initial Study, published in July 2006, determined that implementation of the
proposed Area
Plan and its associated public improvements and development projects may result in
potentially
significant environmental impacts; therefore, preparation of an EIR was required. The
Initial
Study determined that the following effects of the Area Plan would either be
insignificant or
would be reduced to a less-than-significant level by mitigation measures included in
the Area
Plan and, thus, required no further analysis: land use; visual quality; climate (wind);
utilities/public services (except hydrology and water quality); biology;
geology/topography; water; energy/natural resources; and hazards (see Appendix A
for a copy of the Initial Study).
“With the exception of land use, which is included in the EIR for informational
purposes and to
orient the reader to the Project Area, the EIR does not discuss the environmental
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topics listed
above.”
Here is the section in Appendix A of the FEIR which discusses public schools. No
reference whatsoever is made to CCSF. The Initial Study and FEIR is not specific
enough to deal with impacts of the project-level scale of the Balboa Reservoir Public
Lands for Housing Project:
AECOM BALBOA RESERVOIR INITIAL STUDY STANDS ON THE SHAKY
FOUNDATION OF THE BPS FEIR
The AECOM Study’s sections on Existing Conditions and Surrounding Development
takes note of the many educational institutions near the Reservoir. Yet the AECOM
Initial Study fails to assess the impact of the BR Project on the Bay area-wide public
service that CCSF and other schools provide.
The AECOM Study’s failure to assess the impact of the BR Project on the public
service provided by CCSF and other schools is based on an incorrect interpretation of
the BPS FEIR.
The AECOM Study states:
“The [BPS FEIR] finds that speculative development of 500 residential units on
Balboa Reservoir would not result in significant land use impacts…Although
any future proposed projects would require individual environmental review,
development on Balboa Reservoir has received programmatic environmental
clearance through the Balboa Park Plan FEIR.”
This AECOM interpretation is wrong. Contrary to the quoted AECOM passage, the
BPS FEIR did not refer specifically to Balboa Reservoir. The “less-than-significant”
determination was for the program-level BPS Area Plan and for the specific projectlevel Kragen (Mercy housing) and Phelan Loop Projects.
There was insufficient detail contained in the FEIR for the Tier 2 Reservoir project to
merit extension of the “less-than-significant” determination for the program-level FEIR
to the project-level Balboa Reservoir.
CALL FOR RESET
The fundamental assumptions for the BR Project rests on the shaky foundation of a
generalized program-level determination of non-significance for the category of
“Public Service” contained in the BPS FEIR.
OEWD/Planning’s Principles & Parameters similarly rests on a shaky foundation
because of its failure to address the fundamental environmental review concept of
assessing "immediate and long-range specific and cumulative impacts of a proposed
project on its surrounding physical environment."
So instead of continuing to call for CCSF and the neighborhood to accommodate the
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BR Project, OEWD/Planning needs to reset its MO to adhere to its own Initial Study
Checklist guidelines to include “Public Services.”
OEWD/Planning needs to adhere to its own 3/17/2011 Environmental Review
Process Summary document instead of pushing on with its inversion of environmental
review principles.
Submitted by:
Alvin Ja
Ratepayer
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THE ROAD TO THE BALBOA RESERVOIR PROJECT:
THE BALBOA PARK STATION AREA PLAN IN RELATION TO THE RESERVOIR
(updated 10/5/2017)
The Balboa Park Station Area Plan is one of the foundational justifications for the Balboa Reservoir
Project.
The City Team commissioned AECOM to do a 2014 preliminary study for the Balboa Reservoir Project.
The AECOM study for the Reservoir used the Balboa Park Station Area Plan in making their findings. Yet
there are substantial shortcomings contained in the Balboa Park Station Area Plan as it relates to the
Reservoir.
In addition to the shortcomings, AECOM further complicates the matter by misinterpreting the contents
of the Balboa Park Station Area Plan.
LAND USE: BEST USE OF THE RESERVOIR
The First Element of the Balboa Park Station Area Plan contains:
OBJECTIVE 1.4 DEVELOP THE RESERVOIRS IN A MANNER THAT WILL BEST BENEFIT THE
NEIGHBORHOOD, THE CITY, AND THE REGION AS A WHOLE.
Despite this “best benefit” objective, no discussion or analysis has been made regarding what
constitutes the best use of the western Reservoir.
Then drilling down further:
POLICY 1.3.2 [sic--This should more correctly read Policy 1.4.2—aj] Develop the west basin of
the reservoir [for] the greatest benefit of the city as a whole as well as for the surrounding
neighborhoods. If the PUC should decide that the west basin is not needed for water storage, it
should consider facilitating the development of a mixed-use residential neighborhood on part of
the site to address the city-wide demand for housing.
Policy 1.3.2 [sic] suggests that PUC “consider” developing the site for housing. There is no
documentation or evidence presented in the 2004 BPS Initial Study or in the Balboa Park Station Area
Plan itself to arrive at a conclusion that 425-500 housing units would be the best use of the property.
The Fourth Element of the BPS Area Plan contains:
OBJECTIVE 4.4 CONSIDER HOUSING AS A PRIMARY COMPONENT TO ANY DEVELOPMENT ON
THE RESERVOIR.
The Balboa Reservoir represents one of the largest remaining undeveloped sites in San Francisco
and currently forms an unpleasant void in the neighborhood. Developing housing on this site
would help ﬁll this void in two ways. First, housing here would add more people to the area;
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enlivening the commercial district and increasing ridership levels on the nearby public
transportation services.
Objective 4.4, just like Policy 1.3.2 [sic] asks PUC to “consider” using the Reservoir for housing. It does
not mandate that it do so. Despite this, the City has made Reservoir housing appear to be a mandate.
Furthermore the arguments used in support for housing at the Reservoir are weak:




“currently forms an unpleasant void in the neighborhood”
This characterization is totally subjective. In reality it serves an important public purpose of
providing student parking that enables community access to education. It also keeps students
away from parking in the neighborhoods, blocking residential driveways. It is also objectively
open space that allows for vistas of the Pacific Ocean to the Farralones from the CCSF Science
Building.
“increasing ridership levels on the nearby public transportation services”
Both MUNI and BART have problems with capacity. They have more riders than they can handle.
Regular riders of the 43 and 29 will be able to recount stories of crowded conditions and being
passed up by buses. New Reservoir residents will only aggravate unreliable service on public
transit.

PUC RESERVOIR AS OPEN SPACE IS ALSO PROPOSED IN THE BPS AREA PLAN; HOUSING WAS NOT THE
SOLE PROPOSAL
The Balboa Reservoir Project is frequently misrepresented as being called for by Balboa Park Station
Area Plan. In reality, the BPS Area Plan actually calls for housing to “be considered” as a use for the PUC
Reservoir. This is contained in the Housing Element of the Area Plan.
In addition to the Housing Element, the BPS Area Plan also contains a Streets and Open Space Element.
The Streets and Open Space Element contains this:
A number of open spaces are proposed in the plan area,including the Phelan Loop Plaza, the
Geneva Plaza, open space associated with the proposed freeway deck, Brighton Avenue, the
Library playground, and the proposed Balboa Reservoir open space. (page 30)
Page 31 of the BPS Area Plan shows this map:
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What this shows is that housing was not the sole possibility offered by the BPS Area Plan for the use
of the Reservoir. This BPS Area Plan map shows the entire PUC Reservoir as open space.
****************
THE AECOM STUDY’S MISINTERPRETATION OF BPS AREA PLAN
The Balboa Reservoir Project is a project-level sub-section of the Balboa Park Station Area Plan’s
program-level Final EIR.
Analysis of a Balboa Reservoir project is minimal within the Balboa Park Station Area Plan. The Reservoir
is relegated to Tier 2 (long-term, up to year 2025) development and lacks detail.
The program-level EIR allows for early consideration of possible area-wide impacts. This would
minimize reinventing the wheel for every project within the BPS Area.
The Balboa Park Station Area plan, as a program-level plan, is unable to address the specifics and
particularities of impacts on the project-level, except in the most general sense.
The fatal flaw of the current Balboa Reservoir Project is that it relies on the foundation of a very general
determination contained in the BPS Final EIR.
ROOT OF THE PROBLEM: “EFFECT ON PUBLIC SERVICES LESS THAN SIGNIFICANT”
The Final BPS EIR determined that the Area Plan’s effect on public services would be insignificant or lessthan-significant:
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“An Initial Study, published in July 2006, determined that implementation of the proposed Area
Plan and its associated public improvements and development projects may result in potentially
significant environmental impacts; therefore, preparation of an EIR was required. The Initial
Study determined that the following effects of the Area Plan would either be insignificant or
would be reduced to a less-than-significant level by mitigation measures included in the Area
Plan and, thus, required no further analysis: land use; visual quality; climate (wind);
utilities/public services (except hydrology and water quality); biology; geology/topography;
water; energy/natural resources; and hazards (see Appendix A for a copy of the Initial Study).
“With the exception of land use, which is included in the EIR for informational purposes and to
orient the reader to the Project Area, the EIR does not discuss the environmental topics listed
above.”
Here is the section in Appendix A of the FEIR which discusses public schools. No reference whatsoever is
made to CCSF. The Initial Study and FEIR is not specific enough to deal with impacts of the project-level
scale of the Balboa Reservoir Public Lands for Housing Project:
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AECOM BALBOA RESERVOIR INITIAL STUDY STANDS ON THE SHAKY FOUNDATION OF THE BPS FEIR
The AECOM Study’s sections on Existing Conditions and Surrounding Development takes note of the
many educational institutions near the Reservoir. Yet the AECOM Initial Study fails to assess the impact
of the BR Project on the Bay area-wide public service that CCSF and other schools provide.
The AECOM Study’s failure to assess the impact of the BR Project on the public service provided by CCSF
and other schools is based on an incorrect interpretation of the BPS FEIR.
The AECOM Study states:
“The [BPS FEIR] finds that speculative development of 500 residential units on Balboa Reservoir
would not result in significant land use impacts…Although any future proposed projects would
require individual environmental review, development on Balboa Reservoir has received
programmatic environmental clearance through the Balboa Park Plan FEIR.”
This AECOM interpretation is wrong. Contrary to the quoted AECOM passage, the BPS FEIR did not refer
specifically to Balboa Reservoir. The “less-than-significant” determination was for the program-level
BPS Area Plan and for the specific project-level Kragen (Mercy housing) and Phelan Loop Projects.
There was insufficient detail contained in the FEIR for the Tier 2 Reservoir project to merit extension of
the “less-than-significant” determination for the program-level FEIR to the project-level Balboa
Reservoir.
CALL FOR RESET
The fundamental assumptions for the BR Project rests on the shaky foundation of a generalized
program-level determination of non-significance for the category of “Public Service” contained in the
BPS FEIR.
OEWD/Planning’s Principles & Parameters similarly rests on a shaky foundation because of its failure to
address the fundamental environmental review concept of assessing "immediate and long-range specific
and cumulative impacts of a proposed project on its surrounding physical environment."
So instead of continuing to call for CCSF and the neighborhood to accommodate the BR Project,
OEWD/Planning needs to reset its MO to adhere to its own Initial Study Checklist guidelines to include
“Public Services.”
OEWD/Planning needs to adhere to its own 3/17/2011 Environmental Review Process Summary
document instead of pushing on with its inversion of environmental review principles.
Submitted by:
Alvin Ja
Ratepayer
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INAPPROPRIATE SEIR DEFINITION OF TRANSIT DELAY.docx

This message is from outside the City email system. Do not open links or attachments from untrusted
sources.

Hi Jeanie,
I forgot to attach the WORD file. It's now attached.
--aj
On Thursday, September 5, 2019, 05:47:52 PM PDT, aj <ajahjah@att.net> wrote:

INAPPROPRIATE SEIR DEFINITION OF TRANSIT DELAY
The City Charter/SFMTA late criterion is a 4 minute delay relative to MUNI schedule
for the 43 Masonic at the Balboa Park Station (BPS). [The 4 minute lateness criterion
is relative to MUNI schedule for any particular MUNI time point.]
In comparison, the Reservoir late standard as applied for the segment from
Monterey/Gennessee to Balboa Park Station allows for a 12 minute delay relative to
MUNI schedule.
The Reservoir Project SEIR, apparently without proper authority, appropriates a 4minute delay standard for the each of the 43’s segments (Judson-Ocean and OceanGeneva/San Jose) in the BPS Area, thus giving the Project the privilege of
contributing 8 minutes of Reservoir-related delay before its delay is considered
significant.
EXAMPLE:
If a 43 is running on time until the Reservoir Project, but the Project-related delay is
allowed to be up to 8 minutes, then instead of 7 minutes to get to BPS, it would be
considered by SEIR definition to be insignificant if a 43 gets to BPS in 19 minutes—
an additional 12 minutes.

This constitutes a 171% increase over the scheduled running time of 7 minutes
between Monterey/Gennessee and Balboa Park Station. Yet the SEIR deems a
171% increase (from a scheduled 7 minutes to a travel time of 19 minutes to be
insignificant.
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SOUTHBOUND 43 MASONIC DELAY:

1 (cont.)

MUNI STANDARD v. RESERVOIR STANDARD
TIME POINT
ONADDITIONAL DELAY
TIME
TIME
Reservoir
MUNI MUNI late
standard
onLate
time
(4 min)
standard

Monterey/Genn
to Bookstore
Running time
(r.t.)
ELAPSED
TIME:
Monterey/Genn
to Bookstore
Bookstore to
BPS

Monterey/Gennessee
4 min running time

0:00
0:00
+4 r.t. +4 r.t. + 4
late

+4 Reservoir
CCSF Bookstore

0:04

Monterey/Gen

0:08

0:12

(City College
Terminal)
3 min running time

+3 r.t.

Running time

ELAPSED
TIME:

(additional 4
min)
0:00
+4 r.t. +4
MUNI

Balboa Park Station
(Geneva/San Jose)

0:07

+3 r.t.

+3 r.t. + 4
Reservoir

(4 min
standard
NOT
allowed to
be
cumulative)

(4 min
standard
construed to
accumulate)

0:11

0:19

to BPS

The SEIR justifies its arbitrary and capricious use of a generously defined 4-minute
delay standard by citing the MUNI on-time performance standard contained in the
City Charter:
The department uses a quantitative threshold of significance and qualitative criteria to
determine whether the project would substantially delay public transit. For individual Muni routes,
if the project would result in transit delay greater than equal to four minutes, then it might result in
a significant impact.96
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Footnote 96:  
96 The threshold uses the adopted the Transit First Policy, City Charter section 8A.103 85 [sic--should be 8A.103 (c)1--aj],
percent on-time performance service standard for Muni, with the charter considering vehicles arriving more than four minutes
beyond a published schedule time late.

It is critically important to understand of the meaning and (mis)interpretation of the
citation of SF Charter's MUNI 85% on-time performance standard. The critical
language in City Charter 8A.103 (c)1 is as follows:
1. On-time performance: at least 85 percent of vehicles must run on-time, where a vehicle is
considered on-time if it is no more than one minute early or four minutes late as measured
against a published schedule that includes time points

The draft SEIR engages in an egregiously unsupported case of overreach. The SEIR
reinterprets the MUNI 4-minute lateness standard to allow the Reservoir Project itself
to independently contribute an additional 4 minutes of transit delay before the
Project's impact "might" be considered significant.

The SEIR is inadequate and defective in its use of an egregiously generous
definition of acceptable Reservoir-related transit delay. The SEIR’s “less-thansignificant” determination for Impact TR-4, Transit Delay cannot be considered
valid.
The Project's self-entitled contribution of an additional 4-minutes of lateness to
transit delay is neither permitted or acceptable--by law, legislative intent, or by
common sense--in City Charter VIIIA. This constitutes a fundamentally
arbitrary and capricious arrogation of authority to substantively and
substantially worsen transit reliability for the broader public.

There is no substantive rationale to justify a 4-minute contribution by the
Project to transit delay. There is no substantial evidence--if any evidence at all- to permit the Reservoir Project to consider its own 4-minute delay standard to
be non-significant.

Submitted by:
Alvin Ja

1 (cont.)

I-Ja8
From:
To:
Subject:
Date:
Attachments:

aj
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Comment on 3.B.6 Impacts & Mitigation Measures
Saturday, September 07, 2019 12:36:38 AM
3.B.6.docx

This message is from outside the City email system. Do not open links or attachments from untrusted
sources.

Comment on 3.B.6 Impacts & Mitigation Measures (p. 3.B-34)

Operation (p. 3.B-35)

1

Approach to Analysis

Roadway Network Features (p. 3.B-36)
Circulation changes implemented by the proposed project include the extension of Lee Avenue...

The operational impact analysis includes the following significance criteria:
<!--[if !supportLists]-->·

<!--[endif]-->Cause substantial additional VMT or

substantially inducing additional automobile travel by increasing physical roadway
capacity in congested areas (i.e., by adding new mixed-flow travel lanes) or by adding
new roadways to the network;...

<!--[if !supportLists]-->·

<!--[endif]-->Result in a loading deficit and the
secondary effects would create potentially hazardous conditions for people walking,
bicycling, or driving; or substantially delay public transit

Despite the fact that the Lee Extension would induce "additional
automobile travel by increasing physical roadway capacity in a
congested area" and would substantially delay many MUNI lines on
Ocean Avenue, no mention is made here regarding impacts on these
significance criteria. (And as mentioned before, the PEIR had already
rejected a Lee Extension from being included in the BPS program-level
FEIR because its adverse impact on transit. The PEIR's discussion
regarding the Lee Extension is brought up in 3.B.3. Yet, its relevance
and applicability to the Reservoir Project's Lee Extension is omitted.)
********************************
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Operational Impacts (p. 3.B-46)
Public Transit Delay (p. 3.B-52)
The department uses a quantitative threshold of significance and qualitative criteria to
determine whether the project would substantially delay public transit. For individual Muni routes,
if the project would result in transit delay greater than equal to four minutes, then it might result in
a significant impact.96
Footnote 96:  
96 The threshold uses the adopted the Transit First Policy, City Charter section 8A.103 85 [sic--should be 8A.103 (c)1--aj],
percent on-time performance service standard for Muni, with the charter considering vehicles arriving more than four minutes
beyond a published schedule time late.

It is critically important to understand the meaning and (mis)interpretation of the
citation of SF Charter's MUNI 85% on-time performance standard. The critical
language in City Charter 8A.103 (c)1 is as follows:
1. On-time performance: at least 85 percent of vehicles must run on-time, where a vehicle is considered
on-time if it is no more than one minute early or four minutes late as measured against a published
schedule that includes time points

The draft SEIR engages in an egregiously unsupported case of overreach. The SEIR
reinterprets the MUNI 4-minute lateness standard to allow the Reservoir Project itself
to independently contribute an additional 4 minutes of transit delay before the
Project's impact "might" be considered significant.

Example: The 43 line runs on a 12 minute headway. A four-minute Project-related
contribution to delay added to a City Charter defined 4-minute late standard for a
MUNI line's on-time performance would create an eight-minute delay. So, for the 43
line, instead of a 12-16 wait, the Project interprets that a wait of 16-20 minutes at
Kahlo/Ocean (City College Bookstore time point) is acceptable and less-thansignificant.

NO! It is NOT OK to consider this to be non-significant.

The City Charter’s Section 8A.103 (c)1 does not authorize the Project to impose an
additional Reservoir-related 4 minutes of delay at the City College Bookstore time
point.

2
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The SEIR’s self-defined threshold of significance would grant the Project the privilege
of doubling the lateness standard relative to the MUNI schedule from 4 minutes to 8
minutes.

This violates both the language and intent of City Charter Article VIIIA’s Section on
Service Standards and Accountability--8A.103 (c)1.

The draft SEIR is fundamentally flawed in highjacking and misapplying the
SFMTA/MUNI 4-minute lateness standard. The 4-minute lateness standard is
relative to MUNI schedules. The Project's self-entitled contribution of an
additional 4-minutes of lateness to transit delay is neither permitted or
acceptable--by law, legislative intent, and especially by common sense--in City
Charter VIIIA. This constitutes a fundamentally arbitrary and capricious
arrogation of authority to substantively and substantially worsen transit
reliability for the broader public.

There is no substantive rationale to justify a 4-minute contribution by the
Project to transit delay.

There is no substantial evidence--if any evidence at all-- to permit the Reservoir
Project to consider its own 4-minute delay standard to be non-significant.
******************

Impact Evaluation
Existing plus Project

Impact TR-4: Operation of the proposed project would not substantially delay
public transit. (Less than Significant)

Transit Delay
Developer’s Proposed Option (p. 3.B-74)

2 (cont.)
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As shown in Table 3.B-18, vehicle and transit trips generated by the Developer’s Proposed
Option would increase transit delay by a maximum of 73 seconds along Frida Kahlo Way
(southbound direction, weekday p.m. peak hour), a maximum of 100 seconds along Ocean
Avenue (westbound direction, weekday p.m. peak hour), and a maximum of 81 seconds along
Geneva Avenue (westbound direction, weekday p.m. peak hour). The majority of the transit delay
increase is attributable to the increase in passenger boarding delay resulting from the projectgenerated transit riders. The Developer’s Proposed Option would not create additional transit
reentry delay during the a.m. or p.m. peak hours.
The Developer’s Proposed Option would not result in transit delay greater than or equal to four
minutes. Therefore, the Developer’s Proposed Option would result in a less-than-significant
impact related to transit delay.
The Additional Housing Option would not result in transit delay greater than or equal to four
Minutes. 123 Therefore, the Additional Housing Option would result in a less-than-significant
impact related to transit delay. [FOOTNOTE 123 refers back to Footnote 122 which then refers
to Fire Code 503.2.1 which has nothing to do with transit delay.—aj]

RESERVOIR-RELATED DELAY FOR 43 MASONIC
The SB Kahlo figures of 73 sec (for Option 1), and 83 sec (for Option 2 are presented
in the SEIR as the applicable 43 delay between Judson and Ocean.

These figures fail to reflect the Transit Delay for the 43 route segment between CCSF
Bookstore (Ocean) to Balboa Park Station (Geneva/San Jose). This route segment is
located in the Area Plan area and must be included to properly assess Reservoirrelated delay for the 43 Masonic.

In order to reflect the full effect of Reservoir-related delay in the Balboa Park Station
Area Plan area, another 42 seconds (using Table 3.B-18 Transit Delay Analysis) for
the 43’s EB Geneva segment must be added to the 73 seconds cited by the SEIR.
So instead of just 73 seconds of delay, Reservoir-related delay totals 115 seconds
(1.9 min) of for Option 1.

For Option 2, the 43’s delay (using Table 3.B-18 Transit Delay Analysis) should be
the sum of SB Kahlo (83 sec) and EB Geneva (58 sec), which totals 141 seconds
(2.4 min) of Reservoir-related delay in the BPS Area Plan area.

The scheduled running time between Monterey/Gennessee to Balboa Park Station is

2 (cont.)
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7 minutes.

Option 1’s “ Project-Related Increase in Delay” of 115 seconds (1.9 minutes)
represents a 27.4% increase in travel time for the 7-minute running time
segment.between Monterey/Gennessee and Balboa Park Station.

Option 2’s contribution of 141 seconds (2,4 minutes) of Reservoir-related delay
represents a 33.6% increase in travel time over the scheduled 7 minute running
time between Monterey/Gennessee to Balboa Park Station.

A 115-141 second delay for this short 43 segment (from Monterey/Gennessee to BP
Station) is substantial. it is NOT insignificant as the SEIR purports. Only with willful
disregard for reality could a 27.4% to 33.6% increase in travel time be considered
less than significant.

Relative to the City Charter-mandated MUNI on-time standard of 4 minutes:

<!--[if !supportLists]-->· <!--[endif]-->Option 1’s 115 second contribution to MUNI
delay constitutes 48.0% of the 4 minutes of lateness allowed the SB 43 at the
Geneva/San Jose time point;
<!--[if !supportLists]-->· <!--[endif]-->Option 2’s 141 second contribution to MUNI
delay constitutes 58.8% of the 4 minutes of lateness allowed the SB 43 at the
Geneva/San Jose time point.

Unless willfully blind, a 48.0% or a 58.8% contribution towards a 4-minute late
standard is SIGNIFICANT.

The way that the SEIR tries to evade this problem of objectivelycontributing
significantly towards MUNI’s 4-minute standard is ingenious.

Incorporating Footnote 96 on p. 3.B-52, the SEIR, insinuating City Charter and
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“quantitative” authority, proclaims:
The department uses a quantitative threshold of significance and qualitative criteria to determine
whether the project would substantially delay public transit. For individual Muni routes, if the
project would result in transit delay greater than equal to four minutes, then it might result in a
significant impact.

The SEIR blows open a gigantic hole of an extra four minutes for itself before a delay
“might” (!!) be significant. But contrary to the Project's arrogation to itself of a fourminute privilege to hold up MUNI before its contribution to delay counts to be
significant, the City Charter citation of a 4 minute is relative to the MUNI schedule--not
relative to the Reservoir Project SEIR's own standard.

So, the "less-than significant impact" to transit delay is a result of an inappropriate
definition and standard of "transit delay."

I discuss this in more detail in my 9/5/2019 submission “INAPPROPRIATE SEIR
DEFINITION OF TRANSIT DELAY”. Please refer to it.
******************************************
City College Terminal

Given the considerations described above, the Developer’s Proposed Option and
Additional Housing Option would have a less-than-significant impact on transit
delay.
Mitigation: None required.

The TR-4 section ends with the pronouncement of less-than-significant impact
requiring no mitigation. This overall TR-4 conclusory statement misleadingly follows
and is slid into a section that actually discusses City College Terminal.

This concluding determination regarding TR-4 Transit Delay is invalid for the
reasons already presented above:
The SEIR is egregiously deficient in formulating its less-than-significant

2 (cont.)
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determination of the Project’s contribution to transit delay:
<!--[if !supportLists]-->· <!--[endif]-->It omits applicability of the PEIR’s
analysis of the Lee Extension causing significant impact;
<!--[if !supportLists]-->· <!--[endif]-->It arrogation of a four-minute
Project-related delay standard is based on misapplication of City
Charter 8A.103 (c)1 whose 4-minute standard is relative to the MUNI
schedule;
<!--[if !supportLists]-->· <!--[endif]-->In the example of the 43 Masonic,
the SEIR’s fails to account for the route segment between CCSF
Bookstore and Balboa Park Station, thus grossly lowballing the
Project’s contribution to transit delay.
<!--[if !supportLists]-->· <!--[endif]-->The Kittelson Travel Demand
Memo and Kittelson Transit Delay Memo fail to evaluate EB left turns
at Brighton. It fails to assess the (high--aj) probability that BR
residents will turn left at Brighton, cut through Whole Foods
ingress/egress, and then turn left again onto Lee.

Finally, the TR-4 determination fails the substantial evidence standard of the
Significance Criteria:

The guidelines implementing CEQA direct that this determination be based on scientific and factual data,
including the entire record for the project, and not on argument, speculation, or unsubstantiated evidence.

*************************
Comparison of Impact TR-4 to PEIR Impact Analysis (p. 3.B-77)

As discussed in SEIR Section 3.B.3, Summary of Balboa Park Station Area Plan PEIR
TransportationSection, p. 3.B-1, under the 2025 with Area Plan scenario, ….. Project operation
would result in a less-than significant impact related to public transit. Therefore, the proposed
project would not have any new or substantially more severe effects than those identified in the
PEIR.

The statements that “Project operation would result in a less-than-significant impact
related to public transit. Therefore, the proposed project would not have any new or
substantially more severe effects than those identified in the PEIR” is unsupported
by anything contained in SEIR 3.B.3. It appears out of thin air. In fact, 3.B.3 states
the opposite:

<!--[if !supportLists]-->·

<!--[endif]-->Transit

Significant transit impacts were also identified under the 2025 with Area Plan scenario on the K
Ingleside line and at Ocean Avenue/Geneva Avenue/Frida Kahlo Way and the new Geneva
Avenue/I-280 NB Off-Ramp and Geneva Avenue/I-280 SB On-Ramp intersections.

2 (cont.)

I-Ja8
2 (cont.)
Furthermore, the claimed L-T-S impact of the Introductory paragraph for this section
is contradicted once again in the body on p. 3.B-78:
<!--[endif]-->The PEIR identified significant impacts to transit delay
under the 2025 with Area Plan scenario and project-level analysis of 1150 Ocean Avenue (former Kragen
Auto Parts site).

<!--[if !supportLists]-->·

The introductory paragraph expresses a desired outcome of less–thansignificant impact on public transit in the form of an unsupported
assertion/conclusion. The SEIR is deficient by making unsupported
conclusions.

********************************

Operation of the Balboa Reservoir Project would result in a less-than-significant impact related to
transit delay. Therefore, the proposed project would not have any new or substantially more-severe
effects than those identified in the PEIR related to transit delay impacts.

This concluding paragraph for TR-4 is nothing but a claim unsupported by evidence.
It’s a tautology: The Reservoir Project results in less-than-significant impact on transit
delay………Therefore (?!!) it will not have new transit delay impacts.

Where is the logic in this conclusion?!!!

The SEIR Significance Criteria states:

The guidelines implementing CEQA direct that this determination be based on scientific and factual data,
including the entire record for the project, and not on argument, speculation, or unsubstantiated evidence.

SEIR’s determination of less-than-significant impact on transit delay (TR-4) is
not based on the standard of substantial evidence. Rather it is based on
tautology. FAIL…FUBAR!

This SEIR does not qualify for certification.

I-Ja8
Submitted by:
Alvin Ja
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Comment on 3.B.6 Impacts & Mitigation Measures (p. 3.B-34)
Operation (p. 3.B-35)
Approach to Analysis
Roadway Network Features (p. 3.B-36)

Circulation changes implemented by the proposed project include the extension of Lee Avenue...

The operational impact analysis includes the following significance criteria:
•
•

Cause substantial additional VMT or substantially inducing additional automobile travel
by increasing physical roadway capacity in congested areas (i.e., by adding new mixedflow travel lanes) or by adding new roadways to the network;...
Result in a loading deficit and the secondary effects would create potentially hazardous
conditions for people walking, bicycling, or driving; or substantially delay public transit

Despite the fact that the Lee Extension would induce "additional
automobile travel by increasing physical roadway capacity in a
congested area" and would substantially delay many MUNI lines on
Ocean Avenue, no mention is made here regarding impacts on these
significance criteria. (And as mentioned before, the PEIR had already
rejected a Lee Extension from being included in the BPS program-level
FEIR because its adverse impact on transit. The PEIR's discussion
regarding the Lee Extension is brought up in 3.B.3. Yet, its relevance
and applicability to the Reservoir Project's Lee Extension is omitted.)
********************************
Operational Impacts (p. 3.B-46)
Public Transit Delay (p. 3.B-52)
The department uses a quantitative threshold of significance and qualitative criteria to
determine whether the project would substantially delay public transit. For individual Muni routes,
if the project would result in transit delay greater than equal to four minutes, then it might result in
a significant impact.96
Footnote 96:
96 The threshold uses the adopted the Transit First Policy, City Charter section 8A.103 85 [sic--should be 8A.103 (c)1--aj],
percent on-time performance service standard for Muni, with the charter considering vehicles arriving more than four minutes
beyond a published schedule time late.

It is critically important to understand the meaning and (mis)interpretation of the citation
of SF Charter's MUNI 85% on-time performance standard. The critical language in City
Charter 8A.103 (c)1 is as follows:
1. On-time performance: at least 85 percent of vehicles must run on-time, where a vehicle is considered
on-time if it is no more than one minute early or four minutes late as measured against a published
schedule that includes time points

The draft SEIR engages in an egregiously unsupported case of overreach. The SEIR
reinterprets the MUNI 4-minute lateness standard to allow the Reservoir Project itself to
1
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independently contribute an additional 4 minutes of transit delay before the Project's
impact "might" be considered significant.
Example: The 43 line runs on a 12 minute headway. A four-minute Project-related
contribution to delay added to a City Charter defined 4-minute late standard for a MUNI
line's on-time performance would create an eight-minute delay. So, for the 43 line,
instead of a 12-16 wait, the Project interprets that a wait of 16-20 minutes at
Kahlo/Ocean (City College Bookstore time point) is acceptable and less-thansignificant.
NO! It is NOT OK to consider this to be non-significant.
The City Charter’s Section 8A.103 (c)1 does not authorize the Project to impose an
additional Reservoir-related 4 minutes of delay at the City College Bookstore time point.
The SEIR’s self-defined threshold of significance would grant the Project the privilege of
doubling the lateness standard relative to the MUNI schedule from 4 minutes to 8
minutes.
This violates both the language and intent of City Charter Article VIIIA’s Section on
Service Standards and Accountability--8A.103 (c)1.
The draft SEIR is fundamentally flawed in highjacking and misapplying the
SFMTA/MUNI 4-minute lateness standard. The 4-minute lateness standard is
relative to MUNI schedules. The Project's self-entitled contribution of an
additional 4-minutes of lateness to transit delay is neither permitted or
acceptable--by law, legislative intent, and especially by common sense--in City
Charter VIIIA. This constitutes a fundamentally arbitrary and capricious
arrogation of authority to substantively and substantially worsen transit reliability
for the broader public.
There is no substantive rationale to justify a 4-minute contribution by the Project
to transit delay.
There is no substantial evidence--if any evidence at all-- to permit the Reservoir
Project to consider its own 4-minute delay standard to be non-significant.
******************
Impact Evaluation
Existing plus Project
Impact TR-4: Operation of the proposed project would not substantially delay
public transit. (Less than Significant)
Transit Delay
Developer’s Proposed Option (p. 3.B-74)
2
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As shown in Table 3.B-18, vehicle and transit trips generated by the Developer’s Proposed
Option would increase transit delay by a maximum of 73 seconds along Frida Kahlo Way
(southbound direction, weekday p.m. peak hour), a maximum of 100 seconds along Ocean
Avenue (westbound direction, weekday p.m. peak hour), and a maximum of 81 seconds along
Geneva Avenue (westbound direction, weekday p.m. peak hour). The majority of the transit delay
increase is attributable to the increase in passenger boarding delay resulting from the projectgenerated transit riders. The Developer’s Proposed Option would not create additional transit
reentry delay during the a.m. or p.m. peak hours.
The Developer’s Proposed Option would not result in transit delay greater than or equal to four
minutes. Therefore, the Developer’s Proposed Option would result in a less-than-significant
impact related to transit delay.
The Additional Housing Option would not result in transit delay greater than or equal to four
Minutes. 123 Therefore, the Additional Housing Option would result in a less-than-significant
impact related to transit delay. [FOOTNOTE 123 refers back to Footnote 122 which then refers to
Fire Code 503.2.1 which has nothing to do with transit delay.—aj]

RESERVOIR-RELATED DELAY FOR 43 MASONIC
The SB Kahlo figures of 73 sec (for Option 1), and 83 sec (for Option 2 are presented in
the SEIR as the applicable 43 delay between Judson and Ocean.
These figures fail to reflect the Transit Delay for the 43 route segment between CCSF
Bookstore (Ocean) to Balboa Park Station (Geneva/San Jose). This route segment is
located in the Area Plan area and must be included to properly assess Reservoirrelated delay for the 43 Masonic.
In order to reflect the full effect of Reservoir-related delay in the Balboa Park Station
Area Plan area, another 42 seconds (using Table 3.B-18 Transit Delay Analysis) for the
43’s EB Geneva segment must be added to the 73 seconds cited by the SEIR. So
instead of just 73 seconds of delay, Reservoir-related delay totals 115 seconds (1.9
min) of for Option 1.
For Option 2, the 43’s delay (using Table 3.B-18 Transit Delay Analysis) should be the
sum of SB Kahlo (83 sec) and EB Geneva (58 sec), which totals 141 seconds (2.4 min)
of Reservoir-related delay in the BPS Area Plan area.
The scheduled running time between Monterey/Gennessee to Balboa Park Station is 7
minutes.
Option 1’s “ Project-Related Increase in Delay” of 115 seconds (1.9 minutes) represents
a 27.4% increase in travel time for the 7-minute running time segment.between
Monterey/Gennessee and Balboa Park Station.
Option 2’s contribution of 141 seconds (2,4 minutes) of Reservoir-related delay
represents a 33.6% increase in travel time over the scheduled 7 minute running time
between Monterey/Gennessee to Balboa Park Station.
3
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A 115-141 second delay for this short 43 segment (from Monterey/Gennessee to BP
Station) is substantial. it is NOT insignificant as the SEIR purports. Only with willful
disregard for reality could a 27.4% to 33.6% increase in travel time be considered less
than significant.
Relative to the City Charter-mandated MUNI on-time standard of 4 minutes:
•
•

Option 1’s 115 second contribution to MUNI delay constitutes 48.0% of the 4
minutes of lateness allowed the SB 43 at the Geneva/San Jose time point;
Option 2’s 141 second contribution to MUNI delay constitutes 58.8% of the 4
minutes of lateness allowed the SB 43 at the Geneva/San Jose time point.

Unless willfully blind, a 48.0% or a 58.8% contribution towards a 4-minute late standard
is SIGNIFICANT.
The way that the SEIR tries to evade this problem of objectivelycontributing significantly
towards MUNI’s 4-minute standard is ingenious.
Incorporating Footnote 96 on p. 3.B-52, the SEIR, insinuating City Charter and
“quantitative” authority, proclaims:
The department uses a quantitative threshold of significance and qualitative criteria to determine
whether the project would substantially delay public transit. For individual Muni routes, if the
project would result in transit delay greater than equal to four minutes, then it might result in a
significant impact.

The SEIR blows open a gigantic hole of an extra four minutes for itself before a delay
“might” (!!) be significant. But contrary to the Project's arrogation to itself of a fourminute privilege to hold up MUNI before its contribution to delay counts to be significant,
the City Charter citation of a 4 minute is relative to the MUNI schedule--not relative to
the Reservoir Project SEIR's own standard.
So, the "less-than significant impact" to transit delay is a result of an inappropriate
definition and standard of "transit delay."
I discuss this in more detail in my 9/5/2019 submission “INAPPROPRIATE SEIR
DEFINITION OF TRANSIT DELAY”. Please refer to it.
******************************************
City College Terminal
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Given the considerations described above, the Developer’s Proposed Option and
Additional Housing Option would have a less-than-significant impact on transit
delay.
Mitigation: None required.
The TR-4 section ends with the pronouncement of less-than-significant impact requiring
no mitigation. This overall TR-4 conclusory statement misleadingly follows and is slid
into a section that actually discusses City College Terminal.
This concluding determination regarding TR-4 Transit Delay is invalid for the
reasons already presented above:
The SEIR is egregiously deficient in formulating its less-than-significant
determination of the Project’s contribution to transit delay:
• It omits applicability of the PEIR’s analysis of the Lee Extension causing
significant impact;
• It arrogation of a four-minute Project-related delay standard is based on
misapplication of City Charter 8A.103 (c)1 whose 4-minute standard is
relative to the MUNI schedule;
• In the example of the 43 Masonic, the SEIR’s fails to account for the
route segment between CCSF Bookstore and Balboa Park Station, thus
grossly lowballing the Project’s contribution to transit delay.
• The Kittelson Travel Demand Memo and Kittelson Transit Delay Memo
fail to evaluate EB left turns at Brighton. It fails to assess the (high--aj)
probability that BR residents will turn left at Brighton, cut through
Whole Foods ingress/egress, and then turn left again onto Lee.
Finally, the TR-4 determination fails the substantial evidence standard of the
Significance Criteria:

The guidelines implementing CEQA direct that this determination be based on scientific and factual data,
including the entire record for the project, and not on argument, speculation, or unsubstantiated evidence.

*************************
Comparison of Impact TR-4 to PEIR Impact Analysis (p. 3.B-77)

As discussed in SEIR Section 3.B.3, Summary of Balboa Park Station Area Plan PEIR
TransportationSection, p. 3.B-1, under the 2025 with Area Plan scenario, ….. Project operation
would result in a less-than significant impact related to public transit. Therefore, the proposed
project would not have any new or substantially more severe effects than those identified in the
PEIR.

The statements that “Project operation would result in a less-than-significant impact
related to public transit. Therefore, the proposed project would not have any new or
substantially more severe effects than those identified in the PEIR” is unsupported by
anything contained in SEIR 3.B.3. It appears out of thin air. In fact, 3.B.3 states the
opposite:
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•

Transit

Significant transit impacts were also identified under the 2025 with Area Plan scenario on the K
Ingleside line and at Ocean Avenue/Geneva Avenue/Frida Kahlo Way and the new Geneva
Avenue/I-280 NB Off-Ramp and Geneva Avenue/I-280 SB On-Ramp intersections.

Furthermore, the claimed L-T-S impact of the Introductory paragraph for this section is
contradicted once again in the body on p. 3.B-78:
•

The PEIR identified significant impacts to transit delay under the 2025 with Area Plan scenario
and project-level analysis of 1150 Ocean Avenue (former Kragen Auto Parts site).

The introductory paragraph expresses a desired outcome of less–thansignificant impact on public transit in the form of an unsupported
assertion/conclusion. The SEIR is deficient by making unsupported conclusions.
********************************

Operation of the Balboa Reservoir Project would result in a less-than-significant impact related to
transit delay. Therefore, the proposed project would not have any new or substantially more-severe
effects than those identified in the PEIR related to transit delay impacts.

This concluding paragraph for TR-4 is nothing but a claim unsupported by evidence. It’s
a tautology: The Reservoir Project results in less-than-significant impact on transit
delay………Therefore (?!!) it will not have new transit delay impacts.
Where is the logic in this conclusion?!!!
The SEIR Significance Criteria states:

The guidelines implementing CEQA direct that this determination be based on scientific and factual data,
including the entire record for the project, and not on argument, speculation, or unsubstantiated evidence.

SEIR’s determination of less-than-significant impact on transit delay (TR-4) is not
based on the standard of substantial evidence. Rather it is based on tautology.
FAIL…FUBAR!
This SEIR does not qualify for certification.
Submitted by:
Alvin Ja

6

I-Ja9
From:
To:
Cc:
Subject:
Date:
Attachments:

aj
Poling, Jeanie (CPC); CPC.BalboaReservoir; CPC-Commissions Secretary
BRCAC (ECN)
Comment on C-TR-4. Cumulative Transit Delay
Tuesday, September 10, 2019 12:37:24 AM
Comment 8.docx

This message is from outside the City email system. Do not open links or attachments from untrusted
sources.

COMMENT ON 3.B.6 IMPACT AND MITIGATION MEASURES (continued)--also
attached as WORD file herein:

2040 Cumulative Conditions (p. 3.B-91)
The geographic context for the analysis of cumulative impacts is the transportation study area
shown on Figure 3.B-1, p. 3.B-7.

The geographic context for the analysis shown in Fig. 3.B-1 is limited to an eastern
boundary of Frida Kahlo Way. This eastern boundary is inappropriately restrictive.

The Reservoir Project SEIR is a project-level document that falls within the Balboa
Park Station Area Plan. To cut off the boundary at Frida Kahlo strangles the
possibility of a thorough assessment of the Reservoir Project effects on the entire
BPS Area Plan area—an area of which the Reservoir Project is a part.

The SEIR can only have the potential to be fair if the geographic context for
analysis is the Balboa Park Station area. From the BPS FEIR (p. 72) the area is:
The “Project Area” of the Balboa Park Station Area Plan is generally bounded by parcels along
the northern edge of Ocean Avenue, the southern boundary of Riordan High School, Judson
Avenue, and Havelock Street to the north; the northeastern edge of the City College campus, and
San Jose and Delano Avenues to the east; Niagara and Mount Vernon Avenues, and parcels along
the southern edges of Geneva and Ocean Avenues to the south; and Manor Drive to the west (see
Figure 2: Project Area Plan).

<!--[if !vml]--><!--[endif]-->
The SEIR is deficient in its selection of the parameters of geographic context
for analysis.
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************************************************
Impact C-TR-4: The proposed project, in combination with reasonably
foreseeable
future projects, may result in a potentially significant cumulative impact related
to
public transit delay and the project could contribute considerably. (Significant
and
Unavoidable with Mitigation)    (p. 3.B-94)
In the PEIR, under the 2025 with Area Plan scenario, transit delay impacts were identified at Ocean
Avenue/Geneva Avenue/Frida Kahlo Way and the new Geneva Avenue/I-280 NB Off-Ramp and Geneva Avenue/I280 SB On-Ramp intersections. However, as discussed under Impact TR-4, p. 3.B-73, operation of the proposed
project would not substantially delay public transit, and this impact would be less than significant.

In my previous submission of 9/7/2019, I had presented a picture of the real-life
impact, based on SEIR/Kittelson’s figures of Reservoir-related delay on the 43
Masonic. Instead of just using the delay figures for the restrictive limits of geographic
context in the Figure 3.B-2 map, the submission showed 27.4 to 33.6% increases in
Reservoir-related travel time within the BPS Area Plan “Project Area”.     

Relative to the MUNI on-time-performance’s late criterion of 4 minutes, Reservoirrelated delay contributes 48 to 58.8% of the 4 minutes.

The only way that the SEIR can conclude a less-than-significant transit delay impact
is to change the standards.

It did this by creating a quantitative “threshold of significance” of an additional 4
minutes over and above the SF Charter’s 4 minutes. Thus, with this this creatively
invented threshold of significance that totals 8 minutes, objectively significant delay
relative to MUNI schedules are magically transformed into “less-than-significant.”

Here’s copy & paste from my previous submission:
This concluding determination regarding TR-4 Transit Delay is invalid for
the reasons already presented above:
The SEIR is egregiously deficient in formulating its less-than-
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significant determination of the Project’s contribution to transit
delay:
<!--[if !supportLists]-->· <!--[endif]-->It omits applicability of the
PEIR’s analysis of the Lee Extension causing significant
impact;
<!--[if !supportLists]-->· <!--[endif]-->It arrogation of a fourminute Project-related delay standard is based on
misapplication of City Charter 8A.103 (c)1 whose 4-minute
standard is relative to the MUNI schedule;
<!--[if !supportLists]-->· <!--[endif]-->In the example of the 43
Masonic, the SEIR’s fails to account for the route segment
between CCSF Bookstore and Balboa Park Station, thus
grossly lowballing the Project’s contribution to transit delay.
<!--[if !supportLists]-->· <!--[endif]-->The Kittelson Travel
Demand Memo and Kittelson Transit Delay Memo fail to
evaluate EB left turns at Brighton. It fails to assess the (high-aj) probability that BR residents will turn left at Brighton, cut
through Whole Foods ingress/egress, and then turn left again
onto Lee.
Finally, the TR-4 determination fails the substantial evidence standard of
the Significance Criteria:
The guidelines implementing CEQA direct that this determination be based on scientific and
factual data, including the entire record for the project, and not on argument, speculation, or
unsubstantiated evidence.

*******************************************************
As discussed in Table 3.B-18, p. 3.B-74, under Impact TR-4, under existing plus project
conditions, the
increase in transit delay associated with either the Developer’s Proposed Option and the
Additional
Housing Option would not result in significant transit delay impacts. However, the transit delay
contribution from City College’s Ocean Campus, in combination with the proposed project
options, is
unknown. For the purposes of a more conservative analysis, the addition of vehicle and transit
trips
generated by the proposed project options in combination with the City College facilities master
plan
projects and other cumulative developments is expected to increase transit delay and could
exceed the
four-minute threshold of significance for individual Muni routes described in the Approach to
Impact
Analysis Methodology.

As shown previously, that Reservoir-related delay “would not result in
significant transit delay
Impacts” has been shown to be objectively false.
After the false assertion that portrays the Reservoir Project as

2 (cont.)

I-Ja9
blameless for transit delay, CTR-4 then throws the blame for cumulative Transit Delay on City College when its
Facilities Master Plan gets up and running in the future. The phrasing of the passage
essentially shifts the blame for cumulative transit delay impacts on City College,
instead of admitting that the primary/proximate cause for transit delay is the Project
itself.

The main error in C-TR-4 is that the Reservoir is presumed to be the baseline
condition when in fact City College should be treated as the baseline condition.

Crucially, City College’s Facilities Master Plan is essentially a renovation and
replacement program for existing deteriorated, end-of-useful life buildings/facilities.
Other than normal growth, build-out of the FMP will not generate new, appreciably
substantial vehicle trips above what exists today as the existing condition.
Furthermore any parking structures in FMP would be a direct result of the Reservoir
Project’s elimination of student parking. Although the Planning Dept would want to
categorize FMP parking as new, objectively the FMP parking will be replacement
parking, not “new.”

In contrast, it is the Reservoir Project’s new residents that will generate new vehicle
trips that would cause transit delay.

The SEIR reverses cause and effect in C-TR-4. It does this by treating the
Reservoir Project as if it’s the existing setting in its assessment of cumulative
effects and treats CCSF as the new kid on the block. The fact of the matter is
that CCSF must be treated as the baseline condition, and the Reservoir Project
as the new kid on the block. I offer as an example a critique of a 11/17/2016
Planning Dept letter that was sent to City College authorities:

HYPOCRISY OF BALBOA RESERVOIR PROJECT PLANNERS
In reviewing Sunshine Ordinance documents, I have come across a
11/17/2016 Planning Dept letter addressed to City College BOT signed
by its Director, John Rahaim (attached for your convenience).
The 11/17/2016 letter provided the City’s input on the City College draft
FMP.
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Under the heading of “Access, Parking, and Transportation Demand
Management”, the letter states:
“CCSF has stated that it anticipates maintaining or increasing the
number of parking spaces associated with the campus as on-and
off-campus surface parking is replaced with buildings. This level
of parking provision would have negative consequences for
neighborhood congestion…”

Further down in the letter, under the heading “Balboa Reservoir
Development Access & Interface”, the letter states:
“While the design of the Reservoir site has not yet begun,
roadway access to the Reservoir site [cutting through City
College property—aj] is a critical element that needs to be
considered now as part of CCSF's master planning process…”
Back in November 2016 when you first read this letter, I assume that
BOT and Administration were able to discern the brazen hypocrisy
contained in this letter to SFCCD.
ONE STANDARD FOR CITY COLLEGE………
The City had the audacity in this letter to blame the FMP for negative
consequences of proposed FMP parking. The City shows lack of selfawareness and dishonesty when the reason for needing replacement
parking is ultimately the Balboa Reservoir’s own elimination of student
parking—parking which constitutes the existing condition.
…………..ANOTHER STANDARD FOR BALBOA RESERVOIR
PROJECT
The Planning Dept letter raises the importance for SFCCD to provide
roadway access for the Reservoir Project. The letter says “roadway
access is a critical element that needs to be considered now…”
Since the City planners say that the parking needs of CCSF
stakeholders can be resolved with TDM, the TDM solution should
obviate the need for roadway access for the Reservoir Project , too,
doncha think?
But, no. A double standard applies.
Did you notice that the City’s concern for “negative consequences for
neighborhood congestion” only applied to City College, but not to the
Reservoir Project? FYI, throughout the “public engagement process”,
Reservoir Project has not shown serious concern for its own negative
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consequences.
If BOT and Administration allow the City to abuse the City College
stakeholders whose interests you are supposed to represent, you are
failing in your compliance with Accreditation Standard IV.C4.
--aj     10/9/2017
********************************************

To reduce the project’s considerable contribution, implementation of Mitigation Measure
M-C-TR-4, Monitor Cumulative Transit Travel Times and Implement Measures to
Reduce Transit Delay was identified. This mitigation measure would require the project
sponsor to monitor transit travel times and coordinate with the planning department and
SFMTA to implement measures to keep transit travel times within four minutes of existing
levels.
Mitigation Measure M-C-TR-4: Monitor Cumulative Transit Travel Times
and Implement Measures to Reduce Transit Delay. The project sponsor, under
either project option, shall monitor cumulative transit travel times for the identified
route segments of the K/T Third/Ingleside, 29 Sunset, 43 Masonic, and 49 Van
Ness/Mission lines to determine if a route does not meet its performance standard. If
applicable, the project sponsor shall implement feasible measures (as developed in
consultation with SFMTA) to reduce transit delay and meet the transit travel time
performance standard.
Transit Travel Time Performance Standard. Existing transit travel times and
performance standards for the routes subject to this measure, including study segment
and time periods,are shown in Table M-C-TR-4. The routes and study segments shown
in Table M-C-TR-4 represent routes and study segments most likely to have a
cumulative impact to which the project would have a considerable cumulative
contribution.

What is the “transit travel time performance standard” that is to be met?

The SEIR presents Table M-C-TR-4 Transit Travel Time Performance Standard that,
by appearance looks oh, so impressive and credible, and “quantitative”! The Table
presents “Existing Transit Travel Time” and “Performance Standard.” And it looks
SOOO legitimate and objective!

But the key is literally in the fine print of Performance Standards’ Footnote “b”.
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Footnote “b” states:

b The performance standard is calculated as the existing transit travel time plus four minutes, or half the headway
of a route with headways of less than eight minutes.

As presented in earlier submissions this Performance Standard of “existing travel time
plus four minutes” is based on the misappropriation and misuse of the Charter
Section 8A.103 (c)1.

Here I present some examples of the increase in travel time that results from the
generous “plus four minutes” Performance Standard based on figures from Table MC-TR-4:
Transit

Existing
Transit
Travel
Time--PM

Performance
Standard--PM

Jules Ave/Ocean Ave to Balboa
Park BART
Mission St/Persia Ave to
Plymouth Ave/

8:42

12:42

9:55

15:10

52.9%

4:23

8:23

91.3%

10:04

14:04

39.7%

Line
K/T
29

43

49

Percent
Increase in
Travel Time
46.0%

Study Segment

Ocean Ave
Gennessee St/Monterey Blvd
to Frida
Kahlo Way/CCSF South
Entrance
Frida Kahlo Way/CCSF South
Entrance to
Mission St/Persia Ave

The Planning Dept-created threshold of significance of an additional 4 minutes
results in increases in Reservoir-related travel times of 46%, 52.9%, 91.3%, and
39.7% respectively for the K-T, 29, 43, and 49 line segments in the Table. By
any objective measure, these would be extremely substantial contributions to
transit delay.

The only legitimate standard to be used to comply with the Transit First Policy is:  
four minutes late as measured against a MUNI time point…….Not a “plus 4”
creatively designed qualitative threshold of significance.

2 (cont.)

I-Ja9

Regarding Mitigation Measure M-C-TR-4’s “The project sponsor, under either project option, shall
monitor cumulative transit travel times for the identified route segments…. the project sponsor shall implement
feasible measures (as developed in consultation with SFMTA) to reduce transit delay and meet the transit travel
time performance standard.

ARE YOU KIDDING ME?!! Monitor and implement “feasible” measures?!!

Once the Project has been approved and built, monitoring will only confirm what
people who have actual ground-level, real-life based experience in the area have
been saying all along about traffic issues that would ultimately cause severe MUNI
delay.

And at that point, there will be no feasible measures to implement because the
damage will have already been done.

There will be no feasible measures because the Reservoir Project the project area is
characterized by streets that cannot be widened. There will be no feasible way to
effectively reduce transit delay. A 2012 Haas School of Business study about a
possible Reservoir Project recognized the difficulties of “… limited access points and large
influx of new residents”. for such a project.

To think that monitoring transit delay and implementing “feasible” measures such as
TDM will be able to satisfactorily mitigate the impact of the Reservoir would be
ludicrous.

Thankfully, the SEIR arrives at a realistic determination (except for the undue
blame given to a City College contribution to future transit delay) for C-TR-4:
In consideration of the uncertainty surrounding the development at City College’s Ocean Campus,
the uncertainty of the Balboa Reservoir Project’s TDM measure effectiveness, and the uncertainty
of SFMTA approval of other measures under their jurisdiction, the impact of the proposed project
options would remain significant and unavoidable with mitigation, even with implementation of
Mitigation Measure M-C-TR-4.
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Significance after Mitigation: Significant and Unavoidable.

Submitted by:
Alvin Ja
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COMMENT ON 3.B.6 IMPACT AND MITIGATION MEASURES (continued)
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2040 Cumulative Conditions (p. 3.B-91)
The geographic context for the analysis of cumulative impacts is the transportation study area
shown on Figure 3.B-1, p. 3.B-7.

The geographic context for the analysis shown in Fig. 3.B-1 is limited to an eastern boundary of
Frida Kahlo Way. This eastern boundary is inappropriately restrictive.
The Reservoir Project SEIR is a project-level document that falls within the Balboa Park Station
Area Plan. To cut off the boundary at Frida Kahlo strangles the possibility of a thorough
assessment of the Reservoir Project effects on the entire BPS Area Plan area—an area of which
the Reservoir Project is a part.
The SEIR can only have the potential to be fair if the geographic context for analysis is the
Balboa Park Station area. From the BPS FEIR (p. 72) the area is:
The “Project Area” of the Balboa Park Station Area Plan is generally bounded by parcels along
the northern edge of Ocean Avenue, the southern boundary of Riordan High School, Judson
Avenue, and Havelock Street to the north; the northeastern edge of the City College campus, and
San Jose and Delano Avenues to the east; Niagara and Mount Vernon Avenues, and parcels along
the southern edges of Geneva and Ocean Avenues to the south; and Manor Drive to the west (see
Figure 2: Project Area Plan).

The SEIR is deficient in its selection of the parameters of geographic context for analysis.
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************************************************

Impact C-TR-4: The proposed project, in combination with reasonably foreseeable
future projects, may result in a potentially significant cumulative impact related to
public transit delay and the project could contribute considerably. (Significant and
Unavoidable with Mitigation) (p. 3.B-94)
In the PEIR, under the 2025 with Area Plan scenario, transit delay impacts were identified at Ocean Avenue/Geneva
Avenue/Frida Kahlo Way and the new Geneva Avenue/I-280 NB Off-Ramp and Geneva Avenue/I-280 SB On-Ramp
intersections. However, as discussed under Impact TR-4, p. 3.B-73, operation of the proposed project would not
substantially delay public transit, and this impact would be less than significant.

In my previous submission of 9/7/2019, I had presented a picture of the real-life impact, based
on SEIR/Kittelson’s figures of Reservoir-related delay on the 43 Masonic. Instead of just using
the delay figures for the restrictive limits of geographic context in the Figure 3.B-2 map, the
submission showed 27.4 to 33.6% increases in Reservoir-related travel time within the BPS
Area Plan “Project Area”.
Relative to the MUNI on-time-performance’s late criterion of 4 minutes, Reservoir-related
delay contributes 48 to 58.8% of the 4 minutes.
The only way that the SEIR can conclude a less-than-significant transit delay impact is to change
the standards.
It did this by creating a quantitative “threshold of significance” of an additional 4 minutes over
and above the SF Charter’s 4 minutes. Thus, with this this creatively invented threshold of
significance that totals 8 minutes, objectively significant delay relative to MUNI schedules are
magically transformed into “less-than-significant.”
Here’s copy & paste from my previous submission:
This concluding determination regarding TR-4 Transit Delay is invalid for
the reasons already presented above:
The SEIR is egregiously deficient in formulating its less-than-significant
determination of the Project’s contribution to transit delay:
• It omits applicability of the PEIR’s analysis of the Lee Extension
causing significant impact;
• It arrogation of a four-minute Project-related delay standard is
based on misapplication of City Charter 8A.103 (c)1 whose 4minute standard is relative to the MUNI schedule;
• In the example of the 43 Masonic, the SEIR’s fails to account for
the route segment between CCSF Bookstore and Balboa Park
Station, thus grossly lowballing the Project’s contribution to
transit delay.
• The Kittelson Travel Demand Memo and Kittelson Transit Delay
Memo fail to evaluate EB left turns at Brighton. It fails to assess
the (high--aj) probability that BR residents will turn left at
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Brighton, cut through Whole Foods ingress/egress, and then turn
left again onto Lee.
Finally, the TR-4 determination fails the substantial evidence standard of
the Significance Criteria:
The guidelines implementing CEQA direct that this determination be based on scientific and
factual data, including the entire record for the project, and not on argument, speculation, or
unsubstantiated evidence.

*******************************************************

As discussed in Table 3.B-18, p. 3.B-74, under Impact TR-4, under existing plus project conditions, the
increase in transit delay associated with either the Developer’s Proposed Option and the Additional
Housing Option would not result in significant transit delay impacts. However, the transit delay
contribution from City College’s Ocean Campus, in combination with the proposed project options, is
unknown. For the purposes of a more conservative analysis, the addition of vehicle and transit trips
generated by the proposed project options in combination with the City College facilities master plan
projects and other cumulative developments is expected to increase transit delay and could exceed the
four-minute threshold of significance for individual Muni routes described in the Approach to Impact
Analysis Methodology.

As shown previously, that Reservoir-related delay “would not result in significant transit delay
Impacts” has been shown to be objectively false.
After the false assertion that portrays the Reservoir Project as blameless for transit delay, CTR-4 then throws the blame for cumulative Transit Delay on City College when its Facilities
Master Plan gets up and running in the future. The phrasing of the passage essentially shifts
the blame for cumulative transit delay impacts on City College, instead of admitting that the
primary/proximate cause for transit delay is the Project itself.
The main error in C-TR-4 is that the Reservoir is presumed to be the baseline condition when in
fact City College should be treated as the baseline condition.
Crucially, City College’s Facilities Master Plan is essentially a renovation and replacement
program for existing deteriorated, end-of-useful life buildings/facilities. Other than normal
growth, build-out of the FMP will not generate new, appreciably substantial vehicle trips above
what exists today as the existing condition. Furthermore any parking structures in FMP would
be a direct result of the Reservoir Project’s elimination of student parking. Although the
Planning Dept would want to categorize FMP parking as new, objectively the FMP parking will
be replacement parking, not “new.”
In contrast, it is the Reservoir Project’s new residents that will generate new vehicle trips that
would cause transit delay.
The SEIR reverses cause and effect in C-TR-4. It does this by treating the Reservoir Project as
if it’s the existing setting in its assessment of cumulative effects and treats CCSF as the new
kid on the block. The fact of the matter is that CCSF must be treated as the baseline condition,
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and the Reservoir Project as the new kid on the block. I offer as an example a critique of a
11/17/2016 Planning Dept letter that was sent to City College authorities:
HYPOCRISY OF BALBOA RESERVOIR PROJECT PLANNERS
In reviewing Sunshine Ordinance documents, I have come across a 11/17/2016 Planning
Dept letter addressed to City College BOT signed by its Director, John Rahaim (attached
for your convenience).
The 11/17/2016 letter provided the City’s input on the City College draft FMP.
Under the heading of “Access, Parking, and Transportation Demand Management”, the
letter states:
“CCSF has stated that it anticipates maintaining or increasing the number of
parking spaces associated with the campus as on-and off-campus surface
parking is replaced with buildings. This level of parking provision would have
negative consequences for neighborhood congestion…”
Further down in the letter, under the heading “Balboa Reservoir Development Access &
Interface”, the letter states:
“While the design of the Reservoir site has not yet begun, roadway access to the
Reservoir site [cutting through City College property—aj] is a critical element
that needs to be considered now as part of CCSF's master planning process…”
Back in November 2016 when you first read this letter, I assume that BOT and
Administration were able to discern the brazen hypocrisy contained in this letter to
SFCCD.
ONE STANDARD FOR CITY COLLEGE………
The City had the audacity in this letter to blame the FMP for negative consequences of
proposed FMP parking. The City shows lack of self-awareness and dishonesty when the
reason for needing replacement parking is ultimately the Balboa Reservoir’s own
elimination of student parking—parking which constitutes the existing condition.
…………..ANOTHER STANDARD FOR BALBOA RESERVOIR PROJECT
The Planning Dept letter raises the importance for SFCCD to provide roadway access for
the Reservoir Project. The letter says “roadway access is a critical element that needs to
be considered now…”
Since the City planners say that the parking needs of CCSF stakeholders can be resolved
with TDM, the TDM solution should obviate the need for roadway access for the
Reservoir Project , too, doncha think?
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But, no. A double standard applies.
Did you notice that the City’s concern for “negative consequences for neighborhood
congestion” only applied to City College, but not to the Reservoir Project? FYI,
throughout the “public engagement process”, Reservoir Project has not shown serious
concern for its own negative consequences.
If BOT and Administration allow the City to abuse the City College stakeholders whose
interests you are supposed to represent, you are failing in your compliance with
Accreditation Standard IV.C4.
--aj

10/9/2017

********************************************

To reduce the project’s considerable contribution, implementation of Mitigation Measure
M-C-TR-4, Monitor Cumulative Transit Travel Times and Implement Measures to
Reduce Transit Delay was identified. This mitigation measure would require the project
sponsor to monitor transit travel times and coordinate with the planning department and SFMTA
to implement measures to keep transit travel times within four minutes of existing levels.
Mitigation Measure M-C-TR-4: Monitor Cumulative Transit Travel Times and
Implement Measures to Reduce Transit Delay. The project sponsor, under either
project option, shall monitor cumulative transit travel times for the identified route
segments of the K/T Third/Ingleside, 29 Sunset, 43 Masonic, and 49 Van Ness/Mission
lines to determine if a route does not meet its performance standard. If applicable, the
project sponsor shall implement feasible measures (as developed in consultation with
SFMTA) to reduce transit delay and meet the transit travel time performance standard.
Transit Travel Time Performance Standard. Existing transit travel times and
performance standards for the routes subject to this measure, including study segment
and time periods,are shown in Table M-C-TR-4. The routes and study segments shown
in Table M-C-TR-4 represent routes and study segments most likely to have a
cumulative impact to which the project would have a considerable cumulative
contribution.

What is the “transit travel time performance standard” that is to be met?
The SEIR presents Table M-C-TR-4 Transit Travel Time Performance Standard that, by
appearance looks oh, so impressive and credible, and “quantitative”! The Table presents
“Existing Transit Travel Time” and “Performance Standard.” And it looks SOOO legitimate and
objective!
But the key is literally in the fine print of Performance Standards’ Footnote “b”.
Footnote “b” states:

b The performance standard is calculated as the existing transit travel time plus four minutes, or half the headway of
a route with headways of less than eight minutes.
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As presented in earlier submissions this Performance Standard of “existing travel time plus four
minutes” is based on the misappropriation and misuse of the Charter Section 8A.103 (c)1.
Here I present some examples of the increase in travel time that results from the generous
“plus four minutes” Performance Standard based on figures from Table M-C-TR-4:
Transit
Line

K/T
29
43
49

Study Segment

Jules Ave/Ocean Ave to Balboa Park
BART
Mission St/Persia Ave to Plymouth
Ave/
Ocean Ave
Gennessee St/Monterey Blvd to Frida
Kahlo Way/CCSF South Entrance
Frida Kahlo Way/CCSF South Entrance
to
Mission St/Persia Ave

Existing
Transit
Travel
Time--PM

Performance
Standard-PM

Percent Increase
in Travel Time

8:42

12:42

46.0%

9:55

15:10

52.9%

4:23

8:23

91.3%

10:04

14:04

39.7%

The Planning Dept-created threshold of significance of an additional 4 minutes results in
increases in Reservoir-related travel times of 46%, 52.9%, 91.3%, and 39.7% respectively for
the K-T, 29, 43, and 49 line segments in the Table. By any objective measure, these would be
extremely substantial contributions to transit delay.
The only legitimate standard to be used to comply with the Transit First Policy is: four minutes
late as measured against a MUNI time point…….Not a “plus 4” creatively designed qualitative
threshold of significance.
Regarding Mitigation Measure M-C-TR-4’s “The project sponsor, under either project option, shall monitor
cumulative transit travel times for the identified route segments…. the project sponsor shall implement feasible
measures (as developed in consultation with SFMTA) to reduce transit delay and meet the transit travel time
performance standard.

ARE YOU KIDDING ME?!! Monitor and implement “feasible” measures?!!
Once the Project has been approved and built, monitoring will only confirm what people who
have actual ground-level, real-life based experience in the area have been saying all along
about traffic issues that would ultimately cause severe MUNI delay.
And at that point, there will be no feasible measures to implement because the damage will
have already been done.
There will be no feasible measures because the Reservoir Project the project area is
characterized by streets that cannot be widened. There will be no feasible way to effectively
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reduce transit delay. A 2012 Haas School of Business study about a possible Reservoir Project
recognized the difficulties of “… limited access points and large influx of new residents”. for such a project.
To think that monitoring transit delay and implementing “feasible” measures such as TDM will
be able to satisfactorily mitigate the impact of the Reservoir would be ludicrous.
Thankfully, the SEIR arrives at a realistic determination (except for the undue blame given to
a City College contribution to future transit delay) for C-TR-4:
In consideration of the uncertainty surrounding the development at City College’s Ocean Campus,
the uncertainty of the Balboa Reservoir Project’s TDM measure effectiveness, and the uncertainty
of SFMTA approval of other measures under their jurisdiction, the impact of the proposed project
options would remain significant and unavoidable with mitigation, even with implementation of
Mitigation Measure M-C-TR-4.
Significance after Mitigation: Significant and Unavoidable.

Submitted by:
Alvin Ja

4 (cont.)

I-Ja10
From:
To:
Subject:
Date:

aj
Poling, Jeanie (CPC); CPC.BalboaReservoir; BRCAC (ECN)
Addendum: Geographic context
Tuesday, September 10, 2019 3:05:50 PM

This message is from outside the City email system. Do not open links or attachments from untrusted
sources.

I had sent in a comment regarding the geographic context for analysis of transit delay
yesterday, 9/9 /2019.
I said that the appropriate geographic context would be the the BPS Area Plan’s "Project
Area."
However, on closer examination, I realized that the BPS Project Area's northern boundary was
Judson and Havelock, and did not even include Riordan.
The geographic context for analysis needs to extend beyond the BPS Area Plan’s northern
boundary of Judson to include Monterey Blvd.
Although not inside the BPS Area Plan's boundaries, the Reservoir Project will impact areas
north of the Reservoir lot itself and north of Judson.
--aj
Sent from Yahoo Mail on Android
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From:
To:
Cc:
Subject:
Date:
Attachments:

aj
Poling, Jeanie (CPC); CPC.BalboaReservoir
BRCAC (ECN); Yee, Norman (BOS); Low, Jen (BOS); Maybaum, Erica (BOS)
Addendum to Comment on Initial Study: Land Use
Wednesday, September 11, 2019 5:37:12 PM
Comment 10.docx

This message is from outside the City email system. Do not open links or attachments from untrusted
sources.

I have added the following addition to "Comment on Initial Study: Land Use":

1

The increase from 500 units contained in the program-level PEIR to 1,100
to 1,550 units of the current proposal constitutes "substantial unplanned
growth." This increase should trigger SEIR review.
Please enter into record.
Thanks,
aj
----- Forwarded Message ----From: aj <ajahjah@att.net>
To: Poling Jeanie (CPC) <jeanie.poling@sfgov.org>; CPC.BalboaReservoir
<cpc.balboareservoir@sfgov.org>; commissions.secretary@sfgov.org
<commissions.secretary@sfgov.org>
Cc: BRCAC ECN <brcac@sfgov.org>
Sent: Tuesday, September 10, 2019, 11:23:25 PM PDT
Subject: Comment on Initial Study: Land Use

COMMENT ON INITIAL STUDY:
LAND USE

The Initial Study’s B. PROJECT SETTING states: The project setting and existing site land
use characteristics are provided in SEIR Chapter 2, Project Description.
Going to the referred Ch.2 Project Description produces this:
Project Description
2.A Project Overview
The proposed Balboa Reservoir Project is located on a 17.6-acre site in the West of Twin Peaks area
of south central San Francisco (see Figure 2-1, Location Map). The site is north of the Ocean Avenue
commercial district, west of the City College of San Francisco Ocean Campus, east of the Westwood
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Park neighborhood, and south of Archbishop Riordan High School. The project site is owned by
the City and County of San Francisco (City) under the jurisdiction of the San Francisco Public
Utilities Commission (SFPUC).

This constitutes the entire description of the Project Setting’s baseline existing
condition for the Initial Study/SEIR.  
This fails to acknowledge that schools are central feature in the immediate vicinity of
the Reservoir: City College, Riordan, Lick Wilmerding.
The Reservoir site has historically been used by City College for decades. The Initial
Study/SEIR fail to acknowledge this fact.
City College is the main educational, economic, cultural feature of the immediate
Reservoir vicinity. The Initial Study/SEIR fail to acknowledge this fact.
City College, Riordan, Lick Wilmerding are the main target destinations for the
immediate Reservoir vicinity. The Initial Study/SEIR fail to acknowledge this fact.
I contend that these facts have been deliberately omitted from the description of the
baseline existing condition because it is an inconvenient truth. These facts are
inconvenient truths that would inhibit the privatization of public assets (though
disguised misleadingly as an affordable housing project).
CEQA requires a baseline determination of existing conditions upon which
environmental impact of a project will be assessed.

From the Association of Environmental Professional's (AEP) CEQA Portal:

What Are Baseline and Environmental Setting?
Under CEQA, the impacts of a proposed project must be evaluated by comparing
expected environmental conditions after project implementation to conditions at a point in time referred
to as the baseline. The changes in environmental conditions between those two scenarios represent the
environmental impacts of the proposed project. The description of the environmental conditions in the
project study area under baseline conditions is referred to as the environmental setting.

Why Is Baseline Important?
Establishing an appropriate baseline is essential, because an inappropriately defined baseline can cause
the impacts of the project either to be under-reported or over-reported. A considerable number of CEQA
documents have been litigated over the choice of a baseline for a given project, and many CEQA
documents have been invalidated for the use of an inappropriate baseline (see Important Cases below).
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From 14 CCR 15125:

(a)  An EIR must include a description of the physical environmental conditions in the vicinity of the
project. This environmental setting will normally constitute the baseline physical conditions by which a
lead agency determines whether an impact is significant.

2 (cont.)

The draft SEIR/Initial Study is fundamentally defective because it fails to
recognize the baseline condition of City College’s prominence and importance
in the immediate vicinity of the Reservoir.
**********************************************************

Summary of Land Use Impacts in the PEIR (p. B-12)
The proposed project would not result in new or substantially more severe impacts than
those identified in the PEIR.

For this to be accurate, the following question would have to be answered in the
negative:

Would the project result in potentially significant effects not identified in the prior EIR? This
question examines whether or not the proposed project would result in new significant or
potentially significant environmental effects that were not identified in the PEIR. This could
include significant effects that are due to:
Project-specific features of the proposed project.
Substantial changes with respect to the circumstances under which the project would be
undertaken, such as real estate development trends in the surrounding area or major projects
that were previously unanticipated.

I contend that the answer to the question is YES, thus triggering Impact treatment in
the SEIR.
The section acknowledges: The project site was located within the Balboa Reservoir Subarea and
was assumed to include up to 500 residential units.

A later paragraph states: The PEIR concluded that implementation of the area plan would not result in
significant land use impacts and did not require any mitigation measures.

SF Planning Dept professionals are aware that a program-level determination is not
the same as a project-level determination. Otherwise, the BPS FEIR would not have
necessitated project-level reviews of the Kragen Project and the Phelan Loop Project
within the FEIR.
It is professionally dishonest for the Planning Dept to pretend that the BPS FEIR’s
program-level determination for an BPS Area Plan area-wide target of 1,780 units
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could be legitimately used to insinuate that the Reservoir Project current numbers of
1,100-1,550 units had already gotten the thumbs-up from the PEIR.

3 (cont.)

Did you forget the earlier quote of the Reservoir sub-area “assumed to include up to 500

residential units” ?

In the context of “Project-specific features of the proposed project”, by any objective measure,
jumping from 500 units in the program-level PEIR to 1,100-1,550 units in the current
two Reservoir options is a big increase of 120% and 210% respectively.
The area-wide target of 1,780 units is shown on the Area Plan Development Status
Sept 2018 Update pdf. It consists of 790 Tier 1 (0-5 yrs) units and 990 Tier 2 ( 5-20
yrs) units. The pdf shows 482 units built or underway. This leaves an area-wide
shortfall of 1,298 units.
Although I can understand the desire to achieve this area-wide target, forcing a
square peg into a round hole out of desperation will not succeed without imposing
adverse impacts onto the Reservoir vicinity.   Trying to force the Reservoir Project-targeted for 500 units in the PEIR--in order to fulfill the 1,298 unit area-wide shortfall
is an objectively significant Reservoir impact.
The approval and certification of the program-level BPS Final EIR with an areawide target of 1,780 units does not equate with a LTS determination for a
project-level 1,100-1,550 Reservoir units. The Initial Study merely manipulates
words and paragraphs to imply and assert, without evidence, that:
“The proposed project would not result in new or substantially more severe impacts
than those identified in the PEIR.”
The increase from 500 units contained in the program-level PEIR to 1,100 to
1,550 units of the current proposal constitutes "substantial unplanned
growth." This increase should trigger SEIR review.
********************************************
Summary of Land Use Impacts in the PEIR (p. B-12)
This section omits the fact that a zoning change from P (Public) to a Special Use District is
A BIG DEAL.     Privatizing public land by a private developer is A BIG DEAL.
Since the certification of the BPS Final EIR, there has been a major change in the housing
development environment for surplus public sites.
At the time of the PEIR, only non-profit agencies were able to buy and build on public
surplus lands.
2015 Prop K Public Land for Housing ended the restriction that only non-profit builders
could use public lands for housing. With the passage of Prop K, private for-profit
developers were allowed to cash in on a bonanza to privatize public lands.
The change of zoning from P to SUD to enable privatization of public land is a new
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condition that did not exist at the time of the PEIR. A LTS determination based on
conditions that did not exist at the time of the PEIR requires fresh treatment in SEIR.
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*****************************************

Impact LU-2: The proposed project would not conflict with any applicable land
use plans, policies or regulations of an agency with jurisdiction over the project
adopted for the purpose of avoiding or mitigating an environmental effect.
(Less than Significant)
The Initial Study fails to assess the PUC Land Use Policy. The Land Use Framework
adopted by the Public Utilities Commission in 2012 (PUC Resolution 12-0044) states:
"Use of the land sold is not to result in activities creating a nuisance."
Given the limited street parking in the surrounding neighborhoods, and the fact that
the main ingress/egress to the Reservoir Housing project will be Kahlo Way, the
1100-1550 unit Balboa Reservoir Project will result in creating a substantial traffic and
parking nuisance [The word “nuisance” understates the problem].
From earlier submission to the Reservoir CAC and City Team:
PUC LAND USE POLICY
1. The RFQ’s section on Applicable Land Use Policies makes no reference to the
PUC’s own “Framework for Land Use and Management.”
2. From the PUC website: By adoption of the Framework, the Commission is seeking to advance the
analytical and decision-making process surrounding the administration of real estate assets under the SFPUC’s
exclusive jurisdiction.
3. PUC’s Land Use Framework policy allows sale only if: “Use of the land sold will
not result in creating a nuisance.”
4. Even though the PUC Land Use Framework was formulated to focus on “Land
Management Guidance for…Disposition of SFPUC Lands,” The City Team has
dismissed the importance of this policy document:   “It is not necessary, or feasible,
for an RFQ to name all of the City policies and procedures that apply to the project.”  
[ from Staff Response to “Why doesn’t the RFQ discuss the SFPUC Land Use
Framework?” ]  

Importantly, Staff misstated the essence of the question. The real question was
whether or not the intended disposition of the PUC Reservoir property
complies with PUC’s policy on “Disposition of SFPUC Lands”; the question
was not whether the Land Use Framework policy is “named.”

The PUC Land Use Framework was adopted post-PEIR. Its requirement that
use of the Reservoir not result in a nuisance should be enforced.
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***************************************
The entire Reservoir Project process has avoided discussion or application of
the State Surplus Property Statute:
STATE SURPLUS PROPERTY STATUTE

The State Surplus Land Statute 54222 says:
Any local agency disposing of surplus land shall send, prior to disposing of that property, a written offer to
sell or lease the property as follows:
(c) A written offer to sell or lease land suitable for school facilities construction or use by a school
district for open-space purposes shall be sent to any school district in whose jurisdiction the land is
located.

PUC’s principle of market rate return is not absolute. SF Administrative Code 23 for
Real Property Transactions calls for:
SF Administrative Code 23.20 states
Transfers of Real Property pursuant to this Article shall be paid for no less than 100% of the appraised
value, except where the Board of Supervisors determines by resolution that a lesser sum will further a
proper public purpose, and provided that the Public Utilities Commission shall be paid at least the
historical cost of such Real Property.

SF Administrative Code 23.3 for Real Property Transactions calls for:
"... sales price of at least 100% of the appraised value of such Real Property, except where the Board
determines either that (a) a lesser sum will further a proper public purpose, or..."

The Balboa Park Station Area Plan had called for developing the Reservoir to "best
benefit the Neighborhood, City, Region as a whole." Yet any analysis of what
constitutes "best benefit" has been bypassed.   Instead, by fiat, the City declared that
the Reservoir would be used for housing to be developed by private developers. And
despite the teacher shortage, consideration for teacher housing by school has been
minimized.

The Reservoir Project has apparently ducked the State Surplus Property
Statute’s requirement that the property be offered for school facilities
construction. This omission should trigger treatment in the SEIR.
Submitted by:
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Alvin Ja
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From:
To:
Cc:
Subject:
Date:
Attachments:

aj
CPC-Commissions Secretary; Poling, Jeanie (CPC); CPC.BalboaReservoir
BRCAC (ECN)
INADEQUACY OF DESCRIPTION OF BASELINE EXISTING SETTING
Saturday, September 14, 2019 7:28:57 AM
Comment 11.docx
CAC-Comments-From-SaveCCSF final.doc

This message is from outside the City email system. Do not open links or attachments from untrusted
sources.

Planning Commission:
INADEQUACY OF DESCRIPTION OF BASELINE EXISTING SETTING

I had raised the issue of the inadequacy of the Initial Study/SEIR’s description of the
Reservoir Project’s baseline existing condition at the 9/12/2019 Planning Commission
meeting. Here, I wish to expand on my allegation.
In an earlier written comment, I had already written the following:
The Initial Study’s B. PROJECT SETTING states: The project setting and existing site land use

characteristics are provided in SEIR Chapter 2, Project Description.
Going to the referred Ch.2 Project Description produces this:
The Initial Study’s B. PROJECT SETTING states: The project setting and existing site land use

characteristics are provided in SEIR Chapter 2, Project Description.
Going to the referred Ch.2 Project Description produces this:

Project Description
2.A Project Overview

The proposed Balboa Reservoir Project is located on a 17.6-acre site in the West of Twin Peaks area
of south central San Francisco (see Figure 2-1, Location Map). The site is north of the Ocean Avenue
commercial district, west of the City College of San Francisco Ocean Campus, east of the Westwood
Park neighborhood, and south of Archbishop Riordan High School. The project site is owned by
the City and County of San Francisco (City) under the jurisdiction of the San Francisco Public Utilities Commission
(SFPUC).

This constitutes the entire description of the Project Setting’s baseline existing condition for the
Initial Study/SEIR.

Chapter 3 is entitled “Environmental Setting, Impacts, and Mitigation Measures.” It
states: “Sections 3.B through 3.D each includes descriptions of the environmental setting and regulatory
framework.”

In a careful search for descriptions of the environmental setting within Sections 3.B,
3.C, and 3.D, here are the descriptions provided:
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3.B.4 Existing Conditions:

The project site is a 17.6‐acre rectangular parcel and encompasses Assessor’s Block 3180/Lot 190 in
San Francisco’s West of Twin Peaks neighborhood. The project location and site characteristics are
described in SEIR Section 2.A, Project Overview, p. 2-1, and Section 2.D.2, Project Site, p. 2-7. The
existing land use setting is described in Appendix B, Initial Study, Section E.1, Land Use and Land
Use Planning, p. B-12.

3.C.3: Summary of BPS Area Plan PEIR Noise Section:
Balboa Park Station Area Plan PEIR Setting

The noise setting for the Balboa Park Station Area Plan (area plan) discussed in the Balboa Park
Station Area Plan [Program] Environmental Impact Report (PEIR) differs from the existing setting
today primarily in terms of the increase in traffic volumes resulting from overall employment
growth in the San Francisco area and number of noise sources that exist in the area. However, there
was a decrease in annual enrollment at the adjacent City College Ocean Campus of nearly
25 percent between 2008–2009 and 2017–2018, the most recent year for which data are available.151
In addition, since the December 2008 certification of the PEIR, development has occurred adjacent
to the project site. City College filled the east basin of the reservoir site and raised its grade to match
surrounding terrain to the east, and constructed the Multi-Use Building.

3.C.4 Environmental Setting:
3.C.4 contains technical information regarding noise. There is no content
describing the overall existing setting.
3.D.3 Summary of BPS Area Plan Quality Section:
Balboa Park Station Area Plan PEIR Setting

The air quality setting for the Balboa Park Station Area Plan (area plan) discussed in the Balboa
Park Station Area Plan Program EIR (area plan PEIR, or PEIR) differs from the existing setting
today in terms of air quality conditions, the regulatory environment, and in the level of available
information with respect to health risks and hazards. Specifically, at the time of the PEIR, localized
concentrations of criteria air pollutants were higher than what are monitored today as many of the
regulatory improvements implemented since then have improved air quality conditions. As an
example, the PEIR reported that particulate emission standards were regularly exceeded in San
Francisco. Since 2007, the effect of regulatory changes has resulted in a reduction in the number of
violations of the particulate matter standard despite subsequent strengthening (i.e., more health protective) of the
ambient particulate standards.

3.D.4 Environmental Setting:
3.D.4 Environmental Setting contains information regarding climate and
meteorology, and pollutants. There is no content describing the overall
existing setting.

California Code of Regulations Title 14 Section 15125
California Code of Regulations Title 14 Section 15125 contains the requirements for a
description of the existing Environmental Setting in an EIR:
§ 15125 (a) An EIR must include a description of the physical environmental
conditions in the vicinity of the project. This environmental setting will normally
constitute the baseline physical conditions by which a lead agency determines
whether an impact is significant. The description of the environmental setting shall be
no longer than is necessary to provide an understanding of the significant effects of
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the proposed project and its alternatives. The purpose of this requirement is to give
the public and decision makers the most accurate and understandable picture
practically possible of the project's likely near-term and long-term impacts.
The descriptions of the physical environmental setting in 3.B, 3.C, and 3.D are limited
to descriptions involving transportation, noise, and air quality.
Thus, in order for the public and decision-makers to acquire the “most accurate and
understandable picture possible of the project’s impacts”, we are left with the SEIR’s
2.A Project Overview contained in Chapter 2, Project Description.
Contrary to § 15125’s requirement for a description of the existing condition “in the
vicinity of the project”, SEIR 2.A only provides a description of the project site:
The proposed Balboa Reservoir Project is located on a 17.6-acre site in the West of Twin Peaks area
of south central San Francisco (see Figure 2-1, Location Map). The site is north of the Ocean Avenue
commercial district, west of the City College of San Francisco Ocean Campus, east of the Westwood
Park neighborhood, and south of Archbishop Riordan High School. The project site is owned by
the City and County of San Francisco (City) under the jurisdiction of the San Francisco Public
Utilities Commission (SFPUC).

THIS FAILS § 15125’s REQUIREMENT FOR A DESCRIPTION OF THE
AFFECTED VICINITY.
14 CCR 15125 also has another relevant requirement. It has a requirement that an
EIR adequately investigate environmental resources that are unique and would be
affected:
§ 15125 (c) Knowledge of the regional setting is critical to the assessment of environmental
impacts. Special emphasis should be placed on environmental resources that are rare or unique
to that region and would be affected by the project. The EIR must demonstrate that the significant
environmental impacts of the proposed project were adequately investigated and discussed and
it must permit the significant effects of the project to be considered in the full environmental
context.

City College is a universally recognized and unique treasure of the San Francisco
Bay Area. It is an Appendix G CEQA Environmental Checklist Environmental Factor
in the category of Public Services. And although having been repeatedly brought up
by the public throughout the “public engagement process”, the SEIR fails to
adequately address impacts on CCSF and other schools in the “full environmental
context.”
I have attached a 2015 submission by the Save CCSF Coalition to the City Team
(OEWD/Planning) and Reservoir CAC. Excerpt
Subject:      Input for planning – CCSF must be considered
Comments:

1 (cont.)
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CCSF is the central educational, economic, cultural focus of the neighborhood. Any planning and
development at the PUC's west reservoir site cannot be allowed to impact CCSF negatively, whether it's
in relation to the need for parking for students, faculty and staff; or the needs of PAEC.
Current Balboa Reservoir planning is focused on discouraging private auto use by making parking difficult
and more expensive. This goal has the side effect of discouraging enrollment and attendance. Such a
policy would only result in shifting car usage to other schools where parking is easier, or causing students
to drop out!
Planning documents presented to date make inadequate evaluation of cumulative impacts and fail to
account for past, present and reasonably foreseeable projects by completely ignoring the PAEC!

THE DSEIR FAILS TO ADEQUATELY EXAMINE IMPACTS ON CITY COLLEGE
AND OTHER SCHOOLS, IN VIOLATION OF § 15125 (c).

Submitted by:
Alvin Ja

1 (cont.)

I-Ja12

Save CCSF Coalition
www.saveccsf.org

Memo to:
OEWD:
Planning:

Reservoir CAC:
From:
Date:
Subject:

Michael Martin michael.martin@sfgov.org
Susan Exline
susan.exline@sfgov.org
Emily Lesk
emily.lesk@sfgov.org
Jeremy Shaw

jeremy.shaw@sfgov.org
brcac@sfgov.org

Save CCSF Coalition
November 5, 2015
Input for planning – CCSF must be considered

Comments:
CCSF is the central educational, economic, cultural focus of the neighborhood. Any planning and
development at the PUC's west reservoir site cannot be allowed to impact CCSF negatively,
whether it's in relation to the need for parking for students, faculty and staff; or the needs of
PAEC.
Current Balboa Reservoir planning is focused on discouraging private auto use by making
parking difficult and more expensive. This goal has the side effect of discouraging enrollment
and attendance. Such a policy would only result in shifting car usage to other schools where
parking is easier, or causing students to drop out!

Planning documents presented to date make inadequate evaluation of cumulative impacts and
fail to account for past, present and reasonably foreseeable projects by completely ignoring the
PAEC!
On behalf of the Save CCSF Coalition,

Wendy Kaufmyn
Monica Collins, staff
Christine Hanson, student
Francine Podenski, retired Department Chair
Donna Hayes, Counselor
John Hayes

Richard Baum, Instructor
Tarik Farrar, Instructor
Harry Bernstein, Instructor
Steven Brown, Department Chair
Leslie Simon, Program Coordinator

I-Ja13
From:
To:
Cc:
Subject:
Date:
Attachments:

aj
CPC-Commissions Secretary; Poling, Jeanie (CPC); CPC.BalboaReservoir
BRCAC (ECN)
CONSEQUENCES OF THRESHOLD OF SIGNIFICANCE USED FOR TRANSIT DELAY
Saturday, September 14, 2019 9:03:56 PM
Comment 12.docx
RESERVOIR-RELATED DELAY.docx

This message is from outside the City email system. Do not open links or attachments from untrusted sources.

CONSEQUENCES OF THRESHOLD OF SIGNIFICANCE USED FOR
TRANSIT DELAY
The “less-than-significant” determination for Impact TR-4 is invalid. It is
invalid because its 4-minute threshold of significance/Performance
Standard is arbitrarily high and has been arrived at with neither proper
authority nor substantial evidence.
Allowance of a 4-minute Reservoir-related Transit Delay threshold of
significance would violate the Transit First Policy.
Although the SEIR finds potentially significant impact for C-TR- 4, the
potential impact is unfairly attributed to City College’s FMP.
The actual real-world impact will be from the Reservoir Project; not City
College. As such, the Reservoir Project’s true impact to Transit Delay
has been covered up by an egregiously liberal 4-minute threshold of
significance.   As such, the LTS determination for Impact TR-4 should
objectively be invalid.
City College’s future plans are fundamentally renovation projects to
replace worn-out facilities. These renovation projects will not, in and of
themselves—unlike the Reservoir Project—induce substantially greater
demand for education services and resultant travel demand.
The SEIR blames the victim in its discussion of Impact C-TR-4.
I wish to reinforce my earlier analysis of the inappropriateness of using a 4-minute threshold
of significance in reaching a “less-than-significant” determination for Impact TR-4.
I have already provided several critiques of various aspects of the SEIR’s analyses
contained in Section 3.B, Transportation & Circulation.
I have already compared the numbers for “Project-Related Increase in Delay” provided in
Table 3.B-18, Transit Delay Analysis. I compared the Project-Related Delay to scheduled
MUNI running times for the 43 line.
My analysis showed:
Option 1’s “ Project-Related Increase in Delay” of 115 seconds (1.9 minutes)
represents a 27.4% increase in travel time for the 7-minute running time segment
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between Monterey/Gennessee and Balboa Park Station.
Option 2’s contribution of 141 seconds (2.4 minutes) of Reservoir-related delay
represents a 33.6% increase in travel time over the scheduled 7 minute running
time between Monterey/Gennessee to Balboa Park Station.

I have analyzed the latest MUNI schedule information. I have attached a Table entitled
“Reservoir-Related Delay in Relation to Reservoir Area MUNI Characteristics.”
The Table compiles information gathered from official MUNI scheduling documents. The
documents are “Rotations” and “Trains” that contain information on headways and
timepoints.
The Table shows the percentage contribution of real-world Reservoir-related delay relative to
current MUNI timepoint-to-timepoint running times, using the SEIR’s 4-minute threshold of
significance.
Percentage of increase in travel time over the existing MUNI running times are:
<!--[if !supportLists]-->· <!--[endif]-->K Ingleside (between Geneva/San Jose and St.
Francis Circle):          23.5% to 30.8%
<!--[if !supportLists]-->· <!--[endif]-->8/ 8BX Bayshore/ Bayshore Express
(Geneva/Mission-Unity Plaza) 50.0% to 66.7%
<!--[if !supportLists]-->· <!--[endif]-->29 Sunset (19th/Holloway –
Ocean/BART)                                          25.0% to 33.3%
<!--[if !supportLists]-->· <!--[endif]-->43 Masonic (Monterey/Gennessee – Geneva
BART)                         44.4% to 57.1%
<!--[if !supportLists]-->· <!--[endif]-->49 Van Ness (Mission/Ocean – Unity
Plaza)                                      50.0% to 57.1%
The lowest end of the range of Reservoir-related delay “authorized” by the SEIR is
23.5% increase over the K segment between Balboa Park Station and St. Francis
Circle.
A threshold of significance that would allow 23.5% to 66.7% increases over existing
running times is an egregiously poor threshold. FAIL and FUBAR.
Submitted by:
Alvin Ja
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LINE

WEEKDAY
HEADWAY

BPS AREA
RUNNING TIME
ROUTE
SEGMENT
(between MUNI
timepoints)

(minutes)

SOURCE OF MUNI DATA:
CURRENT OFFICIAL MUNI
RAILWAY ROTATIONS AND
TRAINS, effective 9/5/2019
K
Ingleside

AM
MIDPM
PEAK DAY PEAK

KT
Geneva/San
Jose-

IB:

IB

IB:

St. Francis Circle
AM: 14

9-12

&
OB:

9-10

MID-DAY: 13

OB:

10

OB:

PM: 17
AM: 15

8-10

MID-DAY: 15

8-10

RESERVOIR-RELATED
TRANSIT DELAY
THRESHOLD OF
SIGNIFICANCE = 4 minutes
Percentage
of delay
contribution
to BPS Area
route
segment
(deemed to
be
insignificant!)

23.5% to
30.8%

Percentage
of delay
contribution
to City
Charter’s
MUNI 4minute late
criterion
(deemed to
be
insignificant!)

100%

PM: 16
8/8BX
Bayshore

AM
MIDPM
PEAK DAY PEAK

IB:

IB:

IB:

8/8BX
Geneva/Mission–
Unity Plaza
AM: 8

(For Inbound
only)

50% to
66.7%

100%
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6-7

7

6-7

MID-DAY: 6

OB:

OB:

OB:

PM: 8
(not available)

7

7-8

7

AM:
MID-DAY:
PM:

LINE

WEEKDAY
HEADWAY

BPS AREA
RUNNING TIME
FOR ROUTE
SEGMENT
(between MUNI
timepoints)

(minutes)

29
Sunset

AM
MIDPM
PEAK DAY PEAK

29
19TH/Holloway-

IB:

IB

IB:

Ocean BART
AM: 12

9

&

10-12

MID-DAY: 14

OB:

PM: 15-17
AM: 15-16

10

MID-DAY: 15

OB:
10

OB:
12

RESERVOIR-RELATED
TRANSIT DELAY
THRESHOLD OF
SIGNIFICANCE = 4 minutes
Percentage
of delay
contribution
to BPS Area
route
segment
(deemed to
be
insignificant!)

25% to
33.3%

Percentage
of delay
contribution
to City
Charter’s
MUNI 4minute late
criterion
(deemed to
be
insignificant!)

100%

PM: 16

43
Masonic

AM
MIDPM
PEAK DAY PEAK

43
Monterey/

44.4% to
57.1%

100%
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IB:

IB

IB:

GennesseeGeneva BART
AM: 9

9

&

10

MID-DAY: 8

OB:

PM: 8
AM: 7-8

10

MID-DAY: 7

OB:
10

OB:
12

PM: 7
LINE

WEEKDAY
HEADWAY

BPS AREA
RUNNING TIME
ROUTE
SEGMENT
(between MUNI
timepoints)

(minutes)

49
Van Ness

AM
MIDPM
PEAK DAY PEAK

Mission/Ocean-

IB:

IB

IB:

8

&

8

MID-DAY: 8

OB:
10

9

Percentage
of delay
contribution
to BPS Area
route
segment
(deemed to
be
insignificant!)

PM: 9
OB:

AM: 8

7-8

MID-DAY: 7
PM: 8

Percentage
of delay
contribution
to City
Charter’s
MUNI 4minute late
criterion
(deemed to
be
insignificant!)

100%

49

Unity Plaza
AM:   8-9

OB:

RESERVOIR-RELATED
TRANSIT DELAY
THRESHOLD OF
SIGNIFICANCE = 4 minutes

50.0% to
57.1%
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54
Felton

AM
MIDPM
PEAK DAY PEAK

IB & OB:

54
Geneva/MissionGeneva BART
AM: 4
MID-DAY: 4

20 min

PM: 5
AM: 4-5
MID-DAY: 4
PM: 5
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From:
To:
Cc:
Subject:
Date:
Attachments:

aj
Poling, Jeanie (CPC); CPC.BalboaReservoir; BRCAC (ECN); Hood, Donna (PUC); Board of Supervisors, (BOS)
Yee, Norman (BOS); Maybaum, Erica (BOS); Low, Jen (BOS)
Balboa Reservoir: MISREPRESENTATION OF THE REQUIREMENTS OF 14CCR 15125(a)
Monday, September 16, 2019 5:19:11 AM
Comment 13-MISREPRESENTATION OF THE REQUIREMENTS OF 14CCR 15125.docx

This message is from outside the City email system. Do not open links or attachments from untrusted
sources.

Planning Commission, PUC, BOS:
From the very beginning, the Planning Dept/OEWD has consistently minimized and
downplayed the Reservoir Project's impacts on City College.
The draft EIR for the Reservoir Project provides an example of the deliberate
downplaying of City College's position in the vicinity of the Project.
The SEIR's description of the baseline environmental omits any mention of City
College. In doing so, the SEIR violates the requirements of 14 CCR 15125 (a).
MISREPRESENTATION OF THE REQUIREMENTS OF 14CCR 15125(a)
The Planning Dept has made what I can only interpret to be a deliberate
misrepresentation of the requirements of Title 14, Division 6, Chapter 3, Article
9, Section 15125, “Environmental Setting.”
The SEIR substitutes “project site” for “vicinity of the project” when it describes its
proclaimed “consistency” with §15125(a).
A proclaimed consistency is not the same as compliance with a
REQUIREMENT.
THE SEIR VIOLATES THE REQUIREMENTS OF §15125(a).
The SEIR’s 3.A.2, Overall Approach to Impact Analysis provides the following
misrepresentation of §15125(a):
As described in SEIR Chapter 1, Introduction, this SEIR is a project-level EIR that is tiered from a
previously certified program-level EIR, namely the PEIR. As a project-level EIR and consistent
with CEQA Guidelines section 15125(a), the impact analysis is generally based on potential
physical effects of the project compared to existing or baseline conditions of the physical
environment at the project site at the time of publication of the NOP, which was in October 2018.

Comment:
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<!--[if !supportLists]-->·
the LAW.

<!--[endif]-->§15125(a) is not just a “CEQA Guideline”; it is

<!--[if !supportLists]-->· <!--[endif]-->The language of the §15125(a) law uses the term
“must”, which is a REQUIREMENT.
<!--[if !supportLists]-->· <!--[endif]-->The law states: (a) An EIR must include a
description of the physical environmental conditions in the vicinity of the project.
<!--[if !supportLists]-->· <!--[endif]-->The SEIR’s substitution of “project site” in place of
the required “in the vicinity of the project” invalidates the Balboa Reservoir Impact Analysis.

Here is §15125(a):
<!--[if !supportLists]-->(a) <!--[endif]-->An EIR must include a description of
the physical environmental conditions in the vicinity of the project. This
environmental setting will normally constitute the baseline physical
conditions by which a lead agency determines whether an impact is
significant. The description of the environmental setting shall be no longer
than is necessary to provide an understanding of the significant effects of
the proposed project and its alternatives. The purpose of this requirement is
to give the public and decision makers the most accurate and
understandable picture practically possible of the project's likely near-term
and long-term impacts.

FAIL AND FUBAR.

Submitted by:
Alvin Ja
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Planning Commission, PUC, BOS:
From the very beginning, the Planning Dept/OEWD has consistently minimized and
downplayed impacts on City College.
The draft EIR for the Reservoir Project is an example of the deliberate downplaying of
City College's position in the vicinity of the Project.
The SEIR's description of the baseline environmental omits any mention of City
College. In doing so, the SEIR violates the requirements of 14 CCR 15125 (a).

MISREPRESENTATION OF THE REQUIREMENTS OF 14CCR 15125(a)

The Planning Dept has made what I can only interpret to be a deliberate misrepresentation of
the requirements of Title 14, Division 6, Chapter 3, Article 9, Section 15125, “Environmental
Setting.”
The SEIR substitutes “project site” for “vicinity of the project” when it describes its
proclaimed “consistency” with §15125(a).
A proclaimed consistency is not the same as compliance with a REQUIREMENT.
THE SEIR VIOLATES THE REQUIREMENTS OF §15125(a).
The SEIR’s 3.A.2, Overall Approach to Impact Analysis provides the following misrepresentation of
§15125(a):
As described in SEIR Chapter 1, Introduction, this SEIR is a project-level EIR that is tiered from a
previously certified program-level EIR, namely the PEIR. As a project-level EIR and consistent
with CEQA Guidelines section 15125(a), the impact analysis is generally based on potential
physical effects of the project compared to existing or baseline conditions of the physical
environment at the project site at the time of publication of the NOP, which was in October 2018.

Comment:
• §15125(a) is not just a “CEQA Guideline”; it is the LAW.
• The language of the §15125(a) law uses the term “must”, which is a REQUIREMENT.
• The law states: (a) An EIR must include a description of the physical environmental
conditions in the vicinity of the project.
• The SEIR’s substitution of “project site” in place of the required “in the vicinity of the project”
invalidates the Balboa Reservoir Impact Analysis.
Here is §15125(a):

I-Ja14

(a) An EIR must include a description of the physical environmental conditions in the vicinity of
the project. This environmental setting will normally constitute the baseline physical
conditions by which a lead agency determines whether an impact is significant. The
description of the environmental setting shall be no longer than is necessary to provide an
understanding of the significant effects of the proposed project and its alternatives. The
purpose of this requirement is to give the public and decision makers the most accurate and
understandable picture practically possible of the project's likely near-term and long-term
impacts.
FAIL AND FUBAR.
Submitted by:
Alvin Ja
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From:
To:
Cc:
Subject:
Date:
Attachments:

aj
Poling, Jeanie (CPC); CPC.BalboaReservoir; CPC-Commissions Secretary
Yee, Norman (BOS); Low, Jen (BOS); Maybaum, Erica (BOS); Board of Supervisors, (BOS)
REVISION--- Re: COMMENT ON “Summary of Impacts of Proposed Project—Disclosed in SEIR including Initial
Study” Table s-2
Sunday, September 22, 2019 1:26:13 PM
Comment 14--Summary of Impacts.docx
Comment 14a-SOUTHBOUND 43 MASONIC DELAY.docx
Comment 14b-SEIR Project Delay.docx
Comment 14c-Reservoir-Related Delay In Relation to Reservoir Area MUNI Characteristics.docx
Comment 14d- TDM NON SEQUITUR.pdf

This message is from outside the City email system. Do not open links or attachments from untrusted
sources.

Here is a revision of my comment on "Summary of Impacts..." to correct for clarity
below in red.
What I was trying to, but failed to get across in the original version was that the
determinations for TR-4 and C-TR-4 were reversed.....That the C-TR-4 significant
impact finding should have been for TR-4; and that the CCSF FMP cumulative
contribution to transit delay was being blamed disproportionately for contributions to
transit delay.  
C-TR-4 obscures the reality that most of the transit delay will be generated by the
Reservoir Project, as opposed the City College's FMP which is mainly a renovation
and replacement program.
--aj

On Friday, September 20, 2019, 10:24:15 PM PDT, aj <ajahjah@att.net> wrote:

COMMENT ON
“Summary of Impacts of Proposed Project—Disclosed in SEIR including Initial
Study” Table s-2

IMPACT TR-4 (Operation of proposed project would not substantially delay public
transit)

Table S-2 shows for Impact TR-4 Less-than-significant Level of Significance.
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I summarize how this determination is incorrect.

1. The threshold of significance that is used to come to the LTS determination is
based on an inordinately low standard for the threshold. The establishment of a 4minute late threshold before Reservoir-related transit delay “might” be considered
significant is big enough for a tank to go through. By defining the transit delay
threshold to be 4 minutes, the Reservoir Project is issued a “get out of jail free card”.
2. The City Charter establishes performance criteria for MUNI. Section 8.A 103 (c)
establishes that a MUNI bus/car that arrives over 4 minutes late to a timepoint is
considered to be late, for the purposes of the City Charter mandate.
3. The SEIR/Reservoir Project threshold of significance gives the Project the
privilege of independently adding 4 minutes of additional delay to MUNI before the
Reservoir Project transit delay “might” be considered significant. This freedom and
privilege to independently add 4 minutes Reservoir-related delay flies in the face of
the intent of the Transit First Policy.
4. Attached for your convenience, I include 3 tables:
a. SB 43 Masonic Delay: MUNI Standard v. Reservoir Standard
· This Table relates to the 43 line between the
Monterey/Gennessee timepoint and the Balboa Park Station
timepoint:
o The running time between the two timepoints is 7
minutes;
o The MUNI late standard is 11 minutes;
o The SEIR/Project threshold of significance is 19
minutes: a 171% increase over the scheduled 7
minutes.
b. SEIR Table 3.B-18 Transit Delay Analysis
· This Table presents SEIR’s own numbers for “ProjectRelated Increase in Delay”
o The Table lowballs the actual delay for the 43 Masonic.
The SEIR presents delays of 73 seconds and 83 seconds
for Options 1 and 2, respectively. The numbers presented
by the SEIR omit the 43 segment between City College
Bookstore and Balboa Park Station.
When the Bookstore-BPS segment (Geneva Ave EB) is
factored in properly, the delays come out instead to 115
seconds (1.9 minutes) and 141 seconds (2.4 minutes) for
Options 1 and 2, respectively. 115 seconds and 141
seconds of Project-related delay constitute increases of
27.4% and 33.6% over the 7-minute
Monterey/Gennessee-BP Station segment’s running
time.
o Comparing the Reservoir-related delay for the 43’s
Monterey/Gennessee-BP Station segment to the City-
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Charter-mandated 4-minute late allowance:
§ Option 1’s delay of 115 seconds consumes
48.0% of the 4 minutes of lateness allowed to
MUNI;
§ Option 2’s delay of 141 seconds consumes
58.8% of the 4 minutes of lateness allowed to
MUNI
· These percentages of 171%, 27.4%, 33.6%, 48.0%, and
58.8% are objectively significant. These percentages can
only be made “less than significant” by the establishment of
a threshold of significance of 4 minutes, which is
constructively a “get out of jail free card.”
c. Reservoir-Related Delay In Relation to Reservoir Area MUNI
Characteristics
· This Table is compiled from current (effective 9/5/2019)
MUNI schedules for KT, 8/8BX, 29, 43, 49, 54 lines. For
weekday AM Peak, Mid-day, and PM Peak, I have compiled
headways and running times.
· Using the SEIR’s 4-minute threshold of significance, the last
two columns provide Reservoir Project-related contribution
percentages to running time delay and to MUNI’s 4-minute late
allowance:
o K Ingleside: 23.5% - 30.8% delay contribution
between BP Station-St. Francis Circle;
o 8/8BX Bayshore (IB only): 50% - 66.7% delay
contribution between Unity Plaza-Geneva/Mission;
o 29 Sunset: 25.0% - 33.3% delay contribution between
19th/Holloway- Balboa Park Station;
o 43 Masonic: 44.4% - 57.1% delay contribution between
Monterey/Gennessee- Balboa Park Station;
o 49 Van Ness: 50.0% - 57.1% delay contribution
between Mission/Ocean- Unity Plaza

The LTS determination for Impact TR-4 cannot be objectively sustained. The LTS
determination is a case of “intelligence and facts being fixed around policy.”
***************************************************************
IMPACT C-TR-4 (The proposed project, in combination with reasonably foreseeable
future projects, may result in a potentially significant cumulative impact related to
public transit delay and the project could contribute considerably.)

C-TR-4 is founded on a distortion of reality. Via manipulation of the threshold of
significance for evaluating transit delay, the impact of the Balboa Reservoir Project
has been determined to be less-than-significant for Impact TR-4.
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It is only with willful disregard for reality that the SEIR can come to a conclusion that a
1,110- 1,550 unit project will have less than significant impact on an area which the
Nelson-Nygaard TDM Study described as having “limited roadway space, transit
infrastructure, …” in Impact TR-4.
But ,the SEIR then finds significant cumulative impact for C-TR-4. In the topsy-turvy
Red Queen world of the Planning Dept, the 1,100- 1,550 unit Reservoir Project is
determined to have LTS impact on transit delay. Yet, the SEIR portrays the CCSF
Facilities Master Plan as being a big contributor to future cumulative transit delay
despite the fact that the FMP is primarily a replacement and renovation program. A
replacement and renovation program will have much less of an impact in increasing
travel demand than an 1,100- 1,550 unit new development of mostly marketrate/unaffordable housing.

Mitigation Measure M-C-TR-4:

As discussed in earlier submissions, Table M-C-TR-4 “Transit Travel Time Performance
Standard” provides the Reservoir Project an extremely generous allowance of 4 minutes of
Reservoir-related transit delay. Merry Christmas!

The damage to transit delay by the Project itself will already have been done before M-C-TR4’s Monitoring and Implementing Feasible Measures for cumulative impacts even gets
rolling.

Given the Nelson-Nygaard TDM Study’s recognition of limited roadway space and transit
infrastructure, there will be no feasible measures to implement, other than hoping for success
of TDM measures.

Regarding the effectiveness of TDM as mitigation, please examine the attached “Balboa
Reservoir’s TDM Non Sequitur.”

Submitted by:
Alvin Ja
9/20/2019
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SOUTHBOUND 43 MASONIC DELAY:
MUNI STANDARD v. RESERVOIR PROJECT STANDARD

ROUTE SEGMENT

SOUTHBOUND 43 MASONIC DELAY:
MUNI STANDARD v. RESERVOIR STANDARD
TIME POINT

ELAPSED TIME:

Monterey/Gennessee

Monterey/Gennessee
to Bookstore
Running time (r.t.)
ELAPSED TIME:
Monterey/Genn to
Bookstore
Bookstore to BPS
Running time

4 min running time

ELAPSED TIME:
Monterey/Gen
to BPS

CCSF Bookstore
(City College
Terminal)
3 min running time

Balboa Park Station
(Geneva/San Jose)

ONTIME
MUNI
ontime
0:00

ADDITIONAL DELAY TIME

MUNI late
standard
(4 min)
0:00

Reservoir
Late standard
(additional 4 min)
0:00

+4 r.t. + 4 late

+4 r.t. +4 MUNI
+4 Reservoir

0:04

0:08

0:12

+3 r.t.

+3 r.t.
(4 min
standard NOT
allowed to be
cumulative)

+3 r.t. + 4 Reservoir
(4 min standard
construed to
accumulate)

+4 r.t.

0:07

0:11

0:19
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Reservoir-Related Delay In Relation to Reservoir Area MUNI Characteristics

LINE

K
Ingleside

WEEKDAY HEADWAY
(minutes)

AM
PEAK

MIDDAY

PM
PEAK

IB:
9-12

IB
&
OB:
10

IB:
9-10

AM
PEAK

MIDDAY

PM
PEAK

IB:
6-7

IB:
7

IB:
6-7

OB:
7

OB:
7-8

OB:
7

OB:
8-10
8/8BX
Bayshore

OB:
8-10

BPS AREA
RUNNING TIME
ROUTE
SEGMENT
(between MUNI
timepoints)

RESERVOIR-RELATED TRANSIT
DELAY THRESHOLD OF
SIGNIFICANCE = 4 minutes

Percentage of
delay
contribution to
BPS Area route
segment
(deemed to be
insignificant!)

KT
Geneva/San
JoseSt. Francis Circle
AM: 14
MID-DAY: 13
PM: 17
AM: 15
MID-DAY: 15
PM: 16

23.5% to
30.8%

8/8BX
Geneva/Mission
–
Unity Plaza
AM: 8
MID-DAY: 6
PM: 8
(not available)
AM:
MID-DAY:
PM:

(For Inbound
only)

50% to
66.7%

Percentage of
delay
contribution
to City
Charter’s
MUNI 4minute late
criterion
(deemed to
be
insignificant!)

100%

100%
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LINE

29
Sunset

WEEKDAY HEADWAY
(minutes)

AM
PEAK

MIDDAY

PM
PEAK

IB:
9

IB
&
OB:
12

IB:
10-12

AM
PEAK

MIDDAY

PM
PEAK

IB:
9

IB
&
OB:
12

IB:
10

OB:
10

43
Masonic

OB:
10

OB:
10

OB:
10

BPS AREA
RUNNING TIME
FOR ROUTE
SEGMENT
(between MUNI
timepoints)

RESERVOIR-RELATED TRANSIT
DELAY THRESHOLD OF
SIGNIFICANCE = 4 minutes

Percentage of
delay
contribution to
BPS Area route
segment
(deemed to be
insignificant!)

29
19TH/HollowayOcean BART
AM: 12
MID-DAY: 14
PM: 15-17
AM: 15-16
MID-DAY: 15
PM: 16

25% to
33.3%

43
Monterey/
GennesseeGeneva BART
AM: 9
MID-DAY: 8
PM: 8
AM: 7-8
MID-DAY: 7
PM: 7

44.4% to
57.1%

Percentage of
delay
contribution
to City
Charter’s
MUNI 4minute late
criterion
(deemed to
be
insignificant!)

100%

100%
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LINE

49
Van Ness

54
Felton

WEEKDAY HEADWAY
(minutes)

BPS AREA
RUNNING TIME
ROUTE
SEGMENT
(between MUNI
timepoints)

AM
PEAK

MIDDAY

PM
PEAK

IB:
8

IB
&
OB:

IB:
8

OB:
10

9

OB:
7-8

AM: 8
MID-DAY: 7
PM: 8

AM
PEAK

MIDDAY

PM
PEAK

54
Geneva/MissionGeneva BART
AM: 4
MID-DAY: 4
PM: 5
AM: 4-5
MID-DAY: 4
PM: 5

IB & OB:
20 min

49
Mission/OceanUnity Plaza
AM: 8-9
MID-DAY: 8
PM: 9

RESERVOIR-RELATED TRANSIT
DELAY THRESHOLD OF
SIGNIFICANCE = 4 minutes

Percentage of
delay
contribution to
BPS Area route
segment
(deemed to be
insignificant!)

50.0% to
57.1%

Percentage of
delay
contribution
to City
Charter’s
MUNI 4minute late
criterion
(deemed to
be
insignificant!)

100%
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BALBOA RESERVOIR’S TDM NON SEQUITUR (5/23/2017)

Nelson-Nygaard’s “Balboa Area Transportation Demand Management (TDM) Plan: Existing Conditions”
is available at http://default.sfplanning.org/plans-and-programs/planning-for-the-city/publicsites/balboareservoir/Nelson_Nygaard_Balboa_TDM-Existing_Conditions_Memo.pdf
IDENTIFYING TRANSPORTATION NEEDS FOR BALBOA PARK AREA
The Nelson-Nygaard TDM Report reports on existing conditions. Using a variety of resource materials
and data, the Report, in the main, accurately describes the existing conditions.
This section of the Report correctly identifies “limited roadway space, transit infrastructure, and
financial resources” as problems. Yet despite the obvious fact that the elimination of student parking
and new Reservoir residents will increase demand placed on limited transportation resources, the
Balboa Reservoir Project Team proposes no amelioration for adverse impacts other than TDM.
The TDM Plan/solution is not a logical outcome of an objective analysis of fact, evidence and common
sense. The proposed TDM Plan is a pre-ordained, ideologically-driven solution. It is based on hope,
wishful thinking and generalities; not on fact and evidence.
The 4/13/2016 TDM presentation to the Reservoir CAC followed the “logic” of the non sequitur.
The TDM Report’s shortcomings are significant. Here is an attempt to point out such shortcomings and
their negative implications and consequences.
LAND USE
The Report’s very first paragraph in the “Land Use” section describes City College in one sentence: “The
CCSF Ocean Campus, zoned as public space, is located at the center of the study area and provides
publically-accessible sports facilities.”


The Report’s characterizes CCSF as only being a provider of “publicly-accessible sports
facilities.” This characterization undermines and ignores CCSF’s primary importance as a
critical provider of educational services to the broader Bay Area community.
It leads to minimizing the need for the Reservoir Project to mitigate its adverse impacts on
CCSF enrollment and attendance.
The Report itself admits that the “information presented herein …essentially “sets the stage” for
what TDM strategies and supporting measures will be considered… “

MY CONCLUSION: The Land Use section of the Report sets the stage to downplay adverse
impacts to CCSF’s educational mission.

MULTIMODAL CONDITIONS
“Multimodal conditions” is fancy jargon for various modes of transportation. The four modes of
transportation examined in the Report are walking, biking, public transit, and driving.
1
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Walking
Highest pedestrian activity during AM and PM peak (rush) hours were at:




Balboa Park BART entrance on Geneva near San Jose Avenue (over 500 pedestrians/peak hours
counted or modeled)
Ocean Avenue CCSF entrance (Wellness Center) at Howth (over 500 pedestrians/peak hours
counted or modeled)
Ocean/Phelan (201-500 pedestrians )

Biking
Highest bike activity during AM peak (rush) hours [PM Peak bike counts/modeling were substantially
lower] were at:





Geneva/San Jose (over 40 bike riders)
Monterey/Congo (30-39 riders)
Ocean/Phelan (20-29 riders)
Ocean/Howth (20-29 riders)

Transit
MUNI passenger data from SFMTA was only modeled for the MUNI Metro K line with no boarding data
for the rubber tire lines.
K-line Peak hour boardings:



Ocean/Lee (501-1000 riders)
Ocean/Phelan (251-500 riders)

Driving
Highest auto activity:






Ocean Avenue east of Phelan ( over 20,000 vehicles)
Ocean Avenue west of Phelan (17,500- 20,000 vehicles)
Geneva Avenue west of Phelan (12,500- 15,000 vehicles)
Phelan Avenue south of CCSF entrance (10,000- 12,500 vehicles)
Phelan Avenue north of CCSF entrance and onto Judson (less than 10,000 vehicles)

xxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxx
Modal split order of magnitude
Sensible use of the data contained in the TDM Report requires an understanding of the order of
magnitude of the various modes:
2
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Walking is on the scale of 500 max (walkers also include transit users and drivers who have to
walk to reach their final destinations)
Biking is on the scale of 50 max
MUNI Metro K line is on the scale of 2000
Driving is on the scale of 20,000

Xxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxx
After providing a picture of the general traffic patterns for the Balboa Park Area, the Report continues
on to address “CCSF Ocean Campus Vehicle Trip Generation.” The Report accurately states that the
Ocean Campus “is a major generator of person and auto traffic in the Balboa Area.”


That the Ocean Campus is a major generator of traffic is an indisputable truth. However no
context is provided regarding this truth. Without providing context, the implication Is that
people who drive to CCSF harm society.
What is the unstated appropriate context? The appropriate context is that the people who
drive are going to a destination to learn, teach and support the educational needs of society.
3
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The Balboa Reservoir has utterly failed to weigh the trade-offs involved between the
educational needs and housing needs of the community.
More importantly, although this is an existing conditions report, the Report fails to mention
the future trip generation that the Reservoir Project itself will add to the TDM Study Area.

COMMUNITY ENGAGEMENT/SURVEYS
In the build-up to the Iraq War, the head of British Secret Intelligence Service (M16) recorded in the
‘Downing Street Memo’ how the war could be justified to the public: “… the intelligence and facts
were being fixed around the policy.”
The Balboa Reservoir Project does something similar. To its credit, the Nelson-Nygaard Report presents
legitimate surveys of the neighboring community. But the survey data is not used to objectively
formulate conclusions regarding transportation and parking. Rather, the solution/policy had already
been fixed. To its credit, the Report admits:
“ the survey findings also assessed peak utilization rates. They indicated that, during the midday
period, five off-street parking lots at CCSF Ocean Campus experience peak utilization that are
above the average peak parking demand. For example, the survey findings indicated that Res. 1
and Lots A, H, S, U all experience peak parking occupancies between 98% and 100%. Therefore,
on any given day, the majority of employee-only lots and the student lot (Res. 1) are completely
full during the midday period. The weekday peak parking utilization for Res. 2 Lot was 9%.”
The policy of TDM had already been fixed, prior to, and regardless of the evidence contained in the
surveys that were conducted subsequent to the TDM policy decision.
THE TDM NON SEQUITUR
The City Team, instead of formulating the Development Parameters based on evidence and data, had a
priori concluded that TDM is the solution to adverse impacts that would be generated by new Reservoir
residents and by the eviction of student parking.
TDM is a legitimate part of an overall Transportation Sustainability Program for the City as a
whole. However, TDM as applied to the proposed Balboa Reservoir Project is not a suitable or realistic
solution. TDM in the context of Balboa Reservoir will not be able to solve the problem of student
access to education created by the Development Parameters. Nor will TDM measures be able to
meaningfully solve transportation and parking problems generated by the Project.
Based on the survey results, TDM is a non sequitur:
CCSF TRANSPORTATION SURVEY
The most telling question in the CCSF Transportation Survey was: “When choosing how you typically
travel to/from CCSF Ocean Campus, what are you most concerned about?”
The question listed the valid concerns of cost, distance, travel time, arriving on time, and comfort/safety
of trip for CCSF stakeholders.

4
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· “Travel time” and “Arrival on time” were overwhelmingly most important concerns (90% and 73.2 %
respectively)
Most of us want to be “green” and support the idea and practice of walking, biking and public
transit. However the response to “What would encourage you to use other transportation modes?
(select all that apply”) is grounded in the real-world needs of CCSF stakeholders.
Overwhelmingly, the most important consideration for respondents was “reducing travel time.” That
efficient use of time is important should not be surprising to the City Team.
The CCSF Ocean Campus Transportation Survey results just confirm common sense. The survey
confirms the common sense input that ordinary citizens have been trying to communicate to the
Mayor’s Office and Planning Department to little effect—because the City Team’s “sustainable”
Transportation Demand Management (TDM) “solution” had been pre-ordained in contradiction and
opposition to the real world lives of CCSF and neighborhood stakeholders.
TDM is the City Team’s solution for transportation and parking problems that will be generated by the
Balboa Reservoir Project. According to Planning Department’s Transportation Sustainability Program,
“TDM is the “Shift” component of the Transportation Sustainability Program. A series of development focused
TDM measures incentivize on-site amenities intended to provide sustainable alternatives to driving – or
“shifting” people’s usual practice of driving alone in their cars – by providing residents, business tenants, and
visitors with sustainable alternative travel options.”
However, instead of just applying TDM measures to the beneficiaries (“residents, business tenants, and
visitors”) of the Balboa Reservoir Project, the City Team has shifted the brunt of the application of TDM
to the pre-existing stakeholders of CCSF, Riordan, Sunnyside Elementary, St. Finn Barr, Lick Wilmerding,
and the Ingleside, Westwood Park and Sunnyside neighborhoods.
No matter how the City Team tries to convince the public that its TDM Study will be comprehensive in
nature, the fact remains that TDM is self-defined within its own parameters. The Reservoir Project’s
TDM solution is straightforwardly documented: “The Planning Department and SFMTA are proposing a
Transportation Demand Management (TDM) study in coordination with CCSF Ocean Campus to reduce singleoccupant vehicle trips by college staff, faculty, students, and neighborhood residents.”

One of the components of the City’s Transportation Sustainability Program is “Shift.” The idea is to shift
car drivers onto other more sustainable modes of transportation. However, in the Balboa Reservoir
context, “shift” has another more important meaning.
The different and more important real-world meaning of “shift” is: shifting the burden of mitigation
of CEQA-related adverse impacts onto school stakeholders and neighborhood residents. This is
unacceptable.
COMMUNITY SURVEY (Dept of Environment)
The section on the Community Survey conducted by the Dept of Environment highlighted two survey
questions. The two questions pertained to the Existing Mode Split and to “Willingness to Try Different
Modes of Transportation.”
The main concept of TDM is to get car drivers to walk, bike and take public transit. However the NelsonNygaard Report failed to show survey results for a critical question that would show the likelihood of

5
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respondents changing mode of travel. The Report does not show the survey results for Question #9-What is most important to you when you choose how you get to work?
Although the Report fails to provide survey results for this question, I bet it would be similar to the
results for the CCSF Survey: that ‘Travel Time’ would be one of the most important. I would also guess
that ‘Reliability’ would also be close to the top. If my guess about responses to this question is right,
how effective would the Balboa Reservoir Project’s TDM measures be able to resolve Travel Time and
Reliability concerns?


Since the data for Question 9 of the survey has not been presented in the Nelson-Nygaard
Report, I will venture this unsubstantiated (but probably correct) conclusion:

The TDM objective of shifting substantial numbers of car drivers onto public transit and biking will be
unsuccessful because of the real-world importance of Travel Time, Reliability, and Convenience for
people leading busy lives…….and who are not privileged to be members of the leisure class.
--aj

1/3/2017, updated 5/23/17
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I-Johnson
From:
To:
Subject:
Date:

Eric Johnson
Fung, Frank (CPC); richhillissf@gmail.com; Melgar, Myrna (CPC); Johnson, Milicent (CPC); Koppel, Joel (CPC);
Moore, Kathrin (CPC); Richards, Dennis (CPC); CPC.BalboaReservoir
Support Balboa reservoir housing - support affordability
Wednesday, September 11, 2019 7:22:29 PM

This message is from outside the City email system. Do not open links or attachments from untrusted
sources.

Hi - I understand you will be reviewing the Balboa reservoir project tomorrow. Please support
this new housing.
I am a renter in Glen Park, struggling with astronomical rents and a total inability to buy
housing like (almost) everyone else in this city. If I had to guess, I would say that the majority
of those opposed to this project are already lucky enough to own a home. The fact that they
would oppose building desperately needed homes on a vast parking lot is absurd and deeply
unjust. Have they forgotten Joni Mitchell?
I know these opposition groups are now asking for 100% BMR units. But that request does not
align with the arguments they originally put forth against this project. They are just shifting
the goal posts to prevent this vital, humanitarian housing at any cost. The Planning
Commission must see through these tactics. Look at what happened to the proposed affordable
senior housing in Forest Hills. It's absolutely barbaric and self-interested.
Please give San Francisco a chance, and support this housing.
Thanks!
Eric Johnson

1

I-Kaufmyn2
From:
To:
Subject:
Date:

Wynd Kaufmyn
CPC.BalboaReservoir
Written Comment for DSEIR Balboa Reservoir Project
Sunday, September 22, 2019 3:04:02 PM

This message is from outside the City email system. Do not open links or attachments from untrusted
sources.

The DRAFT SEIR for the Balboa Reservior Project is inadequate because it fails to
consider the impacts of the project on the public service of CCSF

1

The Reservoir Project will have an adverse impact on higher public educational services
offered by City College of San Francisco, a unique and treasured institution by all of San
Francisco.
According to a CCSF Ocean Campus Survey of CCSF students and workers conducted in May
2016, 45.7% commuted by car. Inside Higher Ed reported on a survey that detailed
Community College students’ challenges. The researcher said, “The biggest surprise we had
was parking [rated at #5]. This is a big issue for them because of personal schedules or work
schedules.”
Hence, the elimination of over 1,000 student parking spaces by the Reservoir development
without first putting viable alternatives into place will limit students’ access to higher
education services offered by CCSF.

2

The impact on gig-working part-time Instructors who have to travel between multiple
community college sites must also be considered as it will likely affect these workers' access
to employment.
The Draft SEIR speculates that "likely, the shortfall in parking supply would cause some
drivers to shift to another mode of travel, others to rearrange their schedule to travel at other
times of day..." The assumption that those students and contingent faculty will transition to
public transportation services is not realistic as both MUNI and BART have capacity issues.
Moreover, the Balboa Reservoir project will significantly increase population density of the
neighborhood and hence significantly increase demand for public transit. This will only
aggravate the already unreliable service.
The DSEIR irresponsibly avoids assessing the possibility that students/contingent faculty
will likely not be able to continue attending/working at CCSF.

3

4

Why is there no recommendation in the DSEIR to enhance public transit infrastructure?
The DRAFT SEIR notes that CCSF TDM/Sustainability Plan has a performance objective to
reduce automobile trips, with which the removal of parking at the project site would not
conflict. This is a moot point. Just because the DSEIR does not conflict with the
TDM/Sustainability Plan does not mean the project has no impact on the public service of
CCSF. There is no evidence that TDM would resolve the effects of lost student parking on
student access to higher education.
Although New Public Resources Code Section 21099 exempts parking adequacy as a CEQA
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impact, it does not exempt the secondary impact on CCSF's ability to provide public higher
educational services. It is erroneous to extend 21099's parking exemption onto the elimination
of the public benefit of providing access to higher education.
The Reservoir Project’s elimination of the baseline environmental setting of the 1,000-space
student parking lot without first ensuring viable alternatives will have the undesirable effect of
limiting students’ access to higher education services offered by CCSF.

Wynd Kaufmyn
City College of San Francisco
Engineering Instructor & Faculty Adviser to WISE
Vice President AFT 2121
email: wkaufmyn@ccsf.edu
Phone: (415) 239‑3159
website: http://fog.ccsf.edu/~wkaufmyn
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I-Kopp
From:
To:
Cc:
Subject:
Date:

Quentin Kopp
CPC.BalboaReservoir
Board of Supervisors, (BOS); Breed, Mayor London (MYR); ivy@voteivylee.com
Balboa Reservoir EIR
Monday, September 23, 2019 2:33:28 PM

This message is from outside the City email system. Do not open links or attachments from untrusted
sources.

Please deliver to Jeanie Poling, Senior Planner in the Planning Department, my heartfelt
objection to the Balboa Reservoir Draft Subsequent Environmental Impact Report. As a San
Francisco resident since December 20, 1955, a 15-year member of the Board of Supervisors,
and a 12-year State Senator representing the area in which the City College of San Francisco
campus is located, a commencement speaker at City College, a lecturer in various City
College classes since 1985, and public user of City College facilities, including its wellness
center, the proposed EIR minimizes the effect of a horrendous private development of the
Balboa Reservoir acreage. I am informed of a proposed construction of 1,100 residential units
and a different plan for 1,550 residential units by the City and County of San Francisco, with
heights from 25 feet to 88 feet. The affect upon City College will be enormous in terms of
parking loss, and the EIR is limited to just the reservoir acreage. Moreover, if either of those
two projects is built, that will constitute the "baseline existing condition". Any future City
College facilities must not violate with adverse effect on the so-called reservoir project.
City College is a cultural and economic factor to the neighborhood and the entire City and
County of San Francisco. Revise the EIR accordingly to reflect all such adverse effects.
Yours truly,
Judge Quentin L. Kopp (Ret.)

1
2
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I-Legion
From:
To:
Cc:
Subject:
Date:

Vicki Legion
CPC.BalboaReservoir
Brigitte Davila; Thea Selby; John Rizzo; Shanell Williams; Alex Randolph; Tom Temprano; Ivy Lee; Fewer, Sandra
(BOS); Yee, Norman (BOS)
DSEIR: Balboa Reservoir should NOT be developed for private, mainly luxury housing
Sunday, September 22, 2019 10:17:10 PM

This message is from outside the City email system. Do not open links or attachments from untrusted
sources.

Dear SF Planning Comission,
I believe that the DSEIR on the Balboa Reservoir has many deficiencies.

1

Policy 4.5.1. in the BPSAP says the when offering public land for development, first
consideration should be given to the development of housing affordable to individuals
families making less than 120% of AMI. Instead, the privatization of the lower Bal Reservoir
will remove one of the most important resources for building affordable housing—public land
owned by the city—turning it over to a large national for-profit real estate corporation that
owns eight entirely unaffordable rental housing developments.
The Draft SEIR does not consider the established pattern of market-rate housing driving up the
cost of housing in nearby areas, and its impact on OMI and nearby Excelsior, two of the last
remaining affordable neighborhoods on SF.
The Draft SEIR fails to address the fact that the Reservoir project will have a negative impact
on public services, specifically City College of SF, which needs to re-grow enrollment. The
proposed AvalonBay project will do this by reducing student access to education by
eliminating over 1000 parking places on the lower reservoir, while hundreds of other parking
places on the upper reservoir will be lost to new buildings. The DSEIR provides NO concrete
plans for improving public transportation. The 43 and 29 buses and BART all have serious
capacity issues already, but no concrete proposals are made to increase capacity. In this
context, reducing transportation demand by 15% will only limit student and faculty/staff
access and shrink City College.
The Draft SEIUR doe not consider the possibility of using this public land to build dedicated
educator housing, taking the dominant but inaccurate point of view that 100% affordable
housing is not realistic. There is already a 100% affordable building at 1100 Ocean, which
was built on land previously owned by the MTA. There are many possible sources of
funding for 100% affordable educator housing.
Public land is a sacred trust that must stay in public hands forever, and be used only for public
good—not for the seven-million plus annual salary that goes to the AvalonBay CEO.

Watch for our book coming out in Fall 2020 from PM Press:

2
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Free City! The Fight for City College of San Francisco and Free College for  All

Vicki Legion
activistsf@gmail.com

I-Lohr
From:
To:
Subject:
Date:

Janet Lohr
CPC.BalboaReservoir
Draft SEIR for Balboa Reservoir
Saturday, August 10, 2019 12:22:55 PM

This message is from outside the City email system. Do not open links or attachments from untrusted
sources.

I am shocked that the report does not take into account the need for parking at CCSF.
There are no dorms at City College. Everyone needs transportation to get there. Muni
service is inadequate, especially for night classes. Students and teachers need to be able to
park. The loss of this much parking will be devastating to City College.
Janet Lohr
416 Holladay Ave.
San Francisco 94110
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I-Magnuson
From:
To:
Cc:
Subject:
Date:

Ionin, Jonas (CPC)
Richards, Dennis (CPC); Fung, Frank (CPC); Johnson, Milicent (CPC); Koppel, Joel (CPC); Moore, Kathrin (CPC);
Melgar, Myrna (CPC); Rich Hillis
Poling, Jeanie (CPC); Feliciano, Josephine (CPC)
FW: Public Comment on Draft EIR Balboa Reservoir
Monday, September 23, 2019 8:55:00 AM

Jonas P. Ionin,
Director of Commission Affairs
Planning Department│City & County of San Francisco
1650 Mission Street, Suite 400, San Francisco, CA 94103
Direct: 415-558-6309│Fax: 415-558-6409
jonas.ionin@sfgov.org
www.sfplanning.org

From: Sally <chencho415@yahoo.com>
Sent: Sunday, September 22, 2019 10:33 PM
To: Ionin, Jonas (CPC) <jonas.ionin@sfgov.org>
Subject: Public Comment on Draft EIR Balboa Reservoir
This message is from outside the City email system. Do not open links or attachments from untrusted
sources.

I’m writing to you about the Draft Environmental Impact Report for the Balboa
Reservoir Project. I had attended your 9/12 /19 meeting but was unable to give public
comment because the time for public comment had gotten moved back and I had to get
to my job.

What I had wanted to say was that I’m deeply disappointed in the Draft EIR . I feel
it is tragic that it fails to consider City College of San Francisco and its viability, health
and importance to the community as a critical and important element
in any plans for development of the Balboa Reservoir.  

1

CCSF has had use of this public PUC land for many decades and it is necessary for

2

CCSF is San Francisco’s only community college and it is a precious and AMAZING
place. It is a place where EVERYONE can come to learn. It’s selection of class offerings
each semester is unbelievable….. I personally have a HUGE list of classes that I’m hoping
to get to take sometime in my lifetime. It is accessible to students of all income levels
and to students of all ages and cultural backgrounds. This place is one of the main
treasures of our city and that is why the Balboa Reservoir must not be sold off for private
development ….and builder greed. The city is over run with this exploitive profiteering
and it can’t be allowed here.

I-Magnuson
the students of CCSF in order for them to be able to access this life changing education
that CCSF offers. Students attending CCSF need easy comfortable access to their classes
and if the Balboa Reservoir is sold off for private development it will kill CCSF as we
know it.

As a low income working mom I needed to use the Balboa Reservoir all the time
to be able to get to my child development classes. I could not take my kids to school on
the bus and then bus to CCSF and arrive on time and then get to work. It would have
been an impossible. I would have had to drop out of school and not pursue the career in
education that I dreamt of.

Please let CCSF do the job it does best which is offering rich and valuable
educations to the people of San Francisco. Let’s take care of this precious College and not
threaten it all the time with greed based land grabs just because it ‘s happening ALL over
the city. This is a place for future generations also … Future generations that if they can
have access to the education will be the ones able to envision and help create the
changes humanity needs. Our future educators, social workers, artists musicians,
political representatives, gardeners chefs, nurses, doctors, scientists , ambassadors and
parents will be able to come from this place, if we keep it safe and accessible.

Please don’t let these public lands be stolen from this community college that
desperately t needs it. If CCSF were a Public Hospital would we consider selling off
access to the hospital ... regarding it as frivolous and inconsequential and then provide no
parking and thus no easy way to even BE at the hospital? Would we instead ask patients
find their own way there on an erratic and congested public transit system?

CCSF offers a lifeline to at least 70,000 people per semester. It is a critical San
Francisco resource and is part of the fabric of the city and it needs to be deeply
considered FIRST in any type of “land grab” proposal that comes before you.
Thank you for your time and consideration.
Sincerely,

Sally Magnuson
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I-Marabello1
From:
To:
Subject:
Date:

Brian Marabello
CPC.BalboaReservoir; Poling, Jeanie (CPC)
Comment on Athletes and Air Quality - Balboa Reservoir Project SEIR
Monday, September 23, 2019 1:10:28 PM

This message is from outside the City email system. Do not open links or attachments from untrusted
sources.

Planning Commission:
This comment is submitted in response to the Balboa Reservoir Project Draft SEIR.
FAILURE TO INCLUDE A SIGNIFICANT SENSITIVE RECEPTOR — STUDENTATHLETES
Both the PEIR (page 251) and BAAQMD guidelines
(http://www.sparetheair.org/understanding-air-quality/air-pollutants-and-healtheffects/whos-at-risk) include persons engaged in strenuous exercise as sensitive
receptors.
The SEIR does not do so similarly for a sizable group that exercises routinely and
strenuously adjacent to the project area — CCSF athletes. It does not designate
them, many of whom train and compete outdoors within 1/4 mile of the BR, as
sensitive receptors. It fails to mention this significant group altogether. Thus they were
not included in any of the analyses, including the Health Risk Assessment.
This is a violation of San Francisco Administrative Code chapter 31.
There are hundreds of CCSF student-athletes exercising strenuously, outdoors and
indoors, who need to be factored in to required air quality analyses.
Plus there are many more who are strenuously exercising in CCSF Ocean Campus
physical eduction courses that should be accounted for.
Also, if health risk assumptions used in the SEIR’s air quality analyses are different
for athletes than they are for students, and they probably are, then the athletes
among the student body at Archbishop Riordan should be their own receptor type in
the analyses.
Submitted by:
Brian Marabello
bmarabello@yahoo.com
379 Staples Ave
SF, CA 94112
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From:
To:
Subject:
Date:

Brian Marabello
CPC.BalboaReservoir; Poling, Jeanie (CPC)
Comment on Work Day Estimates and Air Quality - Balboa Reservoir Project SEIR
Monday, September 23, 2019 1:15:57 PM

This message is from outside the City email system. Do not open links or attachments from untrusted
sources.

Planning Commission:
This comment is submitted in response to the Balboa Reservoir Project Draft SEIR.
INADEQUACY OF ESTIMATED NUMBER OF CONSTRUCTION WORKING DAYS
PER YEAR
To calculate Average Daily Emissions of ROG, NOx, PM10, and PM2.5, the SEIR’s
analyses use a multiplier of 260-262 days. This would grossly underestimate the
emissions in the very likely scenario where construction happens on more than 262
days per year. Commercial construction sites all around the city are routinely working
6 or even 7 days a week.
And this project will be no different. As you know, the developer is allowed to
construct seven days a week, which is consistent with San Francisco Police Code
section 2908.
And to keep this project on schedule and keep costs in line, the developers will work
many weekends.
Thus, the estimates for emissions and necessary mitigation offsets should account for
more working days.
If construction happens on just an additional 27 Saturdays and/or Sundays, this will
increase all emissions by 10%. If developers average 6 construction days a week,
this will inflate emissions by 19.8%. That percentage doubles if construction averages
7 days a week.
Let’s assume a very likely average of construction occurring 6 days a week. This
would cause the NOx levels to cross the significance threshold for both the
Developers Proposed Option and the Additional Housing Option under both the sixyear and compressed three-year schedules. As well, PM10, and PM2.5 will increase
significantly. Thus, all lifetime excess cancer risks should be adjusted.
All four of the proposed option-schedule scenarios would trigger the implementation
of Mitigation Measure M-AQ-2d. Thus, mitigation offsets would need to increase
dramatically.
It’s deceptive to use an unrealistic construction working days per year. Why not use a
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more realistic number so the developer and the public know the maximum or at least
truer impacts? Should they come in under the number of estimated days, great. The
monitoring will support them and they’ll save money and lives.
Submitted by:
Brian Marabello
bmarabello@yahoo.com
379 Staples Ave
SF, CA 94112
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I-Martinez
From:
To:
Cc:
Subject:
Date:

Anita Martinez
Poling, Jeanie (CPC)
CPC.BalboaReservoir
Balboa Reservoir Project DSEIR
Monday, September 23, 2019 10:54:03 AM

This message is from outside the City email system. Do not open links or attachments from untrusted
sources.

September 23, 2019
Dear Members of the San Francisco Planning Commission,
As San Francisco residents, my husband and I are committed to seeing housing stock increased
in San Francisco. Early in the current process, we built ADUs in the two San Francisco homes
we own, one occupied by the two of us, the other by my daughter and her family, and soon, new
tenants in each new ADU. We are living by our values, a San Francisco value that says we are
committed to increasing housing.
Our first home (daughter-occupied) is in Westwood Park. We have seen traffic congestion
steadily increase near our property to the point where we are unable to find parking when we
drive to visit our daughter’s home on Keystone Way, probably due to all the Ocean Avenue
development since we bought our first home in 1976. (We must drive our small all-electric
vehicle to get around due to a walking limitations.) We are living our value for clean air by
installing solar power in our home and using an electric car and a plug-in hybrid powered by the
sun. We cannot imagine how the residential areas nearer to the proposed development will be
impacted by increased traffic and vehicle pollution.
Has the Planning Department truly assessed the environmental impact, more cars and more
pollution, on the neighbors around the Balboa Reservoir? I’m guessing that the people who
could afford market rate housing on Frida Kahlo way could also afford cars to get back and forth
to Silicon Valley, a phenomenon that we are all too familiar with in our Noe Valley
neighborhood. People buy houses in Noe Valley because of its quick access to Highway 280.
The Balboa Reservoir has even quicker access to Highway 280.
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A third value that we hope we share with you is that public lands must be used for the public
good. The Balboa Reservoir should not be turned over to for-profit developers to build market
rate housing and maybe some affordable housing that perhaps in reality is not for low income,
working class people. There is such scant open space available for new housing that the City of
San Francisco focus on more housing for those who cannot buy market rate housing: teachers
and other public servants who would likely use transit or walk or bike to work at nearby schools
or at City College.
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We encourage the Planning Commission to live up to these San Francisco values. Build
housing on public open space, but build it for those who would otherwise be shut out of
the market and who would likely use transit or walk/bike to work (nonpolluting
alternatives to cars).
Sincerely,
Anita Martinez
4400 25th Street
San Francisco, CA 94114

I-Martinpinto
From:
To:
Subject:
Date:
Attachments:

Stephen Martinpinto
CPC.BalboaReservoir
EIR feedback
Monday, September 23, 2019 3:01:55 PM
BALBOA EIR 2.docx
BALBOA EIR commentary.docx

This message is from outside the City email system. Do not open links or attachments from untrusted
sources.

Please see following comments to EIR
-Stephen Martinpinto
President
Sunnyside Neighborhood Association
(760) 271-1877
Together, we can effect positive change in our neighborhood

I-Martinpinto

Impact PS-1: The proposed project
would not be expected to increase
demand for public services (in
order to maintain acceptable
service ratios, response times, or
other performance objectives for
public services) to the extent that it
would require new or physically
altered governmental facilities, the
construction of which could result in
significant environmental impacts.

This Statement is an erroneous assumption. Response times for emergency vehicles located at Fire
Station 15 (address 1000 Ocean Avenue) will be adversely affected, as well as response times from the
next nearest three fire stations (Fire Station 33 at 8 Capitol Avenue, Fire Station 39 at 1091 Portola
Drive, and Fire Station 19 at 290 Buckingham Way). It is generally assumed that with new residences
comes new traffic, which will undoubtedly slow response times. Although response priority 3 emergency
calls (also known as code 3 calls) permit the use of emergency lights and sirens to safely bypass traffic
signals and other traffic control devices, response priority 2 calls (code 2 calls) do not. Because code 2
calls require that emergency vehicles negotiate traffic at regular speeds, code 2 calls have the potential
to become severely extended. Furthermore, upon arrival to the scene of a code 2 call, often times the
situation is found to be more severe than previously thought, and calls are often upgraded to code 3.
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With the addition of 500 – 1550 new units, an additional 1000 – 3000 or more residents will arrive. This
will undoubtedly increase demand on the emergency response system, depending on the demographics
of the new residents (statistically, senior citizens and low-income people are more frequent users of
911). Increased demand of the emergency response system combined with increased response times
puts a strain on the ability of the SFFD to meet their 4 minute response time criteria (4 minutes from
dispatch of call to patient contact).
Another significant impact to public services is in public transit, i.e. MUNI. Currently, according to city
charter, if a MUNI vehicle is 4 or more minutes late to any timepoint, it is considered late. A timepoint is
a MUNI passenger stop with a specific time of MUNI vehicle arrival tied to it. For example, if a bus is
scheduled to arrive at the intersection of Market and Castro Sts. at 0700 hrs, it is not considered late
until it arrives after 0704 hrs.
A 4 minute delay on a bus route such as the 43 Masonic, which is a 9 mile cross town bus route will have
effects that resonate throughout the entire bus line. If the 43 northbound is delayed by 4 minutes
arriving to Balboa Park BART station, it would be considered significantly late by city charter standards.
However, the SEIR doesn’t consider MUNI to be late through the Balboa Reservoir project zone unless it
is delayed by 4 minutes, independent of the city charter. Thus, if the 43 Masonic was late to Balboa Park
BART station by 3 minutes and further delayed through the BR Project zone by another 3 minutes, it
would not be considered significant by SEIR standards, but it would be considered significant by city
charter standards. Thus the allowable delay of 4 minutes through the BR project zone could be in
violation of city charter standards.
What does the project propose to do to expedite bus service, and what does the project propose to do
to improve emergency vehicle response times?
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Impact UT-1: Sufficient water
supplies are available to serve the
proposed project and reasonably
foreseeable future development in
normal, dry, and multiple dry years
unless the Bay Delta Plan
Amendment is implemented; in that
event the SFPUC may develop
new or expanded water supply
facilities to address shortfalls in
single and multiple dry years but
this would occur with or without the
proposed project. Impacts related
to new or expanded water supply
facilities cannot be identified at this
time or implemented in the near
term; instead, the SFPUC would
address supply shortfalls through
increased rationing, which could
result in significant cumulative
effects, but the project would not
make a considerable contribution to
impacts from increased rationing.

The loss of the 17.6 acre reservoir space will present a lost opportunity to
store drinking water during an emergency, as was originally intended in 1957
when it was constructed. In San Francisco, there are three terminal
reservoirs; the Sunset Reservoir, the University Mound Reservoir, and the
Merced Manor Reservoir. Together, they contain about 327 000 000 gallons of
water, which represents 79% of all the water in San Francisco Reservoirs.
According to the November 2018 issue of the Westside Observer, only 33% of
this water belongs to San Francisco. State Water Code 73503 states that the
water is jointly owned by San Francisco and the 27 wholesale water customers
(cities on the Peninsula). This means when a disaster occurs, San Francisco
is legally obligated to share the water equitably with Peninsula cities.
According to the August 12, 2003 minutes of the SF Public Utilities
Commission, after a major Earthquake, San Francisco could have as little as
86 000 000 gallons of water to serve a 900 000 population, or slightly less
than 100 gallons of water per person.
It is important to remember that our water comes to San Francisco from Hetch
Hetchy reservoir, approximately 170 miles away via transmission lines, which
must cross four significant faults in the SF Bay Area alone (the Calaveras,
Greenville, Hayward, and San Andreas). If a 9.0 earthquake were to occur,
which is the theoretical maximum magnitude of Earthquake to occur in San
Francisco, it would be about 10 times stronger than the 1906 earthquake and
100 times stronger than the 1989 earthquake. This has the potential to sever
all transmission of water from Hetch Hetchy to San Francisco.
The Balboa Reservoir represents an opportunity to store an additional 110 000
000 gallons approximately (based on 17 acres x depth of 20 feet). This water
storage capacity is not insignificant.
What does the project propose to do to increase our water storage when it
comes to firefighting capacity?
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I-Mauro
From:
To:
Subject:
Date:

jacqueline mauro
CPC.BalboaReservoir
Balboa reservoir
Wednesday, September 11, 2019 6:51:58 PM

This message is from outside the City email system. Do not open links or attachments from untrusted
sources.

Hi, I’m a local resident and I want to express my support for the balboa reservoir project.
50/50 affordable and market rate seems like a great balance. Thank you!
Jacqueline Mauro
-Jacqueline A. Mauro
Postdoctoral fellow
iSchool, UC Berkeley
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I-Medal
From:
To:
Cc:
Subject:
Date:

Tomasita Medal
CPC.BalboaReservoir; Poling, Jeanie (CPC)
Tomasita Medál
"Balboa Reservoir" SDEIR
Monday, September 23, 2019 10:16:59 AM

This message is from outside the City email system. Do not open links or attachments from untrusted
sources.

To the Planning Department:
Your SDEIR does not consider what would be the impact of this massive project on the Native American
students, the Pacific Islander students, the Latina and Latino students,
the Black students, the Asian students, and the disabled students of City College of San Francisco. All of
these students desperately need the education that City College offers.
The SDEIR needs to consider what would be the impact of this project on the students of color, the
working class students, and the disabled students of City College who need
a place to park while they snatch a class among their many work and family obligations. What will
happen to them if they lose access to a parking lot that they need?
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The voters of San Francisco in 2001 and 2005 voted to approve and fund a Performing Arts Education
Center on the upper parking lot, with the assumption that the lower parking lot,
now being called "Balboa Reservoir", would always be a part of the City College of San Francisco
campus, as it has been for a century, and leased from the Public Utilities Commission
since the 1940's. The design that was vetted for many years, and put on hold by a hostile "Trustee with
Extraordinary Powers", Robert Agrella, during the suspiciously timed bogus accreditation crisis based on
lies, then revived under the current elected trustees once they were re-installed, used up most of the
upper parking lot, and assumed the lower parking lot would be there for the use of the students during
class times, as well as the audiences who came to attend performances at the Performing Arts Education
Center.
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This project would totally disrupt the plans for a CCSF Performing Arts Education Center, which was
approved by San Francisco voters in 2001 and 2005. The voters' approved PAEC should take
precedence. The "Balboa Reservoir" should remain available for the use of City College students and
PAEC attendees. There are plenty of vacant lots throughout San Francisco that can be and should be
used for housing, but there is only one City College that serves people from throughout the entire City
and enables them to better their lives significantly. A for-profit development that crushes opportunities
for the people of color of this entire City should not go forward.
Not having parking would make attending classes for working class students who have family and work
obligations impossible. This project should be built in a different location.
Tomasita Medál
P.O. Box 22551
San Francisco, CA., 94122
tomasitamedal@gmail.com
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I-Mueller1
From:
To:
Subject:
Date:

Madeline Mueller
CPC.BalboaReservoir
Fwd: Balboa Reservoir Project, case # 2018 - 007883 ENV
Monday, September 23, 2019 11:25:44 AM

This message is from outside the City email system. Do not open links or attachments from untrusted
sources.

Please include this with my response to the Balboa Reservoir DSEIR.
I tried to send it with my response, but it may not have remained attached. My email account
returned both, but my gmail seems to be working.
Thanks,
Madeline Mueller
Music Department Chair
CCSF
---------- Forwarded message --------From: Madeline Mueller <madelinenmueller@gmail.com>
Date: Mon, Nov 12, 2018, 15:31
Subject: Balboa Reservoir Project, case # 2018 - 007883 ENV
To: <jeanie.poling@sfgov.org>
Jeanie Poling
San Francisco Planning Department
Dear Ms Poling
Please enter the following into the administrative record for Balboa Reservoir.
San Francisco is listed as a city with housing more dense than Tokyo and Hong Kong. In
America, San Francisco is second in density only to New York City. The proposed housing
project for the lower Balboa Reservoir would have housing five times more dense than the
surrounding area.
Thirty years ago a similar proposal involving a smaller number of housing units on the
Reservoir site was rejected by San Francisco voters. One of the major concerns for housing at
the site came from the fire department. The Chief had many reasons to not recommend
housing in the Balboa Reservoir, citing conditions which have become even more dangerous
over the years.
Increasing drought and the extreme winds coming through the reservoir gulch make a
perfect storm for the type of fires that we now see devastating entire towns in California. The
situation was dire before and now it's impossible to overstate the fire danger involving that
particular basin (and all surrounding neighborhoods ), a basin which is being proposed for
impossibly dense housing. The lack of immediate water sources made and still makes the
situation very bad. We've all seen what fires fed by strong horizontal winds, minus enough
water, can do to houses and buildings.
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The recent MUB building at City College and soon-to-be-built Performing Arts Education
Center on the college portion of the reservoir use geothermal energy sources. Has there been
research on the compatibility of the college's system with other projects ?
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It should be obvious that proposing an unsafe density of housing units next to one of the
3
largest and most successful Community Colleges in the State is not appropriate. It was wrong
30 years ago and it's wrong now.
The sheer noise factor of thousands of new residents warehoused next to a college with a
daily enrollment the size of a small city makes the educational environment totally
compromised. Plus, traffic gridlock in an area, already at the most negative level possible,
4
would with a large additional population pose tremendous problems (and dangers!) to both
the college and all of the surrounding neighborhoods. The area is not "transit rich", it is"'transit
gridlocked".
Also, since over 1,000 units of affordable student parking ( available via PUC leases to
CCSF since 1958) will be lost under the proposed development, doesn't it become
inappropriate that in order for a commuter school like City College to survive, it must ask San
Francisco taxpayers to fund parking structures on the college land. This land is already the site
of one of the most densely populated campuses in the State when comparing the number of
students per acre (and many of these CCSF acres are vertical) ?
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The State Chancellor's office for Community Colleges will not fund parking structures. The
cost must be borne by local residents. So in order to maintain a Community College that adult
learners in San Francisco wish and need, citizens will nqeed to pay hundreds of millions of
dollars via bond measures for parking structures !
In effect the PUC is being asked to transfer public land to private profit makers while at the
same time charging the public millions of dollars to do so if they wish to maintain their
college ------that truly does not make sense (!)
In reading through the Appendix B , CEQA Checklist, I have noted the following areas that at
the very least must be addressed during a full environmental review. This includes:
Aesthetics, section d
Air Quality, all sections
Community Resources, sections a through h
Hydrology and Water Quality,
probably all sections, especially f
Land Use and Planning, section a
Noise, sections a through d
Population and Housing, section a
Public Services , entire section (with the definition of a community college as a governmental
facility)
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Recreation, all sections
Transportation/Traffic, all sections
(a through g)
Utilities and Service Systems, all sections (a through g)
Mandatory Findings of Significance,
sections b and c
-----------------------Please include the language of all the above sections in the scoping requirements for CEQA.
Thank you,
Madeline Mueller
Faculty member and Music Department Chair, A-44, Room: Arts 209
415 239-3641
mmueller@ccsf.edu
City College of San Francisco
Freda Kahlo Way 94112
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I-Mueller2
From:
To:
Subject:
Date:

Madeline Mueller
CPC.BalboaReservoir
Fwd: Balboa Reservoir Project, case # 2018 - 007883 ENV plus DSEIR update
Monday, September 23, 2019 11:17:48 AM

This message is from outside the City email system. Do not open links or attachments from untrusted
sources.

---------- Forwarded message --------From: Madeline Mueller <mmueller@ccsf.edu>
Date: Mon, Sep 23, 2019, 11:03
Subject: Fwd: Balboa Reservoir Project, case # 2018 - 007883 ENV
To: Madeline Mueller <mmueller@ccsf.edu>, madelinenmueller@gmail.com
<madelinenmueller@gmail.com>

Sent from my T-Mobile 4G LTE Device

-------- Original message -------From: Madeline Mueller <mmueller@ccsf.edu>
Date: 9/23/19 10:55 (GMT-08:00)
To: CPC.BalboaResevoir@sfgov.org
Subject: Fwd: Balboa Reservoir Project, case # 2018 - 007883 ENV
The email below was sent during last year's CEQA process preceding the current
Balboa Reservoir DSEIR. In it, I noted areas which should have been reviewed in
this environmental impact report. Many were not; only a few were cherry-picked to be
addressed. I do not believe that this is fully legal. In particular, the areas of water
supply and safety have been largely ignored.
Appendix F: Water Supply Assessment contains the report given at a PUC hearing some
months ago concerning the availability of water for the proposed development. I was at that
hearing and clearly understood that such a supply was not actually assured except perhaps
under the somewhat mythical consideration: "during normal years". However, it is pretty
apparent that with climate change reality upon us, we cannot consider anything in the future to
be 'normal years' (!)
At that hearing and in appendix F, it was also made clear that detailed research into water
safety and the potential for urban fires was not addressed. Reports of lack of appropriate water
supplies in the western half of San Francisco, should there be fires, has been reported as
recently as a few days ago.
Also, the particular situation of the land under consideration for this extremely dense proposed

1

2

3

4

I-Mueller2
housing development was not fully researched in conjunction with the high wind velocity
coming directly from the ocean to that property through what is commonly called The Gap. In
this DSEIR, the only comments about wind concerned the effects that may be generated
involving tall buildings. It did not describe the actual complex wind situation in this particular
land area.
Please include these and my original concerns forwarded below into the DSEIR record.
Madeline Mueller
Music Department Chair
City College of San Francisco
Sent from my T-Mobile 4G LTE Device

4 (cont.)

I-Mulheim
From:
To:
Subject:
Date:

Fred Muhlheim
CPC.BalboaReservoir
Public Comment on the draft SEIR
Monday, September 23, 2019 4:49:08 PM

This message is from outside the City email system. Do not open links or attachments from untrusted
sources.

Dear Ms. Poling:
I find the draft SEIR for the Balboa Reservoir deficient in many ways. He
is my comment on some of them.
<!--[if !supportLists]-->1. <!--[endif]--> This is not a complete report.
It does not re-study many areas of the original Balboa Station Area Plan
that included a much smaller housing project. Much larger project =
larger impact.
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<!--[if !supportLists]-->2. <!--[endif]-->I find the report’s statements
regarding transportation and traffic greatly underestimate the impacts of
the proposed project.   As a transit first person, who has commuted to
CCSF on MUNI from Castro and Market for several years, I have had
experience with existing delays and trouble spots. Especially troubling are
statements where mitigation is not found necessary. I disagree.
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<!--[if !supportLists]-->3. <!--[endif]-->Here are some areas where I
find mitigation will be necessary if based on the already overburdened
streets and transit options. It is my fear that in many of these cases,
satisfactory mitigation is not feasible.
<!--[if !supportLists]-->· <!--[endif]-->Over the last year my
commute has frequently gone from 35 minutes to over an
hour.
<!--[if !supportLists]-->· <!--[endif]-->Heading to CCSF I
can take the Muni K directly from Castro and Market to Lee
Avenue station or transfer at Forrest Hill to the 43.
  Unfortunately K cars frequently stop for up to 10 minutes at
St Francis Circle to reconfigure and even during non peak
times, the ride down Ocean Avenue is very slow. Also there
are frequent delays in the tunnel. Busline 43 has its own set
of issues. Scheduled busses frequently fall out. Much of the
route is on curvy or very narrow streets and traffic on Frieda
Kahlo way can pack up to the point that walking from the
Judson/Kahlo stop to the Bookstore stop can be faster than
staying on the bus.
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<!--[if !supportLists]-->· <!--[endif]-->The central islands on
Ocean Avenue are dangerous. Undergrounding the K line on
Ocean would help in many areas, but is this a realistic
possibility?
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<!--[if !supportLists]-->· <!--[endif]-->When I walk past Lee
Ave, it is clear to this non-professional eye that entry to the
housing project via Lee Ave. extension will be a disaster.
Traffic and loading in and out of the Parking lot off Lee is
already problematic. Vehicular entry onto Ocean Ave. off
neighboring side streets is also already difficult.
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<!--[if !supportLists]-->· <!--[endif]-->Many residents in the
proposed project will opt for ride sharing services. We are
seen the negative effects of this on congestion in other parts of
the city.
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To date there is not a plan in place to provide mitigation for exacerbated
traffic and transportation conditions that will be caused by construction of
a project that is many times denser that the surrounding neighborhoods.
This monster sized project is inappropriate for this site.

Fred Muhlheim

Fred Muhlheim
fmuhlheim@yahoo.com
415-516-7425C
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From:
To:
Subject:
Date:

Ed Osawa
CPC.BalboaReservoir
Public Comment on draft SEIR for Balboa Reservoir development
Sunday, September 22, 2019 9:53:00 AM

This message is from outside the City email system. Do not open links or attachments from untrusted
sources.

Dear Members of the Committee –
I am a resident of the neighborhood adjacent to the proposed Balboa Reservoir development. The following are my
comments in response to the recently released draft SEIR.
The SEIR acknowledges that for all options there will be “significant and unavoidable negative impact to traffic that
cannot be mitigated”. While this statement is diluted in the SEIR by other boilerplate environmental analyses, and while
the CEQA guidelines have unfortunately replaced “automotive delay” with a less-meaningful “vehicular miles traveled”
(VMT) metric, it is undoubtedly the greatest single impact to the environment and to the safety of the neighborhood of
the proposed site.
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Most critically, according to the proposal the only vehicular inlet into an 1100 unit housing development is a single
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lane northbound on Lee Avenue from Ocean Avenue. This would seem to be wholly inadequate. Additionally,
that single lane on Lee will also be potentially occupied by truck loading activities for Whole Foods and neighboring
businesses.  
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Ocean Avenue is already beset with heavy traffic at most hours of the day.   Traffic is often down to a single lane due to
Muni traffic, cars turning left, and double-parked vehicles. This will now become intolerably congested.   The existence
of several offset intersections (at Ocean/Geneva/Frida Kahlo, Ocean/Brighton, and Ocean/Plymouth) also contributes
to poor traffic flow and to vehicular safety issues.
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The analysis of an additional automotive access route (Alternative C, pages 6-29 to 6-44) focuses disproportionately on
the impact on a short tab of a street that will access the project (San Ramon Way) rather than the broader impact on the
narrow streets that would feed into that access. These feeder streets are two-way but de facto single lane roads due to
parking, and even today cars routinely must leapfrog from driveway cutout to cutout as they pass in opposite
directions.   A somewhat comical argument is made in the Alternative C analysis that the increased congestion will result
in safer driving conditions as traffic speed will be reduced; indeed, it is difficult to have an injurious accident in a
gridlock situation. The analysis also fails to adequately account for the likely increase in bicycle traffic along Plymouth
and other feeder streets, as San Ramon will become a useful shortcut for bicyclists to get to City College.
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There will also be significant impact to freeway traffic. Even today, the off-ramp from NB280 to Geneva is frequently
backed up well onto the main traffic of NB280, resulting in extremely hazardous traffic conditions. It is noted that most
of the exiting cars are turning east onto Geneva away from the proposal site, as this ramp is the primary access to the
Outer Mission and Cow Palace areas – with the project site added as a destination in the westbound direction from the
ramp, one can expect a bad situation to grow much worse. The off-ramp from SB280 to Ocean is likewise backed up
onto the freeway proper during most commute hours.
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The proposed site is indeed closely situated to many public transit options. However, given the proximity to I-280, the
uphill walk to BART, and the remoteness from many of the attractions of the city, it is highly optimistic to assume that
there will be a mass influx of non-automotive households that would mitigate the traffic and parking burden.
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I appreciate the need for more housing in San Francisco, but the current proposals are out of scale for the neighborhood
and have not adequately addressed critical deficiencies in traffic flow and parking. I would urge the adoption of the
lowest density alternative option for the development. By no means should the higher density option be considered.
Other suggestions and comments include the following:
Widen the Lee Avenue access to two lanes (no parking zones, narrower sidewalk) with the construction of a truck
·
loading zone off the street, and have dedicated turn lanes off of Ocean.
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·

Reconfigure the intersection of Ocean/Geneva/Frida Kahlo to remove the offset and improve traffic flow.

10 (cont.)

·
The lanes in the Phelan Loop bus terminal are often vacant and underutilized and could be reconfigured to provide
another vehicle access to and from the development.
If the San Ramon access alternative must be implemented, perhaps Plymouth Ave can be configured as one way
·
northbound from Ocean (not southbound, as the offset intersection at Ocean/Plymouth would get congested).
There must be an increased frequency of mass transit options (Muni). Transit vehicles according to current
·
schedules often are completely full.
Take traffic pressure off of Ocean Avenue by improving the San Jose / Mission St off-ramp from SB280 and the
·
Sagamore/Alemany/Brotherhood corridor to make that the primary westbound route off of 280.
Consideration must be given to the impact of construction noise on the classrooms at Riordan High, as work will
·
be done during school hours.
Respectfully,
Ed Osawa
40 Eastwood Drive
San Francisco, CA 94112
sfosawa@yahoo.com
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I-Osten
From:
To:
Subject:
Date:

Scott
CPC.BalboaReservoir
Balboa Park Reservoir Development
Thursday, September 19, 2019 7:56:38 AM

This message is from outside the City email system. Do not open links or attachments from untrusted sources.

As the homeowners at 1222 Plymouth Avenue, we are opposed to any proposal for more than the least amount of
density, number of units possible and the highest percentage of parking spaces.
We are also opposed to the opening of San Ramon Avenue to traffic as this would directly impact parking and
activity in front of our home.
Thank you.
G. Scott Osten
Ralph J. Torrez
Sent from my iPhone
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I-Pederson2
From:
To:
Cc:
Subject:
Date:

Christopher Pederson
CPC.BalboaReservoir
Yee, Norman (BOS); Jones, Sarah (MTA)
Comments on Draft SEIR for Balboa Reservoir project
Monday, September 23, 2019 10:31:22 AM

This message is from outside the City email system. Do not open links or attachments from untrusted
sources.

Dear Ms. Poling:
Thank you for this opportunity to comment on the draft subsequent environmental impact
report (“Draft”) for the Balboa Reservoir project.
Although the Draft is sufficient in most respects, it is deficient in three different ways: it
misidentifies the environmentally superior alternative, it fails to adequately evaluate the
environmental impacts of the 750-space public parking garage included in the developer’s
proposed option, and it does not adequately address potential impacts to public transit.
A. The Additional Housing Option is the Environmentally Superior Alternative.
The Draft identifies the no project alternative as the environmentally superior alternative.
Aside from the no project alternative, it identifies the alternative that requires a six-year
construction period as environmentally superior. It also opines that a reduced density version
of the project constructed over a six-year period, if feasible, would further reduce
environmental impacts.
The Draft’s evaluation of which alternative is environmentally superior is fundamentally
flawed because it fails to address the adverse environmental consequences of providing less
housing than proposed in the Additional Housing Option and of constructing the public
parking garage component of the developer’s proposed option.
The most urgent environmental problem that the world and the state face today is climate
change. (IPCC, Climate Change 2014, Synthesis Report; Cal. Health & Safety Code, section
38501.) In 2017, transportation accounted for 41% of California’s greenhouse gas (“GHG”)
emissions and 46% of San Francisco’s GHG emissions. (California Air Resources Board
(CARB), California Greenhouse Gas Emission Inventory: 2000-2017 (2019 Edition);
sfenvironment.org/carbonfootprint.) The California Air Resources Board has concluded that
California cannot meet its GHG reduction goals unless it substantially reduces vehicle miles
travelled (“VMT”). (CARB, California’s 2017 Climate Change Scoping Plan: The Strategy
for Achieving California’s 2030 Greenhouse Gas Target; CARB, 2018 Progress Report,
California’s Sustainable Communities and Climate Protection Act (Nov. 2018), pages 5, 2728.) A primary strategy for reducing VMT is locating multi-family housing close to major
employment centers, public transit, and other amenities such as neighborhood commercial
districts. Unfortunately, restrictions on residential development within the major urban cores
of the state present a major obstacle to accomplishing the state’s GHG emissions reduction
goals. (CARB, 2018 Progress Report, pages 46, 53, 63-64.)
The Balboa Reservoir is unusually well-suited to be the location of high-density residential
development because it is (1) immediately adjacent to City College, a major employment
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center and trip generator; (2) within easy walking distance of multiple transit lines, including
BART and Muni lines KT, 8, 8BX, 29, 43, 49, 54, and 91 (and also the J, M, 28R, and 88
lines, which serve the Balboa Park BART station); and (3) adjacent to the Ocean Avenue
neighborhood commercial district. To deny or reduce the amount of multi-family housing
there would directly impede the state’s efforts to reduce the most significant environmental
impact of them all: climate change.

4 (cont.)

The potential adverse environmental impacts identified in the Draft all pale in comparison to
the environmental impacts of climate change. To treat temporary construction-related noise
and air quality impacts and traffic challenges associated with loading for the adjacent Whole
Foods grocery store as more significant than climate change is self-evidently ludicrous. More
importantly, the Draft’s failure to provide a reasonable evaluation of the magnitude and
significance of the very different kinds of environmental impacts that the City’s action on this
project might have means that it is not adequately informing decision-makers and the public
about the potential environmental consequences of the City’s action.
In addition, as discussed in more detail below, the Draft fails to address how the proposed
public parking garage will undercut City College’s efforts to reduce automobile commuting
and thereby induce more GHG emissions and VMT than would occur if the public parking
garage is not constructed.
The Draft’s alternatives analysis should therefore be revised to address the environmental
consequences of providing less housing than proposed in the Additional Housing Option and
of providing the public parking garage. Once that analysis is provided, the SEIR should
conclude that the Additional Housing Option is the environmentally superior alternative
because it provides the most housing in a manner that is likely to result in the lowest per capita
VMT and GHG emissions, thereby advancing the state’s strategy for addressing the climate
crisis.
B.
The Draft fails to identify and evaluate the environmental impacts of the proposed
public parking garage.
The Draft’s assertion that the public parking garage included in the Developer’s Proposed
Option will not have any environmental impacts because it is replacing parking that already
exists is fundamentally flawed.
According to the City College of San Francisco Transportation Demand Management (TDM)
and Parking Plan (March 15, 2019), City College currently has excess parking even during the
peak parking demand period of the first week of each semester. It has almost 1,000 excess
parking spaces on typical semester days. It has an excess supply even though City College
provides parking for free to its employees and at very low cost to its students ($40 per
semester, $20 per semester for those receiving financial aid, or $3 for a daily pass).
In light of its glut of free or low-cost parking, it is unsurprising that City College has very high
rates of commuting by solo drivers. 66 percent of City College employees drive alone to the
Ocean campus. This is almost double the citywide average of 34% (Metropolitan
Transportation Commission data for 2018). Similarly, only 5 percent of City College
employees walk or bike to the Ocean campus in comparison to the citywide average of 10%,
even though a substantial portion of City College employees and students live within three
miles of the Ocean campus. A lower percentage of students drive alone to campus (33%), but
the TDM and Parking Management Plan concludes that student drivers are especially likely to
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switch modes of transportation if parking is restricted or becomes more expensive.

5 (cont.)

Projecting into the future, assuming 25% growth in student enrollment, the TDM and Parking
Management Plan projects that a robust TDM program would be sufficient to avoid any
parking shortfall on a typical semester day even if the Balboa Reservoir is developed without
any replacement parking. If the Performing Arts and Education Center (PAEC) is constructed
on an existing City College-owned parking lot, there might be unserved parking demand of up
to 415 spaces on a typical semester day, but that assumes no shift in parking demand due to
limited supply. According to surveys of employees and students, up to 60% of drivers are
likely to shift modes if parking becomes more difficult to obtain. Adding that shift in demand,
the unserved parking demand if the Balboa Reservoir is developed without replacement
parking, the PAEC is constructed, and enrollment increases by 25% is only 166 spaces.
The Draft has no discussion whatsoever about how construction of a 750-space public parking
garage would affect parking demand or the effectiveness of City College’s TDM program.
Given that the availability of parking encourages more people to drive, the Draft should be
revised to address how the proposed public parking garage is likely to result in more VMT and
GHG emissions than if it weren’t included in the project.
The Draft is also entirely silent about the rationale for the size of the public parking garage.
Even if both the Balboa Reservoir project and the PAEC are constructed and the student body
increases by 25%, the unserved parking demand on a typical semester day (either 415 spaces
or 166 spaces, depending on how supply constraints affect demand) would be far less than 750
spaces if City College implements a robust TDM program. Given that the peak parking
demand during the first week of each semester occurs only about 20 hours each year, the peak
parking demand hardly seems a plausible rationale for the size of the garage. The only
remaining rationale would appear to be a desire to perpetuate current commute patterns and
parking demands despite the VMT and GHG emissions that those generate. The Draft should
be revised to explain the reason for the size of the proposed public parking garage, the
environmental impacts of a garage of that size (e.g., increased VMT and GHG emissions), and
whether those environmental impacts could be reduced by shrinking or eliminating the public
parking garage.
The Draft is also silent about how the public parking garage will be financed. If the developer
will fund the garage with proceeds from the residential development, that raises the question
about why those proceeds couldn’t instead be used to fund more below-market rate housing.
If the public parking garage will be paid for with public funds (either the City’s or City
College’s), that should be disclosed as well. The Draft should address how any subsidy
(whether public or private) for the garage would reduce the parking fees and thereby generate
additional parking demand, VMT, and GHG emissions.

6

If the public parking garage will be financed entirely by parking fees paid by users of the
garage, the Draft should address whether the garage will be financially viable. Those who
currently commute to City College either park for free or pay nominal fees. It is unlikely that
they would be willing to pay the kind of substantial fees that would be necessary to pay for
construction of a 750-space garage.
If the users of the parking garage are instead anticipated to be the residents of the Balboa
Reservoir project, that would be an end run around the City’s and the developer’s agreement
that the overall parking ratio for the residential component of the project would by 0.5 parking
spaces per residence. Using the public parking garage as residential parking would also mean
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that the project would exceed the zoning code’s maximum 1:1 parking ratio for the site.
Finally, the Draft is entirely silent about how the parking rates for the garage would be
structured. For example, would the daily rate be lower than 8 hours of the hourly rate? Would
weekly, monthly, semester, or annual rates be allowed? If rates for periods longer than one day
would be allowed, the Draft should address whether such rates would reduce incentives for
commuters to take transit, walk, or bike on days during those periods when the commuter
doesn’t need to drive. Finally, would the rates and any leasing arrangements be structured so
that any employer who pays for spaces within the garage on behalf of its employees would be
subject to California’s parking cash-out statute? (See Cal. Health & Safety Code, section
43845.) The Draft should address how the fee structure and the applicability of the parking
cash-out statute would affect VMT and GHG emissions.
C.

The Draft does not adequately address the impacts of the project on transit.

7 (cont.)
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The Draft does not adequately explain how the City determined that an additional four minutes
of delay for Muni routes in the vicinity of the project should be the threshold of significance
for transit delays. Muni currently experiences significant delays related to traffic congestion
when City College is in session and to congestion caused by drivers attempting to turn at the
intersection of Ocean and Brighton, where the entrance to the Whole Foods parking garage is
located. In light of already existing delays for Muni service, the threshold of significance for
additional transit delays should be less than four minutes.
In addition, in order to minimize VMT and GHG emissions associated with the project and
with reasonably foreseeable development and expansion at City College, the City should
implement transit improvements prior to occupancy of the project. Appropriate prior-tooccupancy mitigation measures include:
<!--[if !supportLists]-->1.
Ocean and Brighton.

<!--[endif]-->Restrict left turns at the intersection of

<!--[if !supportLists]-->2.
<!--[endif]-->Install transit signal preemption or priority
at all traffic lights on Ocean between San Jose and Junipero Serra and on
Geneva between San Jose and Ocean. (Preemption is preferable, though
priority might be acceptable at intersections with major cross streets such as
Frida Kahlo and Junipero Serra.)
<!--[if !supportLists]-->3.
<!--[endif]-->Give Muni lines higher priority at St.
Francis Circle and West Portal. (Although St. Francis Circle and West Portal
are a fair distance away from the project, delays there significantly degrade the
speed and reliability of the K.)
<!--[if !supportLists]-->4.
<!--[endif]-->Modify Muni stops along Ocean so that
they can all accommodate two-car boarding for the K line.
<!--[if !supportLists]-->5.
<!--[endif]-->Require Whole Foods to install electronic
signage on Ocean Avenue to indicate when its garage is full. (This could
potentially be done as part of an enforcement action to address Whole Foods’
violation of loading requirements.)
D.

Miscellaneous
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The Draft should address whether dedicating a substantial portion of the project to housing
City College employees and/or students would minimize traffic-related impacts of the project
and whether such dedication would be feasible.
The Draft should clarify why potential loading impacts caused by Whole Foods’ failure to
comply with permit requirements are treated as impacts caused by the Balboa Reservoir
project. The City could resolve those impacts by simply requiring Whole Foods to comply
with existing legal requirements.
Thank you for your consideration of these comments.
Sincerely,
Christopher Pederson
18 Dorado Terrace Apt. 28
San Francisco, CA 94112
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I-Randolph
From:
To:
Subject:
Date:
Attachments:

Yonathan
CPC.BalboaReservoir
Balboa Reservoir EIR comments
Monday, September 23, 2019 3:34:40 PM
balboa PDA.png

This message is from outside the City email system. Do not open links or attachments from untrusted
sources.

Thank you for this draft program EIR for the Balboa Reservoir Project. San Francisco and the
Bay Area are in desperate need of more housing in order to reduce displacement, increase
access to opportunity, and reduce wealth inequality. This SEIR is a necessary step in the
development of the Balboa Reservoir.
However, I think it is deficient in its discussion of cumulative greenhouse gas emissions and
traffic impacts.
In two tables (Table S-3, Table 6-6) and in the discussion of the alternatives in 6.C (p. 6-14),
the EIR says that the No Project Alternative would have No Impact (NI) on greenhouse gas
(GHG) emissions, whereas the proposed project would have a Less than Significant (LTS)
impact on GHG emissions. Therefore, section 6.D concludes that “the No Project Alternative
would be the environmentally superior alternative because it would result in no impacts to all
resources”.
I believe this is in direct conflict with the Plan Bay Area 2040 FEIR, which finds that the “No
Project and Main Streets Alternatives would result in a greater number of significant and
unavoidable impacts compared to the proposed Plan” of concentrating jobs and housing in
Priority Development Areas (PDAs) (p. ES-8). Indeed, the whole purpose of SB 375 (2008)
and Plan Bay Area was to reduce GHG emissions by concentrating jobs and housing near
transit. The Plan Bay Area 2040 EIR may be used “as the basis for cumulative analysis of
specific project impacts” (Section 1.1.6).
This is relevant because the Balboa Reservoir is the biggest single development in the Balboa
Park PDA (see screenshot of PDA map, below). It is minutes away by foot from the Balboa
Park BART station and numerous Muni light rail and bus lines.

If the project were not built, the people who would have lived there do not simply vanish.
Instead, they move further away in the Bay Area or elsewhere in the United States with worse
transit service. By excluding reasonable estimates of per capita GHG emissions under the No
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Project Alternative, the Draft EIR makes it impossible to compare GHG impacts among the
No Project, Reduced Density, Developer’s Proposed Project, and Additional Housing
alternatives.
The same reasoning applies to VMT, though to your credit Table 3.B-9 includes a comparison
of local VMT to Bay Area VMT that shows that Balboa Park area residents are likely to drive
less per capita.
In my opinion, developing the Balboa Reservoir to the highest density is likely to have lower
cumulative 2040 impacts on greenhouse gas emissions and traffic than any of the alternatives,
including the no project alternative.
Thank you.
Yonathan Randolph

1 (cont.)

I-Schneider1
From:
To:
Subject:
Date:

Benjamin Schneider
Fung, Frank (CPC); richhillissf@gmail.com; Melgar, Myrna (CPC); Johnson, Milicent (CPC); Koppel, Joel (CPC);
Moore, Kathrin (CPC); Richards, Dennis (CPC); CPC.BalboaReservoir
Support the Balboa Reservoir Plan
Wednesday, September 11, 2019 7:27:03 PM

This message is from outside the City email system. Do not open links or attachments from untrusted
sources.

Dear Members of the Planning Commission,
As a resident of Ingleside Terraces in District 7, and a frequent patron of the Ocean Avenue
corridor, I'm writing to ask that you support the Balboa Reservoir plan at tomorrow's meeting.
The 50-50 affordable and market rate housing mix is an excellent ratio, similar to what is seen
in many other countries with more enlightened housing policies. The neighborhood will
greatly benefit from more foot traffic, and more people to advocate for better transit and bike
infrastructure. My only reservation is that there are not more units planned for this site. We
should not be afraid to go up to 10 or more stories. Please do not let the naysayers "preserve"
this parking lot.
Thank you,
Benjamin Schneider
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I-Simon
From:
To:
Subject:
Date:
Attachments:

Leslie Simon
CPC.BalboaReservoir; Poling, Jeanie (CPC)
Re: SDEIR Balboa Reservoir Project
Tuesday, September 17, 2019 12:13:13 PM
Bal REs Alternative_081118 copy.pdf

This message is from outside the City email system. Do not open links or attachments from untrusted
sources.

September 17, 2019

Leslie Simon
117 Brewster Street
San Francisco, CA 94110
lsimon@ccsf.edu

Jeanie Poling
San Francisco Planning Department
1650 Mission Street,Suite 400
San Francisco, California 94103
Re: Balboa Reservoir Project
Case No: 2018-007883ENV
Dear Jeanie Poling:

This letter is to describe an adverse impact on City College of San Francisco (CCSF) of the
development in the Balboa Reservoir, which has NOT been addressed by the Draft
Subsequent Environmental Impact Report (DSEIR). The Balboa Reservoir Project DSEIR
fails to place CCSF as being the main feature of the vicinity's "existing or baseline
conditions." Since CCSF is not made the main feature of the baseline condition, the
Reservoir's impact on CCSF is discounted and minimized as "less than significant." This is
an unacceptable and justifiably illegal consequence of the DSEIR.

1

This letter also asserts that the DSEIR does not adequately address the alternative for
100% affordable housing on the Balboa Reservoir site.

2

1. Transportation

3

Impact on City College of San Francisco

The DRAFT SEIR says: "... it would be speculative to conclude that the loss of parking
would lead to substantial adverse impacts..." and concludes that loss of parking for City
College would be "less than significant, and no mitigation measures are necessary." Yet
the Draft SEIR itself relies on the speculation that "likely, the shortfall in parking supply
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would cause some drivers to shift to another mode of travel, others to rearrange their
schedule to travel at other times of day..." It avoids assessing the possibility that students
might stop attending CCSF. The report must consider the true impact on student
attendance and enrollment and also on gig-working part-time instructors who have to
travel between multiple community college sites.
The DRAFT SEIR claims that CCSF TDM/Sustainability Plan has a performance objective
to reduce automobile trips, with which the removal of parking at the project site would
not conflict. But just because it doesn’t conflict with the TDM/Sustainability Plan doesn’t
mean there is no impact on the public service of CCSF. The current use of the Reservoir
serves a public benefit in providing physical access to education.
The description of the existing condition avoids identifying the project site as a student
parking lot that furthers a public purpose and benefit by providing physical access to a
commuter school's educational public service.
CEQA requires a baseline determination of existing conditions upon which
environmental impact of a project will be assessed.

In reality it serves an important public purpose of providing student parking that
enables community access to education. It also keeps students away from parking in the
neighborhoods, blocking residential driveways.
From the beginning of the Reservoir Project’s public engagement process, The City Team
had already substantively disregarded community concern about parking and
transportation. Disregard for community concerns regarding parking and circulation
was due to the realignment in the assessment of Transportation from Level of Service
(LOS) to Vehicle Miles Travelled (VMT). The City Team has relied on the interpretation of
parking and circulation impacts to merely be social and/or economic effects not covered
by CEQA.
There is no substantial evidence that the TDM would be able to resolve the effects of lost
student parking on student enrollment.

Although New Public Resources Code Section 21099 exempts parking adequacy as a
CEQA impact, it does not exempt the secondary impact of adequate parking on CCSF's
public educational service. Student parking, being the existing condition and setting,
cannot be bypassed by extending 21099's parking exemption onto the elimination of the
public benefit of providing access to a commuter college.

The DRAFT SEIR must consider the impact of reduced parking without first putting
viable transportation options in place.According to a CCSF Ocean Campus Survey of
CCSF students and workers conducted in May 2016, 45.7% commuted by car. City
College is a commuter school.

3 (cont.)
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Inside Higher Ed reported on a survey that detailed Community College students’
challenges. The researcher said, “The biggest surprise we had was parking [rated at #5].
This is a big issue for them because of personal schedules or work schedules.” (February
12, 2019)

7 (cont.)

Although reducing car usage in general is a commendable goal, the Reservoir Project’s
elimination of the baseline environmental setting of the 1,000-space student parking lot
will have the undesirable effect of discouraging enrollment at City College.

8

FYI the proposed public parking by the Balboa Reservoir Project will be too expensive
(estimated cost is $12-$20/day while students now pay $3/day or $40/semester) for
City College students. Instead it will serve BART commuters with high paying jobs.

9

The Balboa Reservoir Project will bring in 2,200 adult residents and will supplant all
1,007 spaces from the Lower Lot decreasing capacity parking for City College students by
50%. This will further erode enrollment at the College. The Balboa Reservoir Project will
succeed in permanently shrinking City College, a deeply adverse impact on the College.

The proposed Reservoir development has forced City College to include in its Facilities
Master Plan two to three new parking structures to make up for the loss of existing
parking in the PUC Reservoir. This secondary impact must be addressed.

To alleviate this impact consider these proposals:
--establish a shuttle to BART from Frida Kahlo Way and offer free public transportation
for college students (won for K-12 students in 2013);
--increase service on the lines serving the Reservoir area: K, 29, 43, 54, 15, and 8
Bayshore, and 49.

Only then can students with multiple responsibilities consider public transit as a means
of getting to and from jobs and children’s schools. Only then can they give up parking in
the Balboa Reservoir allowing 100% affordable housing to be built on public land,
leaving green space and enough parking for those students for whom even improved
public transit will not alleviate their need to drive to school.
2. Unfair Burden on CCSF’s Facilities Master Plan

The Balboa Reservoir Project is forcing City College to include new parking garages in its
Facilities Master Plan (FMP). But where will the funding for the ambitious FMP come
from? One of the proposed sources is a nearly billion-dollar bond measure not even on
the ballot yet, let alone approved by the voters. Why force this added burden on one of
the most treasured of San Francisco’s institutions when it is struggling to regain its
health?
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The project has already cost the college. The original PAEC (Performing Arts Education
Center) is going through a major re-design to accommodate the loss of parking.

10 (cont.)

When the Performing Arts and Education Center (approved by voters in bond measures
in 2001 and 2005) is built on the Upper Reservoir, aka Upper Lot, at least 200 spaces will
be lost, boosting usage to 80% of available space. When the 25% drop in enrollment is
restored, then approximately 400 more parking spaces will be needed pushing the
combined lot’s usage back to about 100% capacity.
3. Alternative Plan
We refer you to an article by Joseph Smooke and Dyan Ruiz “Five Reasons Why San
Francisco Must Not Give Up Public Land for Market Rate Development” (Truth-out, April
3, 2015). Smooke and Ruiz argue “You can’t solve an affordable housing problem by
building luxury housing.” They further explain “…for every 100 market-rate units the city
allows on public sites, there are another 43 affordable units that need to be built to
compensate.” This data comes from a 2007 study commissioned by the Planning
Department. The people who serve folks in the market-rate housing will be forced to live
far away from San Francisco contributing to further traffic congestion in the Bay Area
region and seriously reducing their quality of life.
At most the Balboa Reservoir Project will offer 33% housing that is affordable to people
with teachers salaries and below. That would provide about 350 units. An alternative
plan would build 350 units only, all of them affordable (100%) to people with teachers’
salaries and below. A model for this plan exists adjacent to the Balboa Reservoir at 1100
Ocean, a development built on public land and 100% affordable. The possibility of this
model must be explored.

11

I have attached a sketch that shows how these units would fit into the Lower Lot of the
Reservoir. Alternative funding sources could include a proposed municipal bank and a
reassessment of under-assessed commercial properties or a change in the Twitter tax. It
is not necessary to use unneeded luxury housing, which create the need for a substantial
number of additional affordable units, to fund affordable units.

Until funding for 100% affordable housing for the number of units that could be
established in the Lower Lot in a sequenced manner so as not to radically reduce parking
before public transit has been improved, no housing should be built on the Balboa
Reservoir because it will have an adverse impact on the enrollment and consequent
health of City College of San Francisco.
The attached alternative plan shows three structures, which could be built in phases, so
that when the promised better transit services are established, some of the Lower Lot
could be dedicated incrementally to affordable housing. I request that this alternative
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plan be explored.

4. DSEIR 6-58 100% Affordable Housing

12 (cont.)

13

The DRAFT SEIR must consider the option of using this public land to build 100%
affordable housing. San Francisco is woefully behind in creation of affordable housing,
and yet, this Draft SEIR simply dismisses the option of dedicating this publicly owned
property to affordable housing only. It does not even consider the recommended option
of its own PEIR of 500 housing units for the lower Balboa Reservoir dedicated to those
earning less than 120 percent of median area income.

Instead it accepts the premise of creating market rate housing in order to obtain
affordable housing without exploring possible funding for a greater number of affordable
units, without the market rate housing—which would have a smaller environmental
impact to the areas already identified: noise, air quality and transportation.

One of the greatest obstacles to building affordable housing is the price of land. In San
Francisco this obstacle is even more formidable than in other areas of the country. The
City of San Francisco already owns this parcel, so why is the City of San Francisco
planning to sell public land that it already owns to a private developer that will build
mostly market rate housing in a neighborhood where affordable housing makes more
sense?

A development solely devoted to affordable housing would better blend with the
residents of this working class neighborhood. The proposed development of mostly
market rate units leaves these residents vulnerable to displacement due to gentrification.
The adjacent neighborhood, Excelsior, is also a working class neighborhood vulnerable
to displacement due to gentrification.
I again refer you to an article by Joseph Smooke and Dyan Ruiz “Five Reasons Why San
Francisco Must Not Give Up Public Land for Market Rate Development” (Truth-out, April
3, 2015).

Policy 4.5.1 in the BPSAP says that when offering public land for development, first
consideration should be given by these agencies to the development of housing
affordable to individuals or families making less than 120 percent of the area median
income.

The DRAFT SEIR does not consider the impact of increasing the number of units from the
original recommendation in the PEIR. The Reservoir Project’s two options are for 1,100
units and for 1,550 units. The Balboa Park Station PEIR’s Housing option for the
Reservoir referred to 425-500 units.

14
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From the 425-500 units indicated in the PEIR to the 1,100-1,550 units indicated in the
Draft SEIR constitutes an increase of 109.9% to 264.7% over and above the Balboa Park
Station PEIR. The increased number of units between the BPS Program EIR to the
Reservoir Subsequent EIR constitutes “substantial unplanned growth.”

5. Educator Housing (Alternative Plan/100% Affordable)
The DRAFT SEIR must consider the possibility of using this public land to build dedicated
educator housing. Most recently, the City of San Francisco has committed current and
future funding for educator housing. Since approval of the PEIR the City of San Francisco
has also identified a great need for housing dedicated to educators. The lower Balboa
Reservoir is surrounded by schools whose teachers would be able to walk to work if they
lived there.
Thank you for addressing this complaint and alternative suggestion that was NOT taken
into consideration in the DSEIR for Balbo Reservoir.
Sincerely,
Leslie Simon
Faculty, City College of San Francisco
Leslie Simon
Interdisciplinary Studies Instructor
City College of San Francisco
50 Frida Kahlo Way, SF 94112
Mailbox: Mission
Office: Mission 264
Voice: 415-920-6023
www.ccsf.edu/groundswell
fridakahloway.wordpress.com

Please sign up for "Introduction to Museum Studies," IDST 3, for Fall 2019
CRN: 78260 Thursdays, 2:10-5 p.m. at Downtown Campus and multiple museums

14 (cont.)
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I-Smith
From:
To:
Subject:
Date:

Aaron Smith
Fung, Frank (CPC); richhillissf@gmail.com; Melgar, Myrna (CPC); Johnson, Milicent (CPC); Koppel, Joel (CPC);
Moore, Kathrin (CPC); Richards, Dennis (CPC); CPC.BalboaReservoir
Balboa Reservoir Project
Thursday, September 12, 2019 11:50:48 AM

This message is from outside the City email system. Do not open links or attachments from untrusted
sources.

Dear public servants,
As a member of your community I am thankful for the hard work you put in to improve our
city and support our citizens. I am writing to register my viewpoint on the matter of the
development of the Balboa Reservoir parking lot --which is up for public comment today.
Everyone in SF is shouldering the burden of an extreme lack of housing supply. This state of
affairs puts enormous strain on those among us with the least means, and drives people to
blame any number of important but ultimately tertiary reasons for the strain. I am writing this
note to make clear that as a member of the community I wholeheartedly support attempts like
this one to increase housing density while supplying (50%!! amazing) subsidized units.
Unfortunately, I am afraid the folks in the community who speak the loudest will be the ones
who oppose all development, not understanding that by restricting development of new
housing they will only increase our peril.
Please do the right thing by your community and your city and forward this beneficial project.
Aaron Smith,
San Francisco, CA
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I-Subin
From:
To:
Cc:
Subject:
Date:

Zack Subin
Fung, Frank (CPC); richhillissf@gmail.com; Melgar, Myrna (CPC); Johnson, Milicent (CPC); Koppel, Joel (CPC);
Moore, Kathrin (CPC); Richards, Dennis (CPC)
CPC.BalboaReservoir; Poling, Jeanie (CPC)
Please support more homes and less parking at the Balboa Reservoir!
Wednesday, September 11, 2019 9:59:53 PM

This message is from outside the City email system. Do not open links or attachments from untrusted
sources.

Dear Commission Members,
I recently moved to Ocean View with my husband in 2018 after my parents'-in-law
helped us buy a house, after 2 years of living at their house. It is a small house (1000
square feet), and one of the few places we could afford in SF-- even with pretty good
incomes. As an older Millennial, many of my peers and colleagues are not so lucky,
and I keep seeing them move away or continue to live with parents because of the
cost of housing-- not to mention the surge in homelessness and the new class of
supercommuters.
Under these conditions, building new housing on a vast surface parking lot near a
college and the biggest transit hub in the western half of the city, with 50% dedicated
affordable housing, should be an absolute no-brainer. I would love to have seen
more units than the 1,500 units considered, but we should absolutely have 1,500
rather than 1,100: we need homes for people, not cars! Reserving large amounts of
off-street parking does not effectively reduce congestion and parking scarcity but
rather facilitates continued car-dependence-- which is in direct contradiction to the
city's recently published "Focus 2030" report that set a strong goal for getting people
out of cars into healthier, more sustainable modes of transportation. I hope that the
draft EIR appropriately considered this: the reductions in greenhouse gas emissions
associated with allowing more dense urban infill in a transit-rich neighborhood, rather
than seeing those same people housed in distant sprawl, have been well-documented
and should be noted.
Finally, these new homes would be a great improvement to the neighborhood-- I
would get access to new green space, new bike routes, and have more people on the
street to make for safe, vibrant conditions on Ocean Ave. that will help local
businesses thrive.
Sincerely,
Zack Subin
192 Caine Ave
___________________________________________________
Zack Subin
San Francisco, CA 94112
subin@post.harvard.edu | subin@berkeley.edu | zachary.subin@ethree.com
https://www.facebook.com/zsubin
https://twitter.com/zack_subin
https://www.linkedin.com/in/zachary-subin-9b6435bb/
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I-Tarquino
From:
To:
Subject:
Date:

esleve@yahoo.com
CPC.BalboaReservoir
NO to selling Balboa Resevoir to Private Developer
Thursday, September 12, 2019 3:03:50 PM

This message is from outside the City email system. Do not open links or attachments from untrusted
sources.

I'm frankly terrified at the idea of having the reservoir sold to a Private
developer. PLEASE don't.

1

I live in Westwood Park. I'm a student and a former instructor of
CCSF. As a former coordinator of a CCSF academic program, it is
now very difficult to find instructors as there aren't affordable
housing and many of the positions are part time. Even full time
instructors find it difficult to live in S.F. SO:
* The DRAFT SEIR must consider the option of using this public land to
build 100% affordable housing
The Draft SEIR states the need to “DEVELOP THE RESERVOIRS IN A MANNER THAT
WILL BEST BENEFIT THE NEIGHBORHOOD, THE CITY, AND THE REGION AS A
WHOLE”.
* The DRAFT SEIR must consider the possibility of using this public land to build dedicated
educator housing

2

The DRAFT SEIR is inadequate because it fails to recognize the baseline condition of
the Reservoir's current use by City College to serve a public benefit for its students.

3

* The DRAFT SEIR must consider the impacts on the public service of City College of San
Francisco
educational services. The elimination of over 1,000 student parking spaces by the Reservoir
development will limit students’ access to CCSF-- a commuter school.
The City already owns this land, why sell it to developers that will
not use it for affordable housing? The City can build affordable
housing and instructor housing so our city dwellers can be
supported.

4

2. I is already almost impossible to get home to Westwood Park, get into
City College Ocean Campus as the traffic is already impacted by new
growth. There is usually stopped traffic, sometimes backed up onto the
280 south bound freeway going to the Ocean Ave. exit. With any more
than the original 425 -500 units, it will be a more dangerous and
frustrating situation.
From the 425-500 units indicated in the PEIR to the 1,100-1,550 units indicated in the Draft
SEIR constitutes an increase of 109.9% to 264.7% over and above the Balboa Park Station
PEIR.
The increased number of units between the BPS Program EIR to the Reservoir Subsequent

5
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EIR constitutes “substantial unplanned growth.”

7 (cont.)

* The DRAFT SEIR must consider the impact of the change of zoning

8

We Need affordable housing in our neighborhood, not MORE market-rate housing!

9

* The DRAFT SEIR must consider the impact of market-rate units in working-class
neighborhood

10

The proposed zoning change from P (Public) to Reservoir Special Use District constitutes a
qualitative change of land use from PUBLIC to PRIVATE. This is being done under the aegis
of “affordable housing” when, in reality, most of the units will be market-rate housing.

11

And Finally...best said as it has been written:
* The DRAFT SEIR must consider the impact of creating a nuisance
The Land Use Framework adopted by the Public Utilities Commission in 2012 (PUC
Resolution 12-0044) states that Land may be sold or transferred when....
Use of the land sold is not to result in activities creating a
nuisance.
Given the limited street parking in the surrounding neighborhoods, and the fact that the
main ingress/egress to the Reservoir Housing project will be Kahlo Way, the 1100-1550
unit Balboa Reservoir Project will result in creating a substantial traffic and parking
nuisance [The word “nuisance” understates the problem].
Please listen to the people of S.F. and this neighborhood.
Eve Tarquino
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I-Tasse
From:
To:
Subject:
Date:

Dan Tasse
Fung, Frank (CPC); Rich Hillis; Melgar, Myrna (CPC); Johnson, Milicent (CPC); Koppel, Joel (CPC); Moore, Kathrin
(CPC); Richards, Dennis (CPC); CPC.BalboaReservoir
Please build the Balboa Reservoir project!
Wednesday, September 11, 2019 7:22:58 PM

This message is from outside the City email system. Do not open links or attachments from untrusted
sources.

Dear Planning Commission,
I live in Noe Valley, pretty close to the planned Balboa reservoir project. Please build it! 1100
units of housing would be a huge help, and 50% of that being affordable is even better. And if
it's on the site of a parking lot, we don't even lose much of anything.
I know some people are concerned that it's not more affordable. Well, I'd much rather see 550
units of affordable housing plus 550 market rate, than nothing. And I'd much rather see these
1100 units now than anything delayed. As they say, "justice delayed is justice denied" - the
same is true for housing. Any units we build will eventually make all of our housing more
affordable.
Thank you for your consideration.
Dan Tasse
201 27th St Apt 5, San Francisco
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I-Tripathi
From:
To:
Subject:
Date:

Priti Tripathi
Fung, Frank (CPC); richhillissf@gmail.com; Melgar, Myrna (CPC); Johnson, Milicent (CPC); Koppel, Joel (CPC);
Moore, Kathrin (CPC); Richards, Dennis (CPC); CPC.BalboaReservoir
Balbao Reservoir
Wednesday, September 11, 2019 7:40:35 PM

This message is from outside the City email system. Do not open links or attachments from untrusted
sources.

Dear Commissioners,
I am writing to urge you to approve the market rate and subsidized affordable housing project
that has been proposed on the Balboa Reservoir.
We are in desperate need for both types of housing and this project will add may needed units.
Without additional housing our city can not grow. Please approve this project immediately.
Thank you,
Priti Tripathi
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I-Vesselenyi
From:
To:
Subject:
Date:

Hold Sall Vesselenyi
CPC.BalboaReservoir
Balboa Reservoir Buildings
Monday, September 23, 2019 3:55:08 PM

This message is from outside the City email system. Do not open links or attachments from untrusted
sources.

Hello, my name is Hold Sall and I'm a student at CCSF.
I'm writing to you to express my concerns about the following plans.
The Draft Environmental Impact Report is not valid as it does not include City College as a
primary feature of the neighborhood and does not consider the project’s impact on student's
access to City College. Plenty of students have no choice but to get to school by car and my
peers who drive are already having a hard time finding parking on busy days.
Thank you for reading.
Hold S. V.
(he pronouns)

1
2

I-Weibel
From:
To:
Subject:
Date:

Christine Martinez Weibel
Poling, Jeanie (CPC); CPC.BalboaReservoir; Yee, Norman (BOS)
Balboa Reservoir SEIR: Natural Gas
Thursday, September 19, 2019 2:40:42 PM

This message is from outside the City email system. Do not open links or attachments from untrusted
sources.

Hi, Ms Poling and Supervisor Yee.
I saw in the Balboa Reservoir Project Draft Environmental Impact Report that natural gas will
be installed in the development for space heating, cooking, and gas fireplaces.
In light of the climate crisis, I would like to request that no natural gas be installed in the
development.
Supervisor Yee, I was impressed by Berkeley's ordinance that bans natural gas in new
developments, and I hope you will lead a similar resolution here in San Francisco -- not just
for city buildings, as Supervisors Brown and Mandelman have proposed, but for all new
construction and major renovation. What a show of leadership it would be to have an 1100+
unit development on all renewable resources, and what a step in the right direction it would be.
On the eve of the global climate strike,
Sincerely,
Christine Weibel
Sunnyside Resident
San Francisco District 7
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From:
To:
Subject:
Date:

Andy Weyer
CPC.BalboaReservoir
Balboa Reservoir DSEIR
Friday, September 20, 2019 2:32:14 PM

This message is from outside the City email system. Do not open links or attachments from untrusted
sources.

Hi,
I have read about the Balboa Reservoir DSEIR and feel that I must formally express my
opposition to the current draft. The Balboa Reservoir, as I understand it, is currently owned by
the public. Given the high cost of living in this city, the number of people living on the streets
or in their automobiles/campers, and the general difficulty the city has had in trying to
encourage more developers to build affordable housing, it strikes me as absolutely ludicrous
that the proposed project does not prioritize below-market rate housing options. We the public
own this land, and this land should be used to benefit the public. While I acknowledge that it
may be difficult to entice a for-profit developer to build an entirely market-rate complex, I
think that at least 50% of the units should be market rate in order to serve the public good.
Furthermore, why not give the land to a non-profit developer - work with them to build a
complex that is entirely for the public good. Quit lining the pockets of the developers just
because they are lining the pockets of our politicians.
Additionally, I am concerned about how the project might impact students at City College. I
frequently see cars parked in the reservoir because the main parking lot is full. City College
serves a huge number of students who are juggling full or part-time jobs and do not have the
ability to depend on MUNI (which is notoriously unreliable) to get to campus. If all of this
parking is removed, I fear that we will be limiting the types of students that we are trying to
serve in our community. There is nothing more American than people putting in extra effort
and working hard to better their situation in life, and I feel that this seemingly “minor” loss of
parking could result in a significant negative impact on these individuals.
Sincerely,
Andy Weyer

1
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I-White
From:
To:
Subject:
Date:

Kathleen White
CPC.BalboaReservoir
Public Comment
Thursday, September 19, 2019 9:58:32 PM

This message is from outside the City email system. Do not open links or attachments from untrusted
sources.

Homelessness and housing insecurity impacts some of my students every semester. It is
commonplace for students to leave school due to housing loss or a housing crisis. Please help
our community college students by creating short term housing options for CCSF students
experiencing an emergency. Short term housing for students is needed in San Francisco and
the Balboa Reservoir is the best location. Prevent homelessness while supporting individuals
engaged in activities that will lead to wage increases and financial self sufficiency. Support
students..provide a roof over their heads while they are in school! Help them to complete their
education! Kathleen
Kathleen White
Teacher Prep Center Coordinator
Child Development & Family Studies Dept.
City College of San Francisco
50 Frida Kahlo Way - MUB 247
San Francisco, CA 94112
(415) 239-3891 or (415) 239-3172
www.ccsf.edu
FAX - (415) 239-3861
Consider becoming a teacher!!!! FREECCSF starts you on your journey!
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I-Wilensky
From:
To:
Subject:
Date:

Debra Sue Wilensky
CPC.BalboaReservoir
Public Comment regarding Balboa Reservoir and City College SEIR
Monday, September 23, 2019 1:11:31 PM

This message is from outside the City email system. Do not open links or attachments from untrusted
sources.

Dear Ms. Poling:
As a San Franciscan, I of course recognize the need for more housing, especially affordable
housing. I am however very concerned about the housing project proposed for the Balboa
Reservoir, especially its impact on City College and I am especially concerned that the Draft
SEIR fails to recognize CCSF as the main feature of the vicinity’s “existing or baseline
conditions”
The Balboa Reservoir is currently used for student parking. This is clearly not the most
efficient use of the space, but the need for parking is very real and is not going away any time
soon. Students and faculty coming from work or other campuses cannot get to CCSF by public
transportation in a timely fashion. Major improvements in public transportation need to occur
before people can give up their cars. On public transit, it takes at least an hour to get to CCSF
from my home, but only 20 minutes by car, and before I owned a car I avoided going to the
Ocean Campus. Removing this parking without replacing it with a parking structure will
severely limit student access to education.

1

2

Furthermore, In 2001 and again in 2005 San Francisco voters approved bond measures to
build the Performing Arts Education Center (PAEC), which was already shovel ready in fall
2013, when it was put on hold. The college has already invested $30 million toward its
construction, including the basement (which the PAEC shares with the Multi-Use Building),
which is already finished. When this long-awaited and much needed building is finally built,
CCSF will need additional parking to replace the parking that will be lost and provide
additional parking for any performances that will occur in this building.
If the proposed housing is built with only .5 parking spaces per unit, the community will have
to absorb the additional cars per unit as well as the current student needs, the future student
needs arising from the loss of parking at MUB when the PAEC is built, and the needs of
visitors to performances at the PAEC. Many households in San Francisco consist of several
adults, either because even so-called affordable housing is only affordable when shared by
several adults or by adult children living at home, all of whom might have cars. Even if the
residents of the housing units take public transit to work, they are likely to have cars that they
will leave parked all day, tying up parking spaces. At the meeting about this project that I
attended at John Adams Campus, I was told, more or less, “we have to build with the future in
mind and in the future we won’t need cars and so won’t need parking!” I am sorry, but that
future is not here now and won’t be here anytime soon, especially if public transit is not
improved first. And as we age we are even more dependent on our cars. The need for parking
will not go away just because we wish it too.
And none of this addresses future needs that CCSF might have for this land. Ideally, the
SFPUC should transfer the 'reservoir' land once and for all to the College. Public land should
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be preserved for the public and not sold to private developers.
Please remember the current and future needs of City College students and faculty and the
needs of the current residents of the neighborhood in regard to this plan for housing. Don’t
allow crisis thinking regarding the obvious need for affordable housing to push ahead with this
ill-conceived plan that will have harmful consequences long into the future.
Sincerely,
Debra Wilensky
1568 48th Avenue
San Francisco, CA 94122
retired ESL Instructor (1979-2017), ESL Coordinator (Spring 2016-Spring 2017), now retired
John Adams Campus
City College of San Francisco

3 (cont.)
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I-Worley
From:
To:
Cc:
Subject:
Date:

Jenny Worley
CPC.BalboaReservoir
Alex Randolph; Tom Temprano; Ivy Lee; bdavila@ccsf.edu; tselby@ccsf.edu; Shanell Williams; John Rizzo; and
AFT 2121 PUBLIC COMMENT ON THE DRAFT SEIR OF THE BALBOA RESERVOIR PROJECT
Monday, September 23, 2019 12:42:36 PM

This message is from outside the City email system. Do not open links or attachments from untrusted
sources.

AFT 2121 PUBLIC COMMENT ON THE
DRAFT SEIR OF THE BALBOA RESERVOIR PROJECT
The DRAFT SEIR is inadequate because it fails to place CCSF as the main feature of the
vicinity’s “existing or baseline conditions”
The DSEIR does not include CCSF as the main feature of the baseline conditions, despite the
fact that CCSF abuts the parcel and has utilized it since 1946. CCSF is one of the most
treasured institutions in San Francisco, offering higher public education to a wide range of
communities, and a life line for many marginal and disenfranchised communities. Its value is
incalculable. This omission means that, going forward, CCSF development priorities will
become secondary to the interests of the Reservoir Project since the Reservoir Project will be
considered the baseline condition.

1

The DRAFT SEIR is inadequate because it fails to consider the option of building 100%
affordable housing
The Draft SEIR states the need to “DEVELOP THE RESERVOIRS IN A MANNER THAT
WILL BEST BENEFIT THE NEIGHBORHOOD, THE CITY, AND THE REGION AS A
WHOLE”.

2

San Francisco is woefully behind in creation of affordable housing, and yet, this Draft SEIR
does not consider the option of dedicating this publicly owned property to 100% affordable
housing. Nor does it even consider its own PEIR (Balboa Park Station Area Plan) which
http://generalplan.sfplanning.org/Balboa_Park_Station.htm states that when offering public land
for development, first consideration should be given to the development of housing affordable
to individuals or families making less than 120 percent of the area median income.
One of the greatest obstacles to building affordable housing is the price of land. In San
Francisco this obstacle is even more formidable than in other areas of the country. The City of
San Francisco should not sell this public land to a private developer that will build mostly
market rate housing.
The DSEIR accepts the unexamined premise that creating market rate housing in conjunction
with some affordable housing is the only path forward. It does not explore the possibility of
funding units which are 100% affordable.
The DRAFT SEIR is inadequate because it fails to consider the possibility of using this
public land to build dedicated educator housing
Since approval of the PEIR, the City of San Francisco has identified an urgent need for
housing dedicated to educators. The lower Balboa Reservoir is surrounded by schools
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whose teachers and students would be able to walk to work/school if they lived there.
The DSEIR needs to examine this alternative.
The DRAFT SEIR is inadequate because it fails to consider the impact of market-rate units
in working-class neighborhoods
The Draft SEIR does not consider the impacts of the project on the nearby working-class
neighborhoods of Ingleside and The Excelsior. The development of mostly market rate units
puts the residents at risk of displacement due to gentrification. A development solely devoted
to affordable housing would better blend with these working class neighborhoods.
The DRAFT SEIR is inadequate because it fails to consider the impact of the zoning
change
The proposed zoning change from P (Public) to Reservoir Special Use District constitutes a
qualitative change of land use from PUBLIC to PRIVATE with no analysis of the impact this
would have. The change is justified by the fiction of offering “affordable housing” when, in
reality, most of the units will be market-rate housing.

2 (cont.)
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4

The DRAFT SEIR is inadequate because it fails to consider the impact on public transit and
recommend that public transit capacity be expanded
The Developer is counting on a 15% reduction in City College student parking in order to
achieve a special project status under AB 900. Moreover, the Balboa Reservoir project will
significantly increase population density of the neighborhood and hence significantly increase
demand for public transit. This will only aggravate already unreliable and inadequate transit
service. However, the SEIR fails to mandate improvements in infrastructure for public
transit, carpooling, cycling, walking, and other environmentally responsible modes of
transportation.

5

The DRAFT SEIR is inadequate because it fails to consider the impact of monetary costs
incurred to CCSF
The proposed Reservoir development has already cost the college money due to the major redesign of the original PAEC (Performing Arts Education Center).

6

The DRAFT SEIR is inadequate because it fails to consider secondary environmental
impacts
The significant secondary environmental impacts of potential new CCSF parking construction
replacing spaces eliminated by the project must be addressed.

7

Jennifer Worley
President, AFT 2121
City College of San Francisco Federation of Teachers
311 Miramar Ave
San Francisco, CA 94102
415-585-2121

I-Worley
www.aft2121.org

I-Zonta1
From:
To:
Subject:
Date:

Mike Zonta
CPC.BalboaReservoir
Support for Balboa Reservoir project
Thursday, August 08, 2019 10:24:41 AM

This message is from outside the City email system. Do not open links or attachments from untrusted
sources.

Let's get moving on this.
Mike Zonta
ingleside

1

I-Zonta2
From:
To:
Subject:
Date:

Mike Zonta
CPC.BalboaReservoir
Balboa Reservoir housing project
Tuesday, September 03, 2019 3:11:46 PM

This message is from outside the City email system. Do not open links or attachments from untrusted
sources.

I think we ought to get on with this. As long as there are affordable units included, I'm good to go.
Mike Zonta
Ingleside
San Francisco, CA

1

O-NAF
From:
To:
Cc:
Subject:
Date:

Neighbors Against Flooding
CPC.BalboaReservoir
Jessica@Waterboards; solutionsnotsandbags@gmail.com
Public Comments to Balboa Reservoir EIR
Tuesday, September 17, 2019 4:22:58 PM

This message is from outside the City email system. Do not open links or attachments from untrusted
sources.

Dear Ms. Poling:
We would like to submit the following comments to the 2018-007883ENV: Balboa Reservoir
Project (Assessors Block 3180, Lot 190) Environmental Impact Report:
San Francisco’s sewer collection system and storm drain system are a combined sewer
system (CSS). The vast majority of stormwater should be conveyed through the CSS,
which includes the streets and their curbs, catch basins, and underground storm drain,
which is then collected and treated. However, the sewers on Ocean Avenue between Frida
Kahlo Way (formerly Phelan Avenue) and Miramar are undersized and unable to convey
the combined sewage from the sewers uphill from them. Excess combined sewage flow is
discharged from the sewers into the streets causing heavy overland flow along Ocean
Avenue during moderate storm situations which has resulted in combined sewage,
including human waste, flooding downstream of the Balboa Reservoir.
The following CCSF EIR report excerpt from the EIR report (Page 4.6-5 of
https://www.ccsf.edu/MP/Docs/046Services_DEIR.pdf) documents that:
"The area west of Phelan Avenue is served by a 30-inch reinforced concrete sewer in
Phelan Avenue that carries flow south to Ocean Avenue. Although the sewer’s condition is
unknown, it is severely undersized. According to the SFDPW, the sewers surrounding the
Main Campus, while adequate for the dry weather flow from the campus, are inadequate for
flows that occur in a 5-year storm event. Currently, the City does not have the funds to
upgrade the under-sized sewers surrounding the campus. The SFPUC is in the process of
revising its 1973 Wastewater Master Plan. Among other things, this Plan would include
upgrading the City’s hydraulically and structurally inadequate sewers."
In addition, low lying areas are already negatively impacted by flow from upstream projects
like the 2011 Colon/Greenwood/Plymouth/Southwood/Wildwood/Miramar sewer system
improvement project which resulted in a transfer of flood risk to Ingleside Terraces:
City and County of San Francisco 2030 Sewer System Master Plan TM505
(http://sfwater.org/modules/showdocument.aspx?documentid=592), Section 5.7.3.1,
"Conveyance along Ocean Avenue (Upsizing and Auxiliary, page 107, "This alternative will
lower the HGL and alleviate flooding in the upstream portions of the reach, along Ocean
Avenue between Phelan and Miramar avenues. However, the extra conveyance capacity
provided by the relief and auxiliary sewers serve to move larger peak flows downstream to
the Legion Court area west of Ashton Avenue. Predictably, the higher arriving peak flows
will cause elevated HGLs and effectively transfer the flooding problems to this area."
Even though the Balboa Reservoir project would not “substantially” alter the existing
drainage pattern, any additional waste from additional residents would increase the
quantity of human waste discharged during these events and increase the exposure to
residents and businesses downstream in low lying areas. The Balboa Reservoir EIR fails
to address this issue and fails to fully disclose the project's dry and wet-weather impact on
the existing sewer system.
The constant expansion of lines upstream, continued development, and the failure to
correct the defects in the existing sewer lines have created and continues to create a
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nuisance and public health risk by subjecting those residents in low lying areas to the risk of
exposure to hazardous waste.
The sewer lines downstream of the Balboa Reservoir project must be enlarged, and all
known and foreseeable deficiencies corrected, prior to the start of this development.  
Sincerely,
Ingleside Terraces Residents
Patricia Hechinger
Vanessa Quesada
Gina Buschiazzo
Jane Huey
Adrienne Sciutto
Irene Creps

cc: Jessica Watkins, P.E.
Senior Water Resource Control Engineer
San Francisco Bay Regional Water Quality Control Board

1 (cont.)
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Sunnyside Neighborhood Association
From: Amy O'Hair
SNA Sunnyside Representative, Balboa Reservoir Community Advisory Committee
Secretary, Sunnyside Neighborhood Association

RECEIVED

Date: Sept 12 2019
To: San Francisco Planning Commission

SEp 12 2019
CITY &COUNTY OF S.F.
PLANNING DEPARTMENT
CPCIHPC

Dear Commissioners:
Please urge the Planning Dept to open San Ramon Way to all traffic at the Balboa
Reservoir housing site, which was studied as Alternative C in the Balboa Reservoir SEIR.
The current two plans include only two openings for vehicle traffic into and out of the
site, at Lee Avenue and Ocean, and onto Frida Kahlo Way near Cloud Circle. By opening
San Ramon Way, a third street access would be added to the building site, mitigating
some of locked-in nature of the site.
When AECOM did the initial transportation analysis in March 2015,they concluded:
"Extending San Ramon Way would reduce local traffic at bottlenecks into the
neighborhood....The extension would likely attract a portion of the reservoir site traffic
heading to or from the west end and could likely be accommodated without resulting in
substantial negative effects on the existing Westwood Park neighborhood."'
The Balboa Reservoir draft SEIR states that opening San Ramon Way to vehicles would
redistribute traffic from Ocean Avenue and Frida Kahlo Way, where it would otherwise
contribute to transit delay (p.6-37). It would provide emergency vehicles better access
to the western portions (p.6-36). Further, this alternative would reduce projectgenerated traffic volumes at the Lee Avenue-Ocean Avenue intersection (p.6-37), which
is identified as a point of heavy traffic congestion (p.3.B-3J.
In 1917, Westwood Park was laid out with the several stub-end streets, including San
Ramon, abutting its periphery. The original planners naturally envisioned these stubs
connecting up with new streets in future adjacent residential developments. Connecting
San Ramon Way might seem an obvious part of effectively developing the site, but
Page 1/2
apparently the barrier to doing so lies far in the past.

Building our community every day
P.O. Box 27615 •San Francisco, CA 94127 • www.SunnysideAssociation.org
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Sunnyside Neighborhood Association
q

5
the Westwood Park homeowners association decided that a completed street
at this location was something they wanted to prevent forever.
Q C~E
On ~1 U n e ~~,) ~ J5✓ the City and County of San Francisco sold a tenfoot wide strip of the public street to the Westwood Park Homeowners Association
(3178/018),for just $ ,3

In ~ `

Thus a HOA of 600-some households, owning a thin strip of previously public land, now
stands against a better distribution of traffic, better emergency vehicle access, and the
alleviation of transit delay.
The Commission can and should correct this incomplete street. Please urge the
Planning Department to pursue Alternative C. Thank you for your consideration.
Sincerely,

Amy O'Hair

Page 2/2

Memorandum from AECOM to the SF Planning Dept about Balboa Reservoir existing conditions,
dated March 17,2015. htt~//default.sfplanning.org~plans-and-programs planning-for-thecity/public-sites~balboareservoir/Balboa-Reservoir-Study Existing-Conditions-Transportation.~df

Building our community every day
P.O. Box 27615 •San Francisco, CA 94127 • www.SunnysideAssociation.org
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This message is from outside the City email system. Do not open links or attachments from untrusted
sources.

To All Concerned:
Attached please find the written comments of Westwood Park Association regarding the Balboa Reservoir
Project DSEIR along with exhibits. We look forward to reviewing your responses to our comments.
Thank you,
Francine Lofrano, Secretary
Westwood Park Association

O-WPA3

Via Electronic Mail
September 22, 2019
Jeanie Poling
San Francisco Planning Department
1650 Mission Street, Suite 400
San Francisco, CA 94103
RE: Written Comments of Westwood Park Association regarding Balboa
Reservoir Project Draft Subsequent Environmental Impact Report
(DSEIR).
Dear Ms. Poling:
The Westwood Park Association ("WPA") represents the interests of the
residents of the Westwood Park Community that was developed more than
100 years ago and directly adjoins the proposed Balboa Reservoir Project
(“Project”).
This letter constitutes the written comments of the WPA on the DSEIR
prepared for the Project, which was published and made available for public
review on August 7, 2019.
1. Cumulative Impacts and City College Parking
As will be discussed below, WPA believes the analysis of the cumulative
transportation impacts is flawed in that the analysis does not properly
consider the impacts of the City College’s (“CCSF”) pending Ocean Campus
projects, as shown in the recently adopted CCSF “Facilities Master Plan.”
Cumulative Secondary Parking Impacts
The most significant impact of the Project as it relates to CCSF’s concurrent
expansion plans is the loss of the Project site’s parking for CCSF staff,
students and visitors. Although parking impacts are not considered
Westwood Park Association, 236 West Portal Ave., #770, San Francisco, CA 94127
(415) 333-1125
www.westwoodparksf.org
email: board@westwoodpark.com
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environmental impacts under CEQA, the DSEIR still must include an
analysis of secondary parking impacts caused by the loss of existing parking,
including impacts on public transit and other private ride share
arrangements.

1
(cont.)

As noted in the DSEIR, secondary impacts related to CCSF are analyzed
only in the initial study as part of the discussion of impacts on Public Services
(DSEIR Appendix B, p, B-91.) This analysis assumes that CCSF will be
constructing a 1200 space parking garage on the East Basin, as shown in
the CCSF Facilities master plan, adopted in March 2019. However, at the
May 2019 CCSF Board of Trustee’s meeting the CCSF staff presented an
update on a potential bond measure to fund construction of the CCSF master
plan projects which eliminated funding for the East Basin Parking Garage.
(DSEIR, p. 3.A-14.) In addition, the Transportation background information
in the DSEIR Appendix C are dated April 29, 2019 and June 25, 2019.
Please explain where the secondary impact of the elimination of virtually all
the existing available parking on the East and West Basins on public transit
and local traffic is analyzed and why the impact on SFMTA ridership and
capacity analysis are presented in the appendices as “for information” only.
For these reasons, the secondary impacts related to CCSF on transit and
transit delay are not based on the most recent information related to the
foreseeable CCSF Master Plan projects available to the Planning
Department prior to publication of the DSEIR.
Moreover, the DSEIR does not analyze the secondary impacts of the
elimination of parking as part of the cumulative impacts on transportation.
As noted in a non-CEQA parking study prepared by Kittelson & Associates
dated August 1, 2019 for the Project, it anticipates that parking shortages
caused by the project and the CCSF development will lead to both an
increased reliance on public transportation and an increase in drivers looking
for parking spaces in adjacent residential neighborhoods such as Westwood
Park. A copy of the Kittelson non-CEQA study is attached hereto as Exhibit
1.

2

Many of the streets within Westwood Park provide on-street parking that 3
results in narrowing the effective roadway width and making two-way vehicle
traffic difficult. (DSEIR, p. 6-34) This potentially hazardous condition would
be exacerbated by additional vehicles looking for parking due to the shortage
created by cumulative development. This is a potentially significant
secondary transportation impact that is not adequately addressed in the
DSEIR.
2
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The number of vehicles that currently use the East Basin and West Basin 4
parking lots are not accurately described in the DSEIR. In fact, on the very
cover of the DSEIR is a picture of only the lower West Basin with only a few
cars present. Attached as Exhibit 2 is an accurate picture of both the East
Basin and West Basin taken at a peak period when student classes are in
session. As you can see, the parking lots are full, with numerous cars
parked in the CCSF parking spaces as well as in the parking lot which is the
Project site.
The developer has stated on its website that there will be a public garage on
the site “sized to meet City College demand”. The number and location of
the replacement parking spaces should be discussed as should the
elimination of the off-street parking spaces from the CCSF Master Plan
development.
CCSF Enrollment Increase

5

6

CCSF has stated that the need for upgraded facilities is based on an
approximately 55% increase in anticipated enrollment by 2026 but the
cumulative transportation impact discussion is projected to year 2040. The
additional enrollment between 2026 and 2040 for CCSF is not discussed. It
can be assumed that the annual increase hence forth would be substantially
greater than the annual percentage increase used by the Department based
on a citywide average. The extraordinary growth in the student enrollment at
CCSF as a consequence of free tuition mandates a cumulative analysis that
accurately reflects the impacts of the cumulative growth of CCSF on
transportation. We believe the DSEIR impact analysis is understated.
7

CCSF Student Housing Project
The DSEIR fails to mention in the cumulative analysis that CCSF will proceed
with the construction of 500 units of student housing on the campus which
was discussed at a Balboa Reservoir CAC meeting on June 10, 2019. Such
a project would only exacerbate the lack of adequate parking, as well as
creating additional secondary impacts on transportation, air quality and
noise. The related impacts from this foreseeable Project should be included
in the cumulative impact analysis.
2. Alternatives Analysis

8

CEQA requires that an EIR “consider a reasonable range of potentially
feasible alternatives that will foster informed decision-making and public
3
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participation” (CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.6(a). The Project DSEIR
considers three alternatives, plus the required “No Project” alternative. This
may be a “reasonable range” of alternatives, but as discussed below, the
WPA believes the specific alternatives selected, and the discussion of those
alternatives, fails to meet the CEQA alternative analysis requirement that the
alternative analysis will “foster informed decision-making and public
participation.”

8 (cont.)

Alternative B: Financial Feasibility of Reduced Density Alternative

9

The WPA objects to the conclusion regarding the financial feasibility of
Alternative B, the Reduced Density Alternative, that would reduce the
number of housing units from either 1550 or 1100 units to 800 units. The
DSEIR incorrectly states that “the financial feasibility of the reduced density
alternative is unknown” (DSEIR, page 6-17). As noted on pages 2-5 in the
Project Description/Background section of the DSEIR, the SFPUC issued a
request for qualifications for development of the property in November 2016.
From the submissions, SFPUC selected three developers to submit
comprehensive proposals: Avalon, Emerald Fund and Related California.
The proposal from Avalon and its development partners was selected by
SFPUC to enter into exclusive negotiations for the development.
The Related California RFP proposal was to develop 680 units, of which
50.2% were proposed to be affordable and work force housing units, or 120
fewer units than the Alternative B project with 800 units. Therefore, there is
no factual basis for the conclusion in the DSEIR that the financial feasibility
of the Alternative B project is unknown as this is contrary to Related
California’s proposal with fewer units that they clearly considered to be
financially feasible. A copy of the Related California’s Response to the RFP
proposal is attached to this letter as exhibit 3.
The WPA submitted a Scoping Letter on November 12, 2018, which is
attached hereto as Exhibit 4. That Scoping Letter fully discussed the
financial feasibility of a reduced density project. As WPA stated in that letter,
the Related California proposal was for 680 units but in addition, Related
California disclosed to WPA that a project with fewer units than 680 was
feasible. Footnote 1 of the Scoping Letter, states that “In discussion with the
Westwood Park Community, Related California acknowledged that a 500
unit development is financially feasible”. Hence, the statements in the DSEIR
that the “financial feasibility of the reduced density alternative is unknown”
are simply incorrect, contrary to the evidence, and ignores the factual
evidence that is readily available to the Planning Department.
4
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Alternative B: Reduced Density Alternative Mitigates Construction Impacts
on Riordan High School and the Childcare Center

10

A noise monitoring report was prepared to establish the existing noise levels
within 900 feet of the project site as part of the DSEIR. This report included
a long term (24 hr. or longer) and a short term (15 min.) study. The closest
Noise-Sensitive Receptor is Archbishop Riordan High School (“Riordan High
School”) which is within 80’ of the North Access Road which is the route to
be used by construction haul trucks for 4 months, and approximately 50‘ from
the standard construction activities for the Lee Avenue extension and the
Block G building. The estimated duration of construction noise from the
project is six years.
Table 3.C-7 provides a list of equipment that generates noise between 74
(Welder, Concrete Truck) and 90 dBA (Hoe Ram, Concrete Saw,
Rock/concrete Crusher) at a distance of 50’ and at 110’ the noise is reduced
to 68 dBA (a welder) to 84 dBA (Hoe ram, Concrete Saw, Rock/Concrete
Crusher). After Phase 1 is complete, in addition to the construction noise
there will be an increase in noise from project related traffic. The noise
impact on the Riordan High School as well as other nearby sensitive
receptors such as the Ingleside Library and the Shining Stars Family
Childcare Center will be significant.
The project included multiple buildings and is proposed to be constructed in
two phases. Therefore, construction haul trucks will use the North Access
Road not just during the estimated 4 months of the excavation and grading
phase of the Project but for the full six years of the proposed construction.
Although the DSEIR describes the construction noise as intermittent, these
noisy periods will be disruptive to students and teachers throughout the
Riordan High School day. The most effective way to mitigate construction
impacts is to decrease the density of the project so as to not prolong the
construction schedule and require a noise buffer zone adjacent to Riordan
High School. We request that the analysis of the lower density alternative
be included as a variant. A noise buffer zone next to Riordan High School
and the Childcare Center should also be included as a mitigation measure.
Alternative C: San Ramon Way Passenger Vehicle Alternative
It is WPA’s opinion that Alternative C, the San Ramon Way Passenger
Vehicle Alternative should be rejected as an alternative by the Planning
Department. As described in the DSEIR, San Ramon Way currently
terminates just west of the Project site and that the WPA owns the 10-foot
5
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wide parcel that separates the end of the street and the Project site.
Implementation of this alternative would require purchase of this parcel by
the Developer or the City.

11 (cont.)

Allowing San Ramon Way to be used for vehicle access would create
significant adverse consequences. Attached to this letter as exhibit 5 is the
declaration of Jenny Perez, a resident who has lived on lower Plymouth
Avenue near San Ramon Way for 37 years.
Ms. Perez submitted a
declaration commenting on the inaccuracies in the DSEIR relating to the
alternative use of San Ramon Way for vehicle traffic and to the additional
adverse consequences if San Ramon is opened to through vehicle traffic.
Also attached as exhibit 6 is the declaration of Anne Chen, a resident of lower
Plymouth for 40 years. Ms. Chen’s declaration comments on the
inaccuracies in the DSEIR relating to the alternative of using San Ramon
Way for Vehicle traffic. WPA could have solicited many more similar
declarations from WPA residences, and is willing to do so if that would be
helpful.
The residents residing in WPA believes that this alternative, if implemented,
would have a negative traffic and noise impact on the Westwood Park
neighborhood, especially on Plymouth Avenue and San Ramon Way. WPA
objects to this alternative and will not sell the WPA owned parcel to allow
access to the project site. Thus, this alternative is not reasonably feasible
and should have been rejected by the Department as an Alternative.
Alternative D: Six Year Construction Alternative
Alternative D is the “Six-Year Construction Alternative”. This Alternative
does not meet the criteria of an alternative as it is clearly nothing more than
a variant of the proposed Project with a two phase construction schedule.
The discussion of Alternative D in the DSEIR does not provide any additional
information or analysis of potential impacts that are not already provided in
the impact analysis of the Project. A potential six year construction schedule
is noted as realistic and possible in the Project description, which can be
imposed as a condition of approval by the Planning Commission. For
Alternative D to be a true alternative, it must also include a comparison the
impacts of Alternative B that would be constructed in two phases over a six
year period. This is necessary so that there will be an objective basis for
determining which project variant or alternative will have the least impact on
the environment. Thus, the analysis in Alternative D does not provide any
meaningful comparison of potential impacts or the “comparative merits of the
6
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alternatives”, as required by CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.6(a). If the
DSEIR is to include a two phase project as an alternative, then it should also
include a two phase Alternative B in the Alternative D discussion.

12 (cont.)

Environmentally Superior Alternative

13

The DSEIR concludes that Alternative D is the “Environmentally Superior
Alternative.” (DSEIR, pp. 6-49 – 6-50.) This conclusion contradicts the
evidence provided in the DSEIR which states that the combination of the
reduced density alternative (Alternative B) and Alternative D “would result
in less environmental impacts than the Project options and variants.”
(DSEIR, p. 6-50.) Therefore, it is clear that the combination of alternatives
B and D would result in fewer environmental impacts. The inescapable
conclusion would be that the environmentally superior alternative is
Alternative B constructed over six years in two phases. As written, the
alternative section of the DSEIR is drafted to lead, or mislead, the public and
decision-makers into approving the Project or the Additional Housing Option
that has a higher density even though neither the Project or the Additional
Housing Option is the environmentally superior alternative.
Additional Housing (1,550) Unit Project Option

14

A representative of the developer has informed the Chair of the BRCAC that
the developer will not develop the 1,550 unit Additional Housing Option. The
Planning Department should verify the accuracy of this representation to the
BRCAC. If correct, the 1,550 Unit Project option should be added to the list
of alternatives considered but rejected by the Planning Department since its
development will not be undertaken by the developer.
Rejection of the Alternative to use Project Site for CCSF
Parties of interest in the Scoping Process submitted requests for Alternatives
to be considered in the DSEIR. Various parties requested that one
Alternative that the City should include in the DSEIR is the use of the Project
Site solely for CCSF [DSEIR, page 6-60]. The Planning Department rejected
this alternative on the basis that the significant impacts cannot be eliminated
and that the Project Sponsor’s objectives would not be implemented [DSEIR,
page 6-60]. CCSF is a tuition free higher educational institution serving the
educational needs of the residents of San Francisco, many of whom are
immigrants. Since implementation of the free tuition policy, the student body
of CCSF is estimated to increase by 55% by 2026. The new buildings in the
CCSF Master Plan would occupy the current parking lot, which is the only
7
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undeveloped portion of the CCSF Ocean Campus leaving this campus no
additional room to expand. Public land should be used for public use and
not private residential use. In this case, educational buildings and housing
for CCSF students, staff, and teachers (both CCSF teachers and those in
nearby public schools) should have been included and analyzed as an
alternative use of the Project site.
3. Conclusion
The WPA looks forward to reviewing your responses to our comments.
Please feel free to email the WPA at the email address:
board@westwoodpark.com if you require additional information. We thank
you for your consideration.
Very truly yours,

cc: Anita Theoharis, Director of WPA
Anne Chen, Director of WPA
Joe Koman, Director of WPA
Francine Lofrano, Director of WPA
Ravi Krishnaswamy, Director of WPA
Norman Yee, Supervisor, District 7
Jen Low, Legislative Aide to Supervisor Norman Yee
Ivy Lee, Legislative Aide to Supervisor Norman Yee
Encls: Exhibit 1 – Kittelson Study
Exhibit 2 – Photo of East & West Basin Parking Lots
Exhibit 3 – Related California Proposal
Exhibit 4 – Comments on Scope of Balboa Reservoir EIR
Exhibit 5 – Jenny Perez Declaration
Exhibit 6 – Anne Chen Declaration
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TECHNICAL MEMORANDUM
Date:

August 1, 2019

To:

Reservoir Community Partners, LLC

From:

Kittelson & Associates, Inc.

Subject:

Balboa Reservoir – Non‐CEQA Analysis, Overview and Executive Summary

INTRODUCTION
This memorandum summarizes the supplemental transportation analyses for the Balboa Reservoir
development (proposed project). The supplemental transportation analyses covers topics not analyzed
under California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) that were identified in the scoping and project
development process to support project development efforts and address community concerns. The
analysis was conducted for informational purposes and is not intended to identify or develop
recommendations for implementation. The following topics were analyzed:






Parking supply and demand. The purpose of this analysis is to present parking supply and
occupancy counts, present a methodology and framework for ongoing monitoring and reporting
of parking utilization rates, and assess the effect of the proposed development on existing off‐
street and on‐street parking.
Vehicle operations. The objective of the analysis is to evaluate existing and existing plus project
corridor operations along Ocean Avenue and Ridgewood Avenue‐Frida Kahlo Way and
intersection operations at select study intersections to estimate the changes in travel time
attributable to the project and to evaluate potential modifications to improve traffic flow and
vehicle progression at intersections along Ocean Avenue. Data on existing transit operations is
used to inform the evaluation.
Shuttle feasibility. The purpose of this analysis is to assess the feasibility of a shuttle operating
between the Balboa Reservoir site, the City College of San Francisco (CCSF) campus, and the
Balboa Park BART/Muni station.

The key findings of the parking analysis, operations analysis, and shuttle study are presented in this
memorandum. The technical memorandums are included as attachments.

PARKING ANALYSIS
The key findings of the parking supply and utilization data collection and the parking demand analysis are
summarized in this section.

Kittelson & Associates, Inc.

San Francisco, California
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Off‐Street Parking Supply and Utilization
The project site is located west of City College of San Francisco’s (CCSF) Ocean Campus, east of the
Westwood Park neighborhood, and south of Archbishop Riordan High School. The project site is currently
occupied by a 1,007‐space surface parking lot (“Lower Lot” or west basin) accessed by two driveways on
Frida Kahlo Way. The Lower Lot serves as overflow parking for the CCSF’s 1,167‐space Upper Lot (or east
basin), which is accessed from the same two driveways on Frida Kahlo Way.
Parking inventory and occupancy data was collected at both the Upper and Lower Lots on Thursday,
December 7, 2017, Wednesday, January 31, 2018, and Wednesday, April 18, 2018 when CCSF was in
session. The peak hourly utilization of both the Lower Lot and Upper Lot was observed to occur between
10 a.m. and 1 p.m. The observed maximum combined occupancy rate of 73% (1,596 cars parked and 578
spaces available) occurred on Wednesday, January 31, 2018 between 11 a.m. and 12 p.m.
The Upper Lot can accommodate the existing combined parking demand (the total demand observed at
both the Lower Lot and Upper Lot) during the a.m. and p.m. periods (7 to 9 a.m. and 5 to 7 p.m.) but
would not meet the combined parking demand during the weekday midday period (10 a.m. to 12 p.m.).
During the weekday midday peak hour of parking demand, assuming parking was available only at the
Upper Lot, there would be a shortfall of up to 239 parking spaces.

Neighborhood (On‐Street) Parking Supply and Utilization
On‐street parking utilization data were collected by IDAX Data Solutions1 in the site vicinity on two
weekdays in February 2019. Each block face within the neighborhood on‐street parking study area was
observed three times a day for two days: at 9:00 a.m. (a.m.), 2:00 p.m. (midday), and 8:00 p.m. (p.m.).
Days with street cleaning or abnormal parking behavior were avoided. Parking supply data in the form of
number of available parking spaces per block were provided by San Francisco Municipal Transportation
Agency (SFMTA).
Based on this data, there are a total of 906 parking spaces within the parking study area and between
approximately 200 and 300 on‐street spaces are available on weekdays during any given time period
(a.m., midday, and p.m.). The highest levels of occupancy were generally observed to occur during the
weekday p.m. period.

Parking Demand Analysis
Parking demand was calculated for residential, short‐term retail and daycare visitors, and long‐term
employee parking for both the retail and childcare uses. This parking demand estimation focuses on the
midday time period when the retail and childcare are active and existing CCSF parking demand would
exceed capacity of the Upper Lot. While adjustments were made to account for the proposed

1

IDAX Data Solutions is a multimodal data solutions company providing transportation data with an office in San
Francisco, CA.
Kittelson & Associates, Inc.
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transportation demand management (TDM) plan and affordable housing on site, the estimated project‐
generated parking demand can be considered conservative and likely overstates demand based on the
site context and travel characteristics, transit proximity and quality, and existing and expected travel
characteristics.
The Developer’s Proposed Option would generate a total midday parking demand for 455 vehicle parking
spaces (426 residential, 29 retail and childcare visitor, 18 retail and childcare employee). The Additional
Housing Option would generate a total midday parking demand for 631 vehicle parking spaces (602
residential, 29 retail and childcare visitor, 18 retail and childcare employee).
The vehicle parking supply proposed under each development scenario was evaluated against the
estimated parking demand generated by the project and the existing CCSF overflow demand. Based on
this analysis, the projected residential parking demand can be met on‐site with the currently proposed
0.5:1 parking ratio under the Developer’s Proposed Option during the midday and overnight periods and
the Additional Housing Option during the midday period. There would be a 101 space residential parking
space shortfall during the overnight period with the Additional House Option.
The parking demand associated with the retail and child care visitor and employee demand (29 spaces)
and CCSF overflow demand (239 spaces) could be met by available on‐street parking spaces within the
neighborhood parking study area (316 spaces during the midday period, 217 spaces during the overnight
period). The analysis of the Developer’s Proposed Option does not include the 750‐space parking garage
that is analyzed in the EIR. Some or all of these parking spaces could be included in the final project to
meet projected demand. Alternatively, the parking demand from the retail and daycare visitors and
employees and overflow CCSF vehicles could be accommodated by a combination of reducing CCSF
parking demand through planned TDM measures and/or a shared parking agreement with the Balboa
Reservoir project.
The Balboa Reservoir development intends to monitor and manage its parking efficiently while working
to encourage the use of transportation modes other than the single occupancy vehicle. Shared or flexible
parking designations between residential, retail, and CCSF uses would help to minimize the total number
of parking spaces needed to meet project‐generated parking demand and overflow CCSF parking demand
resulting from the redevelopment of the Lower Lot. Implementation of TDM measures and a shared
parking agreement with CCSF would reduce any secondary effects of parking shortfalls on the
neighborhood parking supply.

OPERATIONS ANALYSIS
Analysis was conducted for existing and existing plus project conditions. Existing plus project conditions
reflects the existing transportation network with the inclusion of vehicle trips generated by the Additional
Housing Option. For the purposes of a more conservative analysis, the Additional Housing Option was
evaluated, as it would generate more vehicle trips and would therefore have a greater effect on corridor
delay and intersection operations. The Developer’s Proposed Option would generate about 25 percent
Kittelson & Associates, Inc.
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fewer vehicle trips and as a result, would be expected to result in less delay compared to the Additional
Housing Option.

Corridor Analysis
The corridor delay analysis considers the change in vehicle delay with the addition of project‐generated
vehicle trips during the weekday a.m. and p.m. peak hours along the following two corridors:



Ocean Avenue, from Plymouth Avenue to San Jose Avenue
Ridgewood Avenue‐Frida Kahlo Way, from Ridgewood Avenue/Monterey Boulevard to Frida
Kahlo Way/Geneva Avenue/Ocean Avenue

The Additional Housing Option would increase delay along the Ocean Avenue study segment by one
second in the eastbound direction during the weekday a.m. peak hour and by two seconds and eight
seconds in the eastbound and westbound directions, respectively during the weekday p.m. peak hour.
The Additional Housing Option would increase delay along the Frida Kahlo Way study segment by one
second in the northbound and southbound directions during the weekday a.m. peak hour and by three
seconds in the southbound direction during the weekday p.m. peak hour.

Intersection Operations Analysis
A detailed intersection operations analysis was conducted to identify more specifically how operations
may change with the addition of project‐generated vehicle trips from the Additional Housing Option
during the weekday a.m. and p.m. peak hours at the following three study intersections:




Brighton Avenue/Ocean Avenue
Lee Avenue/Ocean Avenue
Frida Kahlo Way/Geneva Avenue/Ocean Avenue

These three study intersections were selected for analysis to address concerns raised by the community
regarding operations at these locations.
The analysis considers the delay, queue length, and level of service for each approach and for the
intersection overall. Intersection volumes were adjusted to reflect the peak hour and lane utilization
factors2. Overall, vehicle trips generated by the Additional Housing Option are not anticipated to
substantially increase delays at study intersections during the weekday a.m. and p.m. peak hours. The

2

Peak hour factor is defined as the hourly volume divided by the peak (fifteen) minute flow rate within that same hour.
The lane utilization factor indicates the “uniform” use of available lanes. It is the ratio of the average volume per lane to
the heaviest volume in one lane.
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key findings of the intersection operations analysis comparing existing with existing plus project
conditions are summarized in this section.

Brighton Avenue/Ocean Avenue



There would not be a substantial change to the delay, queue lengths, and level of service with
the addition of project‐generated vehicle trips.
With the addition of project trips, the overall intersection delay may be slightly reduced (by
less than one second per vehicle and by 1.3 seconds per vehicle during the weekday a.m. and
p.m. peak hours, respectively), as a larger proportion of trips travelling through the
intersection are doing so on the coordinated phase, thereby increasing the efficiency of the
signal and reducing average vehicle delay.

Lee Avenue/Ocean Avenue




With the addition of project‐generated vehicle trips, the overall intersection delay is projected
to slightly increase (by 2.0 and 4.2 seconds per vehicle during the weekday a.m. and p.m. peak
hours, respectively).
The southbound approach is projected to experience the greatest change in delay, queues,
and level of service with the addition of project‐generated vehicle trips. The delay is estimated
to increase by 11.6 seconds per vehicle during the weekday a.m. and p.m. peak hours. The
queue length is estimated to increase by 87 feet during the weekday a.m. peak hour and by 81
feet during the weekday p.m. peak hour. The level of service is estimated to change from LOS
C to LOS D during the weekday a.m. and p.m. peak hours.

Frida Kahlo Way/Geneva Avenue/Ocean Avenue




The overall intersection delay is anticipated to increase by 18.4 seconds per vehicle during the
weekday a.m. peak hour and by 37.2 seconds per vehicle during the weekday p.m. peak hour
with the addition of project‐generated vehicle trips.
The westbound approach is projected to experience the greatest change in delay, queues, and
level of service with the addition of project‐generated vehicle trips during the weekday a.m.
and p.m. peak hours. The delay is estimated to increase by 28.1 and 70.5 seconds per vehicle,
respectively. The queue length is estimated to increase by 38.6 and 115 feet, respectively. The
level of service is estimated to worsen from a LOS E to a LOS F during the weekday p.m. peak
hour.

Potential Intersection Modifications
Intersection modifications can be made to increase safety and capacity, improve vehicle progression, and
reduce congestion on the road. The most common strategies include optimizing or modifying signal
timing and implementing physical changes or turn movement restrictions at intersections to increase
Kittelson & Associates, Inc.
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efficiency of intersection or corridor operations. Potential intersection modifications were described and
analyzed in the Operations Analysis technical memorandum. Key findings are presented in this section.

Signal Timing Modifications
One of the major objectives of traffic signal optimization is to increase the capacity of at‐grade
intersections. For this analysis, at each study intersection, five seconds of green time was reallocated
from the north/south approaches to the east/west approaches. In other words, green time on Ocean
Avenue was increased by five seconds for each phase while the overall cycle length remained fixed.
Increasing green time on Ocean Avenue would:





Decrease overall intersection delays at Brighton Avenue/Ocean Avenue and Frida Kahlo
Way/Geneva Avenue/Ocean Avenue by between 1 and 5 seconds and between 45 and 51
seconds, respectively. However, Synchro may overestimate the change in delay and queue
lengths reported at Frida Kahlo Way/Geneva Avenue/Ocean Avenue, which operates at, or
near, capacity.
Increase overall intersection delay at Ocean Avenue/Lee Avenue by between 1 and 5 seconds.
Reduce delay and queue lengths on the eastbound and westbound approaches and increase
delay and queue lengths on the northbound and southbound movements at all study
intersections.

Signalized intersections along Ocean Avenue operate as actuated‐coordinated signals3 with maximum
recall4 that operate on a fixed cycle length. Signal timing modifications implemented at these three
intersections in isolation may adversely affect vehicle progression and have unintended consequences
for operations along the corridor. Any adjustments to signal timing would need to be reviewed and
approved by SFMTA.

Other Modifications
In addition to signal timing modifications, other intersection modifications and treatments along the
corridor may be implemented to increase efficiency of operations and reduce vehicle delay and queue
lengths along the corridor. These include installation of left‐turn lanes, installation of right‐turn lanes,
implementation of turn restrictions, and intersection redesign. These treatments can be costly if

3

Actuated signals prioritize the through movement of the major street and use sensors to respond to the traffic present
at actuated approach, so that the pattern of the signal (the length and order of each phase) depends on the traffic and
can be different at every cycle. Sensors report to the signal computer and green is provided for those actuated lanes only
when traffic is present and only until the traffic has vacated those lanes or the maximum time set for that phase has
been reached.
4
Each phase in a signalized intersection is given a recall mode of either no call, minimum, maximum, or pedestrian. No
recall implies that a phase can be skipped if no vehicles are present/detected. Minimum recall indicates that a phase is
being called for its minimum green time, independent of a vehicle’s presence. Maximum recall specifies that a phase is
being called for its maximum green time. Pedestrian recall means that a phase will always service the pedestrian walk
and clearance interval times independent of a pedestrian’s presence.
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additional right‐of‐way is needed and there may be other tradeoffs to consider, such as potential adverse
effects on conditions for bicyclists and pedestrians. Modifications that would require roadway widening,
additional right‐of‐way, rail reconfiguration, or signal relocation would be major infrastructure projects
and may not be feasible or appropriate within the context of the corridor.
Planned projects that are intended to improve safety, access, and comfort for people traveling along
Ocean Avenue include the Ocean Avenue Safety Project and I‐280 Interchange Modifications at Balboa
Park Project.

SHUTTLE STUDY
A shuttle feasibility assessment was conducted to evaluate the potential for shuttle service operating
between the Balboa Reservoir Site, CCSF Ocean Avenue campus, and the Balboa Park BART/Muni station.
The analysis includes a ridership assessment, service concept, and feasibility analysis. Key findings from
the assessment are summarized in this section.
The Balboa Reservoir development is expected to generate up to 2,700 transit trips6 each day, many to/from
the Balboa Park BART/Muni station, approximately 0.6 mile east of the project site. While the total travel
demand between these destinations is high, and the shuttle would have convenient stop locations, the
shuttle’s indirect loop route would have to compete with the high frequency and direct travel of the
existing transit service and the flexibility and speed of walking.

The conceptual shuttle route is approximately 2.25 miles long with an estimated peak hour travel time
of approximately 31.5 minutes, with variability based on congestion, signal delay, passenger
boarding/alighting, final routing, and layover scheduling. The shuttle system route would have stops
within the Balboa Reservoir site, on CCSF campus, at City College Terminal, and at the Balboa Park
BART/Muni station.
Muni currently offers convenient connections to the Balboa Park BART/Muni station. The K/T
Third/Ingleside light rail and Muni bus routes 8, 29, 49, and 91 have stops on Ocean Avenue or the City
College Terminal near the project site. Muni route 43 operates on Frida Kahlo Way adjacent to CCSF and
on Geneva Avenue to the Balboa Park BART/Muni station. Typical wait times are under five minutes
during the weekday a.m. and p.m. peak periods.
The Balboa Reservoir shuttle demand model is calibrated to high shuttle use estimates to serve as a proof
of concept. The convenience of a free shuttle was estimated to be more appealing than, and capture the
majority of, the BART riders that may otherwise walk, take other transit options, drive alone/carpool, or
be dropped off in a taxi or transportation network company vehicle (e.g,. Uber, Lyft). With the shuttle

6

Source: Balboa Reservoir Transit Assessment Memorandum, June 25, 2019.
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operating with at least two vehicles in service, approximately half of the walk trips and the majority of
transit, drive alone, and kiss and ride modes would be expected to switch modes and use the shuttle.
However, given that multiple Muni lines serve stops near Balboa Reservoir and CCSF operating on 8‐10
minute headways during weekday a.m. and p.m. periods and typical waiting times are under five minutes,
the shuttle would have to operate at high frequencies throughout the day to effectively compete with
the existing transit service and walking trips. With three shuttle buses in operation, vehicle headways
and average waiting time would match that of existing peak hour service. This level of shuttle service is
forecast to have an estimated cost of $762,500 to over $1 million per year without considering factors,
such as regulatory requirements and operator staffing and scheduling, which would increase costs and
may present substantial hurdles to implementation. If a lower frequency and less costly service were
provided as an alternative, it would not be competitive with the existing transit and walking alternatives
and would see less use. Overall, the shuttle system route would be duplicative with existing transit
connection to the Balboa Park BART/Muni station for passengers able to walk to nearby bus and light rail
stops. The costs and convenience associated with providing shuttle service should be weighed against
alternatives, such as subsidized first mile/last mile taxi or transportation network company rides for those
with mobility needs.

ATTACHMENTS
A. Parking Analysis Technical Memorandum
B. Operations Analysis Technical Memorandum
C. Shuttle Study Technical Memorandum
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ATTACHMENT A: PARKING ANALYSIS TECHNICAL MEMORANDUM

Kittelson & Associates, Inc.

San Francisco, California

O-WPA3

TECHNICAL MEMORANDUM
Date:

August 1, 2019

To:

Reservoir Community Partners, LLC

From:

Kittelson & Associates, Inc.

Subject:

Balboa Reservoir – Parking Analysis Memorandum

This memorandum summarizes the results of a parking study conducted for the Balboa Reservoir
development (proposed project). The project site is located west of City College of San Francisco’s (CCSF)
Ocean Campus, east of the Westwood Park neighborhood, and south of Archbishop Riordan High School.
The project site is currently occupied by a 1,007‐space surface parking lot (“Lower Lot” or west basin)
accessed by two driveways on Frida Kahlo Way. The Lower Lot serves as overflow parking for the CCSF’s
1,167‐space Upper Lot (or east basin), which is accessed from the same two driveways on Frida Kahlo
Way.
The purpose of this analysis is to present parking supply and occupancy counts, present a methodology
and framework for ongoing monitoring and reporting of parking utilization rates, and assess the impact
of the proposed development on existing off‐street and on‐street parking under several development
scenarios. The memorandum is organized as follows:





Data collection summary
Parking demand analysis
Parking monitoring plan
Conclusion

DATA COLLECTION SUMMARY
Off‐Street Parking
Parking inventory and occupancy data was collected at both the Upper and Lower Lots on Thursday,
December 7, 2017, Wednesday, January 31, 2018, and Wednesday, April 18, 2018 on a typical non‐
holiday, non‐registration period day when CCSF was in session. Parking data was collected on an hourly
basis between 7:00 a.m. and 9:00 p.m. The number of spaces in the Upper and Lower Lots were counted
with the use of aerial photography and then verified in the field. Parking occupancy was collected
manually by field technicians. The parking lots were divided into areas with a field technician responsible
for collecting data in each. Technicians walked the lots every hour, manually counting the number of full
and empty stalls in each area. Data was marked by hand in the field and transferred to spreadsheets.
The spreadsheet data entries were then checked against the manual entries.
Parking supply and occupancy data are summarized in Exhibit 1 and Exhibit 2. Exhibit 3 illustrates the
average utilization from all three dates.
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Exhibit 1: Existing CCSF Upper/Lower Lot Parking Supply and Occupancy
Time

Lower Lot (1,007 Spaces)
Parked
Available Utilization

7
8
9
10
11
12
13
14
15
16
17
18
19
20
21

0
3
11
133
235
253
167
101
87
40
26
9
6
2
1

1007
1004
996
874
772
754
840
906
920
967
981
998
1001
1005
1006

0%
0%
1%
13%
23%
25%
17%
10%
9%
4%
3%
1%
1%
0%
0%

7
8
9
10
11
12
13
14
15
16
17
18
19
20
21

1
4
139
407
533
483
297
186
135
76
55
17
12
8
4

1006
1003
868
600
474
524
710
821
872
931
952
990
995
999
1003

0%
0%
14%
40%
53%
48%
29%
18%
13%
8%
5%
2%
1%
1%
0%

7
8
9
10
11
12
13
14
15
16
17
18
19
20
21

3
4
9
126
238
181
187
85
67
39
22
17
10
5
5

1004
1003
998
881
769
826
820
922
940
968
985
990
997
1002
1002

0%
0%
1%
13%
24%
18%
19%
8%
7%
4%
2%
2%
1%
0%
0%

Upper Lot (1,167 Spaces)
Parked
Available Utilization
Thursday, December 7, 2017
39
1128
3%
181
986
16%
614
553
53%
1078
89
92%
1071
96
92%
1083
84
93%
1058
109
91%
813
354
70%
693
474
59%
476
691
41%
361
806
31%
429
738
37%
537
630
46%
445
722
38%
184
983
16%
Wednesday, January 31, 2017
79
1088
7%
298
869
26%
958
209
82%
1094
73
94%
1063
104
91%
1046
121
90%
963
204
83%
876
291
75%
726
441
62%
555
612
48%
482
685
41%
621
546
53%
745
422
64%
612
555
52%
251
916
22%
Wednesday, April 18, 2018
56
1111
5%
265
902
23%
706
461
60%
847
320
73%
1078
89
92%
1009
158
86%
939
228
80%
792
375
68%
633
534
54%
536
631
46%
449
718
38%
489
678
42%
563
604
48%
510
657
44%
141
1026
12%

Combined (2,174 Spaces)
Parked
Available Utilization
39
184
625
1211
1306
1336
1225
914
780
516
387
438
543
447
185

2135
1990
1549
963
868
838
949
1260
1394
1658
1787
1736
1631
1727
1989

2%
8%
29%
56%
60%
61%
56%
42%
36%
24%
18%
20%
25%
21%
9%

80
302
1097
1501
1596
1529
1260
1062
861
631
537
638
757
620
255

2094
1872
1077
673
578
645
914
1112
1313
1543
1637
1536
1417
1554
1919

4%
14%
50%
69%
73%
70%
58%
49%
40%
29%
25%
29%
35%
29%
12%

59
269
715
973
1316
1190
1126
877
700
575
471
506
573
515
146

2115
1905
1459
1201
858
984
1048
1297
1474
1599
1703
1668
1601
1659
2028

3%
12%
33%
45%
61%
55%
52%
40%
32%
26%
22%
23%
26%
24%
7%

Sources: Kittelson & Associates, Inc. 2019; Quality Counts, 2017 & 2018.
Note: Parking utilization was rounded.
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Exhibit 2: Existing CCSF Upper/Lower Lot Parking Supply and Occupancy – Thursday, December 7, 2017

Exhibit 3: Existing CCSF Upper/Lower Lot Parking Supply and Occupancy – Wednesday, January 31, 2018
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Exhibit 4: Existing CCSF Upper/Lower Lot Parking Supply and Occupancy – Wednesday, April 18, 2018
Lower Lot Capacity

Upper Lot Capacity

Lower Lot Occupancy

Upper Lot Occupancy

Number of Parked Vehicles

1078
1009
939
847

792

706
633
563

536
449

17

10

6:00 PM

7:00 PM

5

5

9:00 PM

22

8:00 PM

39

5:00 PM

141
67

4:00 PM

9:00 AM

2:00 PM

8:00 AM

510

187

1:00 PM

9

181

85

11:00 AM

4

10:00 AM

56
3

7:00 AM

126

3:00 PM

238

12:00 PM

265

489

Hour Beginning

As shown in Exhibit 1 through Exhibit 4, the peak hourly utilization of both the Lower Lot and Upper Lot
occurs between 10:00 a.m. and 1:00 p.m. during all three days of observation.






On Thursday, December 7, 2017, the peak hour of occupancy occurred between 12:00 p.m. and
1:00 p.m. in both the Lower Lot and Upper Lot; at this time, there were 253 cars parked (754
spaces available) in the Lower Lot and 1,083 cars parked (84 spaces available) in the Upper Lot.
This represents a utilization rate of 25% in the Lower Lot and 93% in the Upper Lot and a
combined occupancy rate of 61%.
On Wednesday, January 31, 2018, the peak hour of occupancy occurred between 11:00 a.m.
and 12:00 p.m. in the Lower Lot and between 10:00 a.m. and 11:00 a.m. in the Upper Lot;
during these times, there were 533 cars parked (474 spaces available) in the Lower Lot and
1,094 cars parked (73 spaces available) in the Upper Lot during the peak hours. This represents
a utilization rate of 53% in the Lower Lot and 94% in the Upper Lot.
On Wednesday, April 18, 2018, the peak hour of occupancy occurred between 11:00 a.m. and
12:00 p.m. in both the Lower Lot and Upper Lot; at this time, there were 238 cars parked (769
spaces available) in the Lower Lot and 1,078 cars parked (89 spaces available) in the Upper Lot.
This represents a utilization rate of 24% in the Lower Lot and 92% in the Upper Lot and a
combined utilization rate of 61%.
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The maximum combined occupancy rate of 73% (1,596 cars parked and 578 spaces available
overall) occurred on Wednesday, January 31, 2018 between 11:00 a.m. and 12:00 p.m.

Neighborhood (On‐Street) Parking
On‐street parking utilization data were collected by IDAX Data Solutions1 traffic data collection staff in
the site vicinity on weekdays in February 2019 for the block faces shown in Exhibit 5. Each block face was
observed three times a day for two days: at 9:00 a.m. (a.m.), 2:00 p.m. (midday), and 8:00 p.m. (p.m.).
Days with street cleaning, holidays, events, or other abnormal parking behavior were avoided.
Each observation included the number of parked cars and for each vehicle:





License plate numbers
Parking regulation for parking space
If legally parked
If parked in a curb cut

Vehicles parked illegally or across driveways/curb cuts were disregarded as the parking supply consists
of only legal parking spaces. While these vehicles constitute parking demand, the spaces these vehicles
occupy are not included in the parking supply, so they have no impact on the total available spaces,
defined by remaining legal spaces. Each observation period averaged 4.8 illegally parked vehicles and
28.3 vehicles parked in curb cuts, primarily in residential blocks south of Ocean Avenue and north of
CCSF.
Parking supply data in the form of number of remaining legal parking spaces per block were provided by
San Francisco Municipal Transportation Agency (SFMTA). For blocks where the number of observed
legally parked vehicles exceed the SFMTA provided supply, the maximum observed occupancy count was
used as the parking supply.

Existing Parking Utilization
The parking utilization and supply data was grouped into four parking areas (north, east, south, and west)
shown in Exhibit 5. Percent occupancy and number of available spaces were determined for each
observation period for each area as shown in Exhibits 6 and 7. The parking supply and availability by area
is presented in Exhibit 8.

1

IDAX Data Solutions is a multimodal data solutions company providing transportation data with an office in San

Francisco, CA.
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Exhibit 5: Neighborhood (On‐Street) Parking Study Area
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Exhibit 6: Parking Occupancy by Area
100%
90%
80%
70%
60%
50%
40%
30%
20%
10%
0%
North

East

Day 1 AM

Day 1 MD

South

Day 1 PM

Day 2 AM

West

Day 2 MD

Day 2 PM

Exhibit 7: Parking Availability by Area

Number of Spaces

100
80
60
40
20
0
North
Day 1 AM

East
Day 1 MD

South

Day 1 PM

Day 2 AM

West

Day 2 MD

Day 2 PM

Exhibit 8: Available Street Parking Spaces by Area and Time Period
Available Street Parking Spaces by Time Period
Day 1 MD
Day 1 PM
Day 2 AM
Day 2 MD

Parking
Area

Supply

North

189

61

99

85

76

100

104

88

East

299

58

65

67

50

71

80

65

South

286

81

69

6

76

96

21

58

West

132

59

53

38

57

64

33

51

Total

906

259

286

196

259

331

238

262

Day 1 AM

Day 2 PM

Average

Sources: Kittelson & Associates, Inc. 2019; IDAX 2019; SFMTA 2019.
Notes: AM = weekday a.m. (9 a.m.); MD = weekday midday (2 p.m.); PM = weekday p.m. (8 p.m.)
Data presented represents the total available parking spaces by area and time period for each parking area as calculated by subtracting the observed
legally parked vehicles from the maximum of the SFMTA parking supply and greatest legally parked vehicle observation.
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Exhibit 8 indicates that there are a total of 906 parking spaces within the parking study area and between
approximately 200 and 300 on‐street spaces are available on streets within the parking study area on
weekdays during any given time period. The North and West parking areas have the highest proportion
of available street parking with average occupancy of less than 60% (equivalent to 88 and 51 available
spaces, respectively). The South area has the highest average occupancy at 80% (equivalent to about 58
available spaces) with the weekday p.m. period approaching 100% utilization. The weekday p.m. period
was generally observed to have the highest occupancy.
Parking in the site vicinity is controlled by a combination of the following types of regulation:





Parking meters
Residential Permit Parking (RPP): 2‐hour time‐limited parking between 8:00 a.m. and 6 p.m.
weekdays, except with residential permit
Time Limit: 2‐hour time‐limited parking without exception
Unregulated: no apparent parking regulations outside of street sweeping hours

The supply and average number of available parking spaces distributed by parking regulation type is
presented in Exhibit 9. As shown in Exhibit 8, over 300 on‐street parking spaces are available in the on‐
street parking study area during the midday period (2 p.m.). As shown in Exhibit 9, the parking demand
from overflow CCSF vehicles can be accommodated by the available on‐street parking supply, though
parking regulations may hinder use.
Exhibits 1 through 4 summarize the parking utilization in the Upper Lot and Lower Lot (project site).
Exhibit 10 presents the combined occupancy for the Upper Lot and Lower Lot and assumes that no
parking spaces would be provided on the Lower Lot. The number of parked vehicles is calculated as the
sum of the number of vehicles parked in the Lower Lot and the number of vehicles parked in the Upper
Lot. The available spaces and utilization rate are calculated based on the Upper Lot supply of 1,167
parking spaces assuming the Lower Lot has a parking supply of zero spaces. A utilization rate less than
100% indicates that the Upper Lot could accommodate the existing combined parking demand.
As shown in Exhibit 10, the Upper Lot can accommodate the existing combined parking demand during
the a.m. and p.m. periods (7 to 9 a.m. and 5 to 7 p.m.) but would not meet the combined parking demand
during the weekday midday period (10 a.m. to 12 p.m.). During the weekday midday peak hour of parking
demand there would be a shortfall of up to 239 spaces. A similar analysis in the March 2019 CCSF Ocean
Campus TDM Plan and Parking Analysis reported a shortfall of 91 spaces without the Lower Lot. The CCSF
Ocean Campus TDM Plan and Parking Analysis was prepared by Fehr & Peers and commissioned by CCSF.
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Exhibit 9: Average Available Street Parking Spaces by Area and Parking Regulation
Parking Area

Parking Count Type

Parking Meters

Supply

0

North
East
South
West
Total

Parking Regulation
Residential Parking Time Limit
Permit
0
70

Unregulated

Total

119

189

Available

0

0

53

35

88

Supply

0

0

45

254

299

Available

0

0

9

56

65

Supply

42

244

0

0

286

Available

16

42

0

0

58

Supply

0

79

0

53

Available

0

35

0

16

132
51

Supply

42

323

115

426

906

Available

16

77

62

107

262

Sources: Kittelson & Associates, Inc. 2019; IDAX 2019; SFMTA 2019.
Notes: Data presented represents average available parking spaces by block attributed to the predominate parking regulation for that block.

Exhibit 10: Existing City College Upper/Lower Lot Parking Occupancy and Upper Lot Supply
Combined Occupancy1
Time Period
Weekday a.m. Peak Period

Weekday Midday Peak Period

Weekday p.m. Peak Period

Time (Hour
Beginning)

Parked Vehicles

Available Spaces,
Upper Lot

% Utilization,
Upper Lot

7 a.m.

59

1,108

5%

8 a.m.

252

915

22%

10 a.m.

1,228

‐61

105%

11 a.m.

1,406

‐239

120%

12 p.m.

1,352

‐185

116%

5 p.m.

465

702

40%

6 p.m.

527

640

45%

Sources: Kittelson & Associates, Inc. 2019; Quality Counts, 2017 & 2018.
Notes: Data presented represents the average across three days of data collection: Thursday, December 7, 2017, Wednesday, January 31, 2018, and
Wednesday, April 18, 2018.
1
Parked vehicles calculated as the sum of the number of vehicles parked in both the Lower Lot and Upper Lot. Available spaces and utilization rate
calculated based on the Upper Lot supply of 1,167 parking spaces, assuming zero parking spaces provided in the Lower Lot.

The City College of San Francisco March 2019 Facilities Master Plan Final Draft recommends a new West
Parking Garage with up to 1,200 spaces to be constructed on the Upper Lot in conjunction with additional
buildings. However, the plan states “the size of the structure does not include specific consideration for
the potential loss of parking in the lower Balboa Reservoir.” The plan also calls for transportation demand
management measures to reduce vehicle and parking demand on campus.

PARKING DEMAND ANALYSIS
The project site is the 17.4‐acre parcel located across Frida Kahlo Way from the City College of San
Francisco campus and adjacent to a City College parking lot that fronts onto Frida Kahlo Way. The project
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site is currently used as an approximately 1,000‐space surface parking lot (known as the “Lower Lot”) for
City College, supplementing the 1,167 vehicle parking spaces in the Upper Lot.
Proposed development scenarios are shown in Exhibit 11 including 0.5:1 residential unit parking ratio.
The proposed development, both options, is assumed to be comprised of 40% one‐bedroom, 30% two‐
bedroom, 30% three‐bedroom units with 50% of the units being affordable housing. The unit mix is a
conservative estimate used for analysis purposes. The actual unit mix may differ.
Exhibit 11: Proposed Land Use Program
Options
Land Use
Residential1

Additional Housing
Option

1,100

1,550

Total Square Feet

1,283,000

1,547,000

Gross Square Feet

7,500

7,500

Gross Square Feet

10,000

10,000

Up to 550

Up to 650

Total Dwelling Units

General Retail
Childcare & Community Room
Residential Vehicle Parking

Developer’s
Proposed Option

Unit of measurement

2

Spaces

Source: Reservoir Community Partners, LLC
1
Based on information provided by Reservoir Partners LLC, the analysis assumes the following bedroom unit mix: 40% one‐bedroom, 30% two‐
bedroom, 30% three‐bedroom units. The unit mix is a conservative estimate used for analysis purposes and the actual unit mix may differ.
2
Under the Developer’s Proposed Option, up to 750 additional public parking spaces are being considered.

Parking demand for the proposed development, both options, was estimated based on the methodology
in Appendix G of the 2002 Transportation Impact Analysis Guidelines2 (2002 Guidelines) with adjustments
to account for the proposed affordable housing and transportation demand management (TDM)
measures. The parking demand formulas and parameters from the 2002 Guidelines were used directly
to estimate the parking demand associated with the residential units and the retail and daycare space.
Affordable housing units were assumed to have a reduced parking demand relative to market rate units
to reflect the lower rates of auto ownership, price of unbundled parking, and quality of transit service
near the project site.

Transportation Demand Management
The development will implement transportation demand management (TDM) measures to encourage
the use of non‐auto modes and reduce vehicle trips. Proposed TDM measures are identified in Exhibit
12, along with the estimated vehicle trip reduction rate associated with implementation.

2

An update to the 2002 Guidelines was published in February 2019. However, the parking demand methodology

presented in the 2019 Guidelines is based on the neighborhood parking rate for non‐residential uses only. The 2002
Guidelines methodology was determined to be more appropriate for the proposed development.
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Exhibit 12: TDM Measures and Estimated Vehicle Trip Reduction

TDM Measure

Range of Vehicle Trip Reduction Rate

Improve Biking/Walking Network
Provide Bicycle Parking
Implement Car Share Program
Unbundle Parking
Limit On‐Site Parking Supply
Improved Design of Development2
TDM Program Total

0% to 2%
0.625%
5% to 15%
2.6% to 13%
5% to 12.5%
3% to 21.3%

Estimated Vehicle Trip Reduction Rate for
Developer’s Proposed Option and
Additional Housing Option1

1.0%
0.6%
5.0%
4.3%
8.8%
10.7%
30.4%

Source: California Air Pollution Control Officers Association, Quantifying Greenhouse Gas Mitigation Measures, August 2010.
Notes:
1
Vehicle trip reduction rate estimated based on the estimated level of adoption and aggressiveness of implementation of a given strategy and account
for the implementation of other TDM program elements so as not to overestimate vehicle trip reduction for the overall program.
2
Design elements include: multimodal wayfinding, real‐time information displays, on‐site bikeshare, bicycle repair station, showers and lockers,
delivery supportive amenities, and tailored transportation marketing.

The range of effectiveness for vehicle trip reductions (VTR) identified for each measure is based on
information included in the California Air Pollution Control Officers Association, Quantifying Greenhouse
Gas Mitigation Measures, August 2010 (CAPCOA Report). The quantification methods provided in the
CAPCOA Report are based on an extensive literature review and are appropriate for use in this project‐
level analysis. The estimated vehicle trip reduction rate is based on the anticipated level of adoption and
aggressiveness of implementation of a given strategy. Vehicle trip reduction is estimated by applying the
vehicle trip reduction rate to the vehicle trips generated by the target user group, which would include
residents, employees, and visitors to the site.
As shown in Exhibit 12, the selected TDM measures would reduce vehicle trips generated by the project.
Similar to how these treatments would facilitate non‐auto trips, these amenities would reduce parking
demand. Reduced auto demand reduces parking demand for visitors and employees. Actions such as
unbundling parking from residential units and limiting parking supply directly impact residential parking
demand. Therefore, the TDM measures were estimated to reduce residential parking demand by 30.4%.

Project Parking Demand
Parking demand was calculated for residential, short‐term retail and daycare visitors, and long‐term
employee parking for both the retail and childcare uses, as shown in Exhibit 13. This parking demand
estimation focuses on the midday time period when the retail and childcare are active and existing CCSF
parking demand would exceed capacity of the Upper Lot. While adjustments were made to account for
the TDM plan and affordable housing, this parking estimate is conservative and likely overstates demand
based on the site context and travel characteristics, transit proximity and quality, and existing and
expected travel characteristics. Additionally, this parking analysis reflects 2019 parking costs and
regulations; future parking policies may influence parking demand for CCSF and the Balboa Reservior.
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Exhibit 13: Estimated Midday Site Parking Demand with Travel Demand Management
Project Options
Land Use
Residential (Midday 80% of Overnight)

Developer’s Proposed Option

Additional Housing Option

426

602

11

11

9

9

9

9

455

631

1

Retail & Childcare Short‐Term
2

Retail Employee

3

Childcare Employee

Total Development Midday Parking Demand

Notes:
1
Based on distribution of unit sizes and affordable housing; 20% midday reduction based on page G‐2 of 2002 Transportation Analysis Guidelines.
Overnight parking demand is 514 vehicles for the Developer’s Proposed Option and 724 for the Additional Housing Option.
2
Daily non‐work automobile trips calculated by adjusting Table 6 of the Travel Demand Memorandum trips by Table C‐2 values of 2002 Transportation
Analysis Guidelines; vehicle occupancy based on SD‐3 retail trips per 2002 Transportation Analysis Guidelines.
3
Number of employees based on Table C‐1 of 2002 Transportation Analysis Guidelines; Mode split per Table 4 of Travel Demand Memorandum.

As shown in Exhibit 13, the Developer’s Proposed Option would generate a total midday parking demand
for 455 vehicle parking spaces (426 residential, 29 retail and childcare visitor, 18 retail and childcare
employee). The Additional Housing Option would generate a total midday parking demand for 631
vehicle parking spaces (602 residential, 29 retail and childcare visitor, 18 retail and childcare employee).
The vehicle parking supply proposed under each development scenario was evaluated against the
estimated parking demand generated by the project and the existing CCSF overflow demand. The
summary results are shown in Exhibit 14.
Exhibit 14: Total Parking Analysis Summary (0.5:1 Parking Ratio [currently proposed])
Developer’s Proposed Option (0.5:1)

Additional Housing Option (0.5:1)

Supply
Time
Period
Midday

Parking
Scenario

On‐
Site
1

Neighbor
‐hood2

Total

Dem‐
and

On‐
Site

Neighbor
‐hood2

Total

Residential

426

550

0

550

602

650

0

650

Public/CCSF3

268

0

316

316

268

0

316

316

Total

694

550

316

866

870

650

316

966

533

550

0

550

751

650

0

650

0

0

217

217

0

0

217

217

533

550

217

767

751

650

217

867

Residential
Overnight

Dem‐
and

Supply

Public/CCSF
Total

3

Notes: (0.5:1) denotes a parking ratio of 0.5 residential parking spaces for 1 residential unit; green‐shaded cells have excess parking supply while red‐
shaded cells have parking deficits
1
Developer’s Proposed Option supply does not include the 750‐space parking garage that is analyzed in the EIR. Some or all of these parking spaces
could be included in the final project to meet projected demand.
2
Neighborhood supply includes available street parking spaces within the parking study area during the given time period (Midday and
Evening/Overnight).
3
Includes 29 retail and child care visitor and employee demand and 239 overflow CCSF vehicles.

As shown in Exhibit 14, the currently proposed 0.5:1 parking ratio meets residential parking demand
under the Developer’s Proposed Option during the midday and overnight periods and the Additional
Kittelson & Associates, Inc.
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Housing Option during the midday period. There would be a 101 space residential parking space shortfall
during the overnight period with the Additional House Option. The parking demand associated with the
retail and child care visitor and employee demand (29 spaces) and CCSF overflow demand (239 spaces)
could be met by available on‐street parking spaces within the study area (316 spaces during the midday
period, 217 spaces during the overnight period).
Alternatively, the parking demand from the retail and daycare visitors and employees and overflow CCSF
vehicles could be accommodated by a combination of reducing CCSF parking demand through planned
TDM measures and/or a shared parking agreement with the Balboa Reservoir project. Additionally, under
the Developer’s Proposed Option, the supply shown in Exhibit 14 does not include the 750‐space parking
garage that is analyzed in the EIR. Some or all of these parking spaces could be included in the final project
to meet projected demand.

PARKING MONITORING PLAN
Goal of the Monitoring Plan
The goal of the monitoring plan is to conduct ongoing monitoring and evaluation of vehicle parking supply
and utilization on the Balboa Reservoir project site and nearby City College of San Francisco parking
facility. Data will be collected and reviewed to help inform the construction of parking facilities and to
determine if parking and transportation demand management strategies are needed.

Background
The Balboa Reservoir Parking Utilization Study (2017‐2018) presented above, is an analysis of the parking
conditions on the proposed project site (“Lower Lot”) and the adjacent Upper Lot. Data was collected at
three time periods when school was in session to gauge when parking utilization would be at its highest
levels of the year.
The Parking Utilization Study (2017‐2018) was intended to monitor and evaluate parking supply and
usage to understand the potential effects of the proposed Balboa Reservoir development on the Lower
Lot and the resulting loss of parking on City College of San Francisco staff and students. This initial study
will be used to develop the framework and methodology for ongoing monitoring and evaluation of
parking supply and utilization on the Balboa Reservoir site and the Upper Lot to guide management of
Balboa Reservoir and City College of San Francisco parking facilities. Proposed methodology and
implementation of the parking monitoring plan is discussed in the following sections.
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Methodology
Balboa Reservoir Parking Utilization Study (2017‐2018) Methodology
For the Balboa Reservoir Parking Utilization Study (2017‐2018), parking data was collected on an hourly
basis over a 14‐hour time period, between 7:00 a.m. and 9:00 p.m. Data was collected on three separate
mid‐week days (Tuesday, Wednesday, or Thursday) when CCSF was in session. The number of spaces in
the Upper and Lower Lots were counted with the use of aerial photography and then verified in the field.
Parking occupancy was collected manually by field technicians. The parking lots were divided into areas
with a field technician responsible for collecting data in each area. Technicians walked the lots every
hour, manually counting the number of full and empty stalls in each area. Data was marked by hand in
the field and transferred to spreadsheets. The spreadsheet data entries were then checked against the
manual entries. The cost of data collection was $560 for each of the Upper Lot and Lower Lot, or $1,120
total, for each 14‐hour observation period.

Ongoing Monitoring and Evaluation
The following methodology for ongoing monitoring is recommended to provide efficient and accurate
data collection, to align reported space types with parking management categories, and to make the
utilization report simple and accessible to all audiences.







3

Survey Study Area. Collect data within the Lower Lot and Upper Lot. When construction of the
Balboa Reservoir project begins, collect data within the Upper Lot only. After construction of
the Balboa Reservoir project, if public parking is provided on the Balboa Reservoir site, collect
data at the public parking facility and the Upper Lot.
Survey Time Period. Conduct the survey over a four‐week period, during the third, fourth, fifth,
and sixth weeks of the fall academic term, alternating weekly between Wednesday and
Thursday in order to capture daily variations in class schedules and allow for two surveys on
each day to get a broader representation of parking demand. This survey period is intended to
be inclusive of the period of peak CCSF enrollment.
Survey Duration. Conduct data collection between the hours of 7 a.m. and 9 p.m. to capture
hourly variation and peak periods of parking demand.
Parking Space Classification. Classify vehicle parking spaces into the following categories to
align with existing parking types provided by CCSF3 and the Balboa Reservoir project: student;
faculty/staff; Americans with Disabilities Act (ADA); reserved; short‐term/metered; public (free);
public (paid); and private (residents only). Additional categories that could be considered
depending on applicability, include electric vehicle charging spaces and dedicated carpool
spaces. The Balboa Reservoir Parking Utilization Study (2017‐2018) collected and reported

City College of San Francisco 2019 Facilities Master Plan, March 2019. P. 2‐32. https://www.ccsf.edu/en/about‐city‐

college/administration/vcfa/facilities_planning/facilities‐master‐plan.html, accessed April 5, 2019.
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utilization data for each facility but did not classify the parking spaces into categories. This
approach made data collection and reporting simple and easy to understand, however, it offers
limited utility to match space types with parking management categories and patterns of
parking demand.
Parking Capacity. Parking capacity is a measure of the number of parking spaces available
within the surveyed locations at the time of the survey. Year‐to‐year changes in capacity are
influenced by the physical addition or removal of parking lots and spaces as well as by changes
in the management of individual spaces and lots.
Parking Utilization. The overall parking utilization rate is calculated as the ratio of occupied
spaces to the total number of parking spaces in the surveyed lots. The percent utilization
reported would be an average of the four survey days. Parking utilization should be reported
overall (for both facilities combined), by location (for each individual facility), and by parking
space category.
Reporting. The parking utilization study should be conducted on an annual basis and build on
prior year’s data to allow for a longitudinal/historical evaluation.

Future Management of Parking Facilities
Balboa Reservoir development intends to manage its parking efficiently while working to encourage the
use of transportation modes other than the single occupancy vehicle. These efforts are being pursued
concurrently and in partnership with City College of San Francisco, Public Utilities Commission, and the
City of San Francisco to address the future parking needs for CCSF Ocean Campus.
City College of San Francisco approved its Facilities Master Plan in March 2019. The document outlines a
vision for the future of the campus that directs cars to routes at the perimeter of campus, emphasizes a
more pedestrian atmosphere on Frida Kahlo Way, and limits on‐campus circulation to ADA and service
vehicles. City College of San Francisco is developing a transportation demand management program
aimed at actively reducing single occupancy vehicle trips to the campus through strategies including
designated carpool and carshare vehicle parking and provision of passenger loading and short‐term
parking spaces. According to information included in the Facilities Master Plan, the West Parking
Structure could replace surface parking in the Upper Lot due to the construction of the Performing Arts
Education Center. The structure may include up to 1,200 vehicle parking spaces on six floors. Additional
vehicle parking would be provided in the East Surface Parking lot located on the east side of the east
campus.
With regular monitoring of parking utilization and careful management, Balboa Reservoir and CCSF can
support efficient use of the facilities by implementing transportation demand management measures
and parking strategies that could include, but are not limited to:


Private parking partnerships. Shared parking arrangement between Balboa Reservoir and City
College of San Francisco.
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Parking policies. Implement changes to policies and practices that optimize parking occupancy
and turnover, such as adding time limits or paid parking, including variable demand‐based
pricing.
Physical improvements. Make physical improvements, including sidewalk widening, installation
of bike facilities and amenities, and wayfinding to increase use of non‐auto modes.
Shuttle service. Provide fixed‐route or on‐demand shuttle service between the project site and
key destinations to increase use of non‐auto modes.
Valet parking. Implement centralized valet service, thereby increasing capacity of existing
parking facilities by enabling tandem parking.
Increase parking supply. Construct a new garage or expand the existing facility.

SUMMARY OF FINDINGS
The key findings of the parking supply and utilization data collection and the parking demand analysis are
summarized below:











The peak hourly utilization of both the Lower Lot and Upper Lot occurs between 10 a.m. and 1
p.m. The observed maximum combined occupancy rate of 73% (1,596 cars parked and 578
spaces available) occurred between 11 a.m. and 12 p.m.
Under existing parking pricing policy, the Upper Lot can accommodate the existing combined
parking demand (the total demand observed at both the Lower Lot and Upper Lot) during the
a.m. and p.m. periods (7 to 9 a.m. and 5 to 7 p.m.) but would not meet the combined parking
demand during the weekday midday period (10 a.m. to 12 p.m.). During the weekday midday
peak hour of parking demand, assuming parking was available only at the Upper Lot, there
would be a shortfall of up to 239 parking spaces.
There are a total of 906 parking spaces within the neighborhood on‐street parking study area and
between approximately 200 and 300 on‐street spaces are available on weekdays during any given
time period (a.m., midday, and p.m.).
Projected residential parking demand can be met at a 0.5:1 parking ratio except during the
overnight period for the Additional Housing Option, which would have a 101 space shortfall.
Projected parking demand from the retail and daycare visitors and employees and overflow CCSF
vehicles could be accommodated by available on‐street parking spaces, reduced Balboa Reservoir
and CCSF parking demand through planned TDM measures, and/or a shared parking agreement
with the Balboa Reservoir project.
The Balboa Reservoir development intends to monitor and manage its parking efficiently while
working to encourage the use of transportation modes other than the single occupancy vehicle.
Shared or flexible parking designations between residential, retail, and CCSF uses would help to
minimize the total number of parking spaces needed to meet project‐generated parking demand
and overflow CCSF parking demand resulting from the redevelopment of the Lower Lot.
Implementation of TDM measures and a shared parking agreement with CCSF would reduce the
impacts of parking shortfalls on the neighborhood parking supply.
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ATTACHMENT B: OPERATIONS ANALYSIS TECHNICAL MEMORANDUM
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TECHNICAL MEMORANDUM
Date:

August 1, 2019

To:

Reservoir Community Partners, LLC

From:

Kittelson & Associates, Inc.

Project:

Balboa Reservoir – Operations Analysis Memorandum

This memorandum summarizes the corridor delay and intersection operations analyses conducted for
the Balboa Reservoir development (proposed project). The objective of the analysis is to evaluate
existing and existing plus project corridor operations along Ocean Avenue and Ridgewood Avenue‐Frida
Kahlo Way and intersection operations at select study intersections to estimate the changes in travel
time attributable to the project and to evaluate potential modifications to improve traffic flow and
vehicle progression at intersections along Ocean Avenue. Data on existing transit operations is used to
inform the evaluation. This memorandum is organized as follows:







Data collection summary
Analysis methodology
Corridor delay analysis
Intersection operations analysis
Potential intersection modifications
Summary of findings

DATA COLLECTION SUMMARY
Intersection Turning Movement Counts
Weekday a.m. (7 to 9 a.m.) and p.m. (4 to 6 p.m.) period multimodal turning movement counts were
collected at 14 locations along Ocean Avenue, Ridgewood Avenue, and Frida Kahlo Way. Turning
movement counts were collected on a weekday (Tuesday, Wednesday, or Thursday) when City College
of San Francisco was in session. The study intersection locations are shown in Figure 1 and listed in Table
1.

Kittelson & Associates, Inc.

San Francisco, California

O-WPA3

St
E

ster

wt
hS
t

Sa

hu

un

Detroit St

Ar
ag

oS
t

C
ve

eA
ve

tV
e rn
on

aA
ve

a
e
Av

e
Av

Source: Kittelson & Associates, Inc., 2019

ne

!

Al e

a
ug

e
Av

Ca
y

aw

te

Lobos St

Av
e

Av
e

m
Ro

e

St

Studyd Intersections

lv
ny B
ma

Site Boundary

n

e
Av

g to

J

Mo

Av
e

Av
e

Av
e

Ma
jes
tic

Sh

ra
Av
e

oA

St
el

i gu
nM

e
os

n

Sa

Ln

Ni a g
a

De
lan

St

St
Ta
ra

urg
isb
Lo
u

Av
e
rg
a
Ma

Edna St

Ho

Wi Edg
llia
ar Pl
rA
ve

Harold Ave

Lee Ave

Brighton Ave

Jo
sia
h

ge

ida

Se
ne
ca
Na
Av
va
Ge
e
j
o
ne
A
va
Av
e

o
Fo

Feet

§
¦
¨
280

t
it S

750

mm

Minerva St

On
e

ay

Montana St

!8

iW

/
ß
101

82

0

!7

n
sta

Thrift St

þ∙
þ
∙

!6

Re

280

Ri d

Lakeview Ave

re
t

80

H Lot

Sergeant John V Youn

E

W est Rd

Bruce Ave

Plymouth Ave

Faxon Ave

Capitol Ave

§
¦
¨

ay
W

ve

35

! !2
!3 !4
!5

Holloway Ave

Grafton Ave

Cloud Ci r

14
!

1

e
Av

Havelock St

w
tta
O

)
þ
∙
§
¦
¨

Frida Kahlo Way

tw

Miramar Ave

Granada Ave

a do
Do r
Jules Ave

Ave

S

Na

SITE

13
!

co
Ar

Marston Ave

as
t Rd

o od Dr

Te r

Ke ystone W a y

Ashton Ave

SITE

Dr

San Francisco

1

11
!
12
!

Judson Ave

r
ul a
i rc

nce Cir
cie

u th w oo d

Oce
an

101

Foerster St

Staples Ave

10
!

Ea s

/
ß
1
þ
∙

Flood Ave

Gre enwood Ave

Wildw o od W ay

So

Hearst Ave

Av
e

Westwoo

n

Gennessee St

Mo

e
o Av
te cit

Ca
in
e

ra

el Ve

!9

Su

H:\22\22126 - San Francisco Planning On-Call\003 - SF Balboa Reservoir TIS\gis\01 Study Intersections.mxd - jsommerville - 2:59 PM 7/25/2019

e
Av

ay

Stillings Ave

Tere sita Blvd

Joost Ave

Dr

d

de Montfort Ave

I

d

Ke n w o

W

Mangels Ave

d
Montere y Blv

D a en W a y
ri

od

A

ve

ay
W

rthw ood Dr
No

U p la nd Dr

Melrose Ave

oo

el

A

w

er
Fo

ve

o

on

ez

d

lm

l
Va

e
a Av

Dr

no

W ay

ol

C

ue n
aB

wo

ood
yw

ve
anFe l p e A
i

S

Ha z

rb
Ye

od Dr
wo
se
Dr
Ro
od

rn
Fe

Ma

ve
ood A
entw
r
B

s Pa lmos Dr
Lo

li
El

n

Balboa Reservoir Project

Figure 1
Study Intersections

O-WPA3
Balboa Reservoir – Operations Analysis Memorandum
August 1, 2019

Page 3

Table 1: Study Intersections
#

Intersection

1

Plymouth Avenue/Ocean Avenue

2

Brighton Avenue/Ocean Avenue

3

Lee Avenue/Ocean Avenue

4

Harold Avenue/Ocean Avenue

5

Frida Kahlo Way/Geneva Avenue/Ocean Avenue

6

I‐280 SB Off‐Ramp/Ocean Avenue

7

I‐280 NB On‐Ramp/Ocean Avenue

8

San Jose Avenue/Ocean Avenue

9

Ridgewood Avenue/Monterey Boulevard

10

Frida Kahlo Way/Judson Avenue

11

Frida Kahlo Way/City College Upper Reservoir Lot (N)

12

Frida Kahlo Way/Cloud Circle (N)

13

Frida Kahlo Way/City College Upper Reservoir Lot (S)

14

Frida Kahlo Way/Cloud Circle (S)

SFMTA General Transit Feed Specification (GTFS) Data
The SFMTA provided General Transit Feed Specification data for two inbound/outbound routes operating
on streets adjacent to the project, 29 Sunset and 43 Masonic, for the weekday a.m. and p.m. peak periods
(7 to 9 a.m. and 4. to 6 p.m.). SFMTA provided GTFS data for the segment of line 29 on Ocean Avenue
between Mission Street/Persia Avenue and Plymouth Avenue and for the segment of line 43 extending
from Gennessee Street/Monterey Boulevard to the City College Bookstore for inbound (southbound)
operations and from the City College Bookstore to Foerster Street/Monterey Boulevard for outbound
(northbound) operations. Historical travel time data was provided for dates between August 27, 2018
and March 8, 2019. Table 2 displays an average of the data for weekday a.m. and p.m. peak periods.
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Table 2: SFMTA Transit Data
Transit Travel Time (minutes:seconds)

Transit

Study Segment

Line

Mission Street/Persia Avenue to Plymouth
29

Avenue/Ocean Avenue
Plymouth Avenue/Ocean Avenue to Mission
Street/Persia Avenue
Gennessee Street/Monterey Boulevard to

43

City College Bookstore
City College Bookstore to Foerster
Street/Monterey Boulevard

a.m.

p.m.

10:55

12:00

9:53

10:10

4:25

4:05

4:37

4:35

Sources: SFMTA, 2019.
Notes: a.m. refers to 7 to 9 a.m. and p.m. refers to 4 to 6 p.m. Travel time is reported in minutes and seconds.

Transit Travel Time Runs
Supplemental transit time data was collected along study segments via onboard surveys. Transit travel
times were collected on Tuesday, April 2, 2019, during the weekday a.m. peak period (7 to 9 a.m.) and
the weekday p.m. peak period (4 to 6 p.m.). Two staff boarded each transit vehicle at the route start
point and recorded the travel time between each stop and the dwell time at each stop. Data was gathered
for the following Muni lines and study segments:








K/T Third/Ingleside – from Jules Avenue/Ocean Avenue to the Balboa Park BART Station
(eastbound) and from San Jose Avenue/Geneva Avenue to Dorado Terrace/Ocean Avenue
(westbound)
29 Sunset – from Mission Street/Persia Avenue to Plymouth Avenue/Ocean Avenue
(westbound) and from Plymouth Avenue/Ocean Avenue to Mission Street/Persia Avenue
(eastbound)
43 Masonic – from Frida Kahlo Way/CCSF South Entrance to Foerster Street/Monterey
Boulevard (northbound) and from Gennessee Street/Monterey Boulevard to Frida Kahlo
Way/CCSF South Entrance (southbound)
49 Van Ness/Mission – from Frida Kahlo Way/CCSF South Entrance to Mission Street/Persia
Avenue (eastbound) and from Mission Street/Ocean Avenue to Frida Kahlo Way/CCSF South
Entrance (westbound)

Table 3 shows observed transit travel times for each study segment. Multiple travel time runs were
conducted on each segment in each direction. The value in the table reflects the average of those runs.
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Table 3: Supplemental Transit Travel Time Runs
Transit Travel Time (minutes:seconds)

Transit

Transit Route

Line

Jules Avenue/Ocean Avenue to Balboa Park
K

BART Station
San Jose Avenue/Geneva Avenue to Dorado
Terrace/Ocean Avenue
Mission Street/Persia Avenue to Plymouth

29

Avenue/Ocean Avenue
Plymouth Avenue/Ocean Avenue to Mission
Street/Persia Avenue
Frida Kahlo Way/CCSF South Entrance to

43

Foerster Street/Monterey Boulevard
Gennessee Street/Monterey Boulevard to
Frida Kahlo Way/CCSF South Entrance
Frida Kahlo Way/CCSF South Entrance to

49

Mission Street/Persia Avenue
Mission Street/Ocean Avenue to Frida Kahlo
Way/CCSF South Entrance

a.m.

p.m.

3:30

8:42

3:28

10:03

7:10

9:55

8:01

12:09

4:20

4:37

4:16

4:23

5:39

10:04

7:18

11:25

Sources: Kittelson & Associates, Inc. 2019.
Notes: CCSF stands for Community College of San Francisco. a.m. refers to 7 to 9 a.m. and p.m. refers to 4 to 6 p.m. Travel time is reported in
minutes and seconds. Multiple transit runs were recorded, and the value in the table reflects an average of those runs.

The supplemental transit travel time data displayed in Table 3 is relatively consistent with the average
historical travel time data for both peak periods on 43 Masonic and the evening peak period on 29 Sunset.
While the transit travel time runs collected for 29 Sunset during the weekday a.m. peak hour were within
the overall range of historic travel time data provided by SFMTA, they were about 3 minutes less than
the average historic travel times reported by SFMTA during the weekday a.m. peak period (7‐8 minutes
as compared to 10‐11 minutes). Variation between the average transit travel times observed on Tuesday,
April 2, 2019 and the average of historic transit travel time data collected between August 27, 2018 and
March 8, 2019 could be related to differences in the volume of vehicles traveling along the corridor and
differences in dwell time and the number of passengers boarding/alighting along the corridor, among
other factors. Additionally, the supplemental transit travel time data relies on two to three data points
on a single day of observation compared to multiple data points collected over a 193 day period.

ANALYSIS METHODOLOGY
All corridor delay analyses described in this memorandum were performed using Trafficware’s Synchro
modeling software. This software helps provide a macroscopic evaluation of traffic conditions. The
transportation network, consisting of the study intersections outlined in Table 1, was constructed
utilizing San Francisco (SF) Planning Department’s Guidelines for Synchro Intersection LOS Analysis (2012),
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as well as signal timing information provided by the San Francisco Municipal Transportation Agency
(SFMTA).

Corridor Delay Analysis
Corridor delay analysis was conducted along the following two corridors:



Ocean Avenue, from Plymouth Avenue to San Jose Avenue
Ridgewood Avenue‐Frida Kahlo Way, from Ridgewood Avenue/Monterey Boulevard to Frida
Kahlo Way/Geneva Avenue/Ocean Avenue

Synchro summarizes corridor delay for approaches along the arterial and includes through and turning
lane groups1. The specific performance measure that is documented is total delay along the corridor by
direction2. This performance measure is used to provide information about existing travel times through
the study corridors and evaluate travel time increases associated with vehicle traffic generated by the
proposed project options.

Intersection Operations Analysis
Detailed intersection operations analysis was conducted at the following three locations:




Brighton Avenue/Ocean Avenue
Lee Avenue/Ocean Avenue
Frida Kahlo Way/Geneva Avenue/Ocean Avenue

These three study intersections were selected for analysis to address concerns raised by the community
regarding operations at these locations.
Intersection level of service (LOS) analyses were performed in accordance with the procedures stated in
the 2000 Highway Capacity Manual. Intersection level of service is dependent on control delay3 and is
analogous to letter grades in a school report card, ranging from LOS A to LOS F. Motorists using an
intersection that operates at a LOS A experience very little delay and usually do not stop, while those
using an intersection that operates at a LOS F will experience long delays typically greater than 80 seconds
per vehicle.

1
The corridor delay is calculated by utilizing weighted volumes for approaches on the arterial. These volumes are not
adjusted for the peak hour factor (PHF) or lane utilization factor. Peak hour factor is defined as the hourly volume divided
by the peak (fifteen) minute flow rate within that same hour. The lane utilization factor indicates the “uniform” use of
available lanes. It is the ratio of the average volume per lane to the heaviest volume in one lane.
2
Total corridor delay is calculated by summing the control delay and queue delay and is presented in seconds per vehicle.
3
Control delay is defined to include initial deceleration delay, queue move‐up time, stopped delay, and final acceleration
delay. This variable is measured in seconds per vehicle during a specific time period (for example, the p.m. peak hour).
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All queue length analyses were performed in accordance with Synchro methodologies and represent the
95th percentile maximum queue lengths. The 95th percentile queue is the queue length that would not
be exceeded 95 percent of the time.
All three signalized intersections operate as actuated‐coordinated4 signals with maximum recall5 on the
coordinated phase. This control type is defined as having the major movements (i.e., Ocean Avenue) as
coordinated and set to a maximum recall, while the minor streets (Brighton Avenue, Lee Avenue, and
Frida Kahlo Way/Geneva Avenue) are actuated and typically have no recall. The signals also operate on
a fixed cycle length, so if there is any unused time in a cycle, it is added to the designated coordinated
phases.

Analysis Scenarios
Analysis was conducted for existing and existing plus project conditions. Existing plus project conditions
reflects the existing transportation network with the inclusion of vehicle trips generated by the Additional
Housing Option.
The Balboa Reservoir development has two proposed project options:




Developer’s Proposed Option. 1,100 dwelling units, 10,000 square feet of childcare use and
7,500 square feet of retail and is estimated to add 249 vehicle trips and 318 vehicle trips during
the a.m. and p.m. peak hours, respectively.
Additional Housing Option. 1,550 dwelling units, 10,000 square feet of childcare use and 7,500
square feet of retail and is forecasted to add 329 vehicle trips and 423 vehicle trips during the
a.m. and p.m. peak hours, respectively.

For the purposes of a more conservative analysis, the Additional Housing Option was evaluated, as it
would generate more vehicle trips and would therefore have a greater effect on corridor delay and
intersection operations. The Developer’s Proposed Option would generate about 25 percent fewer
vehicle trips and as a result, would be expected to result in less delay compared to the Additional Housing
Option.

4

Actuated signals prioritize the through movement of the major street and use sensors to respond to the traffic present
on the actuated approach, so that the pattern of the signal (the length and order of each phase) depends on the traffic
and can be different at every cycle. Sensors report to the signal computer and green is provided for those actuated lanes
only when traffic is present and only until the traffic has vacated those lanes or the maximum time set for that phase has
been reached.
5
Each phase in a signalized intersection is given a recall mode of either no call, minimum, maximum, or pedestrian. No
recall implies that a phase can be skipped if no vehicles are present/detected. Minimum recall indicates that a phase is
being called for its minimum green time, independent of a vehicle’s presence. Maximum recall specifies that a phase is
being called for its maximum green time. Pedestrian recall means that a phase will always service the pedestrian walk
and clearance interval times independent of a pedestrian’s presence.
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CORRIDOR DELAY ANALYSIS
The corridor delay analysis considers the change in vehicle delay with the addition of project‐generated
vehicle trips along Ocean Avenue, from Plymouth Avenue to San Jose Avenue, and along Ridgewood and
Frida Kahlo Way, from Ridgewood Avenue/Monterey Boulevard to Frida Kahlo Way/Geneva
Avenue/Ocean Avenue. Table 4 and Table 5 display the total corridor delay for existing conditions and
existing plus project conditions for the weekday a.m. and p.m. peak hours.
Table 4: Corridor Delay – Ocean Avenue
Weekday a.m. Peak Hour
(seconds/vehicle)

Weekday p.m. Peak Hour
(seconds/vehicle)

Eastbound

Westbound

Eastbound

Westbound

Existing Conditions

11

32

13

33

Existing Plus Additional Housing Option Conditions

12

32

15

41

Project‐Related Change

+1

0

+2

+8

Scenario

Sources: Kittelson & Associates, Inc. 2019.

Table 5: Corridor Delay – Frida Kahlo Way
Weekday a.m. Peak Hour
(seconds/vehicle)
Scenario

Weekday p.m. Peak Hour
(seconds/vehicle)

Northbound

Southbound

Northbound

Southbound

Existing Conditions

3

11

4

19

Existing Plus Additional Housing Option Conditions

4

12

4

22

Project‐Related Change

+1

+1

0

+3

Sources: Kittelson & Associates, Inc. 2019.

As shown in Table 4, the Additional Housing Option would increase delay along the Ocean Avenue study
segment by one second in the eastbound direction during the weekday a.m. peak hour and by two
seconds and eight seconds in the eastbound and westbound directions, respectively during the weekday
p.m. peak hour. As shown in Table 5, the Additional Housing Option would increase delay along the Frida
Kahlo Way study segment by one second in the northbound and southbound directions during the
weekday a.m. peak hour and by three seconds in the southbound direction during the weekday p.m.
peak hour.

INTERSECTION OPERATIONS ANALYSIS
A detailed intersection operations analysis was conducted to identify more specifically how operations
at the three study intersections (Brighton Avenue/Ocean Avenue, Lee Avenue/Ocean Avenue, and Frida
Kahlo Way/Geneva Avenue/Ocean Avenue) may change with the addition of project‐generated vehicle
trips from the Additional Housing Option during the weekday a.m. and p.m. peak hours.
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The analysis considers the delay, queue length, and LOS for each approach and for the intersection
overall. Intersection volumes were adjusted to reflect the peak hour and lane utilization factors. Based
on observations along Ocean Avenue, there were twice as many vehicles in the outside lanes, compared
to the center lanes, as to avoid the light rail tracks and to avoid being delayed behind transit. Therefore,
a lane utilization factor6 of 0.75 was applied to eastbound and westbound through movements at each
study intersection. Table 6 summarizes the weekday a.m. peak hour results, and Table 7 displays the
weekday p.m. peak hour results.
Table 6: Intersection Operations – Weekday a.m. Peak Hour
Eastbound

Intersection/
Scenario

Delay

Queue

Westbound
LOS

Delay

Queue

Northbound
LOS

Delay

Southbound

Int.

Queue

LOS

Delay

Queue

LOS

Delay

Existing Conditions
Brighton
Avenue

7.9

136.0

A

6.4

374.0

A

36.2

52.0

D

64.4

25.0

E

9.2

Lee Avenue

8.6

55.0

A

16.6

263.0

B

31.6

94.0

C

23.6

30.0

C

14.3

Frida Kahlo
Way/Geneva
Avenue

39.0

427.0

D

136.4

485.0

F

30.4

210.0

C

21.4

87.0

C

84.3

Existing Plus Additional Housing Option
Brighton
Avenue

7.9

136.0

A

6.2

398.0

A

36.2

52.0

D

64.4

25.0

E

9.0

Lee Avenue

8.6

55.0

A

17.4

265.0

B

33.4

107.0

C

35.2

117.0

D

16.3

Frida Kahlo
Way/Geneva
Avenue

51.9

487.0

D

164.5

521.0

F

31.3

218.0

C

21.4

87.0

C

102.7

Project Change
Brighton
Avenue

‐

‐

‐

‐0.2

+24.0

‐

‐

‐

‐

‐

‐

‐

‐0.2

Lee Avenue

‐

‐

‐

+0.8

+2.0

‐

+1.8

+13.0

‐

+11.6

+87.0

C to D

+2.0

Frida Kahlo
Way/Geneva
Avenue

+12.9

+60.0

‐

+28.1

+36.0

‐

+0.9

+8.0

‐

‐

‐

‐

+18.4

Sources: Kittelson & Associates, Inc. 2019.
Notes: LOS = Level of Service. Int. = Intersection. Approach delay is measured in average seconds delay experienced per vehicle on the approach
during the specified time period. Intersection delay is the average total vehicle delay of all movements through an intersection during the specified
time period. Queue length is measured in feet and represents the queue for through or left‐turn lane movements on each approach. Analysis results
presented in bold represents an approach exceeding capacity, with a volume‐to‐capacity ratio greater than 1.07. Synchro may overestimate the delay
and queue lengths reported at intersections or approaches operating at, or near, capacity.

6

A lane utilization factor can be applied in Synchro as to indicate a specific distribution across lanes. The factor is
estimated by dividing the total approach volume by the number of lanes and the highest lane volume.
7
According to the Highway Capacity Manual, capacity is defined as the maximum flow rate for a roadway under specific
geometric, traffic, environmental, and control conditions. When a volume‐to‐capacity ratio (v/c) is greater than one,
then there is typically high delay and long queues.
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Table 7: Intersection Operations – Weekday p.m. Peak Hour
Eastbound

Intersection/
Scenario

Delay Queue

Westbound
LOS

Delay

Queue

Northbound
LOS

Delay

Southbound

Int.

Queue

LOS

Delay

Queue

LOS

Delay

Existing Conditions
Brighton
Avenue

9.6

140.0

A

78.2

570.0

E

36.8

62.0

D

42.5

16.0

D

45.6

Lee Avenue

9.4

64.0

A

18.0

314.0

B

32.5

98.0

C

27.7

70.0

C

15.7

Frida Kahlo
Way/Geneva
Avenue

46.9

471.0

D

75.1

393.0

E

29.6

203.0

C

23.3

141.0

C

53.7

Existing Plus Additional Housing Option
Brighton
Avenue

9.6

142.0

A

75.1

492.0

E

36.8

62.0

D

42.5

16.0

D

44.3

Lee Avenue

9.4

64.0

A

22.2

323.0

C

35.4

130.0

D

39.3

151.0

D

19.9

Frida Kahlo
Way/Geneva
Avenue

60.4

516.0

E

145.6

508.0

F

31.9

223.0

C

23.3

141.0

C

90.9

Project Change
Brighton
Avenue

‐

+2.0

‐

‐3.1

‐78.0

‐

‐

‐

‐

‐

‐

‐

‐1.3

Lee Avenue

‐

‐

‐

+4.2

+9.0

B to C

+2.9

+32.0

C to D

+11.6

+81.0

C to D

+4.2

Frida Kahlo
Way/Geneva
Avenue

+13.5

+45.0

D to E

+70.5

+115.0

E to F

+2.3

+20.0

‐

‐

‐

‐

37.2

Sources: Kittelson & Associates, Inc. 2019.
Notes: LOS = Level of Service. Int. = Intersection. Approach delay is measured in average seconds delay experienced per vehicle on the approach
during the specified time period. Intersection delay is the average total vehicle delay of all movements through an intersection during the specified
time period. Queue length is measured in feet and represents the queue for through or left‐turn lane movements on each approach. Analysis results
presented in bold represents an approach exceeding capacity, with a volume‐to‐capacity ratio greater than 1.0. Synchro may overestimate the delay
and queue lengths reported at intersections or approaches operating at, or near, capacity.

Brighton Avenue/Ocean Avenue
The intersection of Brighton Avenue/Ocean Avenue is a four‐legged, offset, signalized intersection. The
eastbound and westbound approaches have two through lanes each, where the inside lanes serve transit
buses and light rail and general vehicles. Left‐turns onto Brighton Avenue are permitted for these
approaches. The northbound and southbound approaches consist of one lane in each direction that
serves through, right, and left‐turn movements.
Traffic signals along Ocean Avenue, west of Geneva Avenue, are coordinated to provide east‐west
progression during the weekday a.m. and p.m. peak periods. Traffic signal control at Brighton
Avenue/Ocean Avenue operates with three phases. The cycle length during both peak periods is 80
seconds. Phases on Ocean Avenue are always being called to their maximum green time, whereas any
green time not utilized on Brighton Avenue is added to the through movements on Ocean Avenue.
Brighton Avenue operates with split phasing, with southbound movements following northbound
movements
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As shown in Table 6 and Table 7, there would not be a substantial change to the delay, queue lengths,
and level of service for all approaches at the intersection of Brighton Avenue/Ocean Avenue with the
addition of project‐generated vehicle trips. The following is a summary of the analysis results:








The westbound approach would operate above capacity, with a volume‐to‐capacity ratio
greater than 1, during the weekday p.m. peak hour for existing and existing plus project
conditions.
With the addition of project trips, the overall intersection delay may be slightly reduced (by
less than one second per vehicle and by 1.3 seconds per vehicle during the weekday a.m. and
p.m. peak hours, respectively), as a larger proportion of trips travelling through the
intersection are doing so on the coordinated phase, thereby increasing the efficiency of the
signal and reducing average vehicle delay.
The westbound approach is projected to experience the greatest amounts of change with the
buildout of the Additional Housing Option.
o With the project, delays on this approach may be slightly reduced (by 0.2 and 3.1
seconds per vehicle during the weekday a.m. and p.m. peak hours, respectively), as a
larger proportion of intersection traffic is on the coordinated phase.
o With the project, the queue length may increase slightly (by 24 feet) during the
weekday a.m. peak hour and decrease slightly (by 78 feet) during the weekday p.m.
peak hour. This decrease is due to better utilization of the coordinated phase.
o The level of service is estimated to remain the same during the weekday a.m. and p.m.
peak hours.
The project would not add trips to Brighton Avenue and the delay, queue length, and level of
service on the northbound and southbound approaches are forecast to remain the same
during the weekday a.m. and p.m. peak periods.

Lee Avenue/Ocean Avenue
The intersection of Lee Avenue/Ocean Avenue is a four‐legged signalized intersection. The eastbound
and westbound approaches have two through lanes each, where the inside lanes serve transit and
vehicles. Left‐turns onto Lee Avenue are prohibited for these approaches. The northbound and
southbound approaches consist of one lane in each direction that serves through, right, and left‐turn
movements. Lee Avenue is anticipated to be an access route to the project, and to accommodate
additional traffic entering and exiting the project, Lee Avenue will be restriped to include an additional
lane on the southbound approach. Therefore, for the purposes of this memorandum, the southbound
approach was analyzed using a different lane configuration than what is existing. The lane configuration
analyzed for existing and existing plus project conditions is comprised of a southbound left‐turn lane and
a southbound through/right‐turn lane.
Traffic signals along Ocean Avenue, west of Geneva Avenue, are coordinated to provide east‐west
progression during the weekday a.m. and p.m. peak periods. Traffic signal control at Lee Avenue operates
with two phases. The cycle length during both peak periods is 80 seconds. Phases on Ocean Avenue are
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always being called to their maximum green time, whereas any green time not utilized on Lee Avenue is
added to through movements on Ocean Avenue. For pedestrians utilizing the eastbound and westbound
crosswalks, there is a four second leading pedestrian interval. This means that pedestrians are given a
head start when entering an intersection before vehicles are given a green indication.
The data in Table 6 and Table 7 summarizes the quantitative measures for the quality of traffic at the
intersection. The following outlines the results of the intersection operations analysis comparing existing
traffic conditions and existing plus project traffic conditions:










With the addition of project‐generated vehicle trips, the overall intersection delay may slightly
increase (by 2.0 and 4.2 seconds per vehicle during the weekday a.m. and p.m. peak hours,
respectively).
The southbound approach is projected to experience the greatest change in delay, queues,
and level of service with the addition of project‐generated vehicle trips.
o The delay is estimated to increase by 11.6 seconds per vehicle during the weekday a.m.
and p.m. peak hours.
o The queue length is estimated to increase by 87 feet during the weekday a.m. peak
hour and by 81 feet during the weekday p.m. peak hour.
o The level of service is estimated to change from LOS C to LOS D during the weekday
a.m. and p.m. peak hours.
There would be a slight increase in delay on the northbound approach (1.8 and 2.9 seconds
during the weekday a.m. and p.m. peak hours, respectively) with the addition of project‐
generated vehicle trips. Queue lengths would increase by less than two vehicle lengths.
There would be a slight increase in delay on the westbound approach (0.8 and 4.2 seconds
during the weekday a.m. and p.m. peak hours, respectively) with the addition of project‐
generated vehicle trips. Queue lengths would increase by less than one vehicle length.
The eastbound approach is projected to experience little to no change in delay, queues, or
level of service during the weekday a.m. and p.m. peak hours with the addition of project‐
generated vehicle trips.

Frida Kahlo Way/Geneva Avenue/Ocean Avenue
The intersection of Frida Kahlo Way/Geneva Avenue/Ocean Avenue is a four‐legged signalized
intersection. The eastbound approach has one left‐turn lane, one through lane, and a through/right‐turn
lane. The westbound approach has two through lanes and one through/right‐turn lane. The northbound
approach has one left‐turn lane and one shared left/right‐turn lane. The southbound approach has one
right‐turn lane, one through lane, and one through/left‐turn lane. Both general vehicles and transit
vehicles utilize the eastbound left‐turn lane and westbound inside through lane.
Traffic signals along Ocean Avenue, west of Geneva Avenue, are coordinated to provide east‐west
progression during the weekday a.m. and p.m. peak periods. The cycle length during both peak periods
is 80 seconds. Northbound/southbound approaches and eastbound/westbound approaches run
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concurrently. Left‐turning movements on the eastbound approach and the westbound approach are
protected and are given a left‐turn green arrow.
Referencing the data outlined in Table 6 and Table 7 project generated trips are predicted to result in
changes to delay, queues, and level of service at Frida Kahlo Way/Geneva Avenue/Ocean Avenue. The
following describes the changes between existing conditions and existing plus project conditions:










The eastbound approach is estimated to operate over capacity with the addition of project‐
generated trips during the weekday p.m. peak hour. The westbound approach is estimated to
operate over capacity during the weekday a.m. and p.m. peak hours for existing and existing
plus project conditions.
The overall intersection delay is anticipated to increase by 18.4 seconds per vehicle during the
weekday a.m. peak hour and by 37.2 seconds per vehicle during the weekday p.m. peak hour
with the addition of project‐generated vehicle trips.
The addition of project‐generated vehicle trips is forecast to result in changes to delay and
queue length on the eastbound approach during the weekday a.m. and p.m. peak hours, as
follows:
o The delay is estimated to increase by 12.9 and 13.5 seconds per vehicle, respectively.
o The queue length is estimated to increase by 60 and 45 feet, respectively.
The addition of project‐generated vehicle trips is forecast result in changes to delay, queue
length, and level of service on the westbound approach during the weekday a.m. and p.m. peak
hour, as follows:
o The delay is estimated to increase by 28.1 and 70.5 seconds per vehicle, respectively.
o The queue length is estimated to increase by 38.6 and 115 feet, respectively.
o The level of service is estimated to worsen from a LOS E to a LOS F during the weekday
p.m. peak hour.
The addition of project‐generated vehicle trips are estimated to result in minimal changes to
the delay, queue length on the northbound and southbound approaches during the weekday
a.m. and p.m. peak hours.

Corridor Travel Times
To assess the effect of project‐generated vehicle traffic on transit travel time on Muni lines K/T, 29, 43
and 49, the total change in delay across the three intersections for various movements is presented in
Table 8.
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Table 8: Transit Travel Time Changes
Ocean Avenue Corridor Transit Travel Time (minutes:seconds)
Transit
Line

Transit Route

Jules Avenue/Ocean Avenue
to Balboa Park BART Station
K

Existing Conditions

Project‐Related

Existing Plus Project

Change

Conditions

a.m.

p.m.

a.m.

p.m.

a.m.

p.m.

3:30

8:42

0:29

1:12

3:59

9:54

3:28

10:03

0:13

0:14

3:41

10:17

10:55

12:00

0:29

1:12

11:24

13:12

9:53

10:10

0:13

0:14

10:06

10:23

4:25

4:05

‐

‐

4:25

4:05

4:37

4:35

0:01

0:05

4:38

4:40

5:39

10:04

0:01

0:05

5:40

10:09

7:18

11:25

0:01

0:05

7:19

11:30

San Jose Avenue/Geneva
Avenue to Dorado
Terrace/Ocean Avenue
Mission Street/Persia
Avenue to Plymouth

29

Avenue/Ocean Avenue
Plymouth Avenue/Ocean
Avenue to Mission
Street/Persia Avenue
Gennessee Street/Monterey
Boulevard to City College

43

Bookstore
City College Bookstore to
Foerster Street/Monterey
Boulevard
Frida Kahlo Way/CCSF South
Entrance to Mission

49

Street/Persia Avenue
Mission Street/Ocean
Avenue to Frida Kahlo
Way/CCSF South Entrance

Sources: SFMTA, 2019 (Existing Conditions). Kittelson & Associates, Inc. 2019 (Project‐Related Change).
Notes: Delay is measured in seconds per vehicle. Transit times are presented in minutes and seconds. “‐“ indicates data not available.
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As shown in Table 8, project‐related change in transit travel time could not be calculated for the 43
Gennessee Street/Monterey Boulevard to City College Bookstore study segment as no study
intersections are located along that segment. The greatest project‐related increase in transit travel times
of 29 seconds and 1 minute 12 seconds are estimated to affect the westbound operations for Muni lines
K and 29 during the weekday a.m. and p.m. peak hours, respectively. This refined and detailed analysis
considers the effect of imbalanced lane utilization along Ocean Avenue. As a result, the analysis results
presented herein may differ from those presented within the corridor delay analysis and transit
assessment memorandums.

POTENTIAL INTERSECTION MODIFICATIONS
Intersection modifications can be made to increase safety and capacity, improve vehicle progression, and
reduce congestion on the road. The most common strategies include optimizing or modifying signal
timing and implementing physical changes or turn movement restrictions at intersections to increase
efficiency of intersection or corridor operations. This section presents a discussion and quantitative
analysis of potential signal timing modifications and a discussion and qualitative assessment of other
potential modifications.

Signal Timing Modifications
One of the major objectives of traffic signal optimization is to increase the capacity of at‐grade
intersections. This section discusses increasing green time on Ocean Avenue and evaluates the potential
of this modification to reduce vehicle delay at study intersections along Ocean Avenue. For this analysis,
at each study intersection, five seconds of green time was reallocated from the north/south approaches
to the east/west approaches. In other words, green time on Ocean Avenue was increased by five seconds
for each phase while the overall cycle length remained fixed. Table 9 and Table 10 summarize the delay,
queue length, and level of service for each approach comparing existing plus project conditions and
existing plus project conditions with the green time modifications for weekday a.m. and p.m. peak hours.
As shown in Table 9 and Table 10, the green time extension would reduce delay on eastbound and
westbound movements and increase delay on northbound and southbound movements at study
intersections along Ocean Avenue. Increasing, or reallocating, green time to Ocean Avenue would result
in longer wait times for people crossing Ocean Avenue.
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Table 9: Intersection Operations – Weekday a.m. Peak Hour with Green Time Reallocation to Ocean
Avenue
Eastbound

Intersection/S
cenario

Delay Queue

Westbound
LOS

Delay Queue

Northbound
LOS

Delay Queue

Southbound
LOS

Delay Queue

Int.
LOS

Delay

Existing Plus Additional Housing Option
Brighton

7.9

136.0

A

6.2

398.0

A

36.2

52.0

D

64.4

25.0

E

9.0

8.6

55.0

A

17.4

265.0

B

33.4

107.0

C

35.2

117.0

D

16.3

Way/Geneva 51.9

487.0

D

164.5 521.0

F

31.3

218.0

C

21.4

87.0

C

102.7

Avenue
Lee Avenue
Frida Kahlo
Avenue

Existing Plus Additional Housing Option with Green Time Reallocation to Ocean Avenue
Brighton

6.5

80.0

A

5.1

44.0

A

37.6

67.0

D

73.8

25.0

E

8.1

5.4

54.0

A

15.6

301.0

B

42.3

129.0

D

68.0

150.0

E

17.4

Way/Geneva 32.2

426.0

C

73.7

390.0

E

54.9

280.0

D

25.9

95.0

C

51.6

+9.4

‐

‐

‐0.9

Avenue
Lee Avenue
Frida Kahlo
Avenue

Change with Green Time Reallocation to Ocean Avenue
Brighton
Avenue
Lee Avenue

‐1.4

‐56.0

‐

‐1.1

‐354.0

‐

+1.4

+15.0

‐

‐3.2

‐1.0

‐

‐1.8

+36.0

‐

+8.9

+22.0 C to D +32.8

+33.0 D to E

+23.6

+62.0 C to D

+8.0

+1.1

Frida Kahlo
Way/Geneva ‐19.7 ‐61.0

D to C

‐90.8 ‐131.0 F to E

+4.5

‐

‐51.1

Avenue
Sources: Kittelson & Associates, Inc. 2019.
Notes: LOS = level of service. Int. = Intersection. Approach delay is measured in average seconds delay experienced per vehicle on the approach
during the specified time period. Intersection delay is the average total vehicle delay of all movements through an intersection during the specified
time period. Queue length is measured in feet and represents the queue for through or left‐turn lane movements on each approach. Analysis
results presented in bold represents an approach exceeding capacity, with a v/c>1.0. Synchro may overestimate the delay and queue lengths
reported at intersections or approaches operating at, or near, capacity.
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Table 10: Intersection Operations – Weekday p.m. Peak Hour with Green Time Reallocation to Ocean
Avenue
Eastbound

Intersection/
Scenario

Delay Queue

Westbound
LOS

Delay

Queue

Northbound
LOS

Delay

Queue

Southbound

Int.

LOS

Delay

Queue

LOS

Delay

Existing Plus Additional Housing Option
Brighton

9.6

142.0

A

75.1

492.0

E

36.8

62.0

D

42.5

16.0

D

44.3

9.4

64.0

A

22.2

323.0

C

35.4

130.0

D

39.3

151.0

D

19.9

Way/Geneva 60.4

516.0

E

145.6 508.0

F

31.9

223.0

C

23.3

141.0

C

90.9

Avenue
Lee Avenue
Frida Kahlo
Avenue

Existing Plus Additional Housing Option with Green Time Reallocation to Ocean Avenue
Brighton

8.5

115.0

A

66.4

542.0

E

38.2

85.0

D

42.5

16.0

D

39.5

5.9

58.0

A

20.2

368.0

C

56.9

175.0

E

90.3

184.0

F

24.1

Way/Geneva 33.2

442.0

C

63.3

362.0

E

28.7

288.0

E

28.9

155.0

C

45.7

‐

‐

‐

‐4.8

Avenue
Lee Avenue
Frida Kahlo
Avenue

Change with Green Time Reallocation to Ocean Avenue
Brighton

‐1.1

‐27.0

‐

‐8.7

+50.0

‐

+1.4

+23.0

‐3.5

‐6.0

‐

‐2.0

+45.0

‐

+21.5

+45.0 D to E +51.0

+33.0 D to F

Way/Geneva ‐27.2

‐74.0

E to C

+65.0 C to E

+14.0

Avenue
Lee Avenue

‐

+4.2

Frida Kahlo
‐82.3 ‐146.0 F to E

‐3.2

+5.6

‐

‐45.2

Avenue
Sources: Kittelson & Associates, Inc. 2019.
Notes: LOS = level of service. Int. = Intersection. Approach delay is measured in average seconds delay experienced per vehicle on the approach
during the specified time period. Intersection delay is the average total vehicle delay of all movements through an intersection during the specified
time period. Queue length is measured in feet and represents the queue for through or left‐turn lane movements on each approach. Analysis results
presented in bold represents an approach exceeding capacity, with a v/c>1.0. Synchro may overestimate the delay and queue lengths reported at
intersections or approaches operating at, or near, capacity.
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The following section describes the changes between existing plus project conditions with and without
the signal timing adjustment at each study intersection:






Brighton Avenue/Ocean Avenue
o The overall average intersection delay would decrease by 0.9 seconds per vehicle
during the weekday a.m. peak hour and by 4.8 seconds per vehicle during the weekday
p.m. peak hour, with the green time adjustment.
o The greatest reductions in delay and queue lengths are estimated to occur on the
westbound movements on Ocean Avenue. During the weekday a.m. peak hour, the
delay is estimated to decrease by 1.1 seconds per vehicle, while the queue length is
estimated to decrease by 354 feet, with the green time adjustment. During the
weekday p.m. peak hour, the delay is estimated to decrease by 8.7 seconds per vehicle,
though the queue length is estimated to increase by 50 feet, with the green time
adjustment.
Lee Avenue/Ocean Avenue
o The overall average intersection delay is projected to increase by 1.1 seconds per
vehicle during the weekday a.m. peak hour and by 4.2 seconds per vehicle during the
weekday p.m. peak hour, with the green time adjustment.
o During the weekday a.m. peak hour, the delay on the southbound approach is
estimated to increase by 32.8 seconds per vehicle, the queue length is estimated to
increase by 33 feet, and the level of service is estimated to worsen from a LOS D to LOS
E, with the adjustment to the green time. During the weekday p.m. peak hour, the
delay is estimated to increase by 51 seconds per vehicle, the queue length is estimated
to increase by 33 feet, and the level of service is estimated to worsen from a LOS D to
LOS F, with the green time adjustment.
o The delay on the eastbound approach is estimated to decrease by 3.2 and 3.5 seconds
per vehicle during the weekday a.m. and p.m. peak hours, respectively, with the
adjustment to the green time.
Frida Kahlo Way/Geneva Avenue/Ocean Avenue
o During the weekday a.m. and p.m. peak periods, the delays on the eastbound and
westbound movements are anticipated to decrease with the green time adjustment.
o The overall average intersection delay is forecast to decrease by 45.2 seconds per
vehicle during the weekday a.m. peak hour and by 51.1 seconds per vehicle during the
weekday p.m. peak hour, with the green time adjustment. Synchro may overestimate
delay and queue lengths reported at intersections and approaches operating at, or
near, capacity.
o With the addition of the green time adjustment, the westbound approach is anticipated
to experience the greatest changes. During the weekday a.m. peak hour, the delay
would decrease by 90.8 seconds per vehicle, the queue length would decrease by 131
feet, and the level of service would improve from LOS F to LOS E. During the weekday
p.m. peak hour, the delay would decrease by 82.3 seconds per vehicle, the queue
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length would decrease by 146 feet, and the level of service would improve from LOS F
to LOS E.
Overall, the intersection delay is anticipated to decrease at Brighton Avenue/Ocean Avenue (by between
1 and 5 seconds) and Frida Kahlo Way/Geneva Avenue/Ocean Avenue (by between 45 and 51 seconds)8
and is anticipated to increase at Ocean Avenue/Lee Avenue (by between 1 and 5 seconds) with the green
time adjustments. Generally, the reallocation of green time to Ocean Avenue would reduce delay and
queues on the eastbound and westbound approaches and increase delay and queue lengths on the
northbound and southbound movements.
As previously discussed, signalized intersections along Ocean Avenue operate as actuated‐coordinated
signals with maximum recall9 that operate on a fixed cycle length. Signal timing modifications
implemented at these three intersections in isolation may adversely affect vehicle progression and have
unintended consequences for operations along the corridor. Any adjustments to signal timing would
need to be reviewed and approved by SFMTA.

Other Modifications
In addition to signal timing modifications, other intersection modifications and treatments along the
corridor may be implemented to increase efficiency of operations and reduce vehicle delay and queue
lengths along the corridor. The following types of modifications may be considered:




Install left‐turn lanes. Left‐turn lanes remove stopped or slow‐moving left‐turning motor
vehicles from the stream of through traffic and reduce the potential for rear‐end crashes at
intersections. The safety and capacity benefits of left‐turn lanes apply to all vehicular traffic,
motorized as well as non‐motorized. However, left‐turn lanes add to the pedestrian crossing
distance and pedestrian crossing time. The additional street width needed for left‐turn lanes
may require land taking or removal of on‐street parking. These treatments can be costly if
additional right‐of‐way is needed. Intersection reconfiguration that would require roadway
widening or additional right‐of‐way may not be feasible or appropriate within the context of the
corridor.
Install right‐turn lanes. Right turn lanes are used to remove decelerating right‐turning motor
vehicles from the traffic stream, and also to provide an additional lane for the storage of right‐
turning motor vehicles. Where the right‐turn volume is heavy, this removal of the turning motor
vehicle from the traffic stream can also reduce a primary cause of rear‐end crashes at

8
Synchro may overestimate delay and queue lengths reported at intersections and approaches operating at, or near,
capacity.
9
Actuated signals prioritize the through movement of the major street and use sensors to respond to the traffic present
at actuated approach, so that the pattern of the signal (the length and order of each phase) depends on the traffic and
can be different at every cycle. Sensors report to the signal computer and green is provided for those actuated lanes only
when traffic is present and only until the traffic has vacated those lanes or the maximum time set for that phase has
been reached.
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intersections. The safety and capacity benefits of right‐turn lanes apply to all vehicular traffic,
motorized as well as non‐motorized. However, right‐turn lanes add to the pedestrian crossing
distance and pedestrian crossing time. The additional street width needed for right‐turn lanes
may require land taking or removal of on‐street parking. These treatments can be costly if
additional right‐of‐way is needed. Intersection reconfiguration that would require roadway
widening or additional right‐of‐way may not be feasible or appropriate within the context of the
corridor.
Implement turn restrictions. Left turns take a large amount of space and signal time and right
turns can be problematic for transit and through vehicle operations in the right lane. Prohibiting
turns and shifting turn volume to intersections where they can be best accommodated – with
signal phases and turn lanes – can improve general traffic and transit performance, and walking
and bicycling safety at the same time. On two‐way streets, left‐turn restrictions can
substantially increase the capacity of general traffic lanes.
Redesign intersections. Unconventional intersection designs can be used to increase the
capacity of intersections at high volume locations. Examples of unconventional designs include
median U‐turns, jug handles, superstreets, quadrant roadway intersections, continuous flow
intersections, and synchronized‐split phasing intersections. In these designs, one or more traffic
movements are prohibited and re‐routed at the intersection, so that fewer signal phases are
needed at the intersection signal, thereby increasing the capacity of the intersection. These
designs typically require extra land space and re‐routed traffic movements often need to go
through the intersection multiple times, which limits travel time and congestion reduction
benefits. Other examples of unconventional designs include tandem intersections with separate
left‐turn phases and intersections with dynamic use of exit lanes for left‐turns. These designs
can increase the utilization of the intersection cross‐section without removing or re‐routing
turning movements. These designs are not intuitive for drivers and can be challenging to
navigate. Intersection reconfiguration that would require roadway widening, additional right‐of‐
way, rail reconfiguration, or signal relocation would be major infrastructure projects and may
not be feasible or appropriate within the context of the corridor.

Other planned projects that are intended to enhance safety and may reduce vehicle delay along the
corridor include the Ocean Avenue Safety Project10 and the I‐280 Interchange Modifications at Balboa
Park Project11.
The Ocean Avenue Safety Project is aimed at improving safety, accessibility, and comfort for people
traveling on Ocean Avenue and Geneva Avenue between Ocean Avenue/Geneva Avenue/Frida Kahlo
Way and San Jose Avenue. The goals of this project are to develop of a set of near‐term improvements,
cost‐effective measures that can be installed quickly (near‐term project construction planned for

10

SFMTA, Ocean Avenue Safety Project website, https://www.sfmta.com/projects/ocean‐avenue‐safety‐project
SFCTA, I‐280 Interchange Modifications at Balboa Park Project website, https://www.sfcta.org/I‐280‐interchange‐
modifications‐balboa‐park‐project
11
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Summer 2020) to improve safety on Ocean Avenue and to create a long‐term vision for the Ocean Avenue
corridor that can be coordinated with other on‐going projects or a future Muni re‐rail project.
The I‐280 Interchange Modifications at Balboa Park Project is aimed at reducing multimodal conflicts at
the I‐280 freeway ramps while maintaining vehicle operations in the area, providing safe, accessible, and
convenient connections, and developing cost‐effective solutions that can be implemented within the
next decade. The recommended modifications include I‐280/Geneva Avenue northbound on‐ramp
closure and southbound I‐280/Ocean Avenue off‐ramp realignment and construction of a new signalized
intersection.
City College of San Francisco Facilities Master Plan12 identifies several recommendations that would
enhance transportation in the area, including developing site improvements to provide direct access
between transit stops and campus gateways and coordinating efforts to support local “Transit First”
policies, encourage use of non‐auto modes, and implement transportation demand management
measures to reduce driving to the campus.

SUMMARY OF FINDINGS
For the purposes of a more conservative analysis, the Additional Housing Option was evaluated, as it
would generate more vehicle trips and would have a greater effect on corridor delay and intersection
operations. The Developer’s Proposed Option would generate about 25 percent fewer vehicle trips and
as a result, would be expected to result in less delay compared to the Additional Housing Option.

Corridor Delay Analysis
Overall, vehicle trips generated by the Additional Housing Option are not anticipated to substantially
increase delays along Ocean Avenue and Ridgewood Avenue/Frida Kahlo Way during the weekday a.m.
and p.m. peak hours. The results of the corridor delay analysis comparing existing with existing plus
project conditions are summarized in this section.

Ocean Avenue




Under existing and existing plus project conditions, vehicles travelling westbound experience
greater delay compared to vehicles travelling eastbound, during the weekday a.m. and p.m.
peak hours. Specifically, westbound vehicles experience 32 and 33 seconds of delay per vehicle
during the weekday a.m. and p.m. peak hours, while eastbound vehicles experience 11 and 13
seconds of delay per vehicle during the weekday a.m. and p.m. peak hours, respectively.
Vehicle trips generated by the Additional Housing Option increase the delay by one second per
vehicle for eastbound movements, while westbound movements experience no change in delay

12

City College of San Francisco, City College Facilities Master Plan, approved by the Board of Trustees in March 2019,
https://www.ccsf.edu/en/about‐city‐college/administration/vcfa/facilities_planning/facilities‐master‐plan.html
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during the weekday a.m. peak hour. Vehicle trips generated by the Additional Housing Option
increase the delay by two seconds per vehicle for eastbound movements and eight seconds per
vehicle for westbound movements during the weekday p.m. peak hour.

Ridgewood Avenue‐Frida Kahlo Way




Under existing and existing plus project conditions, vehicles travelling southbound experience
greater delay compared to vehicles travelling northbound, during the weekday a.m. and p.m.
peak hours. Specifically, southbound movements endure 11 and 19 seconds of delay per vehicle
during the weekday a.m. and p.m. peak hours, while northbound movements experience 3 and
4 seconds of delay per vehicle during the weekday a.m. and p.m. peak hours, respectively.
Vehicle trips generated by the Additional Housing Option increase the delay by one second per
vehicle for northbound and southbound movements during the weekday a.m. peak hour.
Vehicle trips generated by the Additional Housing Option do not affect the delay for
northbound movements, though southbound movements experience and increase in delay by
three seconds per vehicle during the weekday p.m. peak hour.

Intersection Operations Analysis
Overall, vehicle trips generated by the Additional Housing Option are not anticipated to substantially
increase delays at study intersections during the weekday a.m. and p.m. peak hours. The results of the
intersection operations analysis comparing existing with existing plus project conditions are summarized
in this section.

Brighton Avenue/Ocean Avenue





There would not be a substantial change to the delay, queue lengths, and level of service with
the addition of project‐generated vehicle trips.
With the addition of project trips, the overall intersection delay may be slightly reduced (by
less than one second per vehicle and by 1.3 seconds per vehicle during the weekday a.m. and
p.m. peak hours, respectively), as a larger proportion of trips travelling through the
intersection are doing so on the coordinated phase, thereby increasing the efficiency of the
signal and reducing average vehicle delay.
The westbound approach is projected to experience the greatest amounts of change with the
addition of project‐generated vehicle trips:
o Delays on this approach may be slightly reduced (by 0.2 and 3.1 seconds per vehicle
during the weekday a.m. and p.m. peak hours, respectively), as a larger proportion of
intersection traffic is on the coordinated phase.
o Queue length may increase slightly (by 24 feet) during the weekday a.m. peak hour and
decrease slightly (by 78 feet) during the weekday p.m. peak hour. This decrease is due
to better utilization of the coordinated phase.
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o The level of service is estimated to remain the same during the weekday a.m. and p.m.
peak hours.

Lee Avenue/Ocean Avenue




With the addition of project‐generated vehicle trips, the overall intersection delay is projected
to slightly increase (by 2.0 and 4.2 seconds per vehicle during the weekday a.m. and p.m. peak
hours, respectively).
The southbound approach is projected to experience the greatest change in delay, queues,
and level of service with the addition of project‐generated vehicle trips.
o The delay is estimated to increase by 11.6 seconds per vehicle during the weekday a.m.
and p.m. peak hours.
o The queue length is estimated to increase by 87 feet during the weekday a.m. peak
hour and by 81 feet during the weekday p.m. peak hour.
o The level of service is estimated to change from LOS C to LOS D during the weekday
a.m. and p.m. peak hours.

Frida Kahlo Way/Geneva Avenue/Ocean Avenue






The overall intersection delay is anticipated to increase by 18.4 seconds per vehicle during the
weekday a.m. peak hour and by 37.2 seconds per vehicle during the weekday p.m. peak hour
with the addition of project‐generated vehicle trips.
The addition of project‐generated vehicle trips is forecast to result in changes to delay and
queue length on the eastbound approach during the weekday a.m. and p.m. peak hours, as
follows:
o The delay is estimated to increase by 12.9 and 13.5 seconds per vehicle, respectively.
o The queue length is estimated to increase by 60 and 45 feet, respectively.
The addition of project‐generated vehicle trips is forecast to result in changes to delay, queue
length, and level of service on the westbound approach during the weekday a.m. and p.m. peak
hour, as follows:
o The delay is estimated to increase by 28.1 and 70.5 seconds per vehicle, respectively.
o The queue length is estimated to increase by 38.6 and 115 feet, respectively.
o The level of service is estimated to worsen from a LOS E to a LOS F during the weekday
p.m. peak hour.

Corridor Transit Travel Times
Overall, vehicle trips generated by the Additional Housing Option are anticipated to increase transit travel
times by a maximum of 1 minute 12 seconds on Muni lines K and 29 in the eastbound direction during
the weekday p.m. peak hour. The addition of project‐generated vehicle trips is projected to increase
delays by a maximum of 15 seconds for other lines/directions.
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Signal Timing Modifications
Reallocating five seconds of green time from north/south phases to east/west phases on Ocean Avenue
would have the following effect on study intersections during the weekday a.m. and p.m. peak hours:





Decrease overall intersection delays at Brighton Avenue/Ocean Avenue and Frida Kahlo
Way/Geneva Avenue/Ocean Avenue by between 1 and 5 seconds and between 45 and 51
seconds, respectively. However, Synchro may overestimate the change in delay and queue
lengths reported at Frida Kahlo Way/Geneva Avenue/Ocean Avenue, which operates at, or
near, capacity.
Increase overall intersection delays at Ocean Avenue/Lee Avenue by between 1 and 5 seconds.
Generally, signal timing modifications would reduce delay and queues on the eastbound and
westbound approaches and increase delay and queue lengths on the northbound and
southbound movements.

Signalized intersections along Ocean Avenue operate as actuated‐coordinated signals with maximum
recall13 that operate on a fixed cycle length. Signal timing modifications implemented at these three
intersections in isolation may adversely affect vehicle progression and have unintended consequences
for operations along the corridor. Any adjustments to signal timing would need to be reviewed and
approved by SFMTA.

Other Modifications
In addition to signal timing modifications, other intersection modifications and treatments along the
corridor may be implemented to increase efficiency of operations and reduce vehicle delay and queue
lengths along the corridor. These include installation of left‐turn lanes, installation of right‐turn lanes,
implementation of turn restrictions, and intersection redesign. These treatments can be costly if
additional right‐of‐way is needed and there may be other tradeoffs to consider, such as potential adverse
effects on conditions for bicyclists and pedestrians. Intersection reconfiguration that would require
roadway widening, additional right‐of‐way, rail reconfiguration, or signal relocation would be major
infrastructure projects and may not be feasible or appropriate within the context of the corridor.
Planned projects that are intended to improve safety, access, and comfort for people traveling along
Ocean Avenue include the Ocean Avenue Safety Project and I‐280 Interchange Modifications at Balboa
Park Project.

13

Actuated signals with maximum recall prioritize the through movement of the major street and use sensors to respond
to the traffic present at actuated approach. Sensors report to the signal computer and green is provided for those
actuated lanes only when traffic is present and only until the traffic has vacated those lanes or the maximum time set
for that phase has been reached.
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ATTACHMENT C: SHUTTLE STUDY TECHNICAL MEMORANDUM

Kittelson & Associates, Inc.

San Francisco, California

O-WPA3

TECHNICAL MEMORANDUM
Date:

August 1, 2019

To:

Reservoir Community Partners, LLC

From:

Kittelson & Associates, Inc.
Balboa Reservoir – Shuttle Study Memorandum

Subject:

Kittelson & Associates, Inc. (Kittelson) has prepared this memorandum to present the results of a shuttle
assessment analysis for the proposed Balboa Reservoir project (Case No. 2018‐007883ENV) in San
Francisco, California. The purpose of this analysis is to assess the feasibility of a shuttle operating
between the Balboa Reservoir site, the City College of San Francisco (CCSF) campus, and the Balboa Park
BART/Muni station. The memorandum is organized as follows:





Ridership Assessment
Service Concept
Feasibility Analysis
Conclusion

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY
The Balboa Reservoir development is expected to generate up to 2,700 transit trips1 each day, many to/from
the Balboa Park BART/Muni station, approximately 0.6 miles east of the project site. While a direct shuttle
connecting the site to transit hubs and CCSF would potentially attract a high ridership, the shuttle must
operate at high frequencies to effectively compete with the existing transit service and walking trips. A free,
high‐frequency shuttle service is forecast to be well‐utilized with an estimated cost well over $750,000 per
year. If a lower frequency and less costly service were provided as an alternative, it would not be competitive
with the existing transit and walking alternatives and would see less use.

RIDERSHIP ASSESSMENT
The proposed Balboa Reservoir development is well served by existing transit, as documented by the
April 19, 2019 Transit Assessment Memorandum, which projects a 38% transit mode share for project‐
generated trips and up to 2,700 daily transit trips. Existing transit routes and stops are presented in Figure
1.

1

Source: Balboa Reservoir Transit Assessment Memorandum, January 14, 2019
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A shuttle service to connect the Balboa Reservoir development with the City College Terminal, the Balboa
Park BART/Muni Station, and CCSF is under consideration. While the total travel demand between these
destinations is high, the forecast shuttle demand would take into consideration walking times versus
shuttle wait and travel times when considering the desirability of shuttle use. This ridership choice is
based heavily on the quality of proposed shuttle service, which is described in greater detail in the next
section. This shuttle analysis assumes the shuttle service would be more appealing than existing transit
service when the travel times are similar.

Existing Transit Service
Muni currently offers convenient connections to the Balboa Park BART/Muni station as shown in Figure
1. The K Ingleside light rail and Muni bus routes 8, 29, 49, and 91 have stops on Ocean Avenue or the City
College Terminal near the project site. Muni route 43 operates on Frida Kahlo Way adjacent to CCSF and
on Geneva Avenue to the Balboa Park BART/Muni station. Each line operates on 8‐ to 10‐minute
headways during daytime periods and 15‐ to 20‐ minute headways after 7 p.m2. Given that multiple lines
serve most nearby stops, typical waiting times are under five minutes during the weekday a.m. and p.m.
peak periods. The shuttle system route would be duplicative with existing transit connection to the
Balboa Park BART/Muni station for passengers able to walk to nearby bus and light rail stops.

Walking Travel Time
The Balboa Park BART/Muni station is approximately 0.6 mile from the Balboa Reservoir development, a
trip of 14 minutes at a typical walking pace of 4 feet per second3. A similar walking trip to the City College
Terminal and the adjacent K Ingleside light rail is less than 0.3 miles, or about a 6 minute walk. To be
appealing to passengers, the shuttle must offer time savings and convenience on par or better than these
walking trips.
Kittelson prepared a spreadsheet model to estimate weekday a.m. and p.m. peak hour shuttle demand
between the four shuttle stops based on walking versus shuttle waiting time plus travel time. This
iterative process, illustrated in Exhibit 1, results in the needed number and size of shuttles to serve the
corresponding demand.

2

Source: San Francisco Municipal Transit Agency, 2019. https://www.sfmta.com/getting-around/muni/routes-

stops
3

This walking pace is similar to estimated walk times from Google Maps.
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1. Estimate Site and
CCSF BART and
Terminal Demand

2. Establish Shuttle
Route and Stops

3. Calculate Walking
and Shuttle Travel
Times Between
Stops

4. Determine
Number of Shuttle
Vehicles and Wait
Time

5. Estimate Shuttle
Demand by Walking
vs. Shuttle Travel
Time

6. Calculate Size of
Shuttles

Exhibit 1 Peak Hour Shuttle Demand Estimation Process

The steps in the spreadsheet model are as follows:
1. Estimate Site and CCSF BART and Terminal Demand4
a. Peak hour transit demand between the project site and the Balboa Park BART/Muni
Station and the City College Terminal were calculated from the Transit Assessment
Memorandum
b. CCSF demand to/from BART was calculated from:
i. Estimate of the percentage of peak hour Balboa Park BART/Muni station riders
to/from CCSF
ii. Estimate of CCSF students and faculty using BART during peak hours
c. CCSF demand to/from the City College Terminal was assumed to equal the CCSF demand
to/from BART
2. Establish Shuttle Route and Stops
a. Stops established at Balboa Reservoir, City College Terminal, Balboa Park BART/Muni
Station, and CCSF
3. Calculate Walking and Shuttle Travel Times Between Stops

4

CCSF transit ridership data is not available. In lieu of specific CCSF transit ridership data, BART Station Survey data and

CCSF enrollment data were used as they represent the best/most relevant data available for this analysis. The analysis
relies on informed assumptions regarding mode share to determine CCSF transit ridership. Actual CCSF transit ridership
may vary. However, it is expected to be within a reasonable range of the assumed ridership and would not substantially
affect the analysis.
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a. Walking time between stops calculated by distance and intersection crossings
b. Shuttle travel times estimated from distance, route, and Google Maps peak hour travel
time estimates
4. Determine Number of Shuttle Vehicles and Wait Time
a. Total shuttle route travel time determines the number of trips per hour per shuttle
b. Number of shuttles determines headway (time between shuttles at a given stop)
c. Average wait time is one‐half the headway
5. Estimate Shuttle Demand by Walking vs. Shuttle Travel Time
a. Calculate ratio of shuttle waiting plus travel time and walking travel time between each
stop
b. Assign proportion of demand between each stop pair to the shuttle: if the shuttle is
comparable to walking, shuttle usage is high; if the shuttle travel time is several times
that of walking, shuttle usage is low.
6. Calculate Size of Shuttles
a. Determine the size of shuttles needed to serve the maximum number of riders on any
link of the shuttle route.
Step 5 includes estimating the proportion of trips between stops that would use the shuttle. As the
number of shuttles operating the peak hour increase, the headway and associated average wait time
decrease, which increase the attractiveness of the shuttle compared to walking, increasing projected
ridership. Kittelson developed a shuttle demand model informed by BART mode access research shown
in Table 1 and Exhibit 2. Walking travel times compared to shuttle travel times determine the proportion
of total demand uses the shuttle for each stop pair.
Table 1 Balboa Park BART Station Access Mode from Home to BART

Station

Walk

Bicycle

Bus, Train, or
Other Transit

Balboa Park

56%

6%

13%

Motorcycle /
Motorized
Scooter

Drive Alone /
Carpool

Drop Off /
Taxi / Other

0%

6%

20%

Sources: 2015 BART Station Profile Study
Notes: Drop Off/Taxi/Other category does not include TNCs given the data is from 2015, before TNCs were available.

Per the 2015 Station Profile Study, 56% of current Balboa Park riders walk to the station, with a median
walking distance of 0.52 miles. Additionally, 13% of existing Balboa Park BART Station riders use transit
(median distance of 1.15 miles) and 20% are dropped off; likely due to a lack of vehicle parking at the
station, there are only 6% drive alone/carpool trips to the station. Combining the Balboa Park BART
Station specific data in Table 1 with the general distance‐based data in Exhibit 2, walking is expected to
comprise about 30% of the 0.6‐mile trips between the Balboa Reservoir development and the Balboa
Park BART Station, depending on the frequency of the shuttle. The Balboa Reservoir shuttle demand
model is calibrated to high shuttle use estimates to serve as a proof of concept. The convenience of a
free shuttle was estimated to be more appealing than and capture the majority of the BART riders that
may otherwise walk, take other transit options, drive alone/carpool, or be dropped off in a taxi or TNC.
Given the Balboa Reservoir development is proposed to include limited, unbundled parking; residents
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are expected to have low rates of auto ownership; and given that the Balboa Park BART Station does not
include station parking, driving the 0.6 miles to the station is expected to be particularly unappealing
compared to the distribution of travel mode shown in Table 1 and Exhibit 2.

Exhibit 2 Distribution of Travel Mode to BART Stations by Distance5

The model is flexible to be responsive to a range of projections and assumptions and can be used as tool
to forecast a range of demand scenarios. Key assumptions include the shuttle would be free for Balboa
Reservoir residents and visitors and CCSF students, staff, and faculty and the shuttle would use Muni bus
stops. An example of the model results is shown in Table 2 for the one‐way site trips to the Balboa Park
BART/Muni station. Table 2 presents the results of the shuttle model for one to four shuttles operating
in the peak hour.

5

Source: Cervero, R. Walk-and-Ride: Factors Influencing Pedestrian Access to Transit, 2001.
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Table 2: Weekday Peak Hour Ridership Estimate: Site to BART

Number
of
Shuttles
1
2
3
4

Headway
(minutes)
31.5
15.8
10.5
7.9

Shuttle Operations
Average Wait
Travel
Time
Time
(minutes)
(minutes)
15.8
7.9
7.5
5.3
3.9

Average Total
Shuttle Time
(minutes)
23.3
15.4
12.8
11.4

Average
Walking
Time
(minutes)

Average
Transit
Time
(minutes)1

14

15

Percent
Use
Shuttle
53%
73%
82%
87%

Sources: Kittelson & Associates, Inc. 2019; Google Maps 2019.
Notes: 1 Consists of typical walking time, average wait time, and transit travel time.
All times rounded to nearest tenth.

As shown in Table 2, for this 0.6‐mile walking route, the average walking time and transit travel time are
approximately equal to the average total shuttle time (average wait plus travel time) when two shuttles
are operating. With the shuttle in operation, approximately half of the walk trips and the majority of
transit, drive alone, and kiss and ride modes shown in Exhibit 2 would be expected to switch modes and
use the shuttle. The shuttle use is estimated to range from 53 to 87 percent of BART riders traveling
to/from Balboa Reservoir and CCSF.
Table 3 demonstrates the shuttle vehicles can be smaller when more shuttles are in operation, even as
total demand increases. The forecast shuttle ridership roughly doubles as service improves from one to
four shuttles in peak hour operation.
Table 3: Weekday Peak Hour Ridership Estimate and Shuttle Needs
Number of Shuttles
1
2
3
4

Headway (minutes)
31.5
15.8
10.5
7.9

Peak Hour Ridership
AM
PM
142
87
236
169
281
203
304
222

Peak Passenger Load
41
35
27
22

Shuttle Vehicle
40‐Foot Bus
35‐Foot Bus
Cutaway Minibus
Cutaway Minibus

Sources: Kittelson & Associates, Inc. 2019; BART 2019; CCSF 2019.
Notes: AM = weekday a.m.; PM = weekday p.m.

SERVICE CONCEPT
Shuttle Route
The conceptual shuttle route and stop location concept is presented in Figure 2. This route would operate
in one direction, clockwise, to allow loading/unloading on the most convenient side of the street at each
stop to minimize the need for street crossings. The route is approximately 2.25 miles long with an
estimated peak hour one‐way travel time of approximately 20 minutes, not including loading/unloading
and dwell time.
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This concept represents one potential route and additional analysis would be needed in later stages of
the shuttle planning process to further refine the alignment and ensure feasibility, including stops and
facilities to serve shuttle vehicles within and outside of the Balboa Reservoir site.

Shuttle Stops
The proposed stops are:






Balboa Reservoir: one or two stops pending final street layout and locations suitable for shuttle
stops
City College Terminal: served by the existing Muni bus stop on Frida Kahlo Way, or via the
alternate Lee Avenue route to the Ocean Avenue Muni bus stop.
Balboa Park BART/Muni Station: the assumed stop is at the Ocean Avenue Muni bus stop but
could be served alternatively or in addition at the Geneva Avenue Muni bus stop. The Geneva
Avenue Muni bus stop location is currently constrained and shuttle of this stop may not be
feasible. An alternative stop location would need to be found.
CCSF: the assumed stop is a central and convenient location on Cloud Circle.

Shuttle buses loading and unloading passengers in Muni bus stops at Balboa Park BART/Muni Station and
near the City College Terminal is essential to the feasibility of the service. This access would require
SFMTA approval. SFMTA regulations would not currently permit shuttle service at these bus stops.

Service Headways
The proposed route is expected to be approximately 31.5 minutes long during peak hours, with variability
based on congestion, signal delay, passenger boarding/alighting, final stops/routing, layover scheduling,
and the site circulation network. The associated headways based on the number of shuttles in operation
and the corresponding vehicle needs are shown in Table 3.
Vehicle dwell times while loading/unloading vary by ridership and vehicle type, such as if two‐door
boarding is feasible. For this analysis, dwell time was assumed to be 30 seconds for the City College
Terminal, CCSF stops, and the Balboa Park BART/Muni station stop, and 10 minutes at the site to account
for up to two stops, a timepoint, and a 10 minute layover once per hour. Shuttle dwell times in this study
are intended to be conservative and are estimated based on several factors specific to the shuttle service
including time points and/or coordination with BART arrival and potential higher proportion of riders
needing assistance.

Hours of Operation
Hourly demand projections are beyond the scope of this study. Midday and evening shuttle demand is
expected to be less than peak hour demand for the primarily residential Balboa Reservoir development
while CCSF demand is forecast to respond to class schedule, remaining steady throughout much of the
Kittelson & Associates, Inc.
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weekday. Suggested initial service span for scheduled service is 6 a.m. to 8 p.m. on weekdays and 10 a.m.
to 6 p.m. on weekends. More shuttles should be in operation during the weekday a.m. and p.m. peaks
and during midday. The shuttles can run either on a fixed schedule (where buses may wait to keep on
schedule) or run continuously.
During periods of lower demand, such as early morning, late evening, and weekends, the shuttle can be
run as demand responsive service instead of fixed route/schedule. This would require a request and
dispatching mechanism. Alternatively, a reduced schedule could be provided to serve CCSF night classes
or late‐night BART train arrivals. As is typical with transit service, the shuttle’s initial hours, schedule, and
frequency should be revised based on actual ridership needs.

Vehicle Requirements
As shown in Table 3, vehicle capacity varies with the number of vehicles in operation. A fleet of three
accessible “cutaway” minibuses with 24‐28 passenger capacity would be optimal for high‐frequency peak
hour service and flexible off‐peak service.

SHUTTLE COST ANALYSIS
Shuttle costs primarily comprise of two main elements:



Shuttle vehicles (rolling stock)
Operational costs
o Driver’s wages and benefits
o Insurance
o Vehicle maintenance
o Fuel

“Cutaway” minibuses cost between $42,000 and $58,0006 and have an average lifespan of 5.6 years7.
Operational costs for shuttles operating in San Mateo county indicate typical shuttle operations costs of $60
to $80 per hour. The weekday peak period shuttles typically cost between $150,000 and $200,000 annually8.
Based on San Francisco Consumer Price Index data, there has been an annual average escalation of about
three percent over the last nine years. This escalation would be expected to continue in the future.
The shuttle concept analyzed in this memorandum assumes three “cutaway” minibus shuttles operating
during weekday a.m. and p.m. peak period with reduced service during off peak and weekend periods. This
analysis assumes a weekday service of five hours with three buses, eight hours with two buses, and two hours

6

Source: Colorado Department of Transportation, Overview of Transit Vehicles

7

Source: Federal Transit Administration, Useful Life of Buses and Vans, 2007

8

Source: San Mateo County Transportation Authority, San Mateo County Shuttle Inventory and Analysis, 2010. San

Mateo County data assumed to be similar to San Francisco.
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with one bus. Weekend service is assumed to be nine hours with one bus in operation. Based on this
operational profile, low and high estimates of the vehicle and operational costs of the shuttle concept is
shown in Table 4.
Table 4: Shuttle Concept Estimated Annual Costs (2019 $)9

Estimate

Number of
Vehicles

Low
High

3

Annualized
Vehicle
Costs1
$22,500
$31,000

Weekday
Service
Shuttle‐
Hours2

Weekend
Service
Shuttle‐
Hours2

33

9

Annual
Operations
Cost3

Total Annual
Cost

$740,000

$762,500

$980,000

$1,011,00

Sources: Kittelson & Associates, Inc. 2019; CODOT, FTA 2007, San Mateo CTA, 2010
Notes:
1
Based on three shuttle vehicles to be replaced every 5.6 years.
2
Sum of number of hours each shuttle is assumed to operate
3
Annual hours of shuttle service times hourly operational cost; escalated to 2019 costs and rounded.

The vehicle and operations costs can be reduced by owning and operating fewer vehicles and/or reducing
service hours, which in turn would reduce the usefulness and appeal of the shuttle and result in fewer
riders, as shown in Table 3.

ADDITIONAL CONSIDERATIONS
This feasibility analysis focuses on the attractiveness and potential ridership of a potential shuttle based
on various levels of service. The feasibility analysis does not consider regulatory, facility, or operational
concerns, such as:









Shuttle operator labor requirements
Operator rest facility locations
Balboa Reservoir shuttle stop locations or supporting amenities
SFMTA regulatory provisions and permitting requirements
Muni bus stop operations and feasibility of shared bus zones
Operator staffing and scheduling
Dispatch and operations management
Shuttle maintenance facilities and staffing

These items require further study and are likely to increase the cost of shuttle operations.

9

Year 2010 costs escalated by 29% based on San Francisco CPI growth per Bureau of Labor Statistics, to reflect Year 2019

costs.
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CONCLUSION
The high level of transit ridership forecast for Balboa Reservoir residents, employees, and visitors and
CCSF students, staff, and faculty indicate a high frequency shuttle service with buses every nine minutes
may be well utilized during peak periods to reduce travel time, provide convenience, enhance mobility
particularly for seniors and people with disabilities, and/or increase personal security/sense of safety.
The shuttle provides an opportunity for collaboration between Balboa Reservoir and CCSF for mutual
benefit as approximately 40 percent of peak hour demand is associated with CCSF.
However, the Balboa Reservoir site and CCSF are within walking distance of high frequency transit with
service to/from the Balboa Park BART/Muni station. The costs associated with operating a shuttle must
be weighed against alternatives, such as subsidized first mile/last mile taxi or TNC rides for those with
mobility needs. While the shuttle, as presented, would connect several destinations, the shuttle’s
indirect one‐way loop route would have to compete with the high frequency and direct travel of the
existing transit service and the flexibility and speed of walking. With three shuttle buses in operation,
vehicle headways and average waiting time would match that of existing peak hour service. However,
with one operating shuttle, off‐peak periods would have headways of up to 31.5 minutes, making taking
the shuttle slower than walking or using existing transit. Given the estimated cost of high‐quality service
of $762,500 to over $1 million per year (see Table 4), the shuttle concept would not be competitive with
existing transit service and walking at a reasonable level of service. Additional considerations, including
regulatory requirements and operator staffing and scheduling would increase costs and may present
substantial hurdles to implementation.
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DECLARATION
I am a resident of Westwood Park. I live in
Westwood Park on the lower segment of Plymouth
I have lived
Avenue, very close to San Ramon.
there for 37 years.
The Draft Subsequent Environmental Impact Report
for the Balboa Reservoir Project (“DSEIR”)
correctly notes the effective roadway width with
on street parking at the lower segment of
Plymouth is approximately 10 feet wide or less
and two way vehicle travel is not feasible on
However,
(See DSEIR, page 6-34).
Plymouth.
the DSEIR is totally incorrect when it says as
follows: “These instances are rare and this is
not an issue under existing conditions due to
the low traffic volumes on the segment.”
The DSEIR also says as follows: “[T]he proposed
project is not expected to pose potentially
hazardous conditions due to the low traffic
volumes” (DSEIR, page 6-35). The DSEIR is
totally wrong in their conclusions.
At another place the DSEIR says that the
addition of vehicle traffic over San Ramon would
increase instances of oncoming traffic on
Plymouth, but “drivers would have sufficient
opportunities to pull over into available on
street parking spaces or driveway curb cuts.”
[DSEIR, page 6-37]
All of these comments in the DSEIR are without
any basis in fact and are incorrect. At the
current time there are seldom any parking spaces
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on the lower segment of Plymouth near San
Ramon. I have witnessed many times a day, two
to seven behind the main car driving up or down
the hill, are meeting each other and unable or
Many times, everyday these
unwilling to move.
confrontations turn in road rage. They have hit
each other’s car, yell profanities, because of
the tight squeeze of the road, will hit parked
cars. The neighbors have woken up to the anger
of the drivers in the morning or at night. It’s
all day everyday. That is the situation now.
If San Ramon is opened to traffic, 1100 from up
to 1500 new units with approximately 1500-4000
people living in the complex(s), there certainly
will continue to be no open spaces to
park. Moreover, there will be an increase in the
violent problems on Plymouth and additional
problems with potential road rage, car damages
for driving on the street. I disagree with the
DSEIR conclusion, that if San Ramon is opened
there would be sufficient opportunities to pull
over into available on street parking.
There
are generally no parking spaces available now,
and if San Ramon is opened to traffic, there
would be alerications for any available parking
space that would guaranty no open parking
spaces.
The DSEIR concludes that the use of San Ramon as
a vehicle street would not create potentially
hazardous conditions for people walking, biking,
driving or public transit, and this alternative
[DSEIR 6-36]. This
is “less than significant.”
is a conclusion that is not based on any factual
analysis. I have lived on Plymouth for 37
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years, and can testify that opening San Ramon to
vehicle traffic from 1100 or 1550 units and from
City College would create something close to a
war zone on this narrow street.
I declare under penalty of perjury that the
foregoing is true and correct. Executed on this
14 day of September, 2019, at San Francisco,
California.

Jenny Perez
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Attachment 3
Non-CEQA Transportation
Analysis

TECHNICAL MEMORANDUM
Date:

August 1, 2019

To:

Reservoir Community Partners, LLC

From:

Kittelson & Associates, Inc.

Subject:

Balboa Reservoir – Non‐CEQA Analysis, Overview and Executive Summary

INTRODUCTION
This memorandum summarizes the supplemental transportation analyses for the Balboa Reservoir
development (proposed project). The supplemental transportation analyses covers topics not analyzed
under California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) that were identified in the scoping and project
development process to support project development efforts and address community concerns. The
analysis was conducted for informational purposes and is not intended to identify or develop
recommendations for implementation. The following topics were analyzed:






Parking supply and demand. The purpose of this analysis is to present parking supply and
occupancy counts, present a methodology and framework for ongoing monitoring and reporting
of parking utilization rates, and assess the effect of the proposed development on existing off‐
street and on‐street parking.
Vehicle operations. The objective of the analysis is to evaluate existing and existing plus project
corridor operations along Ocean Avenue and Ridgewood Avenue‐Frida Kahlo Way and
intersection operations at select study intersections to estimate the changes in travel time
attributable to the project and to evaluate potential modifications to improve traffic flow and
vehicle progression at intersections along Ocean Avenue. Data on existing transit operations is
used to inform the evaluation.
Shuttle feasibility. The purpose of this analysis is to assess the feasibility of a shuttle operating
between the Balboa Reservoir site, the City College of San Francisco (CCSF) campus, and the
Balboa Park BART/Muni station.

The key findings of the parking analysis, operations analysis, and shuttle study are presented in this
memorandum. The technical memorandums are included as attachments.

PARKING ANALYSIS
The key findings of the parking supply and utilization data collection and the parking demand analysis are
summarized in this section.
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Off‐Street Parking Supply and Utilization
The project site is located west of City College of San Francisco’s (CCSF) Ocean Campus, east of the
Westwood Park neighborhood, and south of Archbishop Riordan High School. The project site is currently
occupied by a 1,007‐space surface parking lot (“Lower Lot” or west basin) accessed by two driveways on
Frida Kahlo Way. The Lower Lot serves as overflow parking for the CCSF’s 1,167‐space Upper Lot (or east
basin), which is accessed from the same two driveways on Frida Kahlo Way.
Parking inventory and occupancy data was collected at both the Upper and Lower Lots on Thursday,
December 7, 2017, Wednesday, January 31, 2018, and Wednesday, April 18, 2018 when CCSF was in
session. The peak hourly utilization of both the Lower Lot and Upper Lot was observed to occur between
10 a.m. and 1 p.m. The observed maximum combined occupancy rate of 73% (1,596 cars parked and 578
spaces available) occurred on Wednesday, January 31, 2018 between 11 a.m. and 12 p.m.
The Upper Lot can accommodate the existing combined parking demand (the total demand observed at
both the Lower Lot and Upper Lot) during the a.m. and p.m. periods (7 to 9 a.m. and 5 to 7 p.m.) but
would not meet the combined parking demand during the weekday midday period (10 a.m. to 12 p.m.).
During the weekday midday peak hour of parking demand, assuming parking was available only at the
Upper Lot, there would be a shortfall of up to 239 parking spaces.

Neighborhood (On‐Street) Parking Supply and Utilization
On‐street parking utilization data were collected by IDAX Data Solutions1 in the site vicinity on two
weekdays in February 2019. Each block face within the neighborhood on‐street parking study area was
observed three times a day for two days: at 9:00 a.m. (a.m.), 2:00 p.m. (midday), and 8:00 p.m. (p.m.).
Days with street cleaning or abnormal parking behavior were avoided. Parking supply data in the form of
number of available parking spaces per block were provided by San Francisco Municipal Transportation
Agency (SFMTA).
Based on this data, there are a total of 906 parking spaces within the parking study area and between
approximately 200 and 300 on‐street spaces are available on weekdays during any given time period
(a.m., midday, and p.m.). The highest levels of occupancy were generally observed to occur during the
weekday p.m. period.

Parking Demand Analysis
Parking demand was calculated for residential, short‐term retail and daycare visitors, and long‐term
employee parking for both the retail and childcare uses. This parking demand estimation focuses on the
midday time period when the retail and childcare are active and existing CCSF parking demand would
exceed capacity of the Upper Lot. While adjustments were made to account for the proposed

1

IDAX Data Solutions is a multimodal data solutions company providing transportation data with an office in San
Francisco, CA.
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transportation demand management (TDM) plan and affordable housing on site, the estimated project‐
generated parking demand can be considered conservative and likely overstates demand based on the
site context and travel characteristics, transit proximity and quality, and existing and expected travel
characteristics.
The Developer’s Proposed Option would generate a total midday parking demand for 455 vehicle parking
spaces (426 residential, 29 retail and childcare visitor, 18 retail and childcare employee). The Additional
Housing Option would generate a total midday parking demand for 631 vehicle parking spaces (602
residential, 29 retail and childcare visitor, 18 retail and childcare employee).
The vehicle parking supply proposed under each development scenario was evaluated against the
estimated parking demand generated by the project and the existing CCSF overflow demand. Based on
this analysis, the projected residential parking demand can be met on‐site with the currently proposed
0.5:1 parking ratio under the Developer’s Proposed Option during the midday and overnight periods and
the Additional Housing Option during the midday period. There would be a 101 space residential parking
space shortfall during the overnight period with the Additional House Option.
The parking demand associated with the retail and child care visitor and employee demand (29 spaces)
and CCSF overflow demand (239 spaces) could be met by available on‐street parking spaces within the
neighborhood parking study area (316 spaces during the midday period, 217 spaces during the overnight
period). The analysis of the Developer’s Proposed Option does not include the 750‐space parking garage
that is analyzed in the EIR. Some or all of these parking spaces could be included in the final project to
meet projected demand. Alternatively, the parking demand from the retail and daycare visitors and
employees and overflow CCSF vehicles could be accommodated by a combination of reducing CCSF
parking demand through planned TDM measures and/or a shared parking agreement with the Balboa
Reservoir project.
The Balboa Reservoir development intends to monitor and manage its parking efficiently while working
to encourage the use of transportation modes other than the single occupancy vehicle. Shared or flexible
parking designations between residential, retail, and CCSF uses would help to minimize the total number
of parking spaces needed to meet project‐generated parking demand and overflow CCSF parking demand
resulting from the redevelopment of the Lower Lot. Implementation of TDM measures and a shared
parking agreement with CCSF would reduce any secondary effects of parking shortfalls on the
neighborhood parking supply.

OPERATIONS ANALYSIS
Analysis was conducted for existing and existing plus project conditions. Existing plus project conditions
reflects the existing transportation network with the inclusion of vehicle trips generated by the Additional
Housing Option. For the purposes of a more conservative analysis, the Additional Housing Option was
evaluated, as it would generate more vehicle trips and would therefore have a greater effect on corridor
delay and intersection operations. The Developer’s Proposed Option would generate about 25 percent
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fewer vehicle trips and as a result, would be expected to result in less delay compared to the Additional
Housing Option.

Corridor Analysis
The corridor delay analysis considers the change in vehicle delay with the addition of project‐generated
vehicle trips during the weekday a.m. and p.m. peak hours along the following two corridors:



Ocean Avenue, from Plymouth Avenue to San Jose Avenue
Ridgewood Avenue‐Frida Kahlo Way, from Ridgewood Avenue/Monterey Boulevard to Frida
Kahlo Way/Geneva Avenue/Ocean Avenue

The Additional Housing Option would increase delay along the Ocean Avenue study segment by one
second in the eastbound direction during the weekday a.m. peak hour and by two seconds and eight
seconds in the eastbound and westbound directions, respectively during the weekday p.m. peak hour.
The Additional Housing Option would increase delay along the Frida Kahlo Way study segment by one
second in the northbound and southbound directions during the weekday a.m. peak hour and by three
seconds in the southbound direction during the weekday p.m. peak hour.

Intersection Operations Analysis
A detailed intersection operations analysis was conducted to identify more specifically how operations
may change with the addition of project‐generated vehicle trips from the Additional Housing Option
during the weekday a.m. and p.m. peak hours at the following three study intersections:




Brighton Avenue/Ocean Avenue
Lee Avenue/Ocean Avenue
Frida Kahlo Way/Geneva Avenue/Ocean Avenue

These three study intersections were selected for analysis to address concerns raised by the community
regarding operations at these locations.
The analysis considers the delay, queue length, and level of service for each approach and for the
intersection overall. Intersection volumes were adjusted to reflect the peak hour and lane utilization
factors2. Overall, vehicle trips generated by the Additional Housing Option are not anticipated to
substantially increase delays at study intersections during the weekday a.m. and p.m. peak hours. The

2

Peak hour factor is defined as the hourly volume divided by the peak (fifteen) minute flow rate within that same hour.
The lane utilization factor indicates the “uniform” use of available lanes. It is the ratio of the average volume per lane to
the heaviest volume in one lane.
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key findings of the intersection operations analysis comparing existing with existing plus project
conditions are summarized in this section.

Brighton Avenue/Ocean Avenue



There would not be a substantial change to the delay, queue lengths, and level of service with
the addition of project‐generated vehicle trips.
With the addition of project trips, the overall intersection delay may be slightly reduced (by
less than one second per vehicle and by 1.3 seconds per vehicle during the weekday a.m. and
p.m. peak hours, respectively), as a larger proportion of trips travelling through the
intersection are doing so on the coordinated phase, thereby increasing the efficiency of the
signal and reducing average vehicle delay.

Lee Avenue/Ocean Avenue




With the addition of project‐generated vehicle trips, the overall intersection delay is projected
to slightly increase (by 2.0 and 4.2 seconds per vehicle during the weekday a.m. and p.m. peak
hours, respectively).
The southbound approach is projected to experience the greatest change in delay, queues,
and level of service with the addition of project‐generated vehicle trips. The delay is estimated
to increase by 11.6 seconds per vehicle during the weekday a.m. and p.m. peak hours. The
queue length is estimated to increase by 87 feet during the weekday a.m. peak hour and by 81
feet during the weekday p.m. peak hour. The level of service is estimated to change from LOS
C to LOS D during the weekday a.m. and p.m. peak hours.

Frida Kahlo Way/Geneva Avenue/Ocean Avenue




The overall intersection delay is anticipated to increase by 18.4 seconds per vehicle during the
weekday a.m. peak hour and by 37.2 seconds per vehicle during the weekday p.m. peak hour
with the addition of project‐generated vehicle trips.
The westbound approach is projected to experience the greatest change in delay, queues, and
level of service with the addition of project‐generated vehicle trips during the weekday a.m.
and p.m. peak hours. The delay is estimated to increase by 28.1 and 70.5 seconds per vehicle,
respectively. The queue length is estimated to increase by 38.6 and 115 feet, respectively. The
level of service is estimated to worsen from a LOS E to a LOS F during the weekday p.m. peak
hour.

Potential Intersection Modifications
Intersection modifications can be made to increase safety and capacity, improve vehicle progression, and
reduce congestion on the road. The most common strategies include optimizing or modifying signal
timing and implementing physical changes or turn movement restrictions at intersections to increase
Kittelson & Associates, Inc.

San Francisco, California

Balboa Reservoir – Overview and Executive Summary
August 1, 2019

Page 6

efficiency of intersection or corridor operations. Potential intersection modifications were described and
analyzed in the Operations Analysis technical memorandum. Key findings are presented in this section.

Signal Timing Modifications
One of the major objectives of traffic signal optimization is to increase the capacity of at‐grade
intersections. For this analysis, at each study intersection, five seconds of green time was reallocated
from the north/south approaches to the east/west approaches. In other words, green time on Ocean
Avenue was increased by five seconds for each phase while the overall cycle length remained fixed.
Increasing green time on Ocean Avenue would:





Decrease overall intersection delays at Brighton Avenue/Ocean Avenue and Frida Kahlo
Way/Geneva Avenue/Ocean Avenue by between 1 and 5 seconds and between 45 and 51
seconds, respectively. However, Synchro may overestimate the change in delay and queue
lengths reported at Frida Kahlo Way/Geneva Avenue/Ocean Avenue, which operates at, or
near, capacity.
Increase overall intersection delay at Ocean Avenue/Lee Avenue by between 1 and 5 seconds.
Reduce delay and queue lengths on the eastbound and westbound approaches and increase
delay and queue lengths on the northbound and southbound movements at all study
intersections.

Signalized intersections along Ocean Avenue operate as actuated‐coordinated signals3 with maximum
recall4 that operate on a fixed cycle length. Signal timing modifications implemented at these three
intersections in isolation may adversely affect vehicle progression and have unintended consequences
for operations along the corridor. Any adjustments to signal timing would need to be reviewed and
approved by SFMTA.

Other Modifications
In addition to signal timing modifications, other intersection modifications and treatments along the
corridor may be implemented to increase efficiency of operations and reduce vehicle delay and queue
lengths along the corridor. These include installation of left‐turn lanes, installation of right‐turn lanes,
implementation of turn restrictions, and intersection redesign. These treatments can be costly if

3

Actuated signals prioritize the through movement of the major street and use sensors to respond to the traffic present
at actuated approach, so that the pattern of the signal (the length and order of each phase) depends on the traffic and
can be different at every cycle. Sensors report to the signal computer and green is provided for those actuated lanes only
when traffic is present and only until the traffic has vacated those lanes or the maximum time set for that phase has
been reached.
4
Each phase in a signalized intersection is given a recall mode of either no call, minimum, maximum, or pedestrian. No
recall implies that a phase can be skipped if no vehicles are present/detected. Minimum recall indicates that a phase is
being called for its minimum green time, independent of a vehicle’s presence. Maximum recall specifies that a phase is
being called for its maximum green time. Pedestrian recall means that a phase will always service the pedestrian walk
and clearance interval times independent of a pedestrian’s presence.
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additional right‐of‐way is needed and there may be other tradeoffs to consider, such as potential adverse
effects on conditions for bicyclists and pedestrians. Modifications that would require roadway widening,
additional right‐of‐way, rail reconfiguration, or signal relocation would be major infrastructure projects
and may not be feasible or appropriate within the context of the corridor.
Planned projects that are intended to improve safety, access, and comfort for people traveling along
Ocean Avenue include the Ocean Avenue Safety Project and I‐280 Interchange Modifications at Balboa
Park Project.

SHUTTLE STUDY
A shuttle feasibility assessment was conducted to evaluate the potential for shuttle service operating
between the Balboa Reservoir Site, CCSF Ocean Avenue campus, and the Balboa Park BART/Muni station.
The analysis includes a ridership assessment, service concept, and feasibility analysis. Key findings from
the assessment are summarized in this section.
The Balboa Reservoir development is expected to generate up to 2,700 transit trips6 each day, many to/from
the Balboa Park BART/Muni station, approximately 0.6 mile east of the project site. While the total travel
demand between these destinations is high, and the shuttle would have convenient stop locations, the
shuttle’s indirect loop route would have to compete with the high frequency and direct travel of the
existing transit service and the flexibility and speed of walking.

The conceptual shuttle route is approximately 2.25 miles long with an estimated peak hour travel time
of approximately 31.5 minutes, with variability based on congestion, signal delay, passenger
boarding/alighting, final routing, and layover scheduling. The shuttle system route would have stops
within the Balboa Reservoir site, on CCSF campus, at City College Terminal, and at the Balboa Park
BART/Muni station.
Muni currently offers convenient connections to the Balboa Park BART/Muni station. The K/T
Third/Ingleside light rail and Muni bus routes 8, 29, 49, and 91 have stops on Ocean Avenue or the City
College Terminal near the project site. Muni route 43 operates on Frida Kahlo Way adjacent to CCSF and
on Geneva Avenue to the Balboa Park BART/Muni station. Typical wait times are under five minutes
during the weekday a.m. and p.m. peak periods.
The Balboa Reservoir shuttle demand model is calibrated to high shuttle use estimates to serve as a proof
of concept. The convenience of a free shuttle was estimated to be more appealing than, and capture the
majority of, the BART riders that may otherwise walk, take other transit options, drive alone/carpool, or
be dropped off in a taxi or transportation network company vehicle (e.g,. Uber, Lyft). With the shuttle

6

Source: Balboa Reservoir Transit Assessment Memorandum, June 25, 2019.
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operating with at least two vehicles in service, approximately half of the walk trips and the majority of
transit, drive alone, and kiss and ride modes would be expected to switch modes and use the shuttle.
However, given that multiple Muni lines serve stops near Balboa Reservoir and CCSF operating on 8‐10
minute headways during weekday a.m. and p.m. periods and typical waiting times are under five minutes,
the shuttle would have to operate at high frequencies throughout the day to effectively compete with
the existing transit service and walking trips. With three shuttle buses in operation, vehicle headways
and average waiting time would match that of existing peak hour service. This level of shuttle service is
forecast to have an estimated cost of $762,500 to over $1 million per year without considering factors,
such as regulatory requirements and operator staffing and scheduling, which would increase costs and
may present substantial hurdles to implementation. If a lower frequency and less costly service were
provided as an alternative, it would not be competitive with the existing transit and walking alternatives
and would see less use. Overall, the shuttle system route would be duplicative with existing transit
connection to the Balboa Park BART/Muni station for passengers able to walk to nearby bus and light rail
stops. The costs and convenience associated with providing shuttle service should be weighed against
alternatives, such as subsidized first mile/last mile taxi or transportation network company rides for those
with mobility needs.

ATTACHMENTS
A. Parking Analysis Technical Memorandum
B. Operations Analysis Technical Memorandum
C. Shuttle Study Technical Memorandum
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ATTACHMENT A: PARKING ANALYSIS TECHNICAL MEMORANDUM

Kittelson & Associates, Inc.

San Francisco, California

TECHNICAL MEMORANDUM
Date:

August 1, 2019

To:

Reservoir Community Partners, LLC

From:

Kittelson & Associates, Inc.

Subject:

Balboa Reservoir – Parking Analysis Memorandum

This memorandum summarizes the results of a parking study conducted for the Balboa Reservoir
development (proposed project). The project site is located west of City College of San Francisco’s (CCSF)
Ocean Campus, east of the Westwood Park neighborhood, and south of Archbishop Riordan High School.
The project site is currently occupied by a 1,007‐space surface parking lot (“Lower Lot” or west basin)
accessed by two driveways on Frida Kahlo Way. The Lower Lot serves as overflow parking for the CCSF’s
1,167‐space Upper Lot (or east basin), which is accessed from the same two driveways on Frida Kahlo
Way.
The purpose of this analysis is to present parking supply and occupancy counts, present a methodology
and framework for ongoing monitoring and reporting of parking utilization rates, and assess the impact
of the proposed development on existing off‐street and on‐street parking under several development
scenarios. The memorandum is organized as follows:





Data collection summary
Parking demand analysis
Parking monitoring plan
Conclusion

DATA COLLECTION SUMMARY
Off‐Street Parking
Parking inventory and occupancy data was collected at both the Upper and Lower Lots on Thursday,
December 7, 2017, Wednesday, January 31, 2018, and Wednesday, April 18, 2018 on a typical non‐
holiday, non‐registration period day when CCSF was in session. Parking data was collected on an hourly
basis between 7:00 a.m. and 9:00 p.m. The number of spaces in the Upper and Lower Lots were counted
with the use of aerial photography and then verified in the field. Parking occupancy was collected
manually by field technicians. The parking lots were divided into areas with a field technician responsible
for collecting data in each. Technicians walked the lots every hour, manually counting the number of full
and empty stalls in each area. Data was marked by hand in the field and transferred to spreadsheets.
The spreadsheet data entries were then checked against the manual entries.
Parking supply and occupancy data are summarized in Exhibit 1 and Exhibit 2. Exhibit 3 illustrates the
average utilization from all three dates.
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Exhibit 1: Existing CCSF Upper/Lower Lot Parking Supply and Occupancy
Time

Lower Lot (1,007 Spaces)
Parked
Available Utilization

7
8
9
10
11
12
13
14
15
16
17
18
19
20
21

0
3
11
133
235
253
167
101
87
40
26
9
6
2
1

1007
1004
996
874
772
754
840
906
920
967
981
998
1001
1005
1006

0%
0%
1%
13%
23%
25%
17%
10%
9%
4%
3%
1%
1%
0%
0%

7
8
9
10
11
12
13
14
15
16
17
18
19
20
21

1
4
139
407
533
483
297
186
135
76
55
17
12
8
4

1006
1003
868
600
474
524
710
821
872
931
952
990
995
999
1003

0%
0%
14%
40%
53%
48%
29%
18%
13%
8%
5%
2%
1%
1%
0%

7
8
9
10
11
12
13
14
15
16
17
18
19
20
21

3
4
9
126
238
181
187
85
67
39
22
17
10
5
5

1004
1003
998
881
769
826
820
922
940
968
985
990
997
1002
1002

0%
0%
1%
13%
24%
18%
19%
8%
7%
4%
2%
2%
1%
0%
0%

Upper Lot (1,167 Spaces)
Parked
Available Utilization
Thursday, December 7, 2017
39
1128
3%
181
986
16%
614
553
53%
1078
89
92%
1071
96
92%
1083
84
93%
1058
109
91%
813
354
70%
693
474
59%
476
691
41%
361
806
31%
429
738
37%
537
630
46%
445
722
38%
184
983
16%
Wednesday, January 31, 2017
79
1088
7%
298
869
26%
958
209
82%
1094
73
94%
1063
104
91%
1046
121
90%
963
204
83%
876
291
75%
726
441
62%
555
612
48%
482
685
41%
621
546
53%
745
422
64%
612
555
52%
251
916
22%
Wednesday, April 18, 2018
56
1111
5%
265
902
23%
706
461
60%
847
320
73%
1078
89
92%
1009
158
86%
939
228
80%
792
375
68%
633
534
54%
536
631
46%
449
718
38%
489
678
42%
563
604
48%
510
657
44%
141
1026
12%

Combined (2,174 Spaces)
Parked
Available Utilization
39
184
625
1211
1306
1336
1225
914
780
516
387
438
543
447
185

2135
1990
1549
963
868
838
949
1260
1394
1658
1787
1736
1631
1727
1989

2%
8%
29%
56%
60%
61%
56%
42%
36%
24%
18%
20%
25%
21%
9%

80
302
1097
1501
1596
1529
1260
1062
861
631
537
638
757
620
255

2094
1872
1077
673
578
645
914
1112
1313
1543
1637
1536
1417
1554
1919

4%
14%
50%
69%
73%
70%
58%
49%
40%
29%
25%
29%
35%
29%
12%

59
269
715
973
1316
1190
1126
877
700
575
471
506
573
515
146

2115
1905
1459
1201
858
984
1048
1297
1474
1599
1703
1668
1601
1659
2028

3%
12%
33%
45%
61%
55%
52%
40%
32%
26%
22%
23%
26%
24%
7%

Sources: Kittelson & Associates, Inc. 2019; Quality Counts, 2017 & 2018.
Note: Parking utilization was rounded.
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Exhibit 2: Existing CCSF Upper/Lower Lot Parking Supply and Occupancy – Thursday, December 7, 2017

Exhibit 3: Existing CCSF Upper/Lower Lot Parking Supply and Occupancy – Wednesday, January 31, 2018
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Exhibit 4: Existing CCSF Upper/Lower Lot Parking Supply and Occupancy – Wednesday, April 18, 2018
Lower Lot Capacity

Upper Lot Capacity

Lower Lot Occupancy

Upper Lot Occupancy

Number of Parked Vehicles

1078
1009
939
847

792

706
633
563

536
449

17

10

6:00 PM

7:00 PM

5

5

9:00 PM

22

8:00 PM

39

5:00 PM

141
67

4:00 PM

9:00 AM

2:00 PM

8:00 AM

510

187

1:00 PM

9

181

85

11:00 AM

4

10:00 AM

56
3

7:00 AM

126

3:00 PM

238

12:00 PM

265

489

Hour Beginning

As shown in Exhibit 1 through Exhibit 4, the peak hourly utilization of both the Lower Lot and Upper Lot
occurs between 10:00 a.m. and 1:00 p.m. during all three days of observation.






On Thursday, December 7, 2017, the peak hour of occupancy occurred between 12:00 p.m. and
1:00 p.m. in both the Lower Lot and Upper Lot; at this time, there were 253 cars parked (754
spaces available) in the Lower Lot and 1,083 cars parked (84 spaces available) in the Upper Lot.
This represents a utilization rate of 25% in the Lower Lot and 93% in the Upper Lot and a
combined occupancy rate of 61%.
On Wednesday, January 31, 2018, the peak hour of occupancy occurred between 11:00 a.m.
and 12:00 p.m. in the Lower Lot and between 10:00 a.m. and 11:00 a.m. in the Upper Lot;
during these times, there were 533 cars parked (474 spaces available) in the Lower Lot and
1,094 cars parked (73 spaces available) in the Upper Lot during the peak hours. This represents
a utilization rate of 53% in the Lower Lot and 94% in the Upper Lot.
On Wednesday, April 18, 2018, the peak hour of occupancy occurred between 11:00 a.m. and
12:00 p.m. in both the Lower Lot and Upper Lot; at this time, there were 238 cars parked (769
spaces available) in the Lower Lot and 1,078 cars parked (89 spaces available) in the Upper Lot.
This represents a utilization rate of 24% in the Lower Lot and 92% in the Upper Lot and a
combined utilization rate of 61%.
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The maximum combined occupancy rate of 73% (1,596 cars parked and 578 spaces available
overall) occurred on Wednesday, January 31, 2018 between 11:00 a.m. and 12:00 p.m.

Neighborhood (On‐Street) Parking
On‐street parking utilization data were collected by IDAX Data Solutions1 traffic data collection staff in
the site vicinity on weekdays in February 2019 for the block faces shown in Exhibit 5. Each block face was
observed three times a day for two days: at 9:00 a.m. (a.m.), 2:00 p.m. (midday), and 8:00 p.m. (p.m.).
Days with street cleaning, holidays, events, or other abnormal parking behavior were avoided.
Each observation included the number of parked cars and for each vehicle:





License plate numbers
Parking regulation for parking space
If legally parked
If parked in a curb cut

Vehicles parked illegally or across driveways/curb cuts were disregarded as the parking supply consists
of only legal parking spaces. While these vehicles constitute parking demand, the spaces these vehicles
occupy are not included in the parking supply, so they have no impact on the total available spaces,
defined by remaining legal spaces. Each observation period averaged 4.8 illegally parked vehicles and
28.3 vehicles parked in curb cuts, primarily in residential blocks south of Ocean Avenue and north of
CCSF.
Parking supply data in the form of number of remaining legal parking spaces per block were provided by
San Francisco Municipal Transportation Agency (SFMTA). For blocks where the number of observed
legally parked vehicles exceed the SFMTA provided supply, the maximum observed occupancy count was
used as the parking supply.

Existing Parking Utilization
The parking utilization and supply data was grouped into four parking areas (north, east, south, and west)
shown in Exhibit 5. Percent occupancy and number of available spaces were determined for each
observation period for each area as shown in Exhibits 6 and 7. The parking supply and availability by area
is presented in Exhibit 8.

1

IDAX Data Solutions is a multimodal data solutions company providing transportation data with an office in San

Francisco, CA.
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Exhibit 5: Neighborhood (On‐Street) Parking Study Area
Kittelson & Associates, Inc.
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Exhibit 6: Parking Occupancy by Area
100%
90%
80%
70%
60%
50%
40%
30%
20%
10%
0%
North

East

Day 1 AM

Day 1 MD

South

Day 1 PM

Day 2 AM

West

Day 2 MD

Day 2 PM

Exhibit 7: Parking Availability by Area

Number of Spaces

100
80
60
40
20
0
North
Day 1 AM

East
Day 1 MD

South

Day 1 PM

Day 2 AM

West

Day 2 MD

Day 2 PM

Exhibit 8: Available Street Parking Spaces by Area and Time Period
Available Street Parking Spaces by Time Period
Day 1 MD
Day 1 PM
Day 2 AM
Day 2 MD

Parking
Area

Supply

North

189

61

99

85

76

100

104

88

East

299

58

65

67

50

71

80

65

South

286

81

69

6

76

96

21

58

West

132

59

53

38

57

64

33

51

Total

906

259

286

196

259

331

238

262

Day 1 AM

Day 2 PM

Average

Sources: Kittelson & Associates, Inc. 2019; IDAX 2019; SFMTA 2019.
Notes: AM = weekday a.m. (9 a.m.); MD = weekday midday (2 p.m.); PM = weekday p.m. (8 p.m.)
Data presented represents the total available parking spaces by area and time period for each parking area as calculated by subtracting the observed
legally parked vehicles from the maximum of the SFMTA parking supply and greatest legally parked vehicle observation.
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Exhibit 8 indicates that there are a total of 906 parking spaces within the parking study area and between
approximately 200 and 300 on‐street spaces are available on streets within the parking study area on
weekdays during any given time period. The North and West parking areas have the highest proportion
of available street parking with average occupancy of less than 60% (equivalent to 88 and 51 available
spaces, respectively). The South area has the highest average occupancy at 80% (equivalent to about 58
available spaces) with the weekday p.m. period approaching 100% utilization. The weekday p.m. period
was generally observed to have the highest occupancy.
Parking in the site vicinity is controlled by a combination of the following types of regulation:





Parking meters
Residential Permit Parking (RPP): 2‐hour time‐limited parking between 8:00 a.m. and 6 p.m.
weekdays, except with residential permit
Time Limit: 2‐hour time‐limited parking without exception
Unregulated: no apparent parking regulations outside of street sweeping hours

The supply and average number of available parking spaces distributed by parking regulation type is
presented in Exhibit 9. As shown in Exhibit 8, over 300 on‐street parking spaces are available in the on‐
street parking study area during the midday period (2 p.m.). As shown in Exhibit 9, the parking demand
from overflow CCSF vehicles can be accommodated by the available on‐street parking supply, though
parking regulations may hinder use.
Exhibits 1 through 4 summarize the parking utilization in the Upper Lot and Lower Lot (project site).
Exhibit 10 presents the combined occupancy for the Upper Lot and Lower Lot and assumes that no
parking spaces would be provided on the Lower Lot. The number of parked vehicles is calculated as the
sum of the number of vehicles parked in the Lower Lot and the number of vehicles parked in the Upper
Lot. The available spaces and utilization rate are calculated based on the Upper Lot supply of 1,167
parking spaces assuming the Lower Lot has a parking supply of zero spaces. A utilization rate less than
100% indicates that the Upper Lot could accommodate the existing combined parking demand.
As shown in Exhibit 10, the Upper Lot can accommodate the existing combined parking demand during
the a.m. and p.m. periods (7 to 9 a.m. and 5 to 7 p.m.) but would not meet the combined parking demand
during the weekday midday period (10 a.m. to 12 p.m.). During the weekday midday peak hour of parking
demand there would be a shortfall of up to 239 spaces. A similar analysis in the March 2019 CCSF Ocean
Campus TDM Plan and Parking Analysis reported a shortfall of 91 spaces without the Lower Lot. The CCSF
Ocean Campus TDM Plan and Parking Analysis was prepared by Fehr & Peers and commissioned by CCSF.
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Exhibit 9: Average Available Street Parking Spaces by Area and Parking Regulation
Parking Area

Parking Regulation
Residential Parking Time Limit
Permit
0
70

Parking Count Type

Parking Meters

Supply

0

Available

0

0

53

35

88

Supply

0

0

45

254

299

Available

0

0

9

56

65

Supply

42

244

0

0

286

Available

16

42

0

0

58

Supply

0

79

0

53

Available

0

35

0

16

132
51

Supply

42

323

115

426

906

Available

16

77

62

107

262

North
East
South
West
Total

Unregulated

Total

119

189

Sources: Kittelson & Associates, Inc. 2019; IDAX 2019; SFMTA 2019.
Notes: Data presented represents average available parking spaces by block attributed to the predominate parking regulation for that block.

Exhibit 10: Existing City College Upper/Lower Lot Parking Occupancy and Upper Lot Supply
Combined Occupancy1
Time Period
Weekday a.m. Peak Period

Weekday Midday Peak Period

Weekday p.m. Peak Period

Time (Hour
Beginning)

Parked Vehicles

Available Spaces,
Upper Lot

% Utilization,
Upper Lot

7 a.m.

59

1,108

5%

8 a.m.

252

915

22%

10 a.m.

1,228

‐61

105%

11 a.m.

1,406

‐239

120%

12 p.m.

1,352

‐185

116%

5 p.m.

465

702

40%

6 p.m.

527

640

45%

Sources: Kittelson & Associates, Inc. 2019; Quality Counts, 2017 & 2018.
Notes: Data presented represents the average across three days of data collection: Thursday, December 7, 2017, Wednesday, January 31, 2018, and
Wednesday, April 18, 2018.
1
Parked vehicles calculated as the sum of the number of vehicles parked in both the Lower Lot and Upper Lot. Available spaces and utilization rate
calculated based on the Upper Lot supply of 1,167 parking spaces, assuming zero parking spaces provided in the Lower Lot.

The City College of San Francisco March 2019 Facilities Master Plan Final Draft recommends a new West
Parking Garage with up to 1,200 spaces to be constructed on the Upper Lot in conjunction with additional
buildings. However, the plan states “the size of the structure does not include specific consideration for
the potential loss of parking in the lower Balboa Reservoir.” The plan also calls for transportation demand
management measures to reduce vehicle and parking demand on campus.

PARKING DEMAND ANALYSIS
The project site is the 17.4‐acre parcel located across Frida Kahlo Way from the City College of San
Francisco campus and adjacent to a City College parking lot that fronts onto Frida Kahlo Way. The project
Kittelson & Associates, Inc.
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site is currently used as an approximately 1,000‐space surface parking lot (known as the “Lower Lot”) for
City College, supplementing the 1,167 vehicle parking spaces in the Upper Lot.
Proposed development scenarios are shown in Exhibit 11 including 0.5:1 residential unit parking ratio.
The proposed development, both options, is assumed to be comprised of 40% one‐bedroom, 30% two‐
bedroom, 30% three‐bedroom units with 50% of the units being affordable housing. The unit mix is a
conservative estimate used for analysis purposes. The actual unit mix may differ.
Exhibit 11: Proposed Land Use Program
Options
Land Use
Residential1

Additional Housing
Option

1,100

1,550

Total Square Feet

1,283,000

1,547,000

Gross Square Feet

7,500

7,500

Gross Square Feet

10,000

10,000

Up to 550

Up to 650

Total Dwelling Units

General Retail
Childcare & Community Room
Residential Vehicle Parking

Developer’s
Proposed Option

Unit of measurement

2

Spaces

Source: Reservoir Community Partners, LLC
1
Based on information provided by Reservoir Partners LLC, the analysis assumes the following bedroom unit mix: 40% one‐bedroom, 30% two‐
bedroom, 30% three‐bedroom units. The unit mix is a conservative estimate used for analysis purposes and the actual unit mix may differ.
2
Under the Developer’s Proposed Option, up to 750 additional public parking spaces are being considered.

Parking demand for the proposed development, both options, was estimated based on the methodology
in Appendix G of the 2002 Transportation Impact Analysis Guidelines2 (2002 Guidelines) with adjustments
to account for the proposed affordable housing and transportation demand management (TDM)
measures. The parking demand formulas and parameters from the 2002 Guidelines were used directly
to estimate the parking demand associated with the residential units and the retail and daycare space.
Affordable housing units were assumed to have a reduced parking demand relative to market rate units
to reflect the lower rates of auto ownership, price of unbundled parking, and quality of transit service
near the project site.

Transportation Demand Management
The development will implement transportation demand management (TDM) measures to encourage
the use of non‐auto modes and reduce vehicle trips. Proposed TDM measures are identified in Exhibit
12, along with the estimated vehicle trip reduction rate associated with implementation.

2

An update to the 2002 Guidelines was published in February 2019. However, the parking demand methodology

presented in the 2019 Guidelines is based on the neighborhood parking rate for non‐residential uses only. The 2002
Guidelines methodology was determined to be more appropriate for the proposed development.
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Exhibit 12: TDM Measures and Estimated Vehicle Trip Reduction

TDM Measure

Range of Vehicle Trip Reduction Rate

Improve Biking/Walking Network
Provide Bicycle Parking
Implement Car Share Program
Unbundle Parking
Limit On‐Site Parking Supply
Improved Design of Development2
TDM Program Total

0% to 2%
0.625%
5% to 15%
2.6% to 13%
5% to 12.5%
3% to 21.3%

Estimated Vehicle Trip Reduction Rate for
Developer’s Proposed Option and
Additional Housing Option1

1.0%
0.6%
5.0%
4.3%
8.8%
10.7%
30.4%

Source: California Air Pollution Control Officers Association, Quantifying Greenhouse Gas Mitigation Measures, August 2010.
Notes:
1
Vehicle trip reduction rate estimated based on the estimated level of adoption and aggressiveness of implementation of a given strategy and account
for the implementation of other TDM program elements so as not to overestimate vehicle trip reduction for the overall program.
2
Design elements include: multimodal wayfinding, real‐time information displays, on‐site bikeshare, bicycle repair station, showers and lockers,
delivery supportive amenities, and tailored transportation marketing.

The range of effectiveness for vehicle trip reductions (VTR) identified for each measure is based on
information included in the California Air Pollution Control Officers Association, Quantifying Greenhouse
Gas Mitigation Measures, August 2010 (CAPCOA Report). The quantification methods provided in the
CAPCOA Report are based on an extensive literature review and are appropriate for use in this project‐
level analysis. The estimated vehicle trip reduction rate is based on the anticipated level of adoption and
aggressiveness of implementation of a given strategy. Vehicle trip reduction is estimated by applying the
vehicle trip reduction rate to the vehicle trips generated by the target user group, which would include
residents, employees, and visitors to the site.
As shown in Exhibit 12, the selected TDM measures would reduce vehicle trips generated by the project.
Similar to how these treatments would facilitate non‐auto trips, these amenities would reduce parking
demand. Reduced auto demand reduces parking demand for visitors and employees. Actions such as
unbundling parking from residential units and limiting parking supply directly impact residential parking
demand. Therefore, the TDM measures were estimated to reduce residential parking demand by 30.4%.

Project Parking Demand
Parking demand was calculated for residential, short‐term retail and daycare visitors, and long‐term
employee parking for both the retail and childcare uses, as shown in Exhibit 13. This parking demand
estimation focuses on the midday time period when the retail and childcare are active and existing CCSF
parking demand would exceed capacity of the Upper Lot. While adjustments were made to account for
the TDM plan and affordable housing, this parking estimate is conservative and likely overstates demand
based on the site context and travel characteristics, transit proximity and quality, and existing and
expected travel characteristics. Additionally, this parking analysis reflects 2019 parking costs and
regulations; future parking policies may influence parking demand for CCSF and the Balboa Reservior.
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Exhibit 13: Estimated Midday Site Parking Demand with Travel Demand Management
Project Options
Land Use
Residential (Midday 80% of Overnight)

Developer’s Proposed Option

Additional Housing Option

426

602

11

11

9

9

9

9

455

631

1

Retail & Childcare Short‐Term
2

Retail Employee

3

Childcare Employee

Total Development Midday Parking Demand

Notes:
1
Based on distribution of unit sizes and affordable housing; 20% midday reduction based on page G‐2 of 2002 Transportation Analysis Guidelines.
Overnight parking demand is 514 vehicles for the Developer’s Proposed Option and 724 for the Additional Housing Option.
2
Daily non‐work automobile trips calculated by adjusting Table 6 of the Travel Demand Memorandum trips by Table C‐2 values of 2002 Transportation
Analysis Guidelines; vehicle occupancy based on SD‐3 retail trips per 2002 Transportation Analysis Guidelines.
3
Number of employees based on Table C‐1 of 2002 Transportation Analysis Guidelines; Mode split per Table 4 of Travel Demand Memorandum.

As shown in Exhibit 13, the Developer’s Proposed Option would generate a total midday parking demand
for 455 vehicle parking spaces (426 residential, 29 retail and childcare visitor, 18 retail and childcare
employee). The Additional Housing Option would generate a total midday parking demand for 631
vehicle parking spaces (602 residential, 29 retail and childcare visitor, 18 retail and childcare employee).
The vehicle parking supply proposed under each development scenario was evaluated against the
estimated parking demand generated by the project and the existing CCSF overflow demand. The
summary results are shown in Exhibit 14.
Exhibit 14: Total Parking Analysis Summary (0.5:1 Parking Ratio [currently proposed])
Developer’s Proposed Option (0.5:1)

Additional Housing Option (0.5:1)

Supply
Time
Period
Midday

Parking
Scenario

On‐
Site
1

Neighbor
‐hood2

Total

Dem‐
and

On‐
Site

Neighbor
‐hood2

Total

Residential

426

550

0

550

602

650

0

650

Public/CCSF3

268

0

316

316

268

0

316

316

Total

694

550

316

866

870

650

316

966

533

550

0

550

751

650

0

650

0

0

217

217

0

0

217

217

533

550

217

767

751

650

217

867

Residential
Overnight

Dem‐
and

Supply

Public/CCSF
Total

3

Notes: (0.5:1) denotes a parking ratio of 0.5 residential parking spaces for 1 residential unit; green‐shaded cells have excess parking supply while red‐
shaded cells have parking deficits
1
Developer’s Proposed Option supply does not include the 750‐space parking garage that is analyzed in the EIR. Some or all of these parking spaces
could be included in the final project to meet projected demand.
2
Neighborhood supply includes available street parking spaces within the parking study area during the given time period (Midday and
Evening/Overnight).
3
Includes 29 retail and child care visitor and employee demand and 239 overflow CCSF vehicles.

As shown in Exhibit 14, the currently proposed 0.5:1 parking ratio meets residential parking demand
under the Developer’s Proposed Option during the midday and overnight periods and the Additional
Kittelson & Associates, Inc.
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Housing Option during the midday period. There would be a 101 space residential parking space shortfall
during the overnight period with the Additional House Option. The parking demand associated with the
retail and child care visitor and employee demand (29 spaces) and CCSF overflow demand (239 spaces)
could be met by available on‐street parking spaces within the study area (316 spaces during the midday
period, 217 spaces during the overnight period).
Alternatively, the parking demand from the retail and daycare visitors and employees and overflow CCSF
vehicles could be accommodated by a combination of reducing CCSF parking demand through planned
TDM measures and/or a shared parking agreement with the Balboa Reservoir project. Additionally, under
the Developer’s Proposed Option, the supply shown in Exhibit 14 does not include the 750‐space parking
garage that is analyzed in the EIR. Some or all of these parking spaces could be included in the final project
to meet projected demand.

PARKING MONITORING PLAN
Goal of the Monitoring Plan
The goal of the monitoring plan is to conduct ongoing monitoring and evaluation of vehicle parking supply
and utilization on the Balboa Reservoir project site and nearby City College of San Francisco parking
facility. Data will be collected and reviewed to help inform the construction of parking facilities and to
determine if parking and transportation demand management strategies are needed.

Background
The Balboa Reservoir Parking Utilization Study (2017‐2018) presented above, is an analysis of the parking
conditions on the proposed project site (“Lower Lot”) and the adjacent Upper Lot. Data was collected at
three time periods when school was in session to gauge when parking utilization would be at its highest
levels of the year.
The Parking Utilization Study (2017‐2018) was intended to monitor and evaluate parking supply and
usage to understand the potential effects of the proposed Balboa Reservoir development on the Lower
Lot and the resulting loss of parking on City College of San Francisco staff and students. This initial study
will be used to develop the framework and methodology for ongoing monitoring and evaluation of
parking supply and utilization on the Balboa Reservoir site and the Upper Lot to guide management of
Balboa Reservoir and City College of San Francisco parking facilities. Proposed methodology and
implementation of the parking monitoring plan is discussed in the following sections.
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Methodology
Balboa Reservoir Parking Utilization Study (2017‐2018) Methodology
For the Balboa Reservoir Parking Utilization Study (2017‐2018), parking data was collected on an hourly
basis over a 14‐hour time period, between 7:00 a.m. and 9:00 p.m. Data was collected on three separate
mid‐week days (Tuesday, Wednesday, or Thursday) when CCSF was in session. The number of spaces in
the Upper and Lower Lots were counted with the use of aerial photography and then verified in the field.
Parking occupancy was collected manually by field technicians. The parking lots were divided into areas
with a field technician responsible for collecting data in each area. Technicians walked the lots every
hour, manually counting the number of full and empty stalls in each area. Data was marked by hand in
the field and transferred to spreadsheets. The spreadsheet data entries were then checked against the
manual entries. The cost of data collection was $560 for each of the Upper Lot and Lower Lot, or $1,120
total, for each 14‐hour observation period.

Ongoing Monitoring and Evaluation
The following methodology for ongoing monitoring is recommended to provide efficient and accurate
data collection, to align reported space types with parking management categories, and to make the
utilization report simple and accessible to all audiences.







3

Survey Study Area. Collect data within the Lower Lot and Upper Lot. When construction of the
Balboa Reservoir project begins, collect data within the Upper Lot only. After construction of
the Balboa Reservoir project, if public parking is provided on the Balboa Reservoir site, collect
data at the public parking facility and the Upper Lot.
Survey Time Period. Conduct the survey over a four‐week period, during the third, fourth, fifth,
and sixth weeks of the fall academic term, alternating weekly between Wednesday and
Thursday in order to capture daily variations in class schedules and allow for two surveys on
each day to get a broader representation of parking demand. This survey period is intended to
be inclusive of the period of peak CCSF enrollment.
Survey Duration. Conduct data collection between the hours of 7 a.m. and 9 p.m. to capture
hourly variation and peak periods of parking demand.
Parking Space Classification. Classify vehicle parking spaces into the following categories to
align with existing parking types provided by CCSF3 and the Balboa Reservoir project: student;
faculty/staff; Americans with Disabilities Act (ADA); reserved; short‐term/metered; public (free);
public (paid); and private (residents only). Additional categories that could be considered
depending on applicability, include electric vehicle charging spaces and dedicated carpool
spaces. The Balboa Reservoir Parking Utilization Study (2017‐2018) collected and reported

City College of San Francisco 2019 Facilities Master Plan, March 2019. P. 2‐32. https://www.ccsf.edu/en/about‐city‐

college/administration/vcfa/facilities_planning/facilities‐master‐plan.html, accessed April 5, 2019.
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utilization data for each facility but did not classify the parking spaces into categories. This
approach made data collection and reporting simple and easy to understand, however, it offers
limited utility to match space types with parking management categories and patterns of
parking demand.
Parking Capacity. Parking capacity is a measure of the number of parking spaces available
within the surveyed locations at the time of the survey. Year‐to‐year changes in capacity are
influenced by the physical addition or removal of parking lots and spaces as well as by changes
in the management of individual spaces and lots.
Parking Utilization. The overall parking utilization rate is calculated as the ratio of occupied
spaces to the total number of parking spaces in the surveyed lots. The percent utilization
reported would be an average of the four survey days. Parking utilization should be reported
overall (for both facilities combined), by location (for each individual facility), and by parking
space category.
Reporting. The parking utilization study should be conducted on an annual basis and build on
prior year’s data to allow for a longitudinal/historical evaluation.

Future Management of Parking Facilities
Balboa Reservoir development intends to manage its parking efficiently while working to encourage the
use of transportation modes other than the single occupancy vehicle. These efforts are being pursued
concurrently and in partnership with City College of San Francisco, Public Utilities Commission, and the
City of San Francisco to address the future parking needs for CCSF Ocean Campus.
City College of San Francisco approved its Facilities Master Plan in March 2019. The document outlines a
vision for the future of the campus that directs cars to routes at the perimeter of campus, emphasizes a
more pedestrian atmosphere on Frida Kahlo Way, and limits on‐campus circulation to ADA and service
vehicles. City College of San Francisco is developing a transportation demand management program
aimed at actively reducing single occupancy vehicle trips to the campus through strategies including
designated carpool and carshare vehicle parking and provision of passenger loading and short‐term
parking spaces. According to information included in the Facilities Master Plan, the West Parking
Structure could replace surface parking in the Upper Lot due to the construction of the Performing Arts
Education Center. The structure may include up to 1,200 vehicle parking spaces on six floors. Additional
vehicle parking would be provided in the East Surface Parking lot located on the east side of the east
campus.
With regular monitoring of parking utilization and careful management, Balboa Reservoir and CCSF can
support efficient use of the facilities by implementing transportation demand management measures
and parking strategies that could include, but are not limited to:


Private parking partnerships. Shared parking arrangement between Balboa Reservoir and City
College of San Francisco.

Kittelson & Associates, Inc.

San Francisco, California

Balboa Reservoir – Parking Analysis Memorandum
August 1, 2019








Page 16

Parking policies. Implement changes to policies and practices that optimize parking occupancy
and turnover, such as adding time limits or paid parking, including variable demand‐based
pricing.
Physical improvements. Make physical improvements, including sidewalk widening, installation
of bike facilities and amenities, and wayfinding to increase use of non‐auto modes.
Shuttle service. Provide fixed‐route or on‐demand shuttle service between the project site and
key destinations to increase use of non‐auto modes.
Valet parking. Implement centralized valet service, thereby increasing capacity of existing
parking facilities by enabling tandem parking.
Increase parking supply. Construct a new garage or expand the existing facility.

SUMMARY OF FINDINGS
The key findings of the parking supply and utilization data collection and the parking demand analysis are
summarized below:











The peak hourly utilization of both the Lower Lot and Upper Lot occurs between 10 a.m. and 1
p.m. The observed maximum combined occupancy rate of 73% (1,596 cars parked and 578
spaces available) occurred between 11 a.m. and 12 p.m.
Under existing parking pricing policy, the Upper Lot can accommodate the existing combined
parking demand (the total demand observed at both the Lower Lot and Upper Lot) during the
a.m. and p.m. periods (7 to 9 a.m. and 5 to 7 p.m.) but would not meet the combined parking
demand during the weekday midday period (10 a.m. to 12 p.m.). During the weekday midday
peak hour of parking demand, assuming parking was available only at the Upper Lot, there
would be a shortfall of up to 239 parking spaces.
There are a total of 906 parking spaces within the neighborhood on‐street parking study area and
between approximately 200 and 300 on‐street spaces are available on weekdays during any given
time period (a.m., midday, and p.m.).
Projected residential parking demand can be met at a 0.5:1 parking ratio except during the
overnight period for the Additional Housing Option, which would have a 101 space shortfall.
Projected parking demand from the retail and daycare visitors and employees and overflow CCSF
vehicles could be accommodated by available on‐street parking spaces, reduced Balboa Reservoir
and CCSF parking demand through planned TDM measures, and/or a shared parking agreement
with the Balboa Reservoir project.
The Balboa Reservoir development intends to monitor and manage its parking efficiently while
working to encourage the use of transportation modes other than the single occupancy vehicle.
Shared or flexible parking designations between residential, retail, and CCSF uses would help to
minimize the total number of parking spaces needed to meet project‐generated parking demand
and overflow CCSF parking demand resulting from the redevelopment of the Lower Lot.
Implementation of TDM measures and a shared parking agreement with CCSF would reduce the
impacts of parking shortfalls on the neighborhood parking supply.

Kittelson & Associates, Inc.

San Francisco, California

Balboa Reservoir – Non-CEQA Analysis

Attachments

ATTACHMENT B: OPERATIONS ANALYSIS TECHNICAL MEMORANDUM

Kittelson & Associates, Inc.

San Francisco, California

TECHNICAL MEMORANDUM
Date:

August 1, 2019

To:

Reservoir Community Partners, LLC

From:

Kittelson & Associates, Inc.

Project:

Balboa Reservoir – Operations Analysis Memorandum

This memorandum summarizes the corridor delay and intersection operations analyses conducted for
the Balboa Reservoir development (proposed project). The objective of the analysis is to evaluate
existing and existing plus project corridor operations along Ocean Avenue and Ridgewood Avenue‐Frida
Kahlo Way and intersection operations at select study intersections to estimate the changes in travel
time attributable to the project and to evaluate potential modifications to improve traffic flow and
vehicle progression at intersections along Ocean Avenue. Data on existing transit operations is used to
inform the evaluation. This memorandum is organized as follows:







Data collection summary
Analysis methodology
Corridor delay analysis
Intersection operations analysis
Potential intersection modifications
Summary of findings

DATA COLLECTION SUMMARY
Intersection Turning Movement Counts
Weekday a.m. (7 to 9 a.m.) and p.m. (4 to 6 p.m.) period multimodal turning movement counts were
collected at 14 locations along Ocean Avenue, Ridgewood Avenue, and Frida Kahlo Way. Turning
movement counts were collected on a weekday (Tuesday, Wednesday, or Thursday) when City College
of San Francisco was in session. The study intersection locations are shown in Figure 1 and listed in Table
1.

Kittelson & Associates, Inc.

San Francisco, California

St
E

ster

wt
hS
t

Sa

hu

un

Detroit St

Ar
ag

oS
t

C
ve

eA
ve

tV
e rn
on

aA
ve

a
e
Av

e
Av

Source: Kittelson & Associates, Inc., 2019

ne

!

Al e

a
ug

e
Av

Ca
y

aw

te

Lobos St

Av
e

Av
e

m
Ro

e

St

Studyd Intersections

lv
ny B
ma

Site Boundary

n

e
Av

g to

J

Mo

Av
e

Av
e

Av
e

Ma
jes
tic

Sh

ra
Av
e

oA

St
el

i gu
nM

e
os

n

Sa

Ln

Ni a g
a

De
lan

St

St
Ta
ra

urg
isb
Lo
u

Av
e
rg
a
Ma

Edna St

Ho

Wi Edg
llia
ar Pl
rA
ve

Harold Ave

Lee Ave

Brighton Ave

Jo
sia
h

ge

ida

Se
ne
ca
Na
Av
va
Ge
e
j
o
ne
A
va
Av
e

o
Fo

Feet

§
¦
¨
280

t
it S

750

mm

Minerva St

On
e

ay

Montana St

!8

iW

/
ß
101

82

0

!7

n
sta

Thrift St

þ∙
þ
∙

!6

Re

280

Ri d

Lakeview Ave

re
t

80

H Lot

Sergeant John V Youn

E

W est Rd

Bruce Ave

Plymouth Ave

Faxon Ave

Capitol Ave

§
¦
¨

ay
W

ve

35

! !2
!3 !4
!5

Holloway Ave

Grafton Ave

Cloud Ci r

14
!

1

e
Av

Havelock St

w
tta
O

)
þ
∙
§
¦
¨

Frida Kahlo Way

tw

Miramar Ave

Granada Ave

a do
Do r
Jules Ave

Ave

S

Na

SITE

13
!

co
Ar

Marston Ave

as
t Rd

o od Dr

Te r

Ke ystone W a y

Ashton Ave

SITE

Dr

San Francisco

1

11
!
12
!

Judson Ave

r
ul a
i rc

nce Cir
cie

u th w oo d

Oce
an

101

Foerster St

Staples Ave

10
!

Ea s

/
ß
1
þ
∙

Flood Ave

Gre enwood Ave

Wildw o od W ay

So

Hearst Ave

Av
e

Westwoo

n

Gennessee St

Mo

e
o Av
te cit

Ca
in
e

ra

el Ve

!9

Su

H:\22\22126 - San Francisco Planning On-Call\003 - SF Balboa Reservoir TIS\gis\01 Study Intersections.mxd - jsommerville - 2:59 PM 7/25/2019

e
Av

ay

Stillings Ave

Tere sita Blvd

Joost Ave

Dr

d

de Montfort Ave

I

d

Ke n w o

W

Mangels Ave

d
Montere y Blv

D a en W a y
ri

od

A

ve

ay
W

rthw ood Dr
No

U p la nd Dr

Melrose Ave

oo

el

A

w

er
Fo

ve

o

on

ez

d

lm

l
Va

e
a Av

Dr

no

W ay

ol

C

ue n
aB

wo

ood
yw

ve
anFe l p e A
i

S

Ha z

rb
Ye

od Dr
wo
se
Dr
Ro
od

rn
Fe

Ma

ve
ood A
entw
r
B

s Pa lmos Dr
Lo

li
El

n

Balboa Reservoir Project

Figure 1
Study Intersections

Balboa Reservoir – Operations Analysis Memorandum
August 1, 2019

Page 3

Table 1: Study Intersections
#

Intersection

1

Plymouth Avenue/Ocean Avenue

2

Brighton Avenue/Ocean Avenue

3

Lee Avenue/Ocean Avenue

4

Harold Avenue/Ocean Avenue

5

Frida Kahlo Way/Geneva Avenue/Ocean Avenue

6

I‐280 SB Off‐Ramp/Ocean Avenue

7

I‐280 NB On‐Ramp/Ocean Avenue

8

San Jose Avenue/Ocean Avenue

9

Ridgewood Avenue/Monterey Boulevard

10

Frida Kahlo Way/Judson Avenue

11

Frida Kahlo Way/City College Upper Reservoir Lot (N)

12

Frida Kahlo Way/Cloud Circle (N)

13

Frida Kahlo Way/City College Upper Reservoir Lot (S)

14

Frida Kahlo Way/Cloud Circle (S)

SFMTA General Transit Feed Specification (GTFS) Data
The SFMTA provided General Transit Feed Specification data for two inbound/outbound routes operating
on streets adjacent to the project, 29 Sunset and 43 Masonic, for the weekday a.m. and p.m. peak periods
(7 to 9 a.m. and 4. to 6 p.m.). SFMTA provided GTFS data for the segment of line 29 on Ocean Avenue
between Mission Street/Persia Avenue and Plymouth Avenue and for the segment of line 43 extending
from Gennessee Street/Monterey Boulevard to the City College Bookstore for inbound (southbound)
operations and from the City College Bookstore to Foerster Street/Monterey Boulevard for outbound
(northbound) operations. Historical travel time data was provided for dates between August 27, 2018
and March 8, 2019. Table 2 displays an average of the data for weekday a.m. and p.m. peak periods.
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Table 2: SFMTA Transit Data
Transit Travel Time (minutes:seconds)

Transit

Study Segment

Line

Mission Street/Persia Avenue to Plymouth
29

Avenue/Ocean Avenue
Plymouth Avenue/Ocean Avenue to Mission
Street/Persia Avenue
Gennessee Street/Monterey Boulevard to

43

City College Bookstore
City College Bookstore to Foerster
Street/Monterey Boulevard

a.m.

p.m.

10:55

12:00

9:53

10:10

4:25

4:05

4:37

4:35

Sources: SFMTA, 2019.
Notes: a.m. refers to 7 to 9 a.m. and p.m. refers to 4 to 6 p.m. Travel time is reported in minutes and seconds.

Transit Travel Time Runs
Supplemental transit time data was collected along study segments via onboard surveys. Transit travel
times were collected on Tuesday, April 2, 2019, during the weekday a.m. peak period (7 to 9 a.m.) and
the weekday p.m. peak period (4 to 6 p.m.). Two staff boarded each transit vehicle at the route start
point and recorded the travel time between each stop and the dwell time at each stop. Data was gathered
for the following Muni lines and study segments:








K/T Third/Ingleside – from Jules Avenue/Ocean Avenue to the Balboa Park BART Station
(eastbound) and from San Jose Avenue/Geneva Avenue to Dorado Terrace/Ocean Avenue
(westbound)
29 Sunset – from Mission Street/Persia Avenue to Plymouth Avenue/Ocean Avenue
(westbound) and from Plymouth Avenue/Ocean Avenue to Mission Street/Persia Avenue
(eastbound)
43 Masonic – from Frida Kahlo Way/CCSF South Entrance to Foerster Street/Monterey
Boulevard (northbound) and from Gennessee Street/Monterey Boulevard to Frida Kahlo
Way/CCSF South Entrance (southbound)
49 Van Ness/Mission – from Frida Kahlo Way/CCSF South Entrance to Mission Street/Persia
Avenue (eastbound) and from Mission Street/Ocean Avenue to Frida Kahlo Way/CCSF South
Entrance (westbound)

Table 3 shows observed transit travel times for each study segment. Multiple travel time runs were
conducted on each segment in each direction. The value in the table reflects the average of those runs.
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Table 3: Supplemental Transit Travel Time Runs
Transit Travel Time (minutes:seconds)

Transit

Transit Route

Line

Jules Avenue/Ocean Avenue to Balboa Park
K

BART Station
San Jose Avenue/Geneva Avenue to Dorado
Terrace/Ocean Avenue
Mission Street/Persia Avenue to Plymouth

29

Avenue/Ocean Avenue
Plymouth Avenue/Ocean Avenue to Mission
Street/Persia Avenue
Frida Kahlo Way/CCSF South Entrance to

43

Foerster Street/Monterey Boulevard
Gennessee Street/Monterey Boulevard to
Frida Kahlo Way/CCSF South Entrance
Frida Kahlo Way/CCSF South Entrance to

49

Mission Street/Persia Avenue
Mission Street/Ocean Avenue to Frida Kahlo
Way/CCSF South Entrance

a.m.

p.m.

3:30

8:42

3:28

10:03

7:10

9:55

8:01

12:09

4:20

4:37

4:16

4:23

5:39

10:04

7:18

11:25

Sources: Kittelson & Associates, Inc. 2019.
Notes: CCSF stands for Community College of San Francisco. a.m. refers to 7 to 9 a.m. and p.m. refers to 4 to 6 p.m. Travel time is reported in
minutes and seconds. Multiple transit runs were recorded, and the value in the table reflects an average of those runs.

The supplemental transit travel time data displayed in Table 3 is relatively consistent with the average
historical travel time data for both peak periods on 43 Masonic and the evening peak period on 29 Sunset.
While the transit travel time runs collected for 29 Sunset during the weekday a.m. peak hour were within
the overall range of historic travel time data provided by SFMTA, they were about 3 minutes less than
the average historic travel times reported by SFMTA during the weekday a.m. peak period (7‐8 minutes
as compared to 10‐11 minutes). Variation between the average transit travel times observed on Tuesday,
April 2, 2019 and the average of historic transit travel time data collected between August 27, 2018 and
March 8, 2019 could be related to differences in the volume of vehicles traveling along the corridor and
differences in dwell time and the number of passengers boarding/alighting along the corridor, among
other factors. Additionally, the supplemental transit travel time data relies on two to three data points
on a single day of observation compared to multiple data points collected over a 193 day period.

ANALYSIS METHODOLOGY
All corridor delay analyses described in this memorandum were performed using Trafficware’s Synchro
modeling software. This software helps provide a macroscopic evaluation of traffic conditions. The
transportation network, consisting of the study intersections outlined in Table 1, was constructed
utilizing San Francisco (SF) Planning Department’s Guidelines for Synchro Intersection LOS Analysis (2012),
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as well as signal timing information provided by the San Francisco Municipal Transportation Agency
(SFMTA).

Corridor Delay Analysis
Corridor delay analysis was conducted along the following two corridors:



Ocean Avenue, from Plymouth Avenue to San Jose Avenue
Ridgewood Avenue‐Frida Kahlo Way, from Ridgewood Avenue/Monterey Boulevard to Frida
Kahlo Way/Geneva Avenue/Ocean Avenue

Synchro summarizes corridor delay for approaches along the arterial and includes through and turning
lane groups1. The specific performance measure that is documented is total delay along the corridor by
direction2. This performance measure is used to provide information about existing travel times through
the study corridors and evaluate travel time increases associated with vehicle traffic generated by the
proposed project options.

Intersection Operations Analysis
Detailed intersection operations analysis was conducted at the following three locations:




Brighton Avenue/Ocean Avenue
Lee Avenue/Ocean Avenue
Frida Kahlo Way/Geneva Avenue/Ocean Avenue

These three study intersections were selected for analysis to address concerns raised by the community
regarding operations at these locations.
Intersection level of service (LOS) analyses were performed in accordance with the procedures stated in
the 2000 Highway Capacity Manual. Intersection level of service is dependent on control delay3 and is
analogous to letter grades in a school report card, ranging from LOS A to LOS F. Motorists using an
intersection that operates at a LOS A experience very little delay and usually do not stop, while those
using an intersection that operates at a LOS F will experience long delays typically greater than 80 seconds
per vehicle.

1
The corridor delay is calculated by utilizing weighted volumes for approaches on the arterial. These volumes are not
adjusted for the peak hour factor (PHF) or lane utilization factor. Peak hour factor is defined as the hourly volume divided
by the peak (fifteen) minute flow rate within that same hour. The lane utilization factor indicates the “uniform” use of
available lanes. It is the ratio of the average volume per lane to the heaviest volume in one lane.
2
Total corridor delay is calculated by summing the control delay and queue delay and is presented in seconds per vehicle.
3
Control delay is defined to include initial deceleration delay, queue move‐up time, stopped delay, and final acceleration
delay. This variable is measured in seconds per vehicle during a specific time period (for example, the p.m. peak hour).
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All queue length analyses were performed in accordance with Synchro methodologies and represent the
95th percentile maximum queue lengths. The 95th percentile queue is the queue length that would not
be exceeded 95 percent of the time.
All three signalized intersections operate as actuated‐coordinated4 signals with maximum recall5 on the
coordinated phase. This control type is defined as having the major movements (i.e., Ocean Avenue) as
coordinated and set to a maximum recall, while the minor streets (Brighton Avenue, Lee Avenue, and
Frida Kahlo Way/Geneva Avenue) are actuated and typically have no recall. The signals also operate on
a fixed cycle length, so if there is any unused time in a cycle, it is added to the designated coordinated
phases.

Analysis Scenarios
Analysis was conducted for existing and existing plus project conditions. Existing plus project conditions
reflects the existing transportation network with the inclusion of vehicle trips generated by the Additional
Housing Option.
The Balboa Reservoir development has two proposed project options:




Developer’s Proposed Option. 1,100 dwelling units, 10,000 square feet of childcare use and
7,500 square feet of retail and is estimated to add 249 vehicle trips and 318 vehicle trips during
the a.m. and p.m. peak hours, respectively.
Additional Housing Option. 1,550 dwelling units, 10,000 square feet of childcare use and 7,500
square feet of retail and is forecasted to add 329 vehicle trips and 423 vehicle trips during the
a.m. and p.m. peak hours, respectively.

For the purposes of a more conservative analysis, the Additional Housing Option was evaluated, as it
would generate more vehicle trips and would therefore have a greater effect on corridor delay and
intersection operations. The Developer’s Proposed Option would generate about 25 percent fewer
vehicle trips and as a result, would be expected to result in less delay compared to the Additional Housing
Option.

4

Actuated signals prioritize the through movement of the major street and use sensors to respond to the traffic present
on the actuated approach, so that the pattern of the signal (the length and order of each phase) depends on the traffic
and can be different at every cycle. Sensors report to the signal computer and green is provided for those actuated lanes
only when traffic is present and only until the traffic has vacated those lanes or the maximum time set for that phase has
been reached.
5
Each phase in a signalized intersection is given a recall mode of either no call, minimum, maximum, or pedestrian. No
recall implies that a phase can be skipped if no vehicles are present/detected. Minimum recall indicates that a phase is
being called for its minimum green time, independent of a vehicle’s presence. Maximum recall specifies that a phase is
being called for its maximum green time. Pedestrian recall means that a phase will always service the pedestrian walk
and clearance interval times independent of a pedestrian’s presence.
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CORRIDOR DELAY ANALYSIS
The corridor delay analysis considers the change in vehicle delay with the addition of project‐generated
vehicle trips along Ocean Avenue, from Plymouth Avenue to San Jose Avenue, and along Ridgewood and
Frida Kahlo Way, from Ridgewood Avenue/Monterey Boulevard to Frida Kahlo Way/Geneva
Avenue/Ocean Avenue. Table 4 and Table 5 display the total corridor delay for existing conditions and
existing plus project conditions for the weekday a.m. and p.m. peak hours.
Table 4: Corridor Delay – Ocean Avenue
Weekday a.m. Peak Hour
(seconds/vehicle)

Weekday p.m. Peak Hour
(seconds/vehicle)

Eastbound

Westbound

Eastbound

Westbound

Existing Conditions

11

32

13

33

Existing Plus Additional Housing Option Conditions

12

32

15

41

Project‐Related Change

+1

0

+2

+8

Scenario

Sources: Kittelson & Associates, Inc. 2019.

Table 5: Corridor Delay – Frida Kahlo Way
Weekday a.m. Peak Hour
(seconds/vehicle)
Scenario

Weekday p.m. Peak Hour
(seconds/vehicle)

Northbound

Southbound

Northbound

Southbound

Existing Conditions

3

11

4

19

Existing Plus Additional Housing Option Conditions

4

12

4

22

Project‐Related Change

+1

+1

0

+3

Sources: Kittelson & Associates, Inc. 2019.

As shown in Table 4, the Additional Housing Option would increase delay along the Ocean Avenue study
segment by one second in the eastbound direction during the weekday a.m. peak hour and by two
seconds and eight seconds in the eastbound and westbound directions, respectively during the weekday
p.m. peak hour. As shown in Table 5, the Additional Housing Option would increase delay along the Frida
Kahlo Way study segment by one second in the northbound and southbound directions during the
weekday a.m. peak hour and by three seconds in the southbound direction during the weekday p.m.
peak hour.

INTERSECTION OPERATIONS ANALYSIS
A detailed intersection operations analysis was conducted to identify more specifically how operations
at the three study intersections (Brighton Avenue/Ocean Avenue, Lee Avenue/Ocean Avenue, and Frida
Kahlo Way/Geneva Avenue/Ocean Avenue) may change with the addition of project‐generated vehicle
trips from the Additional Housing Option during the weekday a.m. and p.m. peak hours.
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The analysis considers the delay, queue length, and LOS for each approach and for the intersection
overall. Intersection volumes were adjusted to reflect the peak hour and lane utilization factors. Based
on observations along Ocean Avenue, there were twice as many vehicles in the outside lanes, compared
to the center lanes, as to avoid the light rail tracks and to avoid being delayed behind transit. Therefore,
a lane utilization factor6 of 0.75 was applied to eastbound and westbound through movements at each
study intersection. Table 6 summarizes the weekday a.m. peak hour results, and Table 7 displays the
weekday p.m. peak hour results.
Table 6: Intersection Operations – Weekday a.m. Peak Hour
Eastbound

Intersection/
Scenario

Delay

Queue

Westbound
LOS

Delay

Queue

Northbound
LOS

Delay

Southbound

Int.

Queue

LOS

Delay

Queue

LOS

Delay

Existing Conditions
Brighton
Avenue

7.9

136.0

A

6.4

374.0

A

36.2

52.0

D

64.4

25.0

E

9.2

Lee Avenue

8.6

55.0

A

16.6

263.0

B

31.6

94.0

C

23.6

30.0

C

14.3

Frida Kahlo
Way/Geneva
Avenue

39.0

427.0

D

136.4

485.0

F

30.4

210.0

C

21.4

87.0

C

84.3

Existing Plus Additional Housing Option
Brighton
Avenue

7.9

136.0

A

6.2

398.0

A

36.2

52.0

D

64.4

25.0

E

9.0

Lee Avenue

8.6

55.0

A

17.4

265.0

B

33.4

107.0

C

35.2

117.0

D

16.3

Frida Kahlo
Way/Geneva
Avenue

51.9

487.0

D

164.5

521.0

F

31.3

218.0

C

21.4

87.0

C

102.7

Project Change
Brighton
Avenue

‐

‐

‐

‐0.2

+24.0

‐

‐

‐

‐

‐

‐

‐

‐0.2

Lee Avenue

‐

‐

‐

+0.8

+2.0

‐

+1.8

+13.0

‐

+11.6

+87.0

C to D

+2.0

Frida Kahlo
Way/Geneva
Avenue

+12.9

+60.0

‐

+28.1

+36.0

‐

+0.9

+8.0

‐

‐

‐

‐

+18.4

Sources: Kittelson & Associates, Inc. 2019.
Notes: LOS = Level of Service. Int. = Intersection. Approach delay is measured in average seconds delay experienced per vehicle on the approach
during the specified time period. Intersection delay is the average total vehicle delay of all movements through an intersection during the specified
time period. Queue length is measured in feet and represents the queue for through or left‐turn lane movements on each approach. Analysis results
presented in bold represents an approach exceeding capacity, with a volume‐to‐capacity ratio greater than 1.07. Synchro may overestimate the delay
and queue lengths reported at intersections or approaches operating at, or near, capacity.

6

A lane utilization factor can be applied in Synchro as to indicate a specific distribution across lanes. The factor is
estimated by dividing the total approach volume by the number of lanes and the highest lane volume.
7
According to the Highway Capacity Manual, capacity is defined as the maximum flow rate for a roadway under specific
geometric, traffic, environmental, and control conditions. When a volume‐to‐capacity ratio (v/c) is greater than one,
then there is typically high delay and long queues.
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Table 7: Intersection Operations – Weekday p.m. Peak Hour
Eastbound

Intersection/
Scenario

Delay Queue

Westbound
LOS

Delay

Queue

Northbound
LOS

Delay

Southbound

Int.

Queue

LOS

Delay

Queue

LOS

Delay

Existing Conditions
Brighton
Avenue

9.6

140.0

A

78.2

570.0

E

36.8

62.0

D

42.5

16.0

D

45.6

Lee Avenue

9.4

64.0

A

18.0

314.0

B

32.5

98.0

C

27.7

70.0

C

15.7

Frida Kahlo
Way/Geneva
Avenue

46.9

471.0

D

75.1

393.0

E

29.6

203.0

C

23.3

141.0

C

53.7

Existing Plus Additional Housing Option
Brighton
Avenue

9.6

142.0

A

75.1

492.0

E

36.8

62.0

D

42.5

16.0

D

44.3

Lee Avenue

9.4

64.0

A

22.2

323.0

C

35.4

130.0

D

39.3

151.0

D

19.9

Frida Kahlo
Way/Geneva
Avenue

60.4

516.0

E

145.6

508.0

F

31.9

223.0

C

23.3

141.0

C

90.9

Project Change
Brighton
Avenue

‐

+2.0

‐

‐3.1

‐78.0

‐

‐

‐

‐

‐

‐

‐

‐1.3

Lee Avenue

‐

‐

‐

+4.2

+9.0

B to C

+2.9

+32.0

C to D

+11.6

+81.0

C to D

+4.2

Frida Kahlo
Way/Geneva
Avenue

+13.5

+45.0

D to E

+70.5

+115.0

E to F

+2.3

+20.0

‐

‐

‐

‐

37.2

Sources: Kittelson & Associates, Inc. 2019.
Notes: LOS = Level of Service. Int. = Intersection. Approach delay is measured in average seconds delay experienced per vehicle on the approach
during the specified time period. Intersection delay is the average total vehicle delay of all movements through an intersection during the specified
time period. Queue length is measured in feet and represents the queue for through or left‐turn lane movements on each approach. Analysis results
presented in bold represents an approach exceeding capacity, with a volume‐to‐capacity ratio greater than 1.0. Synchro may overestimate the delay
and queue lengths reported at intersections or approaches operating at, or near, capacity.

Brighton Avenue/Ocean Avenue
The intersection of Brighton Avenue/Ocean Avenue is a four‐legged, offset, signalized intersection. The
eastbound and westbound approaches have two through lanes each, where the inside lanes serve transit
buses and light rail and general vehicles. Left‐turns onto Brighton Avenue are permitted for these
approaches. The northbound and southbound approaches consist of one lane in each direction that
serves through, right, and left‐turn movements.
Traffic signals along Ocean Avenue, west of Geneva Avenue, are coordinated to provide east‐west
progression during the weekday a.m. and p.m. peak periods. Traffic signal control at Brighton
Avenue/Ocean Avenue operates with three phases. The cycle length during both peak periods is 80
seconds. Phases on Ocean Avenue are always being called to their maximum green time, whereas any
green time not utilized on Brighton Avenue is added to the through movements on Ocean Avenue.
Brighton Avenue operates with split phasing, with southbound movements following northbound
movements
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As shown in Table 6 and Table 7, there would not be a substantial change to the delay, queue lengths,
and level of service for all approaches at the intersection of Brighton Avenue/Ocean Avenue with the
addition of project‐generated vehicle trips. The following is a summary of the analysis results:








The westbound approach would operate above capacity, with a volume‐to‐capacity ratio
greater than 1, during the weekday p.m. peak hour for existing and existing plus project
conditions.
With the addition of project trips, the overall intersection delay may be slightly reduced (by
less than one second per vehicle and by 1.3 seconds per vehicle during the weekday a.m. and
p.m. peak hours, respectively), as a larger proportion of trips travelling through the
intersection are doing so on the coordinated phase, thereby increasing the efficiency of the
signal and reducing average vehicle delay.
The westbound approach is projected to experience the greatest amounts of change with the
buildout of the Additional Housing Option.
o With the project, delays on this approach may be slightly reduced (by 0.2 and 3.1
seconds per vehicle during the weekday a.m. and p.m. peak hours, respectively), as a
larger proportion of intersection traffic is on the coordinated phase.
o With the project, the queue length may increase slightly (by 24 feet) during the
weekday a.m. peak hour and decrease slightly (by 78 feet) during the weekday p.m.
peak hour. This decrease is due to better utilization of the coordinated phase.
o The level of service is estimated to remain the same during the weekday a.m. and p.m.
peak hours.
The project would not add trips to Brighton Avenue and the delay, queue length, and level of
service on the northbound and southbound approaches are forecast to remain the same
during the weekday a.m. and p.m. peak periods.

Lee Avenue/Ocean Avenue
The intersection of Lee Avenue/Ocean Avenue is a four‐legged signalized intersection. The eastbound
and westbound approaches have two through lanes each, where the inside lanes serve transit and
vehicles. Left‐turns onto Lee Avenue are prohibited for these approaches. The northbound and
southbound approaches consist of one lane in each direction that serves through, right, and left‐turn
movements. Lee Avenue is anticipated to be an access route to the project, and to accommodate
additional traffic entering and exiting the project, Lee Avenue will be restriped to include an additional
lane on the southbound approach. Therefore, for the purposes of this memorandum, the southbound
approach was analyzed using a different lane configuration than what is existing. The lane configuration
analyzed for existing and existing plus project conditions is comprised of a southbound left‐turn lane and
a southbound through/right‐turn lane.
Traffic signals along Ocean Avenue, west of Geneva Avenue, are coordinated to provide east‐west
progression during the weekday a.m. and p.m. peak periods. Traffic signal control at Lee Avenue operates
with two phases. The cycle length during both peak periods is 80 seconds. Phases on Ocean Avenue are
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always being called to their maximum green time, whereas any green time not utilized on Lee Avenue is
added to through movements on Ocean Avenue. For pedestrians utilizing the eastbound and westbound
crosswalks, there is a four second leading pedestrian interval. This means that pedestrians are given a
head start when entering an intersection before vehicles are given a green indication.
The data in Table 6 and Table 7 summarizes the quantitative measures for the quality of traffic at the
intersection. The following outlines the results of the intersection operations analysis comparing existing
traffic conditions and existing plus project traffic conditions:










With the addition of project‐generated vehicle trips, the overall intersection delay may slightly
increase (by 2.0 and 4.2 seconds per vehicle during the weekday a.m. and p.m. peak hours,
respectively).
The southbound approach is projected to experience the greatest change in delay, queues,
and level of service with the addition of project‐generated vehicle trips.
o The delay is estimated to increase by 11.6 seconds per vehicle during the weekday a.m.
and p.m. peak hours.
o The queue length is estimated to increase by 87 feet during the weekday a.m. peak
hour and by 81 feet during the weekday p.m. peak hour.
o The level of service is estimated to change from LOS C to LOS D during the weekday
a.m. and p.m. peak hours.
There would be a slight increase in delay on the northbound approach (1.8 and 2.9 seconds
during the weekday a.m. and p.m. peak hours, respectively) with the addition of project‐
generated vehicle trips. Queue lengths would increase by less than two vehicle lengths.
There would be a slight increase in delay on the westbound approach (0.8 and 4.2 seconds
during the weekday a.m. and p.m. peak hours, respectively) with the addition of project‐
generated vehicle trips. Queue lengths would increase by less than one vehicle length.
The eastbound approach is projected to experience little to no change in delay, queues, or
level of service during the weekday a.m. and p.m. peak hours with the addition of project‐
generated vehicle trips.

Frida Kahlo Way/Geneva Avenue/Ocean Avenue
The intersection of Frida Kahlo Way/Geneva Avenue/Ocean Avenue is a four‐legged signalized
intersection. The eastbound approach has one left‐turn lane, one through lane, and a through/right‐turn
lane. The westbound approach has two through lanes and one through/right‐turn lane. The northbound
approach has one left‐turn lane and one shared left/right‐turn lane. The southbound approach has one
right‐turn lane, one through lane, and one through/left‐turn lane. Both general vehicles and transit
vehicles utilize the eastbound left‐turn lane and westbound inside through lane.
Traffic signals along Ocean Avenue, west of Geneva Avenue, are coordinated to provide east‐west
progression during the weekday a.m. and p.m. peak periods. The cycle length during both peak periods
is 80 seconds. Northbound/southbound approaches and eastbound/westbound approaches run
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concurrently. Left‐turning movements on the eastbound approach and the westbound approach are
protected and are given a left‐turn green arrow.
Referencing the data outlined in Table 6 and Table 7 project generated trips are predicted to result in
changes to delay, queues, and level of service at Frida Kahlo Way/Geneva Avenue/Ocean Avenue. The
following describes the changes between existing conditions and existing plus project conditions:










The eastbound approach is estimated to operate over capacity with the addition of project‐
generated trips during the weekday p.m. peak hour. The westbound approach is estimated to
operate over capacity during the weekday a.m. and p.m. peak hours for existing and existing
plus project conditions.
The overall intersection delay is anticipated to increase by 18.4 seconds per vehicle during the
weekday a.m. peak hour and by 37.2 seconds per vehicle during the weekday p.m. peak hour
with the addition of project‐generated vehicle trips.
The addition of project‐generated vehicle trips is forecast to result in changes to delay and
queue length on the eastbound approach during the weekday a.m. and p.m. peak hours, as
follows:
o The delay is estimated to increase by 12.9 and 13.5 seconds per vehicle, respectively.
o The queue length is estimated to increase by 60 and 45 feet, respectively.
The addition of project‐generated vehicle trips is forecast result in changes to delay, queue
length, and level of service on the westbound approach during the weekday a.m. and p.m. peak
hour, as follows:
o The delay is estimated to increase by 28.1 and 70.5 seconds per vehicle, respectively.
o The queue length is estimated to increase by 38.6 and 115 feet, respectively.
o The level of service is estimated to worsen from a LOS E to a LOS F during the weekday
p.m. peak hour.
The addition of project‐generated vehicle trips are estimated to result in minimal changes to
the delay, queue length on the northbound and southbound approaches during the weekday
a.m. and p.m. peak hours.

Corridor Travel Times
To assess the effect of project‐generated vehicle traffic on transit travel time on Muni lines K/T, 29, 43
and 49, the total change in delay across the three intersections for various movements is presented in
Table 8.
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Table 8: Transit Travel Time Changes
Ocean Avenue Corridor Transit Travel Time (minutes:seconds)
Transit
Line

Transit Route

Jules Avenue/Ocean Avenue
to Balboa Park BART Station
K

Existing Conditions

Project‐Related

Existing Plus Project

Change

Conditions

a.m.

p.m.

a.m.

p.m.

a.m.

p.m.

3:30

8:42

0:29

1:12

3:59

9:54

3:28

10:03

0:13

0:14

3:41

10:17

10:55

12:00

0:29

1:12

11:24

13:12

9:53

10:10

0:13

0:14

10:06

10:23

4:25

4:05

‐

‐

4:25

4:05

4:37

4:35

0:01

0:05

4:38

4:40

5:39

10:04

0:01

0:05

5:40

10:09

7:18

11:25

0:01

0:05

7:19

11:30

San Jose Avenue/Geneva
Avenue to Dorado
Terrace/Ocean Avenue
Mission Street/Persia
Avenue to Plymouth

29

Avenue/Ocean Avenue
Plymouth Avenue/Ocean
Avenue to Mission
Street/Persia Avenue
Gennessee Street/Monterey
Boulevard to City College

43

Bookstore
City College Bookstore to
Foerster Street/Monterey
Boulevard
Frida Kahlo Way/CCSF South
Entrance to Mission

49

Street/Persia Avenue
Mission Street/Ocean
Avenue to Frida Kahlo
Way/CCSF South Entrance

Sources: SFMTA, 2019 (Existing Conditions). Kittelson & Associates, Inc. 2019 (Project‐Related Change).
Notes: Delay is measured in seconds per vehicle. Transit times are presented in minutes and seconds. “‐“ indicates data not available.
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As shown in Table 8, project‐related change in transit travel time could not be calculated for the 43
Gennessee Street/Monterey Boulevard to City College Bookstore study segment as no study
intersections are located along that segment. The greatest project‐related increase in transit travel times
of 29 seconds and 1 minute 12 seconds are estimated to affect the westbound operations for Muni lines
K and 29 during the weekday a.m. and p.m. peak hours, respectively. This refined and detailed analysis
considers the effect of imbalanced lane utilization along Ocean Avenue. As a result, the analysis results
presented herein may differ from those presented within the corridor delay analysis and transit
assessment memorandums.

POTENTIAL INTERSECTION MODIFICATIONS
Intersection modifications can be made to increase safety and capacity, improve vehicle progression, and
reduce congestion on the road. The most common strategies include optimizing or modifying signal
timing and implementing physical changes or turn movement restrictions at intersections to increase
efficiency of intersection or corridor operations. This section presents a discussion and quantitative
analysis of potential signal timing modifications and a discussion and qualitative assessment of other
potential modifications.

Signal Timing Modifications
One of the major objectives of traffic signal optimization is to increase the capacity of at‐grade
intersections. This section discusses increasing green time on Ocean Avenue and evaluates the potential
of this modification to reduce vehicle delay at study intersections along Ocean Avenue. For this analysis,
at each study intersection, five seconds of green time was reallocated from the north/south approaches
to the east/west approaches. In other words, green time on Ocean Avenue was increased by five seconds
for each phase while the overall cycle length remained fixed. Table 9 and Table 10 summarize the delay,
queue length, and level of service for each approach comparing existing plus project conditions and
existing plus project conditions with the green time modifications for weekday a.m. and p.m. peak hours.
As shown in Table 9 and Table 10, the green time extension would reduce delay on eastbound and
westbound movements and increase delay on northbound and southbound movements at study
intersections along Ocean Avenue. Increasing, or reallocating, green time to Ocean Avenue would result
in longer wait times for people crossing Ocean Avenue.
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Table 9: Intersection Operations – Weekday a.m. Peak Hour with Green Time Reallocation to Ocean
Avenue
Eastbound

Intersection/S
cenario

Delay Queue

Westbound
LOS

Delay Queue

Northbound
LOS

Delay Queue

Southbound
LOS

Delay Queue

Int.
LOS

Delay

Existing Plus Additional Housing Option
Brighton

7.9

136.0

A

6.2

398.0

A

36.2

52.0

D

64.4

25.0

E

9.0

8.6

55.0

A

17.4

265.0

B

33.4

107.0

C

35.2

117.0

D

16.3

Way/Geneva 51.9

487.0

D

164.5 521.0

F

31.3

218.0

C

21.4

87.0

C

102.7

Avenue
Lee Avenue
Frida Kahlo
Avenue

Existing Plus Additional Housing Option with Green Time Reallocation to Ocean Avenue
Brighton

6.5

80.0

A

5.1

44.0

A

37.6

67.0

D

73.8

25.0

E

8.1

5.4

54.0

A

15.6

301.0

B

42.3

129.0

D

68.0

150.0

E

17.4

Way/Geneva 32.2

426.0

C

73.7

390.0

E

54.9

280.0

D

25.9

95.0

C

51.6

+9.4

‐

‐

‐0.9

Avenue
Lee Avenue
Frida Kahlo
Avenue

Change with Green Time Reallocation to Ocean Avenue
Brighton
Avenue
Lee Avenue

‐1.4

‐56.0

‐

‐1.1

‐354.0

‐

+1.4

+15.0

‐

‐3.2

‐1.0

‐

‐1.8

+36.0

‐

+8.9

+22.0 C to D +32.8

+33.0 D to E

+23.6

+62.0 C to D

+8.0

+1.1

Frida Kahlo
Way/Geneva ‐19.7 ‐61.0

D to C

‐90.8 ‐131.0 F to E

+4.5

‐

‐51.1

Avenue
Sources: Kittelson & Associates, Inc. 2019.
Notes: LOS = level of service. Int. = Intersection. Approach delay is measured in average seconds delay experienced per vehicle on the approach
during the specified time period. Intersection delay is the average total vehicle delay of all movements through an intersection during the specified
time period. Queue length is measured in feet and represents the queue for through or left‐turn lane movements on each approach. Analysis
results presented in bold represents an approach exceeding capacity, with a v/c>1.0. Synchro may overestimate the delay and queue lengths
reported at intersections or approaches operating at, or near, capacity.
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Table 10: Intersection Operations – Weekday p.m. Peak Hour with Green Time Reallocation to Ocean
Avenue
Eastbound

Intersection/
Scenario

Delay Queue

Westbound
LOS

Delay

Queue

Northbound
LOS

Delay

Queue

Southbound

Int.

LOS

Delay

Queue

LOS

Delay

Existing Plus Additional Housing Option
Brighton

9.6

142.0

A

75.1

492.0

E

36.8

62.0

D

42.5

16.0

D

44.3

9.4

64.0

A

22.2

323.0

C

35.4

130.0

D

39.3

151.0

D

19.9

Way/Geneva 60.4

516.0

E

145.6 508.0

F

31.9

223.0

C

23.3

141.0

C

90.9

Avenue
Lee Avenue
Frida Kahlo
Avenue

Existing Plus Additional Housing Option with Green Time Reallocation to Ocean Avenue
Brighton

8.5

115.0

A

66.4

542.0

E

38.2

85.0

D

42.5

16.0

D

39.5

5.9

58.0

A

20.2

368.0

C

56.9

175.0

E

90.3

184.0

F

24.1

Way/Geneva 33.2

442.0

C

63.3

362.0

E

28.7

288.0

E

28.9

155.0

C

45.7

‐

‐

‐

‐4.8

Avenue
Lee Avenue
Frida Kahlo
Avenue

Change with Green Time Reallocation to Ocean Avenue
Brighton

‐1.1

‐27.0

‐

‐8.7

+50.0

‐

+1.4

+23.0

‐3.5

‐6.0

‐

‐2.0

+45.0

‐

+21.5

+45.0 D to E +51.0

+33.0 D to F

Way/Geneva ‐27.2

‐74.0

E to C

+65.0 C to E

+14.0

Avenue
Lee Avenue

‐

+4.2

Frida Kahlo
‐82.3 ‐146.0 F to E

‐3.2

+5.6

‐

‐45.2

Avenue
Sources: Kittelson & Associates, Inc. 2019.
Notes: LOS = level of service. Int. = Intersection. Approach delay is measured in average seconds delay experienced per vehicle on the approach
during the specified time period. Intersection delay is the average total vehicle delay of all movements through an intersection during the specified
time period. Queue length is measured in feet and represents the queue for through or left‐turn lane movements on each approach. Analysis results
presented in bold represents an approach exceeding capacity, with a v/c>1.0. Synchro may overestimate the delay and queue lengths reported at
intersections or approaches operating at, or near, capacity.
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The following section describes the changes between existing plus project conditions with and without
the signal timing adjustment at each study intersection:






Brighton Avenue/Ocean Avenue
o The overall average intersection delay would decrease by 0.9 seconds per vehicle
during the weekday a.m. peak hour and by 4.8 seconds per vehicle during the weekday
p.m. peak hour, with the green time adjustment.
o The greatest reductions in delay and queue lengths are estimated to occur on the
westbound movements on Ocean Avenue. During the weekday a.m. peak hour, the
delay is estimated to decrease by 1.1 seconds per vehicle, while the queue length is
estimated to decrease by 354 feet, with the green time adjustment. During the
weekday p.m. peak hour, the delay is estimated to decrease by 8.7 seconds per vehicle,
though the queue length is estimated to increase by 50 feet, with the green time
adjustment.
Lee Avenue/Ocean Avenue
o The overall average intersection delay is projected to increase by 1.1 seconds per
vehicle during the weekday a.m. peak hour and by 4.2 seconds per vehicle during the
weekday p.m. peak hour, with the green time adjustment.
o During the weekday a.m. peak hour, the delay on the southbound approach is
estimated to increase by 32.8 seconds per vehicle, the queue length is estimated to
increase by 33 feet, and the level of service is estimated to worsen from a LOS D to LOS
E, with the adjustment to the green time. During the weekday p.m. peak hour, the
delay is estimated to increase by 51 seconds per vehicle, the queue length is estimated
to increase by 33 feet, and the level of service is estimated to worsen from a LOS D to
LOS F, with the green time adjustment.
o The delay on the eastbound approach is estimated to decrease by 3.2 and 3.5 seconds
per vehicle during the weekday a.m. and p.m. peak hours, respectively, with the
adjustment to the green time.
Frida Kahlo Way/Geneva Avenue/Ocean Avenue
o During the weekday a.m. and p.m. peak periods, the delays on the eastbound and
westbound movements are anticipated to decrease with the green time adjustment.
o The overall average intersection delay is forecast to decrease by 45.2 seconds per
vehicle during the weekday a.m. peak hour and by 51.1 seconds per vehicle during the
weekday p.m. peak hour, with the green time adjustment. Synchro may overestimate
delay and queue lengths reported at intersections and approaches operating at, or
near, capacity.
o With the addition of the green time adjustment, the westbound approach is anticipated
to experience the greatest changes. During the weekday a.m. peak hour, the delay
would decrease by 90.8 seconds per vehicle, the queue length would decrease by 131
feet, and the level of service would improve from LOS F to LOS E. During the weekday
p.m. peak hour, the delay would decrease by 82.3 seconds per vehicle, the queue
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length would decrease by 146 feet, and the level of service would improve from LOS F
to LOS E.
Overall, the intersection delay is anticipated to decrease at Brighton Avenue/Ocean Avenue (by between
1 and 5 seconds) and Frida Kahlo Way/Geneva Avenue/Ocean Avenue (by between 45 and 51 seconds)8
and is anticipated to increase at Ocean Avenue/Lee Avenue (by between 1 and 5 seconds) with the green
time adjustments. Generally, the reallocation of green time to Ocean Avenue would reduce delay and
queues on the eastbound and westbound approaches and increase delay and queue lengths on the
northbound and southbound movements.
As previously discussed, signalized intersections along Ocean Avenue operate as actuated‐coordinated
signals with maximum recall9 that operate on a fixed cycle length. Signal timing modifications
implemented at these three intersections in isolation may adversely affect vehicle progression and have
unintended consequences for operations along the corridor. Any adjustments to signal timing would
need to be reviewed and approved by SFMTA.

Other Modifications
In addition to signal timing modifications, other intersection modifications and treatments along the
corridor may be implemented to increase efficiency of operations and reduce vehicle delay and queue
lengths along the corridor. The following types of modifications may be considered:




Install left‐turn lanes. Left‐turn lanes remove stopped or slow‐moving left‐turning motor
vehicles from the stream of through traffic and reduce the potential for rear‐end crashes at
intersections. The safety and capacity benefits of left‐turn lanes apply to all vehicular traffic,
motorized as well as non‐motorized. However, left‐turn lanes add to the pedestrian crossing
distance and pedestrian crossing time. The additional street width needed for left‐turn lanes
may require land taking or removal of on‐street parking. These treatments can be costly if
additional right‐of‐way is needed. Intersection reconfiguration that would require roadway
widening or additional right‐of‐way may not be feasible or appropriate within the context of the
corridor.
Install right‐turn lanes. Right turn lanes are used to remove decelerating right‐turning motor
vehicles from the traffic stream, and also to provide an additional lane for the storage of right‐
turning motor vehicles. Where the right‐turn volume is heavy, this removal of the turning motor
vehicle from the traffic stream can also reduce a primary cause of rear‐end crashes at

8
Synchro may overestimate delay and queue lengths reported at intersections and approaches operating at, or near,
capacity.
9
Actuated signals prioritize the through movement of the major street and use sensors to respond to the traffic present
at actuated approach, so that the pattern of the signal (the length and order of each phase) depends on the traffic and
can be different at every cycle. Sensors report to the signal computer and green is provided for those actuated lanes only
when traffic is present and only until the traffic has vacated those lanes or the maximum time set for that phase has
been reached.
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intersections. The safety and capacity benefits of right‐turn lanes apply to all vehicular traffic,
motorized as well as non‐motorized. However, right‐turn lanes add to the pedestrian crossing
distance and pedestrian crossing time. The additional street width needed for right‐turn lanes
may require land taking or removal of on‐street parking. These treatments can be costly if
additional right‐of‐way is needed. Intersection reconfiguration that would require roadway
widening or additional right‐of‐way may not be feasible or appropriate within the context of the
corridor.
Implement turn restrictions. Left turns take a large amount of space and signal time and right
turns can be problematic for transit and through vehicle operations in the right lane. Prohibiting
turns and shifting turn volume to intersections where they can be best accommodated – with
signal phases and turn lanes – can improve general traffic and transit performance, and walking
and bicycling safety at the same time. On two‐way streets, left‐turn restrictions can
substantially increase the capacity of general traffic lanes.
Redesign intersections. Unconventional intersection designs can be used to increase the
capacity of intersections at high volume locations. Examples of unconventional designs include
median U‐turns, jug handles, superstreets, quadrant roadway intersections, continuous flow
intersections, and synchronized‐split phasing intersections. In these designs, one or more traffic
movements are prohibited and re‐routed at the intersection, so that fewer signal phases are
needed at the intersection signal, thereby increasing the capacity of the intersection. These
designs typically require extra land space and re‐routed traffic movements often need to go
through the intersection multiple times, which limits travel time and congestion reduction
benefits. Other examples of unconventional designs include tandem intersections with separate
left‐turn phases and intersections with dynamic use of exit lanes for left‐turns. These designs
can increase the utilization of the intersection cross‐section without removing or re‐routing
turning movements. These designs are not intuitive for drivers and can be challenging to
navigate. Intersection reconfiguration that would require roadway widening, additional right‐of‐
way, rail reconfiguration, or signal relocation would be major infrastructure projects and may
not be feasible or appropriate within the context of the corridor.

Other planned projects that are intended to enhance safety and may reduce vehicle delay along the
corridor include the Ocean Avenue Safety Project10 and the I‐280 Interchange Modifications at Balboa
Park Project11.
The Ocean Avenue Safety Project is aimed at improving safety, accessibility, and comfort for people
traveling on Ocean Avenue and Geneva Avenue between Ocean Avenue/Geneva Avenue/Frida Kahlo
Way and San Jose Avenue. The goals of this project are to develop of a set of near‐term improvements,
cost‐effective measures that can be installed quickly (near‐term project construction planned for

10

SFMTA, Ocean Avenue Safety Project website, https://www.sfmta.com/projects/ocean‐avenue‐safety‐project
SFCTA, I‐280 Interchange Modifications at Balboa Park Project website, https://www.sfcta.org/I‐280‐interchange‐
modifications‐balboa‐park‐project
11
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Summer 2020) to improve safety on Ocean Avenue and to create a long‐term vision for the Ocean Avenue
corridor that can be coordinated with other on‐going projects or a future Muni re‐rail project.
The I‐280 Interchange Modifications at Balboa Park Project is aimed at reducing multimodal conflicts at
the I‐280 freeway ramps while maintaining vehicle operations in the area, providing safe, accessible, and
convenient connections, and developing cost‐effective solutions that can be implemented within the
next decade. The recommended modifications include I‐280/Geneva Avenue northbound on‐ramp
closure and southbound I‐280/Ocean Avenue off‐ramp realignment and construction of a new signalized
intersection.
City College of San Francisco Facilities Master Plan12 identifies several recommendations that would
enhance transportation in the area, including developing site improvements to provide direct access
between transit stops and campus gateways and coordinating efforts to support local “Transit First”
policies, encourage use of non‐auto modes, and implement transportation demand management
measures to reduce driving to the campus.

SUMMARY OF FINDINGS
For the purposes of a more conservative analysis, the Additional Housing Option was evaluated, as it
would generate more vehicle trips and would have a greater effect on corridor delay and intersection
operations. The Developer’s Proposed Option would generate about 25 percent fewer vehicle trips and
as a result, would be expected to result in less delay compared to the Additional Housing Option.

Corridor Delay Analysis
Overall, vehicle trips generated by the Additional Housing Option are not anticipated to substantially
increase delays along Ocean Avenue and Ridgewood Avenue/Frida Kahlo Way during the weekday a.m.
and p.m. peak hours. The results of the corridor delay analysis comparing existing with existing plus
project conditions are summarized in this section.

Ocean Avenue




Under existing and existing plus project conditions, vehicles travelling westbound experience
greater delay compared to vehicles travelling eastbound, during the weekday a.m. and p.m.
peak hours. Specifically, westbound vehicles experience 32 and 33 seconds of delay per vehicle
during the weekday a.m. and p.m. peak hours, while eastbound vehicles experience 11 and 13
seconds of delay per vehicle during the weekday a.m. and p.m. peak hours, respectively.
Vehicle trips generated by the Additional Housing Option increase the delay by one second per
vehicle for eastbound movements, while westbound movements experience no change in delay

12

City College of San Francisco, City College Facilities Master Plan, approved by the Board of Trustees in March 2019,
https://www.ccsf.edu/en/about‐city‐college/administration/vcfa/facilities_planning/facilities‐master‐plan.html
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during the weekday a.m. peak hour. Vehicle trips generated by the Additional Housing Option
increase the delay by two seconds per vehicle for eastbound movements and eight seconds per
vehicle for westbound movements during the weekday p.m. peak hour.

Ridgewood Avenue‐Frida Kahlo Way




Under existing and existing plus project conditions, vehicles travelling southbound experience
greater delay compared to vehicles travelling northbound, during the weekday a.m. and p.m.
peak hours. Specifically, southbound movements endure 11 and 19 seconds of delay per vehicle
during the weekday a.m. and p.m. peak hours, while northbound movements experience 3 and
4 seconds of delay per vehicle during the weekday a.m. and p.m. peak hours, respectively.
Vehicle trips generated by the Additional Housing Option increase the delay by one second per
vehicle for northbound and southbound movements during the weekday a.m. peak hour.
Vehicle trips generated by the Additional Housing Option do not affect the delay for
northbound movements, though southbound movements experience and increase in delay by
three seconds per vehicle during the weekday p.m. peak hour.

Intersection Operations Analysis
Overall, vehicle trips generated by the Additional Housing Option are not anticipated to substantially
increase delays at study intersections during the weekday a.m. and p.m. peak hours. The results of the
intersection operations analysis comparing existing with existing plus project conditions are summarized
in this section.

Brighton Avenue/Ocean Avenue





There would not be a substantial change to the delay, queue lengths, and level of service with
the addition of project‐generated vehicle trips.
With the addition of project trips, the overall intersection delay may be slightly reduced (by
less than one second per vehicle and by 1.3 seconds per vehicle during the weekday a.m. and
p.m. peak hours, respectively), as a larger proportion of trips travelling through the
intersection are doing so on the coordinated phase, thereby increasing the efficiency of the
signal and reducing average vehicle delay.
The westbound approach is projected to experience the greatest amounts of change with the
addition of project‐generated vehicle trips:
o Delays on this approach may be slightly reduced (by 0.2 and 3.1 seconds per vehicle
during the weekday a.m. and p.m. peak hours, respectively), as a larger proportion of
intersection traffic is on the coordinated phase.
o Queue length may increase slightly (by 24 feet) during the weekday a.m. peak hour and
decrease slightly (by 78 feet) during the weekday p.m. peak hour. This decrease is due
to better utilization of the coordinated phase.
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o The level of service is estimated to remain the same during the weekday a.m. and p.m.
peak hours.

Lee Avenue/Ocean Avenue




With the addition of project‐generated vehicle trips, the overall intersection delay is projected
to slightly increase (by 2.0 and 4.2 seconds per vehicle during the weekday a.m. and p.m. peak
hours, respectively).
The southbound approach is projected to experience the greatest change in delay, queues,
and level of service with the addition of project‐generated vehicle trips.
o The delay is estimated to increase by 11.6 seconds per vehicle during the weekday a.m.
and p.m. peak hours.
o The queue length is estimated to increase by 87 feet during the weekday a.m. peak
hour and by 81 feet during the weekday p.m. peak hour.
o The level of service is estimated to change from LOS C to LOS D during the weekday
a.m. and p.m. peak hours.

Frida Kahlo Way/Geneva Avenue/Ocean Avenue






The overall intersection delay is anticipated to increase by 18.4 seconds per vehicle during the
weekday a.m. peak hour and by 37.2 seconds per vehicle during the weekday p.m. peak hour
with the addition of project‐generated vehicle trips.
The addition of project‐generated vehicle trips is forecast to result in changes to delay and
queue length on the eastbound approach during the weekday a.m. and p.m. peak hours, as
follows:
o The delay is estimated to increase by 12.9 and 13.5 seconds per vehicle, respectively.
o The queue length is estimated to increase by 60 and 45 feet, respectively.
The addition of project‐generated vehicle trips is forecast to result in changes to delay, queue
length, and level of service on the westbound approach during the weekday a.m. and p.m. peak
hour, as follows:
o The delay is estimated to increase by 28.1 and 70.5 seconds per vehicle, respectively.
o The queue length is estimated to increase by 38.6 and 115 feet, respectively.
o The level of service is estimated to worsen from a LOS E to a LOS F during the weekday
p.m. peak hour.

Corridor Transit Travel Times
Overall, vehicle trips generated by the Additional Housing Option are anticipated to increase transit travel
times by a maximum of 1 minute 12 seconds on Muni lines K and 29 in the eastbound direction during
the weekday p.m. peak hour. The addition of project‐generated vehicle trips is projected to increase
delays by a maximum of 15 seconds for other lines/directions.
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Signal Timing Modifications
Reallocating five seconds of green time from north/south phases to east/west phases on Ocean Avenue
would have the following effect on study intersections during the weekday a.m. and p.m. peak hours:





Decrease overall intersection delays at Brighton Avenue/Ocean Avenue and Frida Kahlo
Way/Geneva Avenue/Ocean Avenue by between 1 and 5 seconds and between 45 and 51
seconds, respectively. However, Synchro may overestimate the change in delay and queue
lengths reported at Frida Kahlo Way/Geneva Avenue/Ocean Avenue, which operates at, or
near, capacity.
Increase overall intersection delays at Ocean Avenue/Lee Avenue by between 1 and 5 seconds.
Generally, signal timing modifications would reduce delay and queues on the eastbound and
westbound approaches and increase delay and queue lengths on the northbound and
southbound movements.

Signalized intersections along Ocean Avenue operate as actuated‐coordinated signals with maximum
recall13 that operate on a fixed cycle length. Signal timing modifications implemented at these three
intersections in isolation may adversely affect vehicle progression and have unintended consequences
for operations along the corridor. Any adjustments to signal timing would need to be reviewed and
approved by SFMTA.

Other Modifications
In addition to signal timing modifications, other intersection modifications and treatments along the
corridor may be implemented to increase efficiency of operations and reduce vehicle delay and queue
lengths along the corridor. These include installation of left‐turn lanes, installation of right‐turn lanes,
implementation of turn restrictions, and intersection redesign. These treatments can be costly if
additional right‐of‐way is needed and there may be other tradeoffs to consider, such as potential adverse
effects on conditions for bicyclists and pedestrians. Intersection reconfiguration that would require
roadway widening, additional right‐of‐way, rail reconfiguration, or signal relocation would be major
infrastructure projects and may not be feasible or appropriate within the context of the corridor.
Planned projects that are intended to improve safety, access, and comfort for people traveling along
Ocean Avenue include the Ocean Avenue Safety Project and I‐280 Interchange Modifications at Balboa
Park Project.

13

Actuated signals with maximum recall prioritize the through movement of the major street and use sensors to respond
to the traffic present at actuated approach. Sensors report to the signal computer and green is provided for those
actuated lanes only when traffic is present and only until the traffic has vacated those lanes or the maximum time set
for that phase has been reached.
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ATTACHMENT C: SHUTTLE STUDY TECHNICAL MEMORANDUM

Kittelson & Associates, Inc.

San Francisco, California

TECHNICAL MEMORANDUM
Date:

August 1, 2019

To:

Reservoir Community Partners, LLC

From:

Kittelson & Associates, Inc.
Balboa Reservoir – Shuttle Study Memorandum

Subject:

Kittelson & Associates, Inc. (Kittelson) has prepared this memorandum to present the results of a shuttle
assessment analysis for the proposed Balboa Reservoir project (Case No. 2018‐007883ENV) in San
Francisco, California. The purpose of this analysis is to assess the feasibility of a shuttle operating
between the Balboa Reservoir site, the City College of San Francisco (CCSF) campus, and the Balboa Park
BART/Muni station. The memorandum is organized as follows:





Ridership Assessment
Service Concept
Feasibility Analysis
Conclusion

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY
The Balboa Reservoir development is expected to generate up to 2,700 transit trips1 each day, many to/from
the Balboa Park BART/Muni station, approximately 0.6 miles east of the project site. While a direct shuttle
connecting the site to transit hubs and CCSF would potentially attract a high ridership, the shuttle must
operate at high frequencies to effectively compete with the existing transit service and walking trips. A free,
high‐frequency shuttle service is forecast to be well‐utilized with an estimated cost well over $750,000 per
year. If a lower frequency and less costly service were provided as an alternative, it would not be competitive
with the existing transit and walking alternatives and would see less use.

RIDERSHIP ASSESSMENT
The proposed Balboa Reservoir development is well served by existing transit, as documented by the
April 19, 2019 Transit Assessment Memorandum, which projects a 38% transit mode share for project‐
generated trips and up to 2,700 daily transit trips. Existing transit routes and stops are presented in Figure
1.

1

Source: Balboa Reservoir Transit Assessment Memorandum, January 14, 2019
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A shuttle service to connect the Balboa Reservoir development with the City College Terminal, the Balboa
Park BART/Muni Station, and CCSF is under consideration. While the total travel demand between these
destinations is high, the forecast shuttle demand would take into consideration walking times versus
shuttle wait and travel times when considering the desirability of shuttle use. This ridership choice is
based heavily on the quality of proposed shuttle service, which is described in greater detail in the next
section. This shuttle analysis assumes the shuttle service would be more appealing than existing transit
service when the travel times are similar.

Existing Transit Service
Muni currently offers convenient connections to the Balboa Park BART/Muni station as shown in Figure
1. The K Ingleside light rail and Muni bus routes 8, 29, 49, and 91 have stops on Ocean Avenue or the City
College Terminal near the project site. Muni route 43 operates on Frida Kahlo Way adjacent to CCSF and
on Geneva Avenue to the Balboa Park BART/Muni station. Each line operates on 8‐ to 10‐minute
headways during daytime periods and 15‐ to 20‐ minute headways after 7 p.m2. Given that multiple lines
serve most nearby stops, typical waiting times are under five minutes during the weekday a.m. and p.m.
peak periods. The shuttle system route would be duplicative with existing transit connection to the
Balboa Park BART/Muni station for passengers able to walk to nearby bus and light rail stops.

Walking Travel Time
The Balboa Park BART/Muni station is approximately 0.6 mile from the Balboa Reservoir development, a
trip of 14 minutes at a typical walking pace of 4 feet per second3. A similar walking trip to the City College
Terminal and the adjacent K Ingleside light rail is less than 0.3 miles, or about a 6 minute walk. To be
appealing to passengers, the shuttle must offer time savings and convenience on par or better than these
walking trips.
Kittelson prepared a spreadsheet model to estimate weekday a.m. and p.m. peak hour shuttle demand
between the four shuttle stops based on walking versus shuttle waiting time plus travel time. This
iterative process, illustrated in Exhibit 1, results in the needed number and size of shuttles to serve the
corresponding demand.

2

Source: San Francisco Municipal Transit Agency, 2019. https://www.sfmta.com/getting-around/muni/routes-

stops
3

This walking pace is similar to estimated walk times from Google Maps.
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1. Estimate Site and
CCSF BART and
Terminal Demand

2. Establish Shuttle
Route and Stops

3. Calculate Walking
and Shuttle Travel
Times Between
Stops

4. Determine
Number of Shuttle
Vehicles and Wait
Time

5. Estimate Shuttle
Demand by Walking
vs. Shuttle Travel
Time

6. Calculate Size of
Shuttles

Exhibit 1 Peak Hour Shuttle Demand Estimation Process

The steps in the spreadsheet model are as follows:
1. Estimate Site and CCSF BART and Terminal Demand4
a. Peak hour transit demand between the project site and the Balboa Park BART/Muni
Station and the City College Terminal were calculated from the Transit Assessment
Memorandum
b. CCSF demand to/from BART was calculated from:
i. Estimate of the percentage of peak hour Balboa Park BART/Muni station riders
to/from CCSF
ii. Estimate of CCSF students and faculty using BART during peak hours
c. CCSF demand to/from the City College Terminal was assumed to equal the CCSF demand
to/from BART
2. Establish Shuttle Route and Stops
a. Stops established at Balboa Reservoir, City College Terminal, Balboa Park BART/Muni
Station, and CCSF
3. Calculate Walking and Shuttle Travel Times Between Stops

4

CCSF transit ridership data is not available. In lieu of specific CCSF transit ridership data, BART Station Survey data and

CCSF enrollment data were used as they represent the best/most relevant data available for this analysis. The analysis
relies on informed assumptions regarding mode share to determine CCSF transit ridership. Actual CCSF transit ridership
may vary. However, it is expected to be within a reasonable range of the assumed ridership and would not substantially
affect the analysis.
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a. Walking time between stops calculated by distance and intersection crossings
b. Shuttle travel times estimated from distance, route, and Google Maps peak hour travel
time estimates
4. Determine Number of Shuttle Vehicles and Wait Time
a. Total shuttle route travel time determines the number of trips per hour per shuttle
b. Number of shuttles determines headway (time between shuttles at a given stop)
c. Average wait time is one‐half the headway
5. Estimate Shuttle Demand by Walking vs. Shuttle Travel Time
a. Calculate ratio of shuttle waiting plus travel time and walking travel time between each
stop
b. Assign proportion of demand between each stop pair to the shuttle: if the shuttle is
comparable to walking, shuttle usage is high; if the shuttle travel time is several times
that of walking, shuttle usage is low.
6. Calculate Size of Shuttles
a. Determine the size of shuttles needed to serve the maximum number of riders on any
link of the shuttle route.
Step 5 includes estimating the proportion of trips between stops that would use the shuttle. As the
number of shuttles operating the peak hour increase, the headway and associated average wait time
decrease, which increase the attractiveness of the shuttle compared to walking, increasing projected
ridership. Kittelson developed a shuttle demand model informed by BART mode access research shown
in Table 1 and Exhibit 2. Walking travel times compared to shuttle travel times determine the proportion
of total demand uses the shuttle for each stop pair.
Table 1 Balboa Park BART Station Access Mode from Home to BART

Station

Walk

Bicycle

Bus, Train, or
Other Transit

Balboa Park

56%

6%

13%

Motorcycle /
Motorized
Scooter

Drive Alone /
Carpool

Drop Off /
Taxi / Other

0%

6%

20%

Sources: 2015 BART Station Profile Study
Notes: Drop Off/Taxi/Other category does not include TNCs given the data is from 2015, before TNCs were available.

Per the 2015 Station Profile Study, 56% of current Balboa Park riders walk to the station, with a median
walking distance of 0.52 miles. Additionally, 13% of existing Balboa Park BART Station riders use transit
(median distance of 1.15 miles) and 20% are dropped off; likely due to a lack of vehicle parking at the
station, there are only 6% drive alone/carpool trips to the station. Combining the Balboa Park BART
Station specific data in Table 1 with the general distance‐based data in Exhibit 2, walking is expected to
comprise about 30% of the 0.6‐mile trips between the Balboa Reservoir development and the Balboa
Park BART Station, depending on the frequency of the shuttle. The Balboa Reservoir shuttle demand
model is calibrated to high shuttle use estimates to serve as a proof of concept. The convenience of a
free shuttle was estimated to be more appealing than and capture the majority of the BART riders that
may otherwise walk, take other transit options, drive alone/carpool, or be dropped off in a taxi or TNC.
Given the Balboa Reservoir development is proposed to include limited, unbundled parking; residents
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are expected to have low rates of auto ownership; and given that the Balboa Park BART Station does not
include station parking, driving the 0.6 miles to the station is expected to be particularly unappealing
compared to the distribution of travel mode shown in Table 1 and Exhibit 2.

Exhibit 2 Distribution of Travel Mode to BART Stations by Distance5

The model is flexible to be responsive to a range of projections and assumptions and can be used as tool
to forecast a range of demand scenarios. Key assumptions include the shuttle would be free for Balboa
Reservoir residents and visitors and CCSF students, staff, and faculty and the shuttle would use Muni bus
stops. An example of the model results is shown in Table 2 for the one‐way site trips to the Balboa Park
BART/Muni station. Table 2 presents the results of the shuttle model for one to four shuttles operating
in the peak hour.

5

Source: Cervero, R. Walk-and-Ride: Factors Influencing Pedestrian Access to Transit, 2001.
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Table 2: Weekday Peak Hour Ridership Estimate: Site to BART

Number
of
Shuttles
1
2
3
4

Headway
(minutes)
31.5
15.8
10.5
7.9

Shuttle Operations
Average Wait
Travel
Time
Time
(minutes)
(minutes)
15.8
7.9
7.5
5.3
3.9

Average Total
Shuttle Time
(minutes)
23.3
15.4
12.8
11.4

Average
Walking
Time
(minutes)

Average
Transit
Time
(minutes)1

14

15

Percent
Use
Shuttle
53%
73%
82%
87%

Sources: Kittelson & Associates, Inc. 2019; Google Maps 2019.
Notes: 1 Consists of typical walking time, average wait time, and transit travel time.
All times rounded to nearest tenth.

As shown in Table 2, for this 0.6‐mile walking route, the average walking time and transit travel time are
approximately equal to the average total shuttle time (average wait plus travel time) when two shuttles
are operating. With the shuttle in operation, approximately half of the walk trips and the majority of
transit, drive alone, and kiss and ride modes shown in Exhibit 2 would be expected to switch modes and
use the shuttle. The shuttle use is estimated to range from 53 to 87 percent of BART riders traveling
to/from Balboa Reservoir and CCSF.
Table 3 demonstrates the shuttle vehicles can be smaller when more shuttles are in operation, even as
total demand increases. The forecast shuttle ridership roughly doubles as service improves from one to
four shuttles in peak hour operation.
Table 3: Weekday Peak Hour Ridership Estimate and Shuttle Needs
Number of Shuttles
1
2
3
4

Headway (minutes)
31.5
15.8
10.5
7.9

Peak Hour Ridership
AM
PM
142
87
236
169
281
203
304
222

Peak Passenger Load
41
35
27
22

Shuttle Vehicle
40‐Foot Bus
35‐Foot Bus
Cutaway Minibus
Cutaway Minibus

Sources: Kittelson & Associates, Inc. 2019; BART 2019; CCSF 2019.
Notes: AM = weekday a.m.; PM = weekday p.m.

SERVICE CONCEPT
Shuttle Route
The conceptual shuttle route and stop location concept is presented in Figure 2. This route would operate
in one direction, clockwise, to allow loading/unloading on the most convenient side of the street at each
stop to minimize the need for street crossings. The route is approximately 2.25 miles long with an
estimated peak hour one‐way travel time of approximately 20 minutes, not including loading/unloading
and dwell time.

Kittelson & Associates, Inc.

San Francisco, California

Balboa Reservoir – Shuttle Study Memorandum
August 1, 2019

Kittelson & Associates, Inc.

Page 8

San Francisco, California

Balboa Reservoir – Shuttle Study Memorandum
August 1, 2019

Page 9

This concept represents one potential route and additional analysis would be needed in later stages of
the shuttle planning process to further refine the alignment and ensure feasibility, including stops and
facilities to serve shuttle vehicles within and outside of the Balboa Reservoir site.

Shuttle Stops
The proposed stops are:






Balboa Reservoir: one or two stops pending final street layout and locations suitable for shuttle
stops
City College Terminal: served by the existing Muni bus stop on Frida Kahlo Way, or via the
alternate Lee Avenue route to the Ocean Avenue Muni bus stop.
Balboa Park BART/Muni Station: the assumed stop is at the Ocean Avenue Muni bus stop but
could be served alternatively or in addition at the Geneva Avenue Muni bus stop. The Geneva
Avenue Muni bus stop location is currently constrained and shuttle of this stop may not be
feasible. An alternative stop location would need to be found.
CCSF: the assumed stop is a central and convenient location on Cloud Circle.

Shuttle buses loading and unloading passengers in Muni bus stops at Balboa Park BART/Muni Station and
near the City College Terminal is essential to the feasibility of the service. This access would require
SFMTA approval. SFMTA regulations would not currently permit shuttle service at these bus stops.

Service Headways
The proposed route is expected to be approximately 31.5 minutes long during peak hours, with variability
based on congestion, signal delay, passenger boarding/alighting, final stops/routing, layover scheduling,
and the site circulation network. The associated headways based on the number of shuttles in operation
and the corresponding vehicle needs are shown in Table 3.
Vehicle dwell times while loading/unloading vary by ridership and vehicle type, such as if two‐door
boarding is feasible. For this analysis, dwell time was assumed to be 30 seconds for the City College
Terminal, CCSF stops, and the Balboa Park BART/Muni station stop, and 10 minutes at the site to account
for up to two stops, a timepoint, and a 10 minute layover once per hour. Shuttle dwell times in this study
are intended to be conservative and are estimated based on several factors specific to the shuttle service
including time points and/or coordination with BART arrival and potential higher proportion of riders
needing assistance.

Hours of Operation
Hourly demand projections are beyond the scope of this study. Midday and evening shuttle demand is
expected to be less than peak hour demand for the primarily residential Balboa Reservoir development
while CCSF demand is forecast to respond to class schedule, remaining steady throughout much of the
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weekday. Suggested initial service span for scheduled service is 6 a.m. to 8 p.m. on weekdays and 10 a.m.
to 6 p.m. on weekends. More shuttles should be in operation during the weekday a.m. and p.m. peaks
and during midday. The shuttles can run either on a fixed schedule (where buses may wait to keep on
schedule) or run continuously.
During periods of lower demand, such as early morning, late evening, and weekends, the shuttle can be
run as demand responsive service instead of fixed route/schedule. This would require a request and
dispatching mechanism. Alternatively, a reduced schedule could be provided to serve CCSF night classes
or late‐night BART train arrivals. As is typical with transit service, the shuttle’s initial hours, schedule, and
frequency should be revised based on actual ridership needs.

Vehicle Requirements
As shown in Table 3, vehicle capacity varies with the number of vehicles in operation. A fleet of three
accessible “cutaway” minibuses with 24‐28 passenger capacity would be optimal for high‐frequency peak
hour service and flexible off‐peak service.

SHUTTLE COST ANALYSIS
Shuttle costs primarily comprise of two main elements:



Shuttle vehicles (rolling stock)
Operational costs
o Driver’s wages and benefits
o Insurance
o Vehicle maintenance
o Fuel

“Cutaway” minibuses cost between $42,000 and $58,0006 and have an average lifespan of 5.6 years7.
Operational costs for shuttles operating in San Mateo county indicate typical shuttle operations costs of $60
to $80 per hour. The weekday peak period shuttles typically cost between $150,000 and $200,000 annually8.
Based on San Francisco Consumer Price Index data, there has been an annual average escalation of about
three percent over the last nine years. This escalation would be expected to continue in the future.
The shuttle concept analyzed in this memorandum assumes three “cutaway” minibus shuttles operating
during weekday a.m. and p.m. peak period with reduced service during off peak and weekend periods. This
analysis assumes a weekday service of five hours with three buses, eight hours with two buses, and two hours

6

Source: Colorado Department of Transportation, Overview of Transit Vehicles

7

Source: Federal Transit Administration, Useful Life of Buses and Vans, 2007

8

Source: San Mateo County Transportation Authority, San Mateo County Shuttle Inventory and Analysis, 2010. San

Mateo County data assumed to be similar to San Francisco.
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with one bus. Weekend service is assumed to be nine hours with one bus in operation. Based on this
operational profile, low and high estimates of the vehicle and operational costs of the shuttle concept is
shown in Table 4.
Table 4: Shuttle Concept Estimated Annual Costs (2019 $)9

Estimate

Number of
Vehicles

Low
High

3

Annualized
Vehicle
Costs1
$22,500
$31,000

Weekday
Service
Shuttle‐
Hours2

Weekend
Service
Shuttle‐
Hours2

33

9

Annual
Operations
Cost3

Total Annual
Cost

$740,000

$762,500

$980,000

$1,011,00

Sources: Kittelson & Associates, Inc. 2019; CODOT, FTA 2007, San Mateo CTA, 2010
Notes:
1
Based on three shuttle vehicles to be replaced every 5.6 years.
2
Sum of number of hours each shuttle is assumed to operate
3
Annual hours of shuttle service times hourly operational cost; escalated to 2019 costs and rounded.

The vehicle and operations costs can be reduced by owning and operating fewer vehicles and/or reducing
service hours, which in turn would reduce the usefulness and appeal of the shuttle and result in fewer
riders, as shown in Table 3.

ADDITIONAL CONSIDERATIONS
This feasibility analysis focuses on the attractiveness and potential ridership of a potential shuttle based
on various levels of service. The feasibility analysis does not consider regulatory, facility, or operational
concerns, such as:









Shuttle operator labor requirements
Operator rest facility locations
Balboa Reservoir shuttle stop locations or supporting amenities
SFMTA regulatory provisions and permitting requirements
Muni bus stop operations and feasibility of shared bus zones
Operator staffing and scheduling
Dispatch and operations management
Shuttle maintenance facilities and staffing

These items require further study and are likely to increase the cost of shuttle operations.

9

Year 2010 costs escalated by 29% based on San Francisco CPI growth per Bureau of Labor Statistics, to reflect Year 2019

costs.
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CONCLUSION
The high level of transit ridership forecast for Balboa Reservoir residents, employees, and visitors and
CCSF students, staff, and faculty indicate a high frequency shuttle service with buses every nine minutes
may be well utilized during peak periods to reduce travel time, provide convenience, enhance mobility
particularly for seniors and people with disabilities, and/or increase personal security/sense of safety.
The shuttle provides an opportunity for collaboration between Balboa Reservoir and CCSF for mutual
benefit as approximately 40 percent of peak hour demand is associated with CCSF.
However, the Balboa Reservoir site and CCSF are within walking distance of high frequency transit with
service to/from the Balboa Park BART/Muni station. The costs associated with operating a shuttle must
be weighed against alternatives, such as subsidized first mile/last mile taxi or TNC rides for those with
mobility needs. While the shuttle, as presented, would connect several destinations, the shuttle’s
indirect one‐way loop route would have to compete with the high frequency and direct travel of the
existing transit service and the flexibility and speed of walking. With three shuttle buses in operation,
vehicle headways and average waiting time would match that of existing peak hour service. However,
with one operating shuttle, off‐peak periods would have headways of up to 31.5 minutes, making taking
the shuttle slower than walking or using existing transit. Given the estimated cost of high‐quality service
of $762,500 to over $1 million per year (see Table 4), the shuttle concept would not be competitive with
existing transit service and walking at a reasonable level of service. Additional considerations, including
regulatory requirements and operator staffing and scheduling would increase costs and may present
substantial hurdles to implementation.
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Attachment 4
Travel Demand Workbook

Trips by Mode
Based on Static Export of Sf Planning Workbook on 11/30/18
Daycare mode share based on Summary of all modes
Note: AM Average Passenger Rate is same as PM
AM and PM Based on AM/PM Ratios from ITE Trip Gen
Total AVO is based on weighted average of AVO for the weight of each land use
Daily
Mode

Total

Weekday a.m. Peak Hour
Retail Daycare Residential

Weekday p.m. Peak Hour
Total

Retail

Daycare

Residential

Total
437

Developer's Proposed Option
Auto

4,245

42

48

254

344

55

49

334

361

1

4

22

27

1

4

29

34

Transit

1,989

12

22

120

153

16

22

157

195

Walk

3,984

21

39

215

275

28

39

283

349

Bike

406

1

4

24

29

1

4

32

37

10,985

77

116

635

828

101

117

834

1,052

Taxi / TNC

Total Person-Trips
Total Vehicle-Person Trips
Average Vehicle Occupancy
Unadjusted TNC Vehicle Trips

4,606
1.56

43

52

276

1.87

1.87

1.52

371
1.60

56

53

363

1.87

1.87

1.52

471
1.59

216

1

2

13

16

1

2

18

21

TNC Vehicle Trips

216.00

2

4

26

32

2

4

36

42

Updated Vehicle Trips

3,168

24

30

195

249

31

30

257

318

23

28

182

30

28

239

Vehicle Trips

2,952

232

297

Additional Housing Option
Daily
Mode

AM

PM

Total

Retail

Daycare

Residential

Total

Retail

Daycare

Residential

Total

Auto

5,781

42

48

358

448

55

49

470

574

Taxi / TNC
Transit
Walk

495
2,713
5,284

1
12
21

4
22
39

31
169
303

36
202
363

1
16
28

4
22
39

41
221
398

46
259
465

552

1

4

34

39

1

4

45

50

Total Person-Trips

14,825

77

116

895

1,088

101

117

1,176

1,394

Total Vehicle-Person Trips

6,276

43

52

389

484

56

53

511

620

Average Vehicle Occupancy

1.51

1.87

1.87

1.52

1.58

1.87

1.87

1.52

1.57

Bike

Unadjusted TNC Vehicle Trips

297

1

2

19

22

1

2

25

28

TNC Vehicle Trips
Adjusted Vehicle Trips

297.00
4,442

2
24

4
30

38
275

44
329

2
31

4
30

50
362

56
423

Vehicle Trips

4,144

23

28

256

307

30

28

337

394

Overall Mode Split for Developer's Proposed Option PM Peak Period
Mode

Overall Mode Split for Developer's
Proposed Option PM Peak Period

Residential

Retail

Daycare

Mode

Share

Percent

Auto Person Trips

40%

54%

42%

Auto
Person

389

42%

Taxi TNC Person Trips

4%

1%

3%

Taxi TNC
Person
Trips

30

3%

Public Transit

19%

16%

19%

Public
Transit

173

19%

Walk

34%

28%

33%

Walk

310

33%

Bike

4%

1%

4%

Bike

33

4%

Total

100%

100%

100%

Total

935

100%

Trips by Land Use
From Static Worksheets PM Residential and Retail 11-30
Note: Peak Hour Trips from Trips By Mode Worksheet
Assumption
AM Trip Rate is based on the ratio of total AM to total PM for each land use
Assumption
AM Peak Hour In/Out Ratios is based on the inverse of the PM Peak Hour In/Out Ratios
TNC Vehicle Trips are doubled
Land Use

Weekday a.m. Peak Hour

Daily

In

Out

Weekday p.m. Peak Hour

Total

In

Out

Total

639
39

195
62

834
101

Developer's Proposed Option
Residential
Retail

9,386
1,123

DayCare

476

Total Person-Trips

10,985

Residential
Retail
DayCare
Total Person-Trips

13,226
1,123
476
14,825

148
47

486
30

635
77

61

56

117

57

61

118

256
573
829
Additional Housing Option

735

318

1,053

275
62
61
398

1,176
101
118
1,395

209
47
61
317

685
30
56
772

895
77
117
1,089

901
39
57
997

Residential

Mode

Retail

Out

In

Total

Out

In

7.1

98.8

105.9

1.9

3.7

Total
5.6

126.6

237.5

364.1

28.0

21.4

49.4

Taxi / TNC Person Trips (unadjusted

11.7

29.5

41.2

0.6

0.5

1.0

Taxi / TNC Person Trips Adjusted

46.0

46.0

92.1

1.0

1.0

2.0

7.0

131.8

138.8

6.5

0.8

7.3

18.9

63.8

82.7

7.0

1.6

8.6

Total

171.2

561.5

732.7

44.0

27.9

71.9

Person Trip Split

23%

77%

100%

61%

39%

100%

Auto Person Trips

Transit Person Trips

Total Auto Person Trips

180

382

562

31

26

57

Total Auto Vehicle Trips

114

243

358

17

14

30

TNC / Auto Person Trip Split

32%

68%

100%

54%

46%

100%

Note: TNC Person trips are adjusted in this table to account for the addition of an outbound vehicle trip for all inbound TNC trips
Land Use

Weekday
PM Peak
Hour

Weekday
AM Peak
hour

AM to PM Ratio

565

Daycare

11.82

11.73

0.992

221

Mid Rise
Residential

2.08

1.9

0.913

Multi Use Urban pg. 285 to 286

231

Mid Rise
Residential
with
Ground
Floor Retail

0.46

0.35

0.761

Option

Total Am to PM
Ratio

ITE Trip Generation Handbook Reference

Land Use Code

General Urban Suburban pg. 228-229
Multi-Use Urban pg. 72

Developer's Proposed Option

78.68%

Additional Housing Option

78.05%

Proportion of
Proportion of
Person Trips in
Person Trips in
Daycare Land Use - Daycare Land Use
Additional
- Developer
8.48%

11.22%

Vehicle Trips using in/out splits
Land Use

Daily

Residential
Retail
Daycare
Total Vehicle Trips

2,842
192
134
3,168

Residential
Retail
Daycare
Total Vehicle Trips

4,116
192
134
4,442

Weekday a.m. Peak Hour
In
Out
Total
Developer’s Proposed Option
62
133
195
13
11
24
16
14
30
92
157
249
Additional Housing Option
88
187
275
13
11
24
16
14
30
117
212
329

Daycare In/Out Splits Using 2002 Guidelines
Trip Type

In

Out

Total

Person Trips
Vehicle Trips

48.0%
47.6%

52.0%
52.4%

100.0%
100.0%

Weekday p.m. Peak Hour
In
Out
Total
175
14
14
203

82
17
16
115

257
31
30
318

246
14
14
274

116
17
16
149

362
31
30
423

TNC Trips
AM Peak Hour

PM Peak Hour

In

Out
Total
Current TNC Trips

In

Out

Total

Developer's Proposed
Additional Housing

5
6

11
16
16
22
Updated TNC Trips

14
20

6
8

20
28

Developer's Proposed
Additional Housing
Difference Developers
Proposed

16
22

16
22

32
44

20
28

20
28

40
56

11

5

16

6

14

20

Additional Housing Difference

16

6

22

8

20

28

Note: Peak Hour Trips from Trips By Mode Worksheet

Land Use

Size
(Square Feet)

Delivery/Service Vehicle Trips

Turnover
Rate

Daily

Average
Hour

Peak Hour

Person Trips
Residential

1,283,000

0.03

38.5

1.8

2.2

Retail

7,500

0.22

1.7

0.1

0.1

Daycare Center

10,000

0.1

1.0

0.0

0.1

Total

1,300,500
Additional Housing Option

41.1

1.9

2.4

Residential
Retail
Daycare Center
Total

1,547,000
7,500
10,000
1,564,500

0.03
0.22
0.10
-

46.4
1.7
1.0
49.1

2.1
0.1
0.0
2.3

2.7
0.1
0.1
2.8

SF

Units

1 Bedroom Units

2 Bedroom
Units

3 Bedroom
Units

Developer’s Proposed Option

1,283,000

1,100

440

330

330

2,945

1,166

Additional Housing Option

1,547,000

1,550

620

465

465

2,090

1,166

Bedroom Mix
Option

Total
Average SF
Bedrooms per Unit

Assumption is being made that the size of each unit for the Additional Housing Option is the same as the Developer's Proposed Option

Bedroom Mix for Both Options
Bedroom Type
1 Bedroom
2 Bedroom
3 Bedroom

Percent
40%
30%
30%

Note: Peak Hour Trips from Trips By Mode Worksheet
Passenger Loading

Weekday a.m. Peak Hour

Step Description
Land Use

Daycare

Retail

Residential

Weekday p.m. Peak Hour
Total

Daycare

Retail

Residential

Total

Additional Housing Option
Person Trips

117

77

895

1,089

118

101

1,176

1,395

Loading Percentage

3.0%

3.0%

7.2%

-

3.0%

3.0%

7.2%

-

Passenger Loading Trips

3.5

2.3

64.4

70.2

3.5

3.0

84.6

91.2

Average Stop Duration (Minutes)
Peak Hour Spaces of Passenger Loading
Demand
Peak Hour Spaces of Passenger Loading
Demand (Rounded)

3.5

2.3

64.4

70.2

3.5

3.0

84.6

91.2

0.06

0.04

1.07

1.17

0.06

0.05

1.41

1.52

1.0

1.0

2.0

4.0

1.0

1.0

2.0

4.0

Developer's Proposed Option
Person Trips

117

77

635

829

118

101

834

1,054

Loading Percentage

3.0%

3.0%

7.2%

-

3.0%

3.0%

7.2%

-

Passenger Loading Trips

3.5

2.3

45.7

51.5

3.5

3.0

60.1

66.7

Average Stop Duration (Minutes)
Peak Hour Spaces of Passenger Loading
Demand
Peak Hour Spaces of Passenger Loading
Demand (Rounded)

3.5

2.3

45.7

51.5

3.5

3.0

60.1

66.7

0.06

0.04

0.76

0.86

0.06

0.05

1.00

1.11

1.0

1.0

1.0

3.0

1.0

1.0

2.0

4.0

Trip Generation Rates
Note: Peak Hour Trips from Trips By Mode Worksheet
AM rates use the ratio of the PM to AM ratio of each land use from ITE Trip Generation Manual 10th edition
Land Use

Residential

Retail - General

Daycare

Period

Average

Daily
PM Peak
AM Peak
Daily
PM Peak
AM Peak
Daily
PM Peak
AM Peak

4.5
0.4
0.3
150
13.5
10.3
47.6
11.8
11.7

Unit

Per Bedroom

Per 1k sq ft of land
use
Per 1k sq ft of land
use

Daycare Trips
Assumption: ITE Trip rate is same as person-trips
Note: Peak Hour Trips from Trips By Mode Worksheet
PM Daycare Trips
Method

ITE Trip Gen

Students / sqft

Square Feet
ITE Trip PM Trip Generation
Rate
Students per sqft

10.00

10000.00

11.82
88.00

Student Estimate

113.64

Driving Mode Share

0.70

Student-based Trips

79.55

Staff per Student

0.20

Staff Total

22.73

Retail Auto Share

0.40

Staff Based Trips

9.09

PM Trips

118.20

Daily Daycare Trips
Method

ITE Trip Gen

Sqft (1000)
ITE Trip PM Trip Generation
Rate
Daily

10.00
47.62
476.20

88.64

All distribution sheets From Static Export of SF Guidelines Workbook on 11-30
Daycare trip distribution based on summary of PM Peak Period trip distribution
Retail trip distribution for Additional Housing Option is identical to Developer's Proposed Option for PM peak period and daily.
AM Distibution is assumed to be same as PM for all land uses. In and Out is assumed to be inversed
Developer's Proposed
Option
Origin/Destination

Weekday AM Weekday PM
Peak Hour
Peak Hour

Additional Housing
Option
Weekday
Weekday PM
AM Peak
Peak Hour
Hour

Downtown/Northbeach

11%

11%

11%

SoMa

2%

2%

2%

2%

Marina/Western
Market

12%

12%

12%

12%

10%
14%
4%
1%
24%
0%
16%
6%
0%
100%

10%
14%
4%
1%
24%
0%
16%
6%
0%
100%

10%
13%
4%
1%
25%
0%
11%
6%
0%
96%

10%
13%
4%
1%
25%
0%
11%
6%
0%
96%

Mission/Potrero
Outer Mission/Hills
Bayshore
Richmond
Sunset
Islands
South Bay
East Bay
North Bay
Total

Option

11%

Total Am to
PM Ratio

Developer's Proposed
Option

78.68%

Additional Housing
Option

78.05%

Distribution of Retail Trips for Developer's Proposed Option in PM Peak Period
Outbound

Mode

Auto Person Trips
Taxi / TNC Person
Trips
Transit Person Trips
Auto VehicleTrips*
Taxi / TNC Vehicle
Trips*

Total Trips
In and Out Total
Trips
Percent
AVO

PM Work Trips
PM Non-Work Trips
PM Work Trips
PM Non-Work Trips
PM Work Trips
PM Non-Work Trips
PM Work Trips
PM Non-Work Trips
PM Work Trips

Inbound

Downtown / NorthBeach

SoMa

Marina/
Western
Market

Mission/
Potrero

Outer
Mission/
Hills

Bayshore

Richmond

Sunset

Islands

South Bay

East Bay

North Bay

Total

Downtown /
NorthBeach

SoMa

Marina/ Western Market

Mission/
Potrero

Outer
Mission/ Hills

Bayshore

Richmond

Sunset

Islands

South Bay

East Bay

North
Bay

Total

0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
1.55
0.80
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
2.35

0.14
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.11
0.14
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.25

0.11
1.50
0.00
0.03
0.00
0.09
0.05
0.81
0.00
0.02
1.73

1.28
1.84
0.02
0.03
4.90
3.46
1.28
0.74
0.01
0.02
11.53

0.06
9.73
0.00
0.18
0.00
1.15
0.03
4.55
0.00
0.11
11.13

0.00
3.93
0.00
0.07
0.09
0.00
0.00
2.22
0.00
0.04
4.09

0.00
1.01
0.00
0.02
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.53
0.00
0.01
1.03

0.14
4.14
0.00
0.08
0.00
0.06
0.14
1.61
0.00
0.05
4.42

0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00

0.20
3.17
0.00
0.06
0.00
0.65
0.12
1.38
0.00
0.03
4.09

0.00
1.93
0.00
0.04
0.00
0.63
0.00
0.87
0.00
0.02
2.59

0.00
0.74
0.00
0.01
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.45
0.00
0.01
0.76

1.93
28.00
0.04
0.52
6.54
6.95
1.77
13.17
0.02
0.31
43.97

1.42
0.21
0.03
0.00
0.14
0.11
1.38
0.07
0.02
0.00
1.90

0.00
0.15
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.07
0.00
0.00
0.15

0.07
1.42
0.00
0.03
0.00
0.53
0.07
0.65
0.00
0.02
2.05

0.96
1.42
0.02
0.03
0.05
0.23
0.96
0.79
0.01
0.02
2.70

0.10
4.71
0.00
0.09
0.00
0.79
0.08
2.54
0.00
0.05
5.69

0.17
0.18
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.17
0.18
0.00
0.00
0.35

0.00
1.14
0.00
0.02
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.72
0.00
0.01
1.16

0.08
6.78
0.00
0.12
0.00
0.00
0.08
2.89
0.00
0.07
6.99

0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00

0.90
3.90
0.02
0.07
0.57
0.00
0.85
2.17
0.01
0.04
5.45

0.00
0.93
0.00
0.02
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.27
0.00
0.01
0.95

0.00
0.52
0.00
0.01
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.38
0.00
0.01
0.53

3.70
21.36
0.07
0.39
0.76
1.65
3.59
10.73
0.04
0.24
27.92

4.25

0.40

3.77

14.24

16.82

4.45

2.19

11.41

0.00

9.53

3.54

1.29

6%

1%

5%

20%

23%

6%

3%

16%

0%

13%

5%

2%

71.89
1.874

1.749007055

Distribution of Residential Trips for Developer's Proposed Option in PM Peak Period
Outbound
Mode

Auto Person Trips
Taxi / TNC Person
Trips
Transit Person Trips
Auto VehicleTrips*
Taxi / TNC Vehicle
Trips*

PM Work Trips
PM Non-Work Trips
PM Work Trips
PM Non-Work Trips
PM Work Trips
PM Non-Work Trips
PM Work Trips
PM Non-Work Trips
PM Work Trips
PM Non-Work Trips

Total Trips
In and Out Total
Trips
Percent
AVO

Inbound

Downtown / NorthBeach

SoMa

Marina/
Western
Market

Mission/
Potrero

Outer
Mission/
Hills

Bayshore

Richmond

Sunset

Islands

South Bay

East Bay

North Bay

Total

Downtown /
NorthBeach

SoMa

Marina/ Western Market

Mission/
Potrero

Outer
Mission/ Hills

4.47
4.70
0.39
0.41
4.95
2.11
4.47
3.34
0.23
0.25
17.04

0.00
0.44
0.00
0.04
0.00
4.95
0.00
0.44
0.00
0.02
5.44

0.23
19.70
0.02
1.73
0.00
1.84
0.12
17.76
0.01
1.03
23.53

0.33
10.88
0.03
0.95
0.00
0.00
0.33
10.11
0.02
0.57
12.19

0.00
8.07
0.00
0.71
0.00
4.49
0.00
7.68
0.00
0.42
13.27

0.00
3.15
0.00
0.28
0.00
0.00
0.00
1.71
0.00
0.17
3.43

0.00
1.06
0.00
0.09
0.00
0.00
0.00
1.06
0.00
0.06
1.16

0.00
22.49
0.00
1.97
0.00
0.00
0.00
12.93
0.00
1.18
24.47

0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00

0.00
19.32
0.00
1.69
0.00
0.00
0.00
10.47
0.00
1.01
21.01

0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00

0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00

Bayshore

Richmond

Sunset

Islands

South Bay

East Bay

North
Bay

Total

5.04
89.81
0.44
7.88
4.95
13.40
4.92
65.50
0.26
4.72
121.52

14.06
13.49
1.23
1.18
46.11
14.30
13.25
4.55
0.74
0.71
90.39

4.18
0.35
0.37
0.03
6.18
3.21
3.19
0.35
0.22
0.02
14.31

2.97
13.91
0.26
1.22
5.95
3.14
2.86
7.11
0.16
0.73
27.45

2.14
17.32
0.19
1.52
0.00
0.00
2.14
8.29
0.11
0.91
21.17

0.35
36.86
0.03
3.23
0.92
10.72
0.18
19.23
0.02
1.94
52.12

2.96
7.14
0.26
0.63
4.59
0.00
2.96
3.21
0.16
0.38
15.58

0.00
1.26
0.00
0.11
15.86
2.57
0.00
1.09
0.00
0.07
19.81

10.46
69.57
0.92
6.10
0.92
3.83
10.46
32.13
0.55
3.65
91.80

0.51
0.00
0.04
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.51
0.00
0.03
0.00
0.55

17.90
7.96
1.57
0.70
0.00
5.40
17.90
6.54
0.94
0.42
33.54

14.59
0.00
1.28
0.00
13.00
2.11
14.59
0.00
0.77
0.00
30.98

0.00
0.71
0.00
0.06
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.36
0.00
0.04
0.77

70.14
168.58
6.15
14.79
93.53
45.29
68.04
82.86
3.68
8.85
398.47

107.42

19.75

50.97

33.36

65.39

19.01

20.96

116.26

0.55

54.55

30.98

0.77

21%

4%

10%

6%

13%

4%

4%

22%

0%

10%

6%

0%

519.99
1.519

Note: Daycare trip distribution based on summary of PM Peak Period trip distribution

Distribution of Day Care Trips for Developer's Proposed Option in PM Peak Period
Outbound
SoMa

Bayshore

Richmond

Sunset

Islands

South Bay

East Bay

North
Bay

Total

Daily Work Trips

0.38

0.01

0.03

0.14

0.01

0.00

0.00

0.01

0.00

0.02

0.00

0.00

0.59

1.31

0.35

0.26

0.26

0.04

0.27

0.00

0.89

0.04

1.59

1.24

0.00

6.26

Daily Non-Work Trips

0.40

0.04

1.80

1.08

1.51

0.60

0.18

2.26

0.00

1.91

0.16

0.06

9.98

1.16

0.04

1.30

1.59

3.52

0.62

0.20

6.47

0.00

1.00

0.08

0.10

16.10

Daily Work Trips

0.03

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.04

0.11

0.03

0.02

0.02

0.00

0.02

0.00

0.08

0.00

0.13

0.11

0.00

0.53

0.03

0.00

0.15

0.08

0.08

0.03

0.01

0.17

0.00

0.15

0.00

0.00

0.71

0.10

0.00

0.11

0.13

0.28

0.05

0.01

0.53

0.00

0.07

0.00

0.01

1.29

Mode

Auto Person Trips

Taxi / TNC Person
Trips
Daily Non-Work Trips
Transit Person Trips

Auto VehicleTrips*

Inbound

Downtown / NorthBeach

Marina/
Western
Market

Mission/
Potrero

Outer
Mission/
Hills

Bayshore

Richmond

Sunset

Islands

South Bay

East Bay

North Bay

Total

Downtown /
NorthBeach

SoMa

Marina/ Western Market

Mission/
Potrero

Outer
Mission/ Hills

Daily Work Trips

0.55

0.00

0.00

0.42

0.00

0.01

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.97

3.92

0.52

0.50

0.00

0.08

0.39

1.34

0.08

0.00

0.05

1.10

0.00

7.99

Daily Non-Work Trips

0.25

0.43

0.16

0.29

0.48

0.00

0.00

0.01

0.00

0.06

0.05

0.00

1.72

1.22

0.27

0.31

0.02

0.98

0.00

0.22

0.32

0.00

0.46

0.18

0.00

3.98

Daily Work Trips

0.38

0.01

0.01

0.14

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.01

0.00

0.01

0.00

0.00

0.57

1.24

0.27

0.25

0.26

0.02

0.27

0.00

0.89

0.04

1.59

1.24

0.00

6.07

Daily Non-Work Trips

0.28

0.04

1.57

0.92

1.04

0.33

0.14

1.23

0.00

1.00

0.07

0.04

6.67

0.39

0.04

0.66

0.77

1.84

0.29

0.15

2.97

0.00

0.74

0.02

0.06

7.93

Taxi / TNC Vehicle
Trips*
Daily Non-Work Trips

Daily Work Trips

0.02

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.02

0.06

0.02

0.01

0.01

0.00

0.01

0.00

0.05

0.00

0.08

0.06

0.00

0.32

0.02

0.00

0.09

0.05

0.05

0.02

0.01

0.10

0.00

0.09

0.00

0.00

0.43

0.06

0.00

0.06

0.08

0.17

0.03

0.01

0.32

0.00

0.04

0.00

0.00

0.77

Total Trips

0.70

0.05

1.68

1.11

1.08

0.35

0.14

1.35

0.00

1.10

0.08

0.04

7.68

1.76

0.33

0.98

1.12

2.04

0.60

0.16

4.22

0.05

2.45

1.32

0.07

15.09

2.46

0.38

2.66

2.23

3.12

0.95

0.30

5.57

0.05

3.55

1.40

0.11

1%

0%

1%

1%

1%

0%

0%

2%

0%

1%

1%

0%

In and Out Total
Trips
Percent
AVO

22.77
1.559

Distribution of Residential Trips for Developer's Proposed Option- Daily
Inbound

Outbound
Mode

Auto Person Trips
Taxi / TNC Person
Trips
Transit Person Trips
Auto VehicleTrips*
Taxi / TNC Vehicle
Trips*

PM Work Trips
PM Non-Work Trips
PM Work Trips
PM Non-Work Trips
PM Work Trips
PM Non-Work Trips
PM Work Trips
PM Non-Work Trips
PM Work Trips
PM Non-Work Trips

Total Trips
In and Out Total
Trips
Percent
AVO

Downtown / NorthBeach

SoMa

Marina/
Western
Market

Mission/
Potrero

Outer
Mission/
Hills

Bayshore

Richmond

Sunset

Islands

South Bay

East Bay

North Bay

Total

Downtown /
NorthBeach

SoMa

Marina/ Western Market

Mission/
Potrero

Outer
Mission/ Hills

54.26
61.42
4.76
5.39
178.97
85.00
48.26
39.43
2.85
3.23
93.77

8.94
28.90
0.78
2.53
130.56
21.18
7.33
23.94
0.47
1.52
33.26

41.01
363.18
3.60
31.86
49.72
58.91
35.18
196.38
2.15
19.08
252.80

26.74
94.33
2.35
8.27
22.23
16.11
25.14
59.53
1.40
4.95
91.03

42.91
190.60
3.76
16.72
30.88
121.25
42.01
125.60
2.25
10.01
179.88

29.06
12.83
2.55
1.13
4.07
2.81
29.06
6.86
1.53
0.67
38.11

25.43
122.14
2.23
10.71
13.86
6.18
24.53
76.41
1.34
6.42
108.69

26.31
376.79
2.31
33.05
10.10
35.52
25.73
191.67
1.38
19.79
238.57

0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00

76.56
157.93
6.72
13.85
43.67
20.99
71.58
85.85
4.02
8.30
169.75

58.61
38.18
5.14
3.35
67.18
5.04
54.96
28.46
3.08
2.01
88.50

4.56
25.65
0.40
2.25
0.00
0.00
4.56
16.64
0.24
1.35
22.78

Bayshore

Richmond

Sunset

Islands

South Bay

East Bay

North
Bay

Total

394.39
1471.97
34.60
129.12
551.24
372.99
368.34
850.76
20.72
77.32
1317.14

47.64
76.17
4.18
6.68
160.80
58.41
41.31
47.45
2.50
4.00
95.26

11.41
23.02
1.00
2.02
109.34
8.22
9.27
14.12
0.60
1.21
25.20

41.33
355.12
3.63
31.15
15.28
71.91
35.06
187.86
2.17
18.65
243.75

13.99
147.11
1.23
12.90
21.45
106.43
13.99
75.05
0.73
7.73
97.50

31.95
207.92
2.80
18.24
31.56
35.13
31.66
147.55
1.68
10.92
191.81

26.20
14.89
2.30
1.31
4.07
3.68
26.20
7.75
1.38
0.78
36.11

23.23
112.15
2.04
9.84
14.85
12.97
23.23
74.00
1.22
5.89
104.35

28.43
365.81
2.49
32.09
7.10
38.13
27.88
193.90
1.49
19.21
242.49

0.83
0.00
0.07
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.83
0.00
0.04
0.00
0.88

94.09
163.02
8.25
14.30
44.70
18.26
82.70
97.26
4.94
8.56
193.47

44.88
19.75
3.94
1.73
75.41
6.22
41.08
19.08
2.36
1.04
63.55

7.05
###
0.62
2.65
0.00
0.00
7.05
###
0.37
1.59
###

371.03
1515.21
32.55
132.91
484.55
359.36
340.26
888.55
19.49
79.59
1327.88

189.03

58.45

496.55

188.53

371.69

74.22

213.04

481.06

0.88

363.22

152.05

56.30

7%

2%

19%

7%

14%

3%

8%

18%

0%

14%

6%

2%

2645.02
1.543

1.53501736

Distribution of Resdential Trips for Additional Housing Option - Daily
Inbound

Outbound

Downtown / NorthBeach

SoMa

Marina/
Western
Market

Mission/
Potrero

Outer
Mission/
Hills

Bayshore

Richmond

Sunset

Islands

South Bay

East Bay

North Bay

Total

Downtown /
NorthBeach

SoMa

Marina/ Western Market

Mission/
Potrero

Outer
Mission/ Hills

Bayshore

Richmond

Sunset

Islands

South Bay

East Bay

North
Bay

Total

Daily Work Trips

119.98

18.09

86.08

38.75

71.36

35.79

46.50

32.98

0.00

113.73

71.59

8.98

643.83

110.43

26.62

91.18

19.55

58.23

32.10

24.11

35.06

0.86

115.32

58.64

###

585.64

Daily Non-Work Trips

117.57

34.38

485.28

126.59

232.39

126.51

151.15

404.80

0.00

202.56

47.13

34.44

1962.79

138.57

45.12

503.77

206.55

255.50

99.15

153.56

398.69

0.00

210.36

44.64

###

2095.48

Daily Work Trips

10.52

1.59

7.55

3.40

6.26

3.14

4.08

2.89

0.00

9.98

6.28

0.79

56.48

9.69

2.33

8.00

1.71

5.11

2.82

2.11

3.08

0.08

10.12

5.14

1.19

51.37

10.31

3.02

42.57

11.10

20.39

11.10

13.26

35.51

0.00

17.77

4.13

3.02

172.17

12.16

3.96

44.19

18.12

22.41

8.70

13.47

34.97

0.00

18.45

3.92

3.47

183.81
549.50

Mode

Auto Person Trips

Taxi / TNC Person
Trips
Daily Non-Work Trips

Daily Work Trips

230.67

112.23

59.29

44.85

26.03

3.11

13.57

24.58

0.00

72.33

108.28

0.00

694.94

204.01

95.85

23.39

16.40

24.68

3.11

11.36

13.10

0.00

73.64

83.94

0.00

Daily Non-Work Trips

207.17

37.01

141.70

40.70

110.89

2.69

32.58

30.80

0.00

22.75

24.00

0.00

650.31

129.43

22.59

169.82

113.52

35.49

21.98

34.34

38.77

0.00

17.33

13.46

0.00

596.71

Daily Work Trips

97.37

15.29

67.73

36.30

69.91

35.79

45.56

32.05

0.00

103.37

67.81

8.98

580.16

88.24

23.34

74.87

19.18

57.40

32.10

24.11

33.34

0.86

100.27

54.69

###

521.97

Daily Non-Work Trips

80.22

27.70

282.84

82.28

146.58

62.07

102.14

209.02

0.00

115.94

35.16

22.87

1166.83

88.30

31.96

293.02

111.93

178.16

61.20

110.33

216.13

0.00

134.22

34.23

###

1290.90

Taxi / TNC Vehicle Daily Work Trips
Trips*
Daily Non-Work Trips

6.30
6.18
190.07

0.95
1.81
45.75

4.52
25.49
380.59

2.04
6.65
127.26

3.75
12.21
232.44

1.88
6.64
106.39

2.44
7.94
158.09

1.73
21.26
264.07

0.00
0.00
0.00

5.97
10.64
235.92

3.76
2.48
109.21

0.47
1.81
34.13

33.82
103.10
1883.91

5.80
7.28
189.62

1.40
2.37
59.08

4.79
26.46
399.14

1.03
10.85
142.99

3.06
13.42
252.05

1.69
5.21
100.19

1.27
8.07
143.77

1.84
20.94
272.25

0.05
0.00
0.91

6.06
11.05
251.60

3.08
2.34
94.34

0.71
2.08
###

30.76
110.07
1953.70

379.69

104.82

779.73

270.25

484.49

206.58

301.86

536.32

0.91

487.52

203.55

81.89

10%

3%

20%

7%

13%

5%

8%

14%

0%

13%

5%

2%

Transit Person Trips

Auto VehicleTrips*

Total Trips
In and Out Total
Trips
Percent
AVO

3837.61
1.499

Distribution of Retail Trips - Daily
Outbound

Auto Person Trips

SoMa

Marina/
Western
Market

Mission/
Potrero

Outer
Mission/
Hills

Bayshore

Richmond

Sunset

Islands

South Bay

East Bay

North Bay

Total

Downtown /
NorthBeach

SoMa

Marina/ Western Market

Mission/
Potrero

Outer
Mission/ Hills

Bayshore

Richmond

Sunset

Islands

South Bay

East Bay

North
Bay

Total

Daily Work Trips

0.80

0.50

1.90

2.30

0.90

0.80

1.00

2.90

0.00

2.30

0.50

1.00

15.00

1.80

1.10

3.50

2.90

1.40

0.60

1.00

2.70

-

3.80

0.50

0.90

20.00

Daily Non-Work Trips

3.40

2.30

8.40

9.80

31.60

4.20

10.50

38.90

-

16.70

5.00

2.20

133.00

2.70

1.80

8.50

6.10

33.10

2.30

11.30

37.20

-

17.10

4.80

1.80

127.00

Daily Work Trips

0.00

0.00

0.10

0.10

0.00

0.00

0.10

0.20

0.00

0.10

0.00

0.10

1.00

0.10

0.10

0.20

0.20

0.10

0.00

0.10

0.10

-

0.20

0.00

0.00

1.00

0.20

0.10

0.40

0.50

1.70

0.20

0.60

2.10

-

0.90

0.30

0.10

7.00

0.10

0.10

0.50

0.30

1.80

0.10

0.60

2.00

-

0.90

0.30

0.10

7.00

Daily Work Trips

3.00

1.20

1.60

5.50

0.10

0.10

-

0.40

-

0.60

0.10

-

13.00

2.30

1.60

3.50

2.60

3.70

0.10

0.20

-

-

1.00

2.70

-

18.00

Taxi / TNC Person
Trips
Daily Non-Work Trips
Transit Person Trips

Inbound

Downtown / NorthBeach

Mode

Daily Non-Work Trips

5.60

0.60

6.90

8.10

9.60

1.00

1.40

5.50

-

2.60

5.70

1.20

48.00

7.30

-

11.50

5.10

11.90

1.60

1.30

5.10

-

4.20

5.90

0.30

54.00

Daily Work Trips

0.60

0.50

1.40

1.90

0.80

0.80

1.00

1.90

0.00

2.00

0.50

0.70

12.00

1.50

0.90

2.60

2.20

1.10

0.50

1.00

1.90

-

3.40

0.50

0.70

16.00

Daily Non-Work Trips

2.60

1.30

5.10

5.30

18.80

2.60

6.70

19.00

-

9.80

2.80

1.40

75.00

1.10

1.00

5.50

3.70

18.40

1.20

6.80

18.70

-

9.90

2.40

1.30

70.00

Taxi / TNC Vehicle Daily Work Trips
Trips*
Daily Non-Work Trips

0.00
0.10
3.30

0.00
0.10
1.90

0.10
0.30
6.90

0.10
0.30
7.60

0.00
1.00
20.60

0.00
0.10
3.50

0.00
0.30
8.00

0.10
1.20
22.20

0.00
0.00

0.10
0.50
12.40

0.00
0.20
3.50

0.00
0.10
2.20

0.00
4.00
91.00

0.10
0.10
2.80

0.00
0.10
2.00

0.10
0.30
8.50

0.10
0.20
6.20

0.00
1.10
20.60

0.00
0.10
1.80

0.00
0.40
8.20

0.10
1.20
21.90

0.00

0.10
0.50
13.90

0.00
0.20
3.10

0.00
0.10
2.10

1.00
4.00
91.00

6.10

3.90

15.40

13.80

41.20

5.30

16.20

44.10

0.00

26.30

6.60

4.30

8%

5%

21%

19%

57%

7%

23%

61%

0%

37%

9%

6%

Auto VehicleTrips*

Total Trips
In and Out Total
Trips
Percent
AVO

182.00
1.709

Distribution of Resdential Trips for Additional Housing Option in PM Peak Period
Outbound
Mode

Auto Person Trips

Auto VehicleTrips*

Mission/
Potrero

Outer
Mission/

Downtown / NorthBeach

SoMa

Daily Work Trips

6.30

0.00

Daily Non-Work Trips

6.62

0.62

27.76

15.32

11.37

Daily Work Trips

0.55

0.00

0.03

0.04

0.00

0.58

0.05

2.44

1.34

1.00

0.39

Taxi / TNC Person
Trips
Daily Non-Work Trips
Transit Person Trips

Marina/
Western

0.33

0.47

0.00

Inbound

Bayshore

Richmond

Sunset

Islands

South Bay

East Bay

North Bay

Total

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

7.10

4.44

1.50

31.69

0.00

27.22

0.00

0.00

126.55

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.62

0.13

2.78

0.00

2.39

0.00

0.00

11.10

Downtown /
NorthBeach

Mission/
Potrero

Outer
Mission/ Hills

Bayshore

Richmond

Sunset

Islands

South Bay

East Bay

0.50

4.18

0.00

14.74

0.72

25.23

20.55

19.60

24.41

51.94

10.07

1.78

98.03

0.00

11.22

0.37

0.27

0.04

0.37

0.00

1.29

0.06

2.21

1.72

2.14

4.56

0.88

0.16

8.60

0.00

0.98

0.00

SoMa

Marina/ Western Market

5.89

4.19

19.01

0.49

1.74

0.52

1.67

0.04

19.82

3.02

North
Bay

Total

0.00

98.83

0.00

1.00

237.55

1.80

0.00

8.67

0.09

20.84

Daily Work Trips

6.98

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

6.98

64.98

8.70

8.38

0.00

1.30

6.47

22.35

1.30

0.00

0.00

18.32

0.00

131.79

Daily Non-Work Trips

2.97

6.98

2.59

0.00

6.33

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

18.88

20.16

4.52

4.42

0.00

15.11

0.00

3.63

5.39

0.00

7.61

2.97

0.00

63.81

Daily Work Trips

6.30

0.00

0.16

0.47

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

6.93

18.67

4.50

4.02

3.02

0.25

4.18

0.00

14.74

0.72

25.23

20.55

0.00

95.88

Daily Non-Work Trips

4.70

0.62

25.03

14.25

10.82

2.41

1.50

18.22

0.00

14.75

0.00

0.00

92.30

6.42

0.49

10.02

11.68

27.10

4.52

1.54

45.28

0.00

9.21

0.00

0.50

116.76

Taxi / TNC Vehicle
Trips*
Daily Non-Work Trips

0.33

0.00

0.02

0.02

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.37

1.04

0.31

0.22

0.16

0.03

0.22

0.00

0.77

0.04

1.33

1.08

0.00

5.19

0.35

0.03

1.46

0.80

0.60

0.23

0.08

1.66

0.00

1.43

0.00

0.00

6.65

1.00

0.03

1.03

1.28

2.73

0.53

0.09

5.15

0.00

0.59

0.00

0.05

12.48

Total Trips

11.68

0.66

26.67

15.55

11.41

2.65

1.58

19.89

0.00

16.18

0.00

0.00

106.25

27.12

5.33

15.29

16.14

30.10

9.45

1.63

65.95

0.75

36.35

21.63

0.55

230.30

38.80

5.98

41.96

31.69

41.51

12.09

3.21

85.83

0.75

52.53

21.63

0.55

12%

2%

12%

9%

12%

4%

1%

26%

0%

16%

6%

0%

Daily Work Trips

In and Out Total
Trips
Percent
AVO

336.56
1.519

Summary of Distribution of Trips for Additional Housing Option in PM Peak Period -w/ Daycare
Outbound
Mode

Auto Person Trips

Auto VehicleTrips*

Mission/
Potrero

0.47

1.89

Outer
Mission/
Hills

Richmond

Sunset

Islands

South Bay

East Bay

North Bay

Total

Downtown /
NorthBeach

SoMa

Marina/ Western Market

Mission/
Potrero

Outer
Mission/ Hills

Bayshore

Richmond

Sunset

Islands

South Bay

East Bay

North
Bay

Total

0.00

0.00

0.15

0.00

0.21

0.00

0.00

9.78

23.02

6.38

4.62

4.31

0.65

4.71

0.00

16.07

0.78

28.32

22.28

0.00

111.14

9.08

2.72

38.84

0.00

32.95

2.09

0.80

167.53

20.83

0.70

22.79

28.00

61.41

11.11

3.16

113.62

0.00

16.38

1.01

1.65

280.65

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.71

1.91

0.56

0.40

0.31

0.05

0.40

0.00

1.40

0.07

2.42

1.95

0.00

9.47

0.16

3.10

0.00

2.65

0.04

0.01

12.59

1.81

0.05

1.89

2.35

5.03

0.96

0.19

9.46

0.00

1.14

0.02

0.11

23.01
143.69

SoMa

Daily Work Trips

6.83

0.15

Daily Non-Work Trips

7.18

0.68

31.72

18.61

22.87

Daily Work Trips

0.60

0.00

0.03

0.07

0.00

0.63

0.06

2.67

1.49

1.28

0.50

0.07

Inbound

Bayshore

Downtown / NorthBeach

Taxi / TNC Person
Trips
Daily Non-Work Trips
Transit Person Trips

Marina/
Western
Market

Daily Work Trips

9.25

0.00

0.00

5.31

0.00

0.09

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

14.66

70.58

9.43

9.08

0.06

1.41

7.01

24.23

1.41

0.00

0.62

19.86

0.00

Daily Non-Work Trips

4.09

7.68

2.91

3.75

8.11

0.00

0.00

0.06

0.00

0.71

0.68

0.00

28.00

21.96

4.90

5.36

0.25

17.23

0.00

3.93

5.84

0.00

8.25

3.22

0.00

70.96

Daily Work Trips

6.83

0.15

0.24

1.89

0.03

0.00

0.00

0.15

0.00

0.13

0.00

0.00

9.43

21.74

4.88

4.44

4.31

0.36

4.71

0.00

16.07

0.78

28.27

22.28

0.00

107.82

Daily Non-Work Trips

5.10

0.68

28.01

16.25

16.66

5.03

2.20

21.50

0.00

17.48

0.94

0.49

114.34

7.04

0.61

11.57

13.52

32.13

5.10

2.45

52.21

0.00

12.34

0.29

0.96

138.20

Daily Work Trips

0.36

0.00

0.02

0.04

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.43

1.15

0.34

0.24

0.18

0.03

0.24

0.00

0.84

0.04

1.45

1.17

0.00

5.67

0.38

0.04

1.60

0.89

0.76

0.30

0.10

1.85

0.00

1.59

0.02

0.01

7.54

1.08

0.03

1.13

1.41

3.01

0.58

0.11

5.66

0.00

0.69

0.01

0.06

13.78

28.58
12%
168.69
19%

8.58
4%
30.60
4%

37.81
16%
81.95
9%

31.12
13%
66.40
8%

32.33
14%
118.11
14%

9.67
4%
33.86
4%

2.88
1%
34.39
4%

42.16
18%
189.96
22%

0.00
0%
0.84
0%

36.52
16%
93.66
11%

2.81
1%
51.16
6%

0.82
0%
2.58
0%

233.27

140.12

85.78

24.19

147.80

0.84

57.13

48.35

1.76

638.92

12.66
10%
43.66
11%

0.87
1%
6.72
2%

29.87
23%
47.24
12%

19.08
14%
38.51
10%

17.46
13%
52.99
13%

5.33
4%
15.95
4%

2.30
2%
4.86
1%

23.51
18%
98.30
25%

0.00
0%
0.82
0%

19.20
15%
61.94
16%

0.96
1%
24.71
6%

0.50
0%
1.52
0%

131.73
100%
397.21
100%

Downtown / NorthBeach

SoMa

Marina/
Western
Market

Mission/
Potrero

Outer
Mission/
Hills

Bayshore

Richmond

Sunset

Islands

South Bay

East Bay

North Bay

Total

Daily Work Trips

4.47

0.14

0.34

1.61

0.06

0.00

0.00

0.14

0.00

0.20

0.00

0.00

Daily Non-Work Trips

4.70

0.44

21.20

12.72

17.80

7.09

2.07

26.63

0.00

22.49

1.93

Daily Work Trips

0.39

0.00

0.02

0.05

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.41

0.04

1.76

0.99

0.89

0.35

0.11

2.05

0.00

1.75

0.04

Taxi / TNC Vehicle
Trips*
Daily Non-Work Trips

SubTotal
Percent
In and Out Total
Percent
AVO

22.02

22%

44.14
3%

35.27
7%

6%

13%

31.51
4%

5%

23%

0%

9%

8%

0%

100%

872.19
100%
1.548

31.00
12%

5.85
2%

17.38
7%

19.42
7%

35.53
13%

10.62
4%

Downtown /
NorthBeach

SoMa

Marina/ Western Market

Mission/
Potrero

Outer
Mission/ Hills

Bayshore

6.96

15.48

4.18

3.04

3.10

0.46

3.13

0.74

117.81

13.70

0.50

15.33

18.74

41.57

0.00

0.48

1.26

0.37

0.26

0.21

0.03

0.01

8.39

1.19

0.03

1.25

1.55

3.32

2.56
1%

74.79
28%

0.82
0%

42.74
16%

23.75
9%

1.02
0%

265.48
100%

Richmond

Sunset

Islands

South Bay

East Bay

North
Bay

Total

0.00

10.55

0.51

18.80

14.59

0.00

73.83

7.32

2.40

76.35

0.00

11.86

0.93

1.23

189.94

0.26

0.00

0.92

0.04

1.59

1.28

0.00

6.22

0.63

0.13

6.23

0.00

0.77

0.02

0.07

15.18

Summary of Trip Distribution for Developer's Proposed Option in PM Peak Period - w/o Daycare
Outbound
Mode

Auto Person Trips

Taxi / TNC Person
Trips
Daily Non-Work Trips
Transit Person Trips

Auto VehicleTrips*

Daily Work Trips

6.51

0.00

0.00

4.90

0.00

0.09

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

11.49

46.25

6.18

5.95

0.05

0.92

4.59

15.86

0.92

0.00

0.57

13.00

0.00

94.29

Daily Non-Work Trips

2.91

5.06

1.93

3.46

5.64

0.00

0.00

0.06

0.00

0.65

0.63

0.00

20.35

14.41

3.21

3.66

0.23

11.51

0.00

2.57

3.83

0.00

5.40

2.11

0.00

46.93

Daily Work Trips

4.47

0.14

0.17

1.61

0.03

0.00

0.00

0.14

0.00

0.12

0.00

0.00

6.69

14.63

3.19

2.93

3.10

0.26

3.13

0.00

10.55

0.51

18.75

14.59

0.00

71.63

Daily Non-Work Trips

3.34

0.44

18.57

10.86

12.23

3.94

1.60

14.55

0.00

11.84

0.87

0.45

78.68

4.63

0.42

7.76

9.08

21.77

3.39

1.81

35.02

0.00

8.71

0.27

0.74

93.59
3.72

Daily Work Trips

Taxi / TNC Vehicle
Trips*
Daily Non-Work Trips

Total
In and Out Total
Percent
AVO

Inbound

0.23

0.00

0.01

0.03

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.29

0.75

0.22

0.16

0.12

0.02

0.16

0.00

0.55

0.03

0.95

0.77

0.00

0.25

0.02

1.05

0.59

0.53

0.21

0.07

1.23

0.00

1.05

0.02

0.01

5.03

0.71

0.02

0.75

0.93

1.99

0.38

0.08

3.73

0.00

0.46

0.01

0.04

9.09

8.29
9%
29.01
11%

0.61
1%
4.46
2%

19.81
22%
31.40
12%

13.09
14%
26.32
10%

12.79
14%
36.83
14%

4.14
5%
11.20
4%

1.66
2%
3.55
1%

15.91
18%
65.76
24%

0.00
0%
0.54
0%

13.02
14%
41.89
16%

0.89
1%
16.51
6%

0.46
1%
1.24
0%

90.68

20.73
12%

3.85
2%

11.59
7%

13.23
7%

24.04
14%

7.05
4%

1.89
1%

49.85
28%

0.54
0%

28.87
16%

15.63
9%

0.78
0%

178.04
100%

268.72
100%
1.559

Summary of Trip Distribution for Developer's Proposed Option in PM Peak Period - With Daycare
Outbound

Downtown / NorthBeach

SoMa

Daily Work Trips

4.74

0.15

0.36

1.71

0.07

Daily Non-Work Trips

4.98

0.47

22.48

13.48

18.87

7.51

2.20

28.23

0.00

23.84

2.04

0.79

124.88

14.52

0.53

16.25

19.87

44.07

7.76

2.54

80.94

0.00

12.57

0.98

1.31

Daily Work Trips

0.42

0.00

0.02

0.06

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.51

1.34

0.39

0.28

0.22

0.03

0.28

0.00

0.97

0.05

1.68

1.36

0.00

6.59

0.44

0.04

1.86

1.05

0.94

0.37

0.12

2.17

0.00

1.86

0.04

0.01

8.90

1.26

0.04

1.32

1.64

3.52

0.67

0.14

6.60

0.00

0.82

0.02

0.08

16.09

Mode

Auto Person Trips

Taxi / TNC Person
Trips
Daily Non-Work Trips
Transit Person Trips

Auto VehicleTrips*

In and Out Total
Percent
AVO

Mission/
Potrero

Outer
Mission/
Hills

Bayshore

Richmond

Sunset

Islands

South Bay

East Bay

North Bay

0.00

0.00

0.15

0.00

0.21

0.00

0.00

Total

Downtown /
NorthBeach

SoMa

7.38

16.41

4.43

Marina/ Western Market

Mission/
Potrero

Outer
Mission/ Hills

Bayshore

Richmond

Sunset

Islands

South Bay

East Bay

North
Bay

Total

3.23

3.29

0.48

3.32

0.00

11.18

0.54

19.93

15.46

0.00

78.26
201.33

Daily Work Trips

6.90

0.00

0.00

5.19

0.00

0.09

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

12.18

49.02

6.55

6.30

0.06

0.98

4.87

16.81

0.98

0.00

0.60

13.78

0.00

99.95

Daily Non-Work Trips

3.09

5.37

2.04

3.67

5.98

0.00

0.00

0.06

0.00

0.69

0.67

0.00

21.57

15.27

3.40

3.88

0.24

12.20

0.00

2.73

4.05

0.00

5.73

2.24

0.00

49.75

Daily Work Trips

4.74

0.15

0.18

1.71

0.03

0.00

0.00

0.15

0.00

0.13

0.00

0.00

7.09

15.51

3.38

3.10

3.29

0.28

3.32

0.00

11.18

0.54

19.88

15.46

0.00

75.93

Daily Non-Work Trips

3.54

0.47

19.69

11.51

12.97

4.17

1.69

15.42

0.00

12.55

0.92

0.48

83.40

4.91

0.45

8.23

9.62

23.08

3.59

1.92

37.12

0.00

9.23

0.28

0.78

99.21

Daily Work Trips

0.25

0.00

0.01

0.03

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.30

0.80

0.23

0.17

0.13

0.02

0.17

0.00

0.58

0.03

1.01

0.81

0.00

3.95

0.26

0.02

1.11

0.63

0.56

0.22

0.07

1.30

0.00

1.11

0.02

0.01

5.33

0.75

0.02

0.79

0.98

2.11

0.40

0.08

3.95

0.00

0.49

0.01

0.05

9.64

20.56
12%
118.38
19%

6.03
3%
21.36
3%

26.77
15%
58.03
9%

25.15
14%
50.46
8%

25.86
15%
87.14
14%

7.97
5%
24.87
4%

2.32
1%
24.54
4%

30.62
17%
135.34
22%

0.00
0%
0.59
0%

26.60
15%
67.93
25%

2.75
2%
36.59
14%

0.80
0%
2.18
1%

175.42

97.82
22%

15.33
3%

31.26
7%

25.31
6%

61.28
14%

16.89
4%

22.23
5%

104.72
23%

0.59
0%

41.33
9%

33.84
7%

1.38
0%

451.98

Taxi / TNC Vehicle
Trips*
Daily Non-Work Trips

Total

Inbound

Marina/
Western
Market

627.39
1.559

Attachment 5
SFMTA Transit Delay Analysis
Memorandum

1

TCRP Report 118- Bus Rapid Transit Practitioner’s Guide (2007), Page 3-19:
http://onlinepubs.trb.org/onlinepubs/tcrp/tcrp_rpt_118.pdf
Transit Capacity and Quality of Service Manual, 3rd Edition (2013), Page 5-97
http://www.trb.org/Main/Blurbs/169437.aspx





From:
To:
Cc:
Subject:
Date:

Steve Marzo
Major, Erica (BOS); Peskin, Aaron (BOS); Safai, Ahsha (BOS)
Yee, Norman (BOS); Low, Jen (BOS)
Balboa Reservoir Project Case #s: 200423 (Development Agreement) and 200740 (Purchase and Sale
Agreement)
Saturday, July 18, 2020 10:43:36 PM

This message is from outside the City email system. Do not open links or attachments from untrusted
sources.

To:
City and County of San Francisco Board of Supervisors Land Use and Transportation
Committee
Re:

Balboa Reservoir Project Case #s: 200422 (SUD) and 200635 (General Plan)

Sent via e-mail to:
Assistant Clerk at Erica.Major@sfgov.org
Committee Chair at aaron.peskin@sfgov.org and Vice-Chair at ahsha.safai@sfgov.org
Board Chair at norman.yee@sfgov.org and jen.low@sfgov.org
Dear Supervisors Peskin, Safai, and Preston:
My name is Steve Marzo and I live in the Ingleside neighborhood. I have been participating in the
community planning process for the Balboa Reservoir and am writing in support of the development
proposal being reviewed by the Land Use Committee on July 27, 2020.
Affordable Housing and Family Friendly Amenities
Given our City’s dire housing crisis and the lack of affordable housing, I support the City’s efforts to
provide new housing opportunities for San Franciscans, especially when the new homes are built in
places with good transportation access and existing services. The best combination would be new
affordable housing for families located near family-friendly amenities, like playgrounds, parks, and
child care centers.
The Reservoir Partners development proposal of 1,100 homes includes 550 affordable homes for
people earning between 30% and 120% area median income (AMI). These affordable rental homes
sized for working families will be built by San Francisco-based non-profits BRIDGE Housing and
Mission Housing, along with a handful of for-sale affordable homes built by Habitat For Humanity.
One of these rental buildings with approximately 150 apartments will offer prioritized housing for
City College educators and staff earning between 80%-120% AMI with a secondary preference for SF
Unified School District educators and staff. As with the market-rate apartments being built
concurrently, all of these households will have access to the new neighborhood park, dog play areas,
and the on-site child-care center that create a strong family friendly environment for future
residents and all existing neighbors.
The new Reservoir Child Care Center, located at the Brighton Paseo entrance to the Reservoir from
Ocean Avenue, will offer 100 spaces for children living either in the new Reservoir homes and from
the surrounding neighborhoods. Importantly, up to half of the childcare spaces will be offered at
subsidized rates for low-income families. The design of the outdoor space dedicated as part of the
child care center and the easy drop-off and pick-up access within the Reservoir and from the
adjacent neighborhoods make the new childcare center a very valuable addition to the
neighborhood.
The new Reservoir Community Park, located at the heart of the Balboa Reservoir, includes 2 acres

of programmed areas and open space plantings all connected via nicely landscaped pathways to the
other smaller open spaces throughout the Reservoir. The park includes active playground and grassy
areas for children’s play along with a gazebo and benches for more passive relaxation. California
native plants and other non-water intensive vegetation will be chosen for the larger natural planted
areas and as borders for the pathways throughout the property. Multiple dog play areas will be
available at different locations on the Reservoir for easy access to the existing neighbors from
Sunnyside, Ingleside and Westwood Park along with the new residents.
Transit/Car Alternatives
Living in San Francisco, we have an opportunity to reduce our reliance on automobiles in order to
reduce greenhouse gas emissions, slow global warming, and reduce automobile congestion in our
neighborhoods. This can only be done by encouraging residents to use car-alternatives for getting
around our City, whether by walking, biking, and using public transit and minimizing private auto
trips. The Reservoir Partners development proposal of 1,100 homes is designed to provide new
residents access to modes of transportation that will reduce residents’ reliance on cars. The
multiple direct pedestrian connections to Ocean Avenue and transit, the new protected bike lanes,
bike share docking stations, and bicycle parking all allow people to get around the neighborhood
without a car. Car share parking pods and memberships will provide residents with auto options,
but along with the unbundled parking associated with the apartments, will help decrease car
ownership rates.
In terms of neighborhood transit improvements, the Reservoir development’s lengthy planning
process and the development’s contribution of approximately $10mil for Transportation
Sustainability Fees is spurring improvements along Ocean Avenue planned by SFMTA, the Planning
Department, and CCSF. As described in their 4/27/20 Community Advisory Committee presentation,
SFMTA is proposing to improve the safety and usability of the Geneva/Ocean Avenue intersection as
well as west along Ocean Avenue and to reduce delays along the K, 43, and 29 MUNI lines. CCSF is
working with the City to significantly increase the width of the sidewalk along the campus frontage
from Frida Kahlo Way east towards the BART and MUNI stations. All of these improvements, and
more, will help support the City’s Vision Zero plan for Ocean Avenue, making it safer for Ocean
Avenue’s pedestrians, transit riders, and car drivers, neighbors and shoppers alike.
Small business and Commercial support
The Reservoir Partners development proposal of 1,100 homes literally at Ocean Avenue’s doorstep
has been designed to connect the new residents to retail and services along Ocean Avenue without
creating commercial space that would be in competition with the small businesses along Ocean
Avenue. In fact, the development has been designed to specially complement the existing and
future Ocean Avenue businesses. The walking paths designed along Lee, Brighton, and the Ingleside
Library will connect Reservoir residents directly to Ocean Avenue while also enabling neighbors,
employees and pedestrians easy access from Ocean Avenue to the Reservoir’s new neighborhood
park, dog walking areas, and other open spaces located directly behind Whole Foods. During this
time of sheltering-in-place, business stress and future economic uncertainty, the Balboa Reservoir
development provides the support of thousands of new customers living in the 1,100 new homes
that will be vital to stabilizing all of the small businesses along Ocean Avenue and helping the
neighborhood thrive long into the future.
Sincerely,
Steve Marzo
Ingleside Resident

From:
To:
Subject:
Date:

esleve@yahoo.com
Major, Erica (BOS)
Oppose the Balboa Reservoir Project: No to Corporate Welfare – Yes to CCSF
Sunday, July 19, 2020 11:34:09 AM

This message is from outside the City email system. Do not open links or attachments from untrusted
sources.

I am writing to ask you to oppose the Balboa Reservoir Project which you will soon be
voting on.
The City is about to sell the Balboa Reservoir, which is public land, to a corporate
housing developer whose CEO makes $10M/year. The developer claims that by
building 550 market rate units it will be able to subsidize an additional 550
affordable, or below market rate units. In reality, it is mainly city and state funds that
will subsidize the affordable units.
The housing crisis in San Francisco is an affordable housing crisis. This Project, built
on public land, should be a 100% truly affordable development.
Even worse, the City is selling the land at a deep discount to this private developer,
subsidizing a wealthy corporation with tax payer’s dollars. It’s a sweetheart deal,
corporate welfare at its worst and should not be tolerated.
An additional concern is that by building separate market rate and affordable units,
the Project results in a development that creates de facto segregation. This is
inconsistent with San Francisco’s inclusionary housing policy, which mandates that
affordable and market rate units should all be under the same roof, creating a diverse
housing community. In addition the open space will be controlled by members of the
Home Owners Association who are mainly the owners of market rate, not affordable,
units.  
This project will also cause irreparable harm to City College of San Francisco. The
Balboa Reservoir land has been used by CCSF for decades. Currently it provides
commuter students, staff, and faculty access to CCSF with essential parking. Loss of
this parking, without first ensuring other viable transportation options, will make it
difficult, if not impossible, for many of the low income students and students of color
to access the campus and get the education and professional training they need.
This is a city-wide issue. We need a City government that fights for housing justice
and education.
Please oppose this project. Say No to Corporate Welfare – Yes to CCSF.
Sincerely,
Eve
San Francisco Balboa reservoir area resident and voter

Talking points
The Balboa Reservoir Project is unacceptable for many reasons:
It allows the sale of San Francisco’s largest pieces of public land to a private, forprofit developer for market-rate housing. This public land that should be used
only for 100% affordable housing;
It sells this public land to the for-profit developer at a deep discount, thereby
subsidizing and enriching a corporation with tax-payer’s dollars;
It creates a development that segregates wealthy residents from those living in
lower-income, affordable housing;
It causes significant impacts on transportation, noise, and air quality that
cannot be mitigated;
It gentrifies one of the last affordable neighborhoods in San Francisco;
It failed to adequately consider the impacts of the project on City College of San
Francisco;
It eliminates hundreds of parking spaces at CCSF that students rely on to access
the school, making it impossible for many CCSF students to attend classes;
It fails to improve public transit students need to easily get to school, especially
since parking will be significantly reduced;
It will disproportionately impact low income students and students of color, the
majority of CCSF’s student body, who are squeezing in classes between family
and job obligations, and need to drive to school;
It creates an over-sized, dense housing development right across the street from
CCSF and adjoining a neighborhood of single-family homes. It is out of scale
with the surrounding community, and shoehorns thousands of people into a few
acres of land with very little open space.
It disregards the overwhelming support for Prop A ($845 M Bond for CCSF),
shows SF voters desire the development and expansion of CCSF. The Balboa
Reservoir is critical for CCSF’s growth. Privatizing this land it contradicts and
undermines the public interest.

From:
To:
Subject:
Date:

Brendan D
Major, Erica (BOS)
Balboa Reservoir Project Case #s: 200422 (SUD), 200635 (General Plan), 200423 (Development Agreement) and
200740 (Purchase and Sale Agreement)
Monday, July 20, 2020 7:28:26 AM

This message is from outside the City email system. Do not open links or attachments from untrusted sources.

Erica Major,
My name is Brendan D and I live in the West Portal neighborhood. I have been participating in
the community planning process for the Balboa Reservoir and am writing in support of the
development proposal being reviewed by the Land Use Committee and on July 27, 2020 and
Budget and Finance Committee on July 29, 2020.
Given our City’s dire housing crisis and the lack of affordable housing, I support the City’s
efforts to provide new housing opportunities for San Franciscans, especially when the new
homes are built in places with good transportation access and existing services. The best
combination would be new affordable housing for families located near family-friendly
amenities, like playgrounds, parks, and child care centers.
The Reservoir Partners development proposal of 1,100 homes includes 550 affordable homes
for people earning between 30% and 120% area median income (AMI). These affordable
rental homes sized for working families will be built by San Francisco-based non-profits
BRIDGE Housing and Mission Housing, along with a handful of for-sale affordable homes built
by Habitat For Humanity. One of these rental buildings with approximately 150 apartments will
offer prioritized housing for City College educators and staff earning between 80%-120% AMI
with a secondary preference for SF Unified School District educators and staff. As with the
market-rate apartments being built concurrently, all of these households will have access to
the new neighborhood park, dog play areas, and the on-site child-care center that create a
strong family friendly environment for future residents and all existing neighbors. Please
support this project.
Brendan D
bwendan@gmail.com
2430 16th Ave
San Francisco, California 94116

From:
To:
Subject:
Date:

Marty Cerles Jr
Major, Erica (BOS)
Balboa Reservoir Project Case #s: 200422 (SUD), 200635 (General Plan), 200423 (Development Agreement) and
200740 (Purchase and Sale Agreement)
Monday, July 20, 2020 7:42:01 AM

This message is from outside the City email system. Do not open links or attachments from untrusted sources.

Erica Major,
My name is Marty Cerles and I live in the Lower Pac Heights neighborhood. I have been
participating in the community planning process for the Balboa Reservoir and am writing in
support of the development proposal being reviewed by the Land Use Committee and on July
27, 2020 and Budget and Finance Committee on July 29, 2020.
Living in San Francisco, we have an opportunity to reduce our reliance on automobiles in
order to reduce greenhouse gas emissions, slow global warming, and reduce automobile
congestion in our neighborhoods. This can only be done by encouraging residents to use caralternatives for getting around our City, whether by walking, biking, and using public transit
and minimizing private auto trips. The Reservoir Partners development proposal of 1,100
homes is designed to provide new residents access to modes of transportation that will reduce
residents’ reliance on cars. The multiple direct pedestrian connections to Ocean Avenue and
transit, the new protected bike lanes, bike share docking stations, and bicycle parking all allow
people to get around the neighborhood without a car. Car share parking pods and
memberships will provide residents with auto options, but along with the unbundled parking
associated with the apartments, will help decrease car ownership rates.
In terms of neighborhood transit improvements, the Reservoir development’s lengthy planning
process and the development’s contribution of approximately $10mil for Transportation
Sustainability Fees is spurring improvements along Ocean Avenue planned by SFMTA, the
Planning Department, and CCSF. As described in their 4/27/20 Community Advisory
Committee presentation, SFMTA is proposing to improve the safety and usability of the
Geneva/Ocean Avenue intersection as well as west along Ocean Avenue and to reduce
delays along the K, 43, and 29 MUNI lines. CCSF is working with the City to significantly
increase the width of the sidewalk along the campus frontage from Frida Kahlo Way east
towards the BART and MUNI stations. All of these improvements, and more, will help support
the City’s Vision Zero plan for Ocean Avenue, making it safer for Ocean Avenue’s pedestrians,
transit riders, and car drivers, neighbors and shoppers alike. Please support this project.
Marty Cerles Jr
martycerles@gmail.com
2890 California St
San Francisco, California 94115

From:
To:
Subject:
Date:

Serena McNair
Major, Erica (BOS)
Balboa Reservoir Project Case #s: 200422 (SUD), 200635 (General Plan), 200423 (Development Agreement) and
200740 (Purchase and Sale Agreement)
Monday, July 20, 2020 7:44:03 AM

This message is from outside the City email system. Do not open links or attachments from untrusted sources.

Erica Major,
My name is Serena McNair and I live in Parkmerced. I have been participating in the
community planning process for the Balboa Reservoir and am writing in support of the
development proposal being reviewed by the Land Use Committee and on July 27, 2020 and
Budget and Finance Committee on July 29, 2020.
Living in San Francisco, we have an opportunity to reduce our reliance on automobiles in
order to reduce greenhouse gas emissions, slow global warming, and reduce automobile
congestion in our neighborhoods. This can only be done by encouraging residents to use caralternatives for getting around our City, whether by walking, biking, and using public transit
and minimizing private auto trips. The Reservoir Partners development proposal of 1,100
homes is designed to provide new residents access to modes of transportation that will reduce
residents’ reliance on cars. The multiple direct pedestrian connections to Ocean Avenue and
transit, the new protected bike lanes, bike share docking stations, and bicycle parking all allow
people to get around the neighborhood without a car. Car share parking pods and
memberships will provide residents with auto options, but along with the unbundled parking
associated with the apartments, will help decrease car ownership rates.
In terms of neighborhood transit improvements, the Reservoir development’s lengthy planning
process and the development’s contribution of approximately $10mil for Transportation
Sustainability Fees is spurring improvements along Ocean Avenue planned by SFMTA, the
Planning Department, and CCSF. As described in their 4/27/20 Community Advisory
Committee presentation, SFMTA is proposing to improve the safety and usability of the
Geneva/Ocean Avenue intersection as well as west along Ocean Avenue and to reduce
delays along the K, 43, and 29 MUNI lines. CCSF is working with the City to significantly
increase the width of the sidewalk along the campus frontage from Frida Kahlo Way east
towards the BART and MUNI stations. All of these improvements, and more, will help support
the City’s Vision Zero plan for Ocean Avenue, making it safer for Ocean Avenue’s pedestrians,
transit riders, and car drivers, neighbors and shoppers alike. Please support this project.
Serena McNair
ravenxwriter@gmail.com
94132
San Francisco, California 94132

From:
To:
Subject:
Date:

Sarah Boudreau
Major, Erica (BOS)
Balboa Reservoir Project Case #s: 200422 (SUD), 200635 (General Plan), 200423 (Development Agreement) and
200740 (Purchase and Sale Agreement)
Monday, July 20, 2020 7:44:41 AM

This message is from outside the City email system. Do not open links or attachments from untrusted sources.

Erica Major,
My name is Sarah and I live in Cow Hollow. I have been participating in the community
planning process for the Balboa Reservoir and am writing in support of the development
proposal being reviewed by the Land Use Committee and on July 27, 2020 and Budget and
Finance Committee on July 29, 2020.
The Reservoir Partners development proposal of 1,100 homes literally at Ocean Avenue’s
doorstep has been designed to connect the new residents to retail and services along Ocean
Avenue without creating commercial space that would be in competition with the small
businesses along Ocean Avenue. In fact, the development has been designed to specially
complement the existing and future Ocean Avenue businesses. The walking paths designed
along Lee, Brighton, and the Ingleside Library will connect Reservoir residents directly to
Ocean Avenue while also enabling neighbors, employees and pedestrians easy access from
Ocean Avenue to the Reservoir’s new neighborhood park, dog walking areas, and other open
spaces located directly behind Whole Foods. During this time of sheltering-in-place, business
stress and future economic uncertainty, the Balboa Reservoir development provides the
support of thousands of new customers living in the 1,100 new homes that will be vital to
stabilizing all of the small businesses along Ocean Avenue and helping the neighborhood
thrive long into the future.
Please approve the project without delay so that our city can get going on building this
carefully-planned and much-needed housing.
Sarah Boudreau
boudreau.sarah.m@gmail.com
1520 Greenwich Street, Apartment 11
San Francisco, California 94123

From:
To:
Subject:
Date:

Renne Arias
Major, Erica (BOS)
Balboa Reservoir Project Case #s: 200422 (SUD), 200635 (General Plan), 200423 (Development Agreement) and
200740 (Purchase and Sale Agreement)
Monday, July 20, 2020 8:05:09 AM

This message is from outside the City email system. Do not open links or attachments from untrusted sources.

Erica Major,
My name is Renne Arias and I live in the Ingleside neighborhood. I have been participating in
the community planning process for the Balboa Reservoir and am writing in support of the
development proposal being reviewed by the Land Use Committee and on July 27, 2020 and
Budget and Finance Committee on July 29, 2020.
Given our City’s dire housing crisis and the lack of affordable housing, I support the City’s
efforts to provide new housing opportunities for San Franciscans, especially when the new
homes are built in places with good transportation access and existing services. The best
combination would be new affordable housing for families located near family-friendly
amenities, like playgrounds, parks, and child care centers.
The Reservoir Partners development proposal of 1,100 homes includes 550 affordable homes
for people earning between 30% and 120% area median income (AMI). These affordable
rental homes sized for working families will be built by San Francisco-based non-profits
BRIDGE Housing and Mission Housing, along with a handful of for-sale affordable homes built
by Habitat For Humanity. One of these rental buildings with approximately 150 apartments will
offer prioritized housing for City College educators and staff earning between 80%-120% AMI
with a secondary preference for SF Unified School District educators and staff. As with the
market-rate apartments being built concurrently, all of these households will have access to
the new neighborhood park, dog play areas, and the on-site child-care center that create a
strong family friendly environment for future residents and all existing neighbors. Please
support this project.
Renne Arias
rennearias@gmail.com
1770 San Jose Avenue, #8
San Francisco, California 94112

From:
To:
Subject:
Date:

Zack Subin
Major, Erica (BOS)
Balboa Reservoir Project Case #s: 200422 (SUD), 200635 (General Plan), 200423 (Development Agreement) and
200740 (Purchase and Sale Agreement)
Monday, July 20, 2020 8:15:57 AM

This message is from outside the City email system. Do not open links or attachments from untrusted sources.

Erica Major,
My name is Zack Subin and I live in the Ocean View neighborhood less than a mi uphill from
the site. I attended multiple of the community meetings for the Balboa Reservoir and am
writing in support of the development proposal being reviewed by the Land Use Committee
and on July 27, 2020 and Budget and Finance Committee on July 29, 2020.
This project brings much needed homes to the Westside, surrounded by a single family
neighborhood that is was formed based on exclusionary principles and has seen almost no
housing production even while other parts of the city experience change. The project goes
above and beyond the city's floor for inclusionary housing and provides 50% subsidized
affordable homes. Most importantly, it would convert a vast sea of asphalt into a village of
homes, green space, and integrated shopping and transit. Even though I already own my
home in Ocean View (thanks only to a generous gift from family), this will improve my
experience of the entire neighborhood by providing more walkability and bikability, and more
people on the street and keeping our small businesses alive.
Living in San Francisco, we have an opportunity to reduce our reliance on automobiles in
order to reduce greenhouse gas emissions, slow global warming, and reduce automobile
congestion in our neighborhoods. This can only be done by encouraging residents to use caralternatives for getting around our City, whether by walking, biking, and using public transit
and minimizing private auto trips. The Reservoir Partners development proposal of 1,100
homes is designed to provide new residents access to modes of transportation that will reduce
residents’ reliance on cars. The multiple direct pedestrian connections to Ocean Avenue and
transit, the new protected bike lanes, bike share docking stations, and bicycle parking all allow
people to get around the neighborhood without a car. Car share parking pods and
memberships will provide residents with auto options, but along with the unbundled parking
associated with the apartments, will help decrease car ownership rates.
In terms of neighborhood transit improvements, the Reservoir development’s lengthy planning
process and the development’s contribution of approximately $10mil for Transportation
Sustainability Fees is spurring improvements along Ocean Avenue planned by SFMTA, the
Planning Department, and CCSF. As described in their 4/27/20 Community Advisory
Committee presentation, SFMTA is proposing to improve the safety and usability of the
Geneva/Ocean Avenue intersection as well as west along Ocean Avenue and to reduce
delays along the K, 43, and 29 MUNI lines. CCSF is working with the City to significantly

increase the width of the sidewalk along the campus frontage from Frida Kahlo Way east
towards the BART and MUNI stations. All of these improvements, and more, will help support
the City’s Vision Zero plan for Ocean Avenue, making it safer for Ocean Avenue’s pedestrians,
transit riders, and car drivers, neighbors and shoppers alike. Please support this project.
Sincerely,
Zack Subin
Zack Subin
zack.subin@fastmail.fm
192 Caine Ave
San Francisco, California 94112

From:
To:
Subject:
Date:

Jacqueline Mauro
Major, Erica (BOS)
Balboa Reservoir Project Case #s: 200422 (SUD), 200635 (General Plan), 200423 (Development Agreement) and
200740 (Purchase and Sale Agreement)
Monday, July 20, 2020 8:17:26 AM

This message is from outside the City email system. Do not open links or attachments from untrusted sources.

Erica Major,
My name is Jackie Mauro and I live in Noe Valley. I have been participating in the community
planning process for the Balboa Reservoir and am writing in support of the development
proposal being reviewed by the Land Use Committee and on July 27, 2020 and Budget and
Finance Committee on July 29, 2020.
Given our City’s dire housing crisis and the lack of affordable housing, I support the City’s
efforts to provide new housing opportunities for San Franciscans, especially when the new
homes are built in places with good transportation access and existing services. This will also
shore up our tax base in the face of this terrible pandemic. The best combination would be
new affordable housing for families located near family-friendly amenities, like playgrounds,
parks, and child care centers.
The Reservoir Partners development proposal of 1,100 homes includes 550 affordable homes
for people earning between 30% and 120% area median income (AMI). These affordable
rental homes sized for working families will be built by San Francisco-based non-profits
BRIDGE Housing and Mission Housing, along with a handful of for-sale affordable homes built
by Habitat For Humanity. One of these rental buildings with approximately 150 apartments will
offer prioritized housing for City College educators and staff earning between 80%-120% AMI
with a secondary preference for SF Unified School District educators and staff. My sister was a
preschool special ed teacher and was driven from the city by lack of affordability--we need our
teachers! As with the market-rate apartments being built concurrently, all of these households
will have access to the new neighborhood park, dog play areas, and the on-site child-care
center that create a strong family friendly environment for future residents and all existing
neighbors. Please support this project.
Jacqueline Mauro
jacqueline.amauro@gmail.com
658 Duncan St
SAN FRANCISCO, California 94131

From:
To:
Subject:
Date:

Jaime Tanner
Major, Erica (BOS)
Balboa Reservoir Project Case #s: 200422 (SUD), 200635 (General Plan), 200423 (Development Agreement) and
200740 (Purchase and Sale Agreement)
Monday, July 20, 2020 8:25:17 AM

This message is from outside the City email system. Do not open links or attachments from untrusted sources.

Erica Major,
My name is Jaime tannerand I live in lower pac heights. I have been participating in the
community planning process for the Balboa Reservoir and am writing in support of the
development proposal being reviewed by the Land Use Committee and on July 27, 2020 and
Budget and Finance Committee on July 29, 2020.
Living in San Francisco, we have an opportunity to reduce our reliance on automobiles in
order to reduce greenhouse gas emissions, slow global warming, and reduce automobile
congestion in our neighborhoods. This can only be done by encouraging residents to use caralternatives for getting around our City, whether by walking, biking, and using public transit
and minimizing private auto trips. The Reservoir Partners development proposal of 1,100
homes is designed to provide new residents access to modes of transportation that will reduce
residents’ reliance on cars. The multiple direct pedestrian connections to Ocean Avenue and
transit, the new protected bike lanes, bike share docking stations, and bicycle parking all allow
people to get around the neighborhood without a car. Car share parking pods and
memberships will provide residents with auto options, but along with the unbundled parking
associated with the apartments, will help decrease car ownership rates.
In terms of neighborhood transit improvements, the Reservoir development’s lengthy planning
process and the development’s contribution of approximately $10mil for Transportation
Sustainability Fees is spurring improvements along Ocean Avenue planned by SFMTA, the
Planning Department, and CCSF. As described in their 4/27/20 Community Advisory
Committee presentation, SFMTA is proposing to improve the safety and usability of the
Geneva/Ocean Avenue intersection as well as west along Ocean Avenue and to reduce
delays along the K, 43, and 29 MUNI lines. CCSF is working with the City to significantly
increase the width of the sidewalk along the campus frontage from Frida Kahlo Way east
towards the BART and MUNI stations. All of these improvements, and more, will help support
the City’s Vision Zero plan for Ocean Avenue, making it safer for Ocean Avenue’s pedestrians,
transit riders, and car drivers, neighbors and shoppers alike. Please support this project.
Jaime Tanner
jaimeatanner@gmail.com
2664 Bush Street
San Fransisco, California 94115

From:
To:
Subject:
Date:

Jui-Yun Hsia
Major, Erica (BOS)
Balboa Reservoir Project Case #s: 200422 (SUD), 200635 (General Plan), 200423 (Development Agreement) and
200740 (Purchase and Sale Agreement)
Monday, July 20, 2020 8:28:29 AM

This message is from outside the City email system. Do not open links or attachments from untrusted sources.

Erica Major,
My name is Annie Hsia, and I am a long time resident of Bernal Heights. I am writing in
support of the development proposal for Balboa Reservoir being reviewed by the Land Use
Committee and on July 27, 2020 and Budget and Finance Committee on July 29, 2020.
Living in San Francisco, we have an opportunity to reduce our reliance on automobiles in
order to reduce greenhouse gas emissions, slow global warming, and reduce automobile
congestion in our neighborhoods. This can only be done by encouraging residents to use caralternatives for getting around our City, whether by walking, biking, and using public transit
and minimizing private auto trips. The Reservoir Partners development proposal of 1,100
homes is designed to provide new residents access to modes of transportation that will reduce
residents’ reliance on cars. The multiple direct pedestrian connections to Ocean Avenue and
transit, the new protected bike lanes, bike share docking stations, and bicycle parking all allow
people to get around the neighborhood without a car. Car share parking pods and
memberships will provide residents with auto options, but along with the unbundled parking
associated with the apartments, will help decrease car ownership rates.
In terms of neighborhood transit improvements, the Reservoir development’s lengthy planning
process and the development’s contribution of approximately $10mil for Transportation
Sustainability Fees is spurring improvements along Ocean Avenue planned by SFMTA, the
Planning Department, and CCSF. As described in their 4/27/20 Community Advisory
Committee presentation, SFMTA is proposing to improve the safety and usability of the
Geneva/Ocean Avenue intersection as well as west along Ocean Avenue and to reduce
delays along the K, 43, and 29 MUNI lines. CCSF is working with the City to significantly
increase the width of the sidewalk along the campus frontage from Frida Kahlo Way east
towards the BART and MUNI stations. All of these improvements, and more, will help support
the City’s Vision Zero plan for Ocean Avenue, making it safer for Ocean Avenue’s pedestrians,
transit riders, and car drivers, neighbors and shoppers alike. Please support this project.
Jui-Yun Hsia
ajhsia@gmail.com
30 Patton St
San Francisco, California 94110

From:
To:
Subject:
Date:

Robert Fruchtman
Major, Erica (BOS)
Balboa Reservoir Project Case #s: 200422 (SUD), 200635 (General Plan), 200423 (Development Agreement) and
200740 (Purchase and Sale Agreement)
Monday, July 20, 2020 8:36:47 AM

This message is from outside the City email system. Do not open links or attachments from untrusted sources.

Erica Major,
My name is Robert Fruchtman and I live in the Lower Haight neighborhood. I have been
participating in the community planning process for the Balboa Reservoir and am writing in
support of the development proposal being reviewed by the Land Use Committee and on July
27, 2020 and Budget and Finance Committee on July 29, 2020.
The Reservoir Partners development proposal of 1,100 homes literally at Ocean Avenue’s
doorstep has been designed to connect the new residents to retail and services along Ocean
Avenue without creating commercial space that would be in competition with the small
businesses along Ocean Avenue. In fact, the development has been designed to specially
complement the existing and future Ocean Avenue businesses. The walking paths designed
along Lee, Brighton, and the Ingleside Library will connect Reservoir residents directly to
Ocean Avenue while also enabling neighbors, employees and pedestrians easy access from
Ocean Avenue to the Reservoir’s new neighborhood park, dog walking areas, and other open
spaces located directly behind Whole Foods. During this time of sheltering-in-place, business
stress and future economic uncertainty, the Balboa Reservoir development provides the
support of thousands of new customers living in the 1,100 new homes that will be vital to
stabilizing all of the small businesses along Ocean Avenue and helping the neighborhood
thrive long into the future. Half of these homes will be available at prices below market rate,
which will especially stabilize the neighborhood. I urge you to support this comprehensive
proposal.
Robert Fruchtman
rfruchtose@gmail.com
616 Page St
San Francisco, California 94117

From:
To:
Subject:
Date:

Philip Crone
Major, Erica (BOS)
Balboa Reservoir Project Case #s: 200422 (SUD), 200635 (General Plan), 200423 (Development Agreement) and
200740 (Purchase and Sale Agreement)
Monday, July 20, 2020 9:18:10 AM

This message is from outside the City email system. Do not open links or attachments from untrusted sources.

Erica Major,
My name is Phil Crone, and I am an Ingleside resident. I am writing in support of the
development proposal being reviewed by the Land Use Committee and on July 27, 2020 and
Budget and Finance Committee on July 29, 2020.
The Reservoir Partners development proposal of 1,100 homes has been designed to connect
the new residents to retail and services along Ocean Avenue without creating commercial
space that would be in competition with the small businesses along Ocean Avenue. In fact, the
development has been designed to specially complement the existing and future Ocean
Avenue businesses. The walking paths designed along Lee, Brighton, and the Ingleside
Library will connect Reservoir residents directly to Ocean Avenue while also enabling
neighbors, employees and pedestrians easy access from Ocean Avenue to the Reservoir’s
new neighborhood park, dog walking areas, and other open spaces located directly behind
Whole Foods. During this time of sheltering-in-place, business stress and future economic
uncertainty, the Balboa Reservoir development provides the support of thousands of new
customers living in the 1,100 new homes that will be vital to stabilizing all of the small
businesses along Ocean Avenue and helping the neighborhood thrive long into the future.
Philip Crone
Philip.crone@gmail.com
100 De Montfort Avenue
San Francisco, California

From:
To:
Subject:
Date:

Galit Gontar
Major, Erica (BOS)
Balboa Reservoir Project Case #s: 200422 (SUD), 200635 (General Plan), 200423 (Development Agreement) and
200740 (Purchase and Sale Agreement)
Monday, July 20, 2020 9:21:21 AM

This message is from outside the City email system. Do not open links or attachments from untrusted sources.

Erica Major,
My name is Galit and I live in the Glen Park neighborhood. I have been participating in the
community planning process for the Balboa Reservoir and am writing in support of the
development proposal being reviewed by the Land Use Committee and on July 27, 2020 and
Budget and Finance Committee on July 29, 2020.
The Reservoir Partners development proposal of 1,100 homes literally at Ocean Avenue’s
doorstep has been designed to connect the new residents to retail and services along Ocean
Avenue without creating commercial space that would be in competition with the small
businesses along Ocean Avenue. In fact, the development has been designed to specially
complement the existing and future Ocean Avenue businesses. The walking paths designed
along Lee, Brighton, and the Ingleside Library will connect Reservoir residents directly to
Ocean Avenue while also enabling neighbors, employees and pedestrians easy access from
Ocean Avenue to the Reservoir’s new neighborhood park, dog walking areas, and other open
spaces located directly behind Whole Foods. During this time of sheltering-in-place, business
stress and future economic uncertainty, the Balboa Reservoir development provides the
support of thousands of new customers living in the 1,100 new homes that will be vital to
stabilizing all of the small businesses along Ocean Avenue and helping the neighborhood
thrive long into the future.
Galit Gontar
galit.gontar@gmail.com
124 Bemis St.
San Francisco, California 94131

From:
To:
Subject:
Date:

George Coleman
Major, Erica (BOS)
Balboa Reservoir Project Case #s: 200422 (SUD), 200635 (General Plan), 200423 (Development Agreement) and
200740 (Purchase and Sale Agreement)
Monday, July 20, 2020 10:10:52 AM

This message is from outside the City email system. Do not open links or attachments from untrusted sources.

Erica Major,
My name is ____George Coleman_______ and I live in the ___Glen ParkSt.________
neighborhood. I have been participating in the community planning process for the Balboa
Reservoir and am writing in support of the development proposal being reviewed by the Land
Use Committee and on July 27, 2020 and Budget and Finance Committee on July 29, 2020.
Given our City’s dire housing crisis and the lack of affordable housing, I support the City’s
efforts to provide new housing opportunities for San Franciscans, especially when the new
homes are built in places with good transportation access and existing services. The best
combination would be new affordable housing for families located near family-friendly
amenities, like playgrounds, parks, and child care centers.
The Reservoir Partners development proposal of 1,100 homes includes 550 affordable homes
for people earning between 30% and 120% area median income (AMI). These affordable
rental homes sized for working families will be built by San Francisco-based non-profits
BRIDGE Housing and Mission Housing, along with a handful of for-sale affordable homes built
by Habitat For Humanity. One of these rental buildings with approximately 150 apartments will
offer prioritized housing for City College educators and staff earning between 80%-120% AMI
with a secondary preference for SF Unified School District educators and staff. As with the
market-rate apartments being built concurrently, all of these households will have access to
the new neighborhood park, dog play areas, and the on-site child-care center that create a
strong family friendly environment for future residents and all existing neighbors. Please
support this project.
George Coleman
info@hartfordproperties.com
197 Laidley St.
San Francisco, California 94131

From:
To:
Subject:
Date:

Avishai Halev
Major, Erica (BOS)
Balboa Reservoir Project Case #s: 200422 (SUD), 200635 (General Plan), 200423 (Development Agreement) and
200740 (Purchase and Sale Agreement)
Monday, July 20, 2020 10:32:46 AM

This message is from outside the City email system. Do not open links or attachments from untrusted sources.

Erica Major,
My name is Avishai and I live in the Castro. I have been participating in the community
planning process for the Balboa Reservoir and am writing in support of the development
proposal being reviewed by the Land Use Committee and on July 27, 2020 and Budget and
Finance Committee on July 29, 2020.
The Reservoir Partners development proposal of 1,100 homes literally at Ocean Avenue’s
doorstep has been designed to connect the new residents to retail and services along Ocean
Avenue without creating commercial space that would be in competition with the small
businesses along Ocean Avenue. In fact, the development has been designed to specially
complement the existing and future Ocean Avenue businesses. The walking paths designed
along Lee, Brighton, and the Ingleside Library will connect Reservoir residents directly to
Ocean Avenue while also enabling neighbors, employees and pedestrians easy access from
Ocean Avenue to the Reservoir’s new neighborhood park, dog walking areas, and other open
spaces located directly behind Whole Foods. During this time of sheltering-in-place, business
stress and future economic uncertainty, the Balboa Reservoir development provides the
support of thousands of new customers living in the 1,100 new homes that will be vital to
stabilizing all of the small businesses along Ocean Avenue and helping the neighborhood
thrive long into the future.
Avishai Halev
avishaihalev@gmail.com
53 Collingwood St
San Francisco, California 94114

From:
To:
Subject:
Date:

Charles Whitfield
Major, Erica (BOS)
Balboa Reservoir Project Case #s: 200422 (SUD), 200635 (General Plan), 200423 (Development Agreement) and
200740 (Purchase and Sale Agreement)
Monday, July 20, 2020 10:44:35 AM

This message is from outside the City email system. Do not open links or attachments from untrusted sources.

Erica Major,
My name is ___________ and I live in the ___________ neighborhood. I have been
participating in the community planning process for the Balboa Reservoir and am writing in
support of the development proposal being reviewed by the Land Use Committee and on July
27, 2020 and Budget and Finance Committee on July 29, 2020.
Living in San Francisco, we have an opportunity to reduce our reliance on automobiles in
order to reduce greenhouse gas emissions, slow global warming, and reduce automobile
congestion in our neighborhoods. This can only be done by encouraging residents to use caralternatives for getting around our City, whether by walking, biking, and using public transit
and minimizing private auto trips. The Reservoir Partners development proposal of 1,100
homes is designed to provide new residents access to modes of transportation that will reduce
residents’ reliance on cars. The multiple direct pedestrian connections to Ocean Avenue and
transit, the new protected bike lanes, bike share docking stations, and bicycle parking all allow
people to get around the neighborhood without a car. Car share parking pods and
memberships will provide residents with auto options, but along with the unbundled parking
associated with the apartments, will help decrease car ownership rates.
In terms of neighborhood transit improvements, the Reservoir development’s lengthy planning
process and the development’s contribution of approximately $10mil for Transportation
Sustainability Fees is spurring improvements along Ocean Avenue planned by SFMTA, the
Planning Department, and CCSF. As described in their 4/27/20 Community Advisory
Committee presentation, SFMTA is proposing to improve the safety and usability of the
Geneva/Ocean Avenue intersection as well as west along Ocean Avenue and to reduce
delays along the K, 43, and 29 MUNI lines. CCSF is working with the City to significantly
increase the width of the sidewalk along the campus frontage from Frida Kahlo Way east
towards the BART and MUNI stations. All of these improvements, and more, will help support
the City’s Vision Zero plan for Ocean Avenue, making it safer for Ocean Avenue’s pedestrians,
transit riders, and car drivers, neighbors and shoppers alike. Please support this project.
Charles Whitfield
whitfield.cw@gmail.com
1 St Francis Place
San Francisco, California 94107

From:
To:
Subject:
Date:

leonard manuel
Major, Erica (BOS)
Balboa Reservoir Project Case #s: 200422 (SUD), 200635 (General Plan), 200423 (Development Agreement) and
200740 (Purchase and Sale Agreement)
Monday, July 20, 2020 11:39:59 AM

This message is from outside the City email system. Do not open links or attachments from untrusted sources.

Erica Major,
My name is Leonard and I currently live in the southeast Visitacion Valley Portola Little
Hollywood neighborhood, however previously I resided in the Balboa Park Ocean Avenue
Ingleside district. I have read about community planning process for the Balboa Reservoir and
am writing in support of the development proposal being reviewed by the Land Use Committee
and on July 27, 2020 and Budget and Finance Committee on July 29, 2020.
Living in San Francisco, we have an opportunity to reduce our reliance on automobiles in
order to reduce greenhouse gas emissions, slow global warming, and reduce automobile
congestion in our neighborhoods. This can only be done by encouraging residents to use caralternatives for getting around our City, whether by walking, biking, and using public transit
and minimizing private auto trips. The Reservoir Partners development proposal of 1,100
homes is designed to provide new residents access to modes of transportation that will reduce
residents’ reliance on cars. The multiple direct pedestrian connections to Ocean Avenue and
transit, the new protected bike lanes, bike share docking stations, and bicycle parking all allow
people to get around the neighborhood without a car. Car share parking pods and
memberships will provide residents with auto options, but along with the unbundled parking
associated with the apartments, will help decrease car ownership rates.
In terms of neighborhood transit improvements, the Reservoir development’s lengthy planning
process and the development’s contribution of approximately $10mil for Transportation
Sustainability Fees is spurring improvements along Ocean Avenue planned by SFMTA, the
Planning Department, and CCSF. As described in their 4/27/20 Community Advisory
Committee presentation, SFMTA is proposing to improve the safety and usability of the
Geneva/Ocean Avenue intersection as well as west along Ocean Avenue and to reduce
delays along the K, 43, and 29 MUNI lines. CCSF is working with the City to significantly
increase the width of the sidewalk along the campus frontage from Frida Kahlo Way east
towards the BART and MUNI stations. All of these improvements, and more, will help support
the City’s Vision Zero plan for Ocean Avenue, making it safer for Ocean Avenue’s pedestrians,
transit riders, and car drivers, neighbors and shoppers alike. Please support this project.
We urgently need more affordable housing units and options. Please consider demolishing
unused/underused buildings meant for religious gatherings/functions, and rather convert the
space into affordable housing for people. I have been living in various neighborhoods of SF
since 2006 and honestly, I would like to see this specific project be completed within my

lifetime (I am almost 39 years old). I say that because the pace of housing being built is *slow*.
Thank you for reading and your consideration.
Leonard
A concerned SF resident
leonard manuel
ldmanuel@yahoo.com
campbell
San Francisco, California

From:
To:
Subject:
Date:

Milo Trauss
Major, Erica (BOS)
Balboa Reservoir Project Case #s: 200422 (SUD), 200635 (General Plan), 200423 (Development Agreement) and
200740 (Purchase and Sale Agreement)
Monday, July 20, 2020 1:16:56 PM

This message is from outside the City email system. Do not open links or attachments from untrusted sources.

Erica Major,
Dear Supervisors,
More housing at the Balboa Reservoir site is imperative. The current proposal is much smaller
than what the city needs and deserves.
My name is Milo Trauss and I have been participating in the community planning process for
the Balboa Reservoir and am writing in support of the development proposal being reviewed
by the Land Use Committee and on July 27, 2020 and Budget and Finance Committee on July
29, 2020.
Living in San Francisco, we have an opportunity to reduce our reliance on automobiles in
order to reduce greenhouse gas emissions, slow global warming, and reduce automobile
congestion in our neighborhoods. This can only be done by encouraging residents to use caralternatives for getting around our City, whether by walking, biking, and using public transit
and minimizing private auto trips. The Reservoir Partners development proposal of 1,100
homes is designed to provide new residents access to modes of transportation that will reduce
residents’ reliance on cars. The multiple direct pedestrian connections to Ocean Avenue and
transit, the new protected bike lanes, bike share docking stations, and bicycle parking all allow
people to get around the neighborhood without a car. Car share parking pods and
memberships will provide residents with auto options, but along with the unbundled parking
associated with the apartments, will help decrease car ownership rates.
In terms of neighborhood transit improvements, the Reservoir development’s lengthy planning
process and the development’s contribution of approximately $10mil for Transportation
Sustainability Fees is spurring improvements along Ocean Avenue planned by SFMTA, the
Planning Department, and CCSF. As described in their 4/27/20 Community Advisory
Committee presentation, SFMTA is proposing to improve the safety and usability of the
Geneva/Ocean Avenue intersection as well as west along Ocean Avenue and to reduce
delays along the K, 43, and 29 MUNI lines. CCSF is working with the City to significantly
increase the width of the sidewalk along the campus frontage from Frida Kahlo Way east
towards the BART and MUNI stations. All of these improvements, and more, will help support
the City’s Vision Zero plan for Ocean Avenue, making it safer for Ocean Avenue’s pedestrians,
transit riders, and car drivers, neighbors and shoppers alike. Please support this project.

Milo Trauss
milotrauss@gmail.com
4035 26th St. Apt 1
San Francisco, California 94131

From:
To:
Subject:
Date:

Claire Kostohryz
Major, Erica (BOS)
Balboa Reservoir Project Case #s: 200422 (SUD), 200635 (General Plan), 200423 (Development Agreement) and
200740 (Purchase and Sale Agreement)
Monday, July 20, 2020 2:35:59 PM

This message is from outside the City email system. Do not open links or attachments from untrusted sources.

Erica Major,
My name is Claire Kostohryz and I live in the Bay Area. I have been participating in the
community planning process for the Balboa Reservoir and am writing in support of the
development proposal being reviewed by the Land Use Committee and on July 27, 2020 and
Budget and Finance Committee on July 29, 2020.
Living in they Bay, we have an opportunity to reduce our reliance on automobiles in order to
reduce greenhouse gas emissions, slow global warming, and reduce automobile congestion in
our neighborhoods. This can only be done by encouraging residents to use car-alternatives for
getting around our City, whether by walking, biking, and using public transit and minimizing
private auto trips. The Reservoir Partners development proposal of 1,100 homes is designed
to provide new residents access to modes of transportation that will reduce residents’ reliance
on cars. The multiple direct pedestrian connections to Ocean Avenue and transit, the new
protected bike lanes, bike share docking stations, and bicycle parking all allow people to get
around the neighborhood without a car. Car share parking pods and memberships will provide
residents with auto options, but along with the unbundled parking associated with the
apartments, will help decrease car ownership rates.
In terms of neighborhood transit improvements, the Reservoir development’s lengthy planning
process and the development’s contribution of approximately $10mil for Transportation
Sustainability Fees is spurring improvements along Ocean Avenue planned by SFMTA, the
Planning Department, and CCSF. As described in their 4/27/20 Community Advisory
Committee presentation, SFMTA is proposing to improve the safety and usability of the
Geneva/Ocean Avenue intersection as well as west along Ocean Avenue and to reduce
delays along the K, 43, and 29 MUNI lines. CCSF is working with the City to significantly
increase the width of the sidewalk along the campus frontage from Frida Kahlo Way east
towards the BART and MUNI stations. All of these improvements, and more, will help support
the City’s Vision Zero plan for Ocean Avenue, making it safer for Ocean Avenue’s pedestrians,
transit riders, and car drivers, neighbors and shoppers alike. Please support this project.
Claire Kostohryz
clkosto@gmail.com
4138 West Street
San Francisco , California 94608

From:
To:
Cc:
Subject:
Date:
Attachments:

Mary Harris
Major, Erica (BOS); Peskin, Aaron (BOS); Safai, Ahsha (BOS); Preston, Dean (BOS)
Yee, Norman (BOS); Low, Jen (BOS); Nora Collins; Sam Moss; Scott Falcone
Letter of Support for the Balboa Reservoir
Monday, July 20, 2020 4:41:47 PM
Balboa Reservoir- Board of Suppervisors Budget Committee Community Support letter template - Final (6).docx

This message is from outside the City email system. Do not open links or attachments from untrusted
sources.

Dear Land Use Committee Members,
Please see attached Letter of Support for the Balboa Reservoir Project from
OMI NIA.
Thank you for your time and attention, Mary C. Harris, President OMI NIA

From:
To:

Subject:
Date:

Jason Jungreis
Major, Erica (BOS); dgonzales@ccsf.edu; lmilloy@ccsf.edu; ivylee@ccsf.edu; swilliams; ttemprano@ccsf.edu;
davila; alexrandolph; jrizzo@ccsf.edu; tselby; studenttrustee@mail.ccsf.edu; Haney, Matt (BOS);
MandelmanStaff, [BOS]; Mar, Gordon (BOS); Peskin, Aaron (BOS); Preston, Dean (BOS); Fewer, Sandra (BOS);
Ronen, Hillary; Safai, Ahsha (BOS); Stefani, Catherine (BOS); Walton, Shamann (BOS); Yee, Norman (BOS);
Wong, Linda (BOS)
Please oppose the Balboa Reservoir Project: 1. it"s corporate welfare; 2. it"s damaging to CCSF; 3. It"s chasing
the wrong housing solution
Monday, July 20, 2020 5:19:03 PM

This message is from outside the City email system. Do not open links or attachments from untrusted
sources.

All,
I am writing to oppose the Balboa Reservoir Project which you will soon be voting on.
It is a bad deal, and a bad idea, and fundamentally the wrong solution. You need to
just do the work to make the correct solutions -- that are already in the pipeline! -happen sooner (or not, given Covid's demand suppression).
First, the City is about to sell the Balboa Reservoir, which is public land, to a
corporate housing developer whose CEO makes $10M/year. The developer claims
that by building 550 market rate units it will be able to subsidize an additional 550
affordable, or below market rate units, but in reality, it is mainly city and state funds
that will subsidize the affordable units.  Even worse, the City is selling the land at a
deep discount to this private developer. This is a subsidy for a wealthy corporation
with tax payer’s dollars. It’s a sweetheart deal, corporate welfare at its worst and
should not be tolerated.
Second, it's not the land in question is useless. Projections show the growth of City
College, and City College needs to plan its construction of better buildings for the
future. Moreover, it disregards the overwhelming support for Prop A ($845 M Bond
for CCSF), shows SF voters desire the development and expansion of CCSF, and
Balboa Reservoir is critical for CCSF’s growth.
Third, and mostly, the better arguments are these three issues:
1.  San Francisco has about 65,000 housing units approved for construction. This is
enough to house 130,000 new San Franciscans. And that is PLENTY for our natural
growth and our available infrastructure.
2. More housing in and of itself is a formula for terrible efficiency. Planned
communities are a formula for excellent efficiency. San Francisco's larger
development plans should be built, as they are logical, efficient, self-contained
planned communities, not a jumble.
3. The Board has done zippo, nada, nothing to promote the prompt development of
Hunter's Point, Lake Merced, Treasure Island, and the many other large-scale
developments that are in the pipeline for approved construction. This is a problem
the Board can and should address. It is NOT a problem of a need for yet-more
construction approvals -- it is a simple but classic problem of getting stuff done.

Please oppose this project. Say No to Corporate Welfare – Yes to CCSF. And get to
work on the real work of getting buildings built.
Sincerely,
Jason Jungreis
527 47th Avenue
San Francisco
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To:
Subject:
Date:

Julie Doupe
Major, Erica (BOS)
Balboa Reservoir Project Case #s: 200422 (SUD), 200635 (General Plan), 200423 (Development Agreement) and
200740 (Purchase and Sale Agreement)
Monday, July 20, 2020 7:55:04 PM
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Erica Major,
My name is Julie and I live in the Ingleside neighborhood. I have been participating in the
community planning process for the Balboa Reservoir and am writing in support of the
development proposal being reviewed by the Land Use Committee and on July 27, 2020 and
Budget and Finance Committee on July 29, 2020.
Given our City’s dire housing crisis and the lack of affordable housing, I support the City’s
efforts to provide new housing opportunities for San Franciscans, especially when the new
homes are built in places with good transportation access and existing services. The best
combination would be new affordable housing for families located near family-friendly
amenities, like playgrounds, parks, and child care centers. There currently is not good open
space or playgrounds near Ingleside, and this project would help with that tremendously.
The Reservoir Partners development proposal of 1,100 homes includes 550 affordable homes
for people earning between 30% and 120% area median income (AMI). These affordable
rental homes sized for working families will be built by San Francisco-based non-profits
BRIDGE Housing and Mission Housing, along with a handful of for-sale affordable homes built
by Habitat For Humanity. One of these rental buildings with approximately 150 apartments will
offer prioritized housing for City College educators and staff earning between 80%-120% AMI
with a secondary preference for SF Unified School District educators and staff. As with the
market-rate apartments being built concurrently, all of these households will have access to
the new neighborhood park, dog play areas, and the on-site child-care center that create a
strong family friendly environment for future residents and all existing neighbors. Please
support this project.
Julie Doupe
juliedoupe@gmail.com
1117 Ocean Avenue
San Francisco, California 94112
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Subject:
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Andrew Doupe
Major, Erica (BOS)
Balboa Reservoir Project Case #s: 200422 (SUD), 200635 (General Plan), 200423 (Development Agreement) and
200740 (Purchase and Sale Agreement)
Monday, July 20, 2020 7:56:38 PM
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Erica Major,
My name is Andrew and I live in the Ingleside neighborhood. I have been participating in the
community planning process for the Balboa Reservoir and am writing in support of the
development proposal being reviewed by the Land Use Committee and on July 27, 2020 and
Budget and Finance Committee on July 29, 2020.
The Reservoir Partners development proposal of 1,100 homes literally at Ocean Avenue’s
doorstep has been designed to connect the new residents to retail and services along Ocean
Avenue without creating commercial space that would be in competition with the small
businesses along Ocean Avenue. In fact, the development has been designed to specially
complement the existing and future Ocean Avenue businesses. The walking paths designed
along Lee, Brighton, and the Ingleside Library will connect Reservoir residents directly to
Ocean Avenue while also enabling neighbors, employees and pedestrians easy access from
Ocean Avenue to the Reservoir’s new neighborhood park, dog walking areas, and other open
spaces located directly behind Whole Foods. During this time of sheltering-in-place, business
stress and future economic uncertainty, the Balboa Reservoir development provides the
support of thousands of new customers living in the 1,100 new homes that will be vital to
stabilizing all of the small businesses along Ocean Avenue and helping the neighborhood
thrive long into the future.
Andrew Doupe
andrew.j.doupe@gmail.com
1117 Ocean Ave
San Francisco, California 94112
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John Sommerfield
Major, Erica (BOS)
Balboa Reservoir Project Case #s: 200422 (SUD), 200635 (General Plan), 200423 (Development Agreement) and
200740 (Purchase and Sale Agreement)
Monday, July 20, 2020 9:16:05 PM
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Erica Major,
My name is _______john Sommerfield ____ and I live in the ___ingleside____ neighborhood.
I have been participating in the community planning process for the Balboa Reservoir and am
writing in support of the development proposal being reviewed by the Land Use Committee
and on July 27, 2020 and Budget and Finance Committee on July 29, 2020.
Living in San Francisco, we have an opportunity to reduce our reliance on automobiles in
order to reduce greenhouse gas emissions, slow global warming, and reduce automobile
congestion in our neighborhoods. This can only be done by encouraging residents to use caralternatives for getting around our City, whether by walking, biking, and using public transit
and minimizing private auto trips. The Reservoir Partners development proposal of 1,100
homes is designed to provide new residents access to modes of transportation that will reduce
residents’ reliance on cars. The multiple direct pedestrian connections to Ocean Avenue and
transit, the new protected bike lanes, bike share docking stations, and bicycle parking all allow
people to get around the neighborhood without a car. Car share parking pods and
memberships will provide residents with auto options, but along with the unbundled parking
associated with the apartments, will help decrease car ownership rates.
In terms of neighborhood transit improvements, the Reservoir development’s lengthy planning
process and the development’s contribution of approximately $10mil for Transportation
Sustainability Fees is spurring improvements along Ocean Avenue planned by SFMTA, the
Planning Department, and CCSF. As described in their 4/27/20 Community Advisory
Committee presentation, SFMTA is proposing to improve the safety and usability of the
Geneva/Ocean Avenue intersection as well as west along Ocean Avenue and to reduce
delays along the K, 43, and 29 MUNI lines. CCSF is working with the City to significantly
increase the width of the sidewalk along the campus frontage from Frida Kahlo Way east
towards the BART and MUNI stations. All of these improvements, and more, will help support
the City’s Vision Zero plan for Ocean Avenue, making it safer for Ocean Avenue’s pedestrians,
transit riders, and car drivers, neighbors and shoppers alike. Please support this project.
John Sommerfield
john@sommerfield.com
152 Jules Ave
San Francisco , California 94112
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Krishnan Eswaran
Major, Erica (BOS)
Balboa Reservoir Project Case #s: 200422 (SUD), 200635 (General Plan), 200423 (Development Agreement) and
200740 (Purchase and Sale Agreement)
Monday, July 20, 2020 10:27:23 PM
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Erica Major,
My name is Krishnan Eswaran and I live in the Ingleside neighborhood, at Ocean and Lee. I
have been participating in the community planning process for the Balboa Reservoir and am
writing in support of the development proposal being reviewed by the Land Use Committee
and on July 27, 2020 and Budget and Finance Committee on July 29, 2020.
The Reservoir Partners development proposal of 1,100 homes literally at Ocean Avenue’s
doorstep has been designed to connect the new residents to retail and services along Ocean
Avenue without creating commercial space that would be in competition with the small
businesses along Ocean Avenue. In fact, the development has been designed to specially
complement the existing and future Ocean Avenue businesses. The walking paths designed
along Lee, Brighton, and the Ingleside Library will connect Reservoir residents directly to
Ocean Avenue while also enabling neighbors, employees and pedestrians easy access from
Ocean Avenue to the Reservoir’s new neighborhood park, dog walking areas, and other open
spaces located directly behind Whole Foods. During this time of sheltering-in-place, business
stress and future economic uncertainty, the Balboa Reservoir development provides the
support of thousands of new customers living in the 1,100 new homes that will be vital to
stabilizing all of the small businesses along Ocean Avenue and helping the neighborhood
thrive long into the future.
Krishnan Eswaran
krish.eswaran@gmail.com
1117 Ocean Avenue, Unit 308
San Francisco, California 94112
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To:
Cc:
Subject:
Date:

Christopher Pederson
Peskin, Aaron (BOS); PrestonStaff (BOS); Safai, Ahsha (BOS); Major, Erica (BOS)
Yee, Norman (BOS); Low, Jen (BOS)
Approve Housing at Balboa Reservoir - Case Nos. 200422 and 200635
Tuesday, July 21, 2020 11:14:45 AM

This message is from outside the City email system. Do not open links or attachments from untrusted
sources.

Dear Chair Peskin and Supervisors Preston and Safai:
Given the urgency of the affordable housing crisis and the climate crisis, I urge you to approve
the Balboa Reservoir general plan amendments and special use district ordinance to allow the
maximum amount of housing evaluated in the EIR, but to amend them to eliminate or shrink
the proposed public parking garage.
Maximize the Amount of Affordable Housing
Given the site’s location close to the Balboa Park BART station and multiple Muni routes, its
adjacency to City College, and its proximity to the Ocean Avenue neighborhood commercial
district, it is an ideal location for genuinely transit- and pedestrian-oriented housing. The
severity of the City’s affordable housing crisis and the magnitude of the earth’s climate crisis
mandate that the City maximize the amount of housing, especially affordable housing, on the
site and minimize automobile commuting to the area. As the EIR’s Response to Comments
acknowledges, including more housing in the project would result in lower per capita driving
and greenhouse gas emissions. (RTC pg. 4.F-22.)
The Additional Housing Option evaluated in the EIR allows the City to approve a total of
1550 residences on the site, 775 of which would be below-market rate units. The developer’s
proposal to build only 1100 units (including 550 affordable units) on the site would fail to
achieve the project’s full potential. The Board should treat the developer’s proposal as the
absolute minimum amount of housing appropriate for the site. Indeed, any significant
reduction in the number of units below the developer’s proposal is likely to render the entire
project infeasible, depriving the City of sorely needed affordable housing. (See Economic
Planning Systems, Memorandum: Financial Feasibility of Balboa Reservoir Project
Alternative B, May 12, 2020.)
Because the site is located on an under-used surface parking lot with large institutional uses on
two sides, recently built market-rate apartment buildings (including a Whole Foods) on the
third side, and the affluent Westwood Park neighborhood on the fourth, the market-rate
component of the project does not raise the kinds of concerns about gentrification and
displacement that market-rate projects in lower-income neighborhoods can raise. Indeed, to
deny or reduce the housing included in the project would exacerbate housing costs in other
parts of the City, thereby increasing risks of displacement and gentrification in low-income
neighborhoods.
Some argue that the project should be one hundred percent affordable, but the proposed
mixed-income project complies with the affordability goals and requirements of both
Proposition Ks from 2014 and 2015. To require the project to be one hundred percent
affordable would drain the City’s affordable housing resources and would almost certainly

result in a substantially smaller project.
Minimize Automobile Commuting by Eliminating Public Parking Garage
Consistent with the EIR’s Additional Housing Option, the Board should eliminate the
proposed public parking garage. Constructing a new public parking garage is irreconcilable
with the City’s Climate Action Strategy for 80% of all trips to be by sustainable modes by the
year 2030. As the EIR’s Response to Comments admits, providing additional parking
encourages more automobile commuting and undermines the effectiveness of TDM programs.
(RTC pp. 4.C-62-63, 4.H.63-64.) Given that the Balboa Reservoir site currently functions
merely as overflow parking for City College and is mostly empty even when college is in
session, there would be little reason to build a public parking garage even if City College
hadn’t committed to undertaking an aggressive TDM program to reduce automobile
commuting.
The City’s Transit First policies and its climate change goals mandate minimizing automobile
commuting. As the City’s experience with managing parking in downtown demonstrates, the
single most effective mechanism for reducing automobile commuting is to reduce parking
supply.
Alternatively, Shrink the Public Parking Garage and Prohibit Parking Discounts
If the Board allows a public parking garage, it should dramatically reduce its size. The record
before the Board includes no justification whatsoever for a massive 450-space parking garage.
According to parking surveys, the maximum parking shortfall that might occur during City
College’s midday peak is 239 spaces. That assumes that changes to parking supply and TDM
measures will have absolutely no effect on automobile commuting, which would be a striking
deviation from the City’s experience elsewhere. Any public parking garage, therefore, should
include substantially fewer than 239 spaces in order to avoid undercutting efforts to minimize
automobile commuting.
The Board should also prohibit the developer from offering weekly or monthly parking passes
and discounted rates for City College users. Planning Code sections 155(g) and 303(t)
expressly prohibit multi-day passes or discounts for new parking garages in downtown and
mixed-use districts precisely because they encourage automobile commuting. The Board
should apply these prohibitions to any public parking garage at the Balboa Reservoir. All users
of the parking garage should be required to pay market rates on an hourly or (at most) a daily
basis. This change would require amendments to both the Special Use District ordinance and
to the Development Agreement (Exhibit J).
Thank you for your consideration of my comments.
Sincerely,
Christopher Pederson
District 7 resident
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Subject:
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Connor Skelly
Major, Erica (BOS); Safai, Ahsha (BOS); Peskin, Aaron (BOS)
Low, Jen (BOS); Yee, Norman (BOS)
IN SUPPORT - Balboa Reservoir Project Case #s: 200422 (SUD) and 200635 (General Plan)
Tuesday, July 21, 2020 12:43:53 PM

This message is from outside the City email system. Do not open links or attachments from untrusted
sources.

Dear City and County of San Francisco Board of Supervisors Land Use and Transportation
Committee,

My name is Connor Skelly and I’m a homeowner nearby the proposed Balboa Reservoir
project. I’m a former SFUSD teacher and I now work at a nonprofit. I have been participating
in the community planning process and am writing in support of the development proposal.
Given our City’s dire housing crisis and the lack of affordable housing, I support the City’s
efforts to provide new housing opportunities for San Franciscans, especially when the new
homes are built in places with good transportation access and existing services. The best
combination would be new affordable housing for families located near family-friendly
amenities, like playgrounds, parks, and child care centers. I’m thrilled that the project will be
50% affordable housing, and excited about all the new amenities like the child care center. My
family has two children under 2, with hopefully a few more on the way. We hope to use this
Child Care Center once it is built.
Honestly, my biggest disappointment about the project is that there are only 1,100 new homes
instead of the over 2,000 originally proposed!
Please approve this plan and allow for more neighbors to move into our community.
With gratitude for your service to the city,
Connor Skelly
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Eleanor Cloutier
Major, Erica (BOS)
Letter in support of Balboa Reservoir
Tuesday, July 21, 2020 2:22:12 PM
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Erica Major,
I'm a Bay Area resident and would like to register my support for the Balboa Reservoir project.
I work in the city and normally commute in for an hour each day - though that's been disrupted
by the pandemic. I know that I'm lucky to only commute for an hour, and that there are so
many essential workers who live further out.
We need affordable housing for people in the city, and we need to make sure that workers can
afford to live near their jobs.
Balboa Reservoir will be a huge help. The pandemic has shown the importance of childcare
and outdoor space, and the Balboa Reservoir plans to have these on the site. I appreciate that
great pains have been taken to keep these homes closely integrated with the wider
neighborhood - this is a development where everyone will be included.
Placing these homes on the site of the CCSF overflow parking lot is a good use of public land.
The City has proceeded wisely in assembling the mix of housing on the site and maximizing
the number of affordable homes.
I strongly encourage the Board of Supervisors to endorse this project.
Thank you for taking the time to consider this submission.
Sincerely,
Eleanor Cloutier
elcloutier@gmail.com
12 Bret Harte
Berkeley, California 94708
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Brett Mosley
Major, Erica (BOS)
Balboa Reservoir Project Case #s: 200422 (SUD), 200635 (General Plan), 200423 (Development Agreement) and
200740 (Purchase and Sale Agreement)
Tuesday, July 21, 2020 3:42:23 PM

This message is from outside the City email system. Do not open links or attachments from untrusted sources.

Erica Major,
My name is ___________ and I live in the ___________ neighborhood. I have been
participating in the community planning process for the Balboa Reservoir and am writing in
support of the development proposal being reviewed by the Land Use Committee and on July
27, 2020 and Budget and Finance Committee on July 29, 2020.
Living in San Francisco, we have an opportunity to reduce our reliance on automobiles in
order to reduce greenhouse gas emissions, slow global warming, and reduce automobile
congestion in our neighborhoods. This can only be done by encouraging residents to use caralternatives for getting around our City, whether by walking, biking, and using public transit
and minimizing private auto trips. The Reservoir Partners development proposal of 1,100
homes is designed to provide new residents access to modes of transportation that will reduce
residents’ reliance on cars. The multiple direct pedestrian connections to Ocean Avenue and
transit, the new protected bike lanes, bike share docking stations, and bicycle parking all allow
people to get around the neighborhood without a car. Car share parking pods and
memberships will provide residents with auto options, but along with the unbundled parking
associated with the apartments, will help decrease car ownership rates.
In terms of neighborhood transit improvements, the Reservoir development’s lengthy planning
process and the development’s contribution of approximately $10mil for Transportation
Sustainability Fees is spurring improvements along Ocean Avenue planned by SFMTA, the
Planning Department, and CCSF. As described in their 4/27/20 Community Advisory
Committee presentation, SFMTA is proposing to improve the safety and usability of the
Geneva/Ocean Avenue intersection as well as west along Ocean Avenue and to reduce
delays along the K, 43, and 29 MUNI lines. CCSF is working with the City to significantly
increase the width of the sidewalk along the campus frontage from Frida Kahlo Way east
towards the BART and MUNI stations. All of these improvements, and more, will help support
the City’s Vision Zero plan for Ocean Avenue, making it safer for Ocean Avenue’s pedestrians,
transit riders, and car drivers, neighbors and shoppers alike. Please support this project.
Brett Mosley
bmosley1015@gmail.com
286 Orizaba Ave
San Francisco, California 94132
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Suzanne Bryan
Major, Erica (BOS)
Letter in support of Balboa Reservoir
Tuesday, July 21, 2020 9:23:08 PM
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Erica Major,
I am a resident of San Francisco and would like to register my support for the Balboa
Reservoir project.
This is a rare opportunity for hundreds of families to secure an affordable place to live in our
increasingly unaffordable city.
Making sure our essential workers are able to stay in San Francisco and continue to be part of
the fabric of our community is more important than ever. Balboa Reservoir will be a huge help.
The inclusion of a childcare center on the site and the addition of public spaces for that
everyone can use is also very welcome. I appreciate that great pains have been taken to keep
these homes closely integrated with the wider neighborhood - this is a development where
everyone will be included.
Placing these homes on the site of the CCSF overflow parking lot is a good use of public land.
The City has proceeded wisely in assembling the mix of housing on the site and maximizing
the number of affordable homes.
I strongly encourage the Board of Supervisors to endorse this project.
Thank you for taking the time to consider this submission.
Sincerely,
Suzanne Bryan
ohsuzann@pacbell.net
48 Lurline Street
San Francisco, California 94122
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To:
Subject:
Date:

Jeff Kaliss
Major, Erica (BOS)
Balboa Reservoir Project Case #s: 200422 (SUD), 200635 (General Plan), 200423 (Development Agreement) and
200740 (Purchase and Sale Agreement)
Tuesday, July 21, 2020 9:31:01 PM
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Erica Major,
My name is ______Jeff Kaliss_____ and I live in the _____Westwood Highlands______
neighborhood. I have been participating in the community planning process for the Balboa
Reservoir and am writing in support of the development proposal being reviewed by the Land
Use Committee and on July 27, 2020 and Budget and Finance Committee on July 29, 2020.
Given our City’s dire housing crisis and the lack of affordable housing, I support the City’s
efforts to provide new housing opportunities for San Franciscans, especially when the new
homes are built in places with good transportation access and existing services. The best
combination would be new affordable housing for families located near family-friendly
amenities, like playgrounds, parks, and child care centers.
The Reservoir Partners development proposal of 1,100 homes includes 550 affordable homes
for people earning between 30% and 120% area median income (AMI). These affordable
rental homes sized for working families will be built by San Francisco-based non-profits
BRIDGE Housing and Mission Housing, along with a handful of for-sale affordable homes built
by Habitat For Humanity. One of these rental buildings with approximately 150 apartments will
offer prioritized housing for City College educators and staff earning between 80%-120% AMI
with a secondary preference for SF Unified School District educators and staff. As with the
market-rate apartments being built concurrently, all of these households will have access to
the new neighborhood park, dog play areas, and the on-site child-care center that create a
strong family friendly environment for future residents and all existing neighbors. Please
support this project.
Jeff Kaliss
jefkal@jeffkaliss.com
230 Hazelwood Avenue
San Francisco, California 94127
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Paul Anderson
Major, Erica (BOS)
Balboa Reservoir Project Case #s: 200422 (SUD), 200635 (General Plan), 200423 (Development Agreement) and
200740 (Purchase and Sale Agreement)
Wednesday, July 22, 2020 7:08:01 AM
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Erica Major,
My name is Paul Anderson and I live in the Monterey Heights neighborhood. I have been
participating in the community planning process for the Balboa Reservoir and am writing in
support of the development proposal being reviewed by the Land Use Committee and on July
27, 2020 and Budget and Finance Committee on July 29, 2020.
The Reservoir Partners development proposal of 1,100 homes literally at Ocean Avenue’s
doorstep has been designed to connect the new residents to retail and services along Ocean
Avenue without creating commercial space that would be in competition with the small
businesses along Ocean Avenue. In fact, the development has been designed to specially
complement the existing and future Ocean Avenue businesses. The walking paths designed
along Lee, Brighton, and the Ingleside Library will connect Reservoir residents directly to
Ocean Avenue while also enabling neighbors, employees and pedestrians easy access from
Ocean Avenue to the Reservoir’s new neighborhood park, dog walking areas, and other open
spaces located directly behind Whole Foods. During this time of sheltering-in-place, business
stress and future economic uncertainty, the Balboa Reservoir development provides the
support of thousands of new customers living in the 1,100 new homes that will be vital to
stabilizing all of the small businesses along Ocean Avenue and helping the neighborhood
thrive long into the future.
Paul Anderson
pa94787@gmail.com
46 San Jacinto Way,
San Francisco, California 94127
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To:
Subject:
Date:
Attachments:

Jennifer Heggie
Major, Erica (BOS); Wong, Linda (BOS); Board of Supervisors, (BOS); Low, Jen (BOS); Yee, Norman (BOS)
Balboa Reservoir Hearings
Wednesday, July 22, 2020 8:17:32 AM
Comments_jdh_BOS-Hearings-July2020.docx
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Land Use & Transportation Committee, Budget & Finance Committee, BOS (Files
200422, 200423, 200635):
Dear Supervisors,
Please see attached my comments on the Balboa Reservoir development to be discussed in
Committee hearings 7/27/20 and 7/29/20. Though, like most San Franciscans, I would like to
see more affordable housing, there are serious implications with this development that I hope
you will consider.
Thank you for your review of the points in the attached letter.
Regards,
Jennifer Heggie
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Date:

Bonnie White
Major, Erica (BOS)
Balboa reservoir comments
Wednesday, July 22, 2020 8:17:51 AM
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Comment by Bonnie White, 326 Frida Kahlo Wy, SF, 94112:
Impact on parking to City College Students, Riordan High School students, neighborhood residents, and the new
residents who will be moving into the planned apartments. More people, less parking, in other words.
Also, I am worried about the affect so much construction will have on our neighborhood, pollution wise, and traffic
wise. Please give some consideration to residents and home owners who are already here.
Respectfully,
Bonnie White
Sent from my iPad
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To:
Subject:
Date:

Nhung T. Le
Major, Erica (BOS)
submitting comments about the Balboa Reservoir
Wednesday, July 22, 2020 8:26:52 AM

This message is from outside the City email system. Do not open links or attachments from untrusted
sources.

Hi Erica,
I am living two blocks away from the City College and the points I plan to make that I hope will
resonate with Supervisors from other districts:
1) Inadequate replacement parking for City College students will result in less access to the
opportunities that education provides;
2) Needed improvements for safe access of pedestrian and non-car vehicles to City College and the
Balboa Reservoir development are mostly unplanned and unfunded;
3) Significant adverse impacts to transportation, noise and air quality from the Balboa Reservoir
construction and operation are identified in the EIR; and
4) Delays due to simultaneous construction at City College and the Balboa Reservoir will result in
significant additional costs to City College.
Thank you for listening to my comments.
Best,
Nhung
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To:
Subject:
Date:

Pat Moore
Major, Erica (BOS)
Balboa Reservoiar Project
Wednesday, July 22, 2020 10:31:46 AM

This message is from outside the City email system. Do not open links or attachments from untrusted
sources.

Ms, Major, and Supervisors
I have been a resident of Sunnyside for nearly 35 years, and have seen it grow from
a rather seedy lower-class area to a vibrant, family oriented neighborhood. City
College has always been a central part of the scene, providing an education
opportunity not just to our area but to all the greater Bay Area. (I have had people
ask me if I know of an affordable rental in the area, as they are finding it difficult to
commute from Alameda!) I am concerned that if the Balboa Reservoir is completed
as planned there will not be adequate parking for the many students who benefit from
attending City College but who must commute from outside the City.
.
Also, I do not see that adequate consideration has been given to ADA transportation,
access and parking needs. And have the needs of those who are able to commute
by bicycle or motorcycle been given adequate thought? These eco-friendly
transportation modes should be encouraged by providing safe and easy access.
I am also concerned about the impact of the construction, as it will effect the
neighborhood, as indicated in the EIR. We have enough congestion and noise as it
is, unless there is further mitigation than is outlined.   And there surely must be some
way to avoid having the City College construction being done at the same time, which
would seem to be very costly to CC, and a nightmare to consider for its impact on
Sunnyside.
All these problems are important to those of us living in the area, and I hope you will
give them due consideration.
Thank you.
Pat Moore
Pat Moore
695 Monterey Blvd. #203
San Francisco, CA 94127
415-587-8083
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Date:

Abby Green
Major, Erica (BOS)
Letter in support of Balboa Reservoir
Wednesday, July 22, 2020 10:50:01 AM
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Erica Major,
I am a resident of San Francisco and would like to register my support for the Balboa
Reservoir project.
This is a rare opportunity for hundreds of families to secure an affordable place to live in our
increasingly unaffordable city.
Making sure our essential workers are able to stay in San Francisco and continue to be part of
the fabric of our community is more important than ever. Balboa Reservoir will be a huge help.
The inclusion of a childcare center on the site and the addition of public spaces for that
everyone can use is also very welcome. I appreciate that great pains have been taken to keep
these homes closely integrated with the wider neighborhood - this is a development where
everyone will be included.
Placing these homes on the site of the CCSF overflow parking lot is a good use of public land.
The City has proceeded wisely in assembling the mix of housing on the site and maximizing
the number of affordable homes.
I strongly encourage the Board of Supervisors to endorse this project.
Thank you for taking the time to consider this submission.
Sincerely,
Abby Green
abbylgreen@gmail.com
701 Fell St
San Francisco, California 94117

From:
To:
Subject:
Date:

Keith Wycoff
Major, Erica (BOS)
Letter in support of Balboa Reservoir
Wednesday, July 22, 2020 10:52:05 AM

This message is from outside the City email system. Do not open links or attachments from untrusted sources.

Erica Major,
I am a resident of the San Francisco Bay Area and would like to register my support for the
Balboa Reservoir project.
This is a rare opportunity for hundreds of families to secure an affordable place to live in our
increasingly unaffordable city.
Making sure our essential workers are able to stay in San Francisco and continue to be part of
the fabric of our community is more important than ever. Balboa Reservoir will be a huge help.
The inclusion of a childcare center on the site and the addition of public spaces for that
everyone can use is also very welcome. I appreciate that great pains have been taken to keep
these homes closely integrated with the wider neighborhood - this is a development where
everyone will be included.
Placing these homes on the site of the CCSF overflow parking lot is a good use of public land.
The City has proceeded wisely in assembling the mix of housing on the site and maximizing
the number of affordable homes.
I strongly encourage the Board of Supervisors to endorse this project.
Thank you for taking the time to consider this submission.
Sincerely,
Keith Wycoff
kwycoff@planetbiotechnology.com
2399 Carmel Drive
Palo Alto, California 94303

From:
To:
Subject:
Date:

mcwiist@aol.com
Major, Erica (BOS)
Balboa Reservoir Comments
Wednesday, July 22, 2020 10:55:45 AM

This message is from outside the City email system. Do not open links or attachments from untrusted
sources.

Dear Esteemed San Francisco Board of Supervisors,
As a 30 plus year resident of the Sunnyside and neighbor
of City College, I respectully request that you carefully consider
the impact of the proposed Balboa Reservoir housing project and
development to both City College and the Sunnyside and Westwood
neighborhoods, and urge you to please VOTE against it.
As you know, the Balboa Reservoir is part of City College campus and
should remain a part of City College for all future San Francisco
generations. There is already inadequate parking at City College
which spills over into both neighborhoods. This proposed housing
project will impact and increase both traffic and pollution. .
The Balboa Reservoir not only provides parking for City College
during the week but also provides an area for the neighborhood
children to learn how to ride bicycles, skateboards and eventually
learning how to drive. In addition, on the weekends there are
motor cycle riding classes and Police training activities. If the Balboa
Reservoir Project is approved, all of these activities will be eliminated.
Both the Sunnyside and Westwood neighborhoods are primarily
residential family neighborhoods and are not as densely populated
as other neighborhoods in the City. This type of housing project is
much better suited for other areas of San Francisco.
In addition to being the "gem" of the West Coast, San Francisco is
a very unique and special city. Please do not allow greedy developers
such as Avalon to ruin our beautiful City and turn our residential
neighborhoods into dense areas of population and congestion under
the guise of providing low income housing.
Thank you for your careful consideration of this proposed development
of the Balboa Reservoir. Please consider the impact to the educational
future and needs of all San Francisco generations Please do not
APPROVE this proposed project and SAVE City College for all future
San Francisco generations.
Sincerely yours,

Kathryn W. McGarey
538 Flood Avenue
San Francisco, CA 94112-1337

From:
To:
Subject:
Date:

SILVIA SANTANA
Major, Erica (BOS)
Letter in support of Balboa Reservoir
Wednesday, July 22, 2020 11:00:00 AM

This message is from outside the City email system. Do not open links or attachments from untrusted sources.

Erica Major,
I am a resident of San Francisco and would like to register my support for the Balboa
Reservoir project.
This is a rare opportunity for hundreds of families to secure an affordable place to live in our
increasingly unaffordable city.
Making sure our essential workers are able to stay in San Francisco and continue to be part of
the fabric of our community is more important than ever. Balboa Reservoir will be a huge help.
The inclusion of a childcare center on the site and the addition of public spaces for that
everyone can use is also very welcome. I appreciate that great pains have been taken to keep
these homes closely integrated with the wider neighborhood - this is a development where
everyone will be included.
Placing these homes on the site of the CCSF overflow parking lot is a good use of public land.
The City has proceeded wisely in assembling the mix of housing on the site and maximizing
the number of affordable homes.
I strongly encourage the Board of Supervisors to endorse this project.
Thank you for taking the time to consider this submission.
Sincerely,
SILVIA SANTANA
nahomy_49@yahoo.com
2258 CAPITOL AVE
EAST Palo Alto, California 94303

From:
To:
Cc:
Subject:
Date:
Attachments:

Michael Ahrens
Major, Erica (BOS)
aaronPeskin@sfgov.org; Safai, Ahsha (BOS); Preston, Dean (BOS)
Balboa Reservoir- Comments of Westwood Park Association
Wednesday, July 22, 2020 12:34:03 PM
Letter to Land Use Committee of BOS FINAL re Balboa Res.PDF

This message is from outside the City email system. Do not open links or attachments from untrusted sources.

To the members of the Land Use and Transportation CommitteeWe understand that your committee will consider the proposed Balboa Reservoir development at your July 27, 2020
meeting.   Attached please find the comments of Westwood Park Association.   Thank you.
Michael Ahrens
President, Westwood Park Association
>

From:
To:
Cc:
Subject:
Date:
Attachments:

Michael Ahrens
aaron.peskin@sfgov.com
Major, Erica (BOS); Safai, Ahsha (BOS); Preston, Dean (BOS)
Fwd: Balboa Reservoir- Comments of Westwood Park Association
Wednesday, July 22, 2020 12:42:57 PM
Letter to Land Use Committee of BOS FINAL re Balboa Res.PDF

This message is from outside the City email system. Do not open links or attachments
from untrusted sources.

Supervisor Peskin:
I made a mistake in your email address in my first email. Attached is the email again, with
hopefully the correct address.
Thank you.
Mike Ahrens
Sent from my iPad
Begin forwarded message:
From: Michael Ahrens <mikeahrens5@gmail.com>
Date: July 22, 2020 at 12:33:54 PM PDT
To: Erica Major <erica.major@sfgov.org>
Cc: aaronPeskin@sfgov.org, ahsha.safai@sfgov.org, Dean.Preston@sfgov.org
Subject: Balboa Reservoir- Comments of Westwood Park Association
To the members of the Land Use and Transportation CommitteeWe understand that your committee will consider the proposed Balboa Reservoir
development at your July 27, 2020 meeting. Attached please find the comments
of Westwood Park Association. Thank you.
Michael Ahrens
President, Westwood Park Association

From:
To:
Subject:
Date:

Emily Mattison-Earls
Major, Erica (BOS)
Letter in support of Balboa Reservoir
Wednesday, July 22, 2020 1:13:19 PM

This message is from outside the City email system. Do not open links or attachments from untrusted sources.

Erica Major,
I am a resident of San Francisco and would like to register my support for the Balboa
Reservoir project.
This is a rare opportunity for hundreds of families to secure an affordable place to live in our
increasingly unaffordable city.
Making sure our essential workers are able to stay in San Francisco and continue to be part of
the fabric of our community is more important than ever. Balboa Reservoir will be a huge help.
The inclusion of a childcare center on the site and the addition of public spaces for that
everyone can use is also very welcome. I appreciate that great pains have been taken to keep
these homes closely integrated with the wider neighborhood - this is a development where
everyone will be included.
Placing these homes on the site of the CCSF overflow parking lot is a good use of public land.
The City has proceeded wisely in assembling the mix of housing on the site and maximizing
the number of affordable homes.
I strongly encourage the Board of Supervisors to endorse this project.
Thank you for taking the time to consider this submission.
Sincerely,
Emily Mattison-Earls
emily.mattisonearls@gmail.com
325 27th Street
Oakland, California 94612

From:
To:
Cc:
Subject:
Date:
Attachments:

Rita M EVANS
Major, Erica (BOS)
Jennifer Heggie; Alvin Ja; sunnyside.balboa.reservoir; Brian Marabello
Land Use and Transportation -- Comments on Balboa Reservoir Project
Wednesday, July 22, 2020 2:29:55 PM
BOS LUT Comms Comments 7-22-2020.doc

This message is from outside the City email system. Do not open links or attachments from untrusted
sources.

Erica,
Attached please find my comments on the Balboa Reservoir Project for inclusion in the
Supervisors packet for the BOS Land Use and Transportation Committee meeting scheduled
for July 27, 2020.
Rita Evans
Judson Avenue
-Rita Evans

From:
To:
Cc:
Subject:
Date:
Attachments:

Jennifer Heggie
Rita M EVANS
Major, Erica (BOS); Alvin Ja; sunnyside.balboa.reservoir; Brian Marabello
Re: Land Use and Transportation -- Comments on Balboa Reservoir Project
Wednesday, July 22, 2020 2:34:59 PM
Comments_jdh_BOS-Hearings-July2020.docx

This message is from outside the City email system. Do not open links or attachments from untrusted
sources.

Thanks Rita! Beautifully written and fit into one page.
The comments I sent earlier are attached.
Jennifer
On Wed, Jul 22, 2020 at 2:29 PM Rita M EVANS <rita.evans@berkeley.edu> wrote:
Erica,
Attached please find my comments on the Balboa Reservoir Project for inclusion in the
Supervisors packet for the BOS Land Use and Transportation Committee meeting scheduled
for July 27, 2020.
Rita Evans
Judson Avenue
-Rita Evans

From:
To:
Subject:
Date:

Catherine Weitenbeck
Major, Erica (BOS)
Letter in support of Balboa Reservoir
Wednesday, July 22, 2020 2:40:05 PM

This message is from outside the City email system. Do not open links or attachments from untrusted sources.

Erica Major,
I am a resident of San Francisco and would like to register my support for the Balboa
Reservoir project.
This is a rare opportunity for hundreds of families to secure an affordable place to live in our
increasingly unaffordable city.
Making sure our essential workers are able to stay in San Francisco and continue to be part of
the fabric of our community is more important than ever. Balboa Reservoir will be a huge help.
The inclusion of a childcare center on the site and the addition of public spaces for that
everyone can use is also very welcome. I appreciate that great pains have been taken to keep
these homes closely integrated with the wider neighborhood - this is a development where
everyone will be included.
Placing these homes on the site of the CCSF overflow parking lot is a good use of public land.
The City has proceeded wisely in assembling the mix of housing on the site and maximizing
the number of affordable homes.
I strongly encourage the Board of Supervisors to endorse this project.
Thank you for taking the time to consider this submission.
Sincerely,
Catherine Weitenbeck
weitenbeck.cathy@outlook.com
1451 7th Ave Apt 4
San Francisco, California 94122

From:
To:
Cc:
Subject:
Date:
Attachments:

Jean Barish
Major, Erica (BOS); Wong, Linda (BOS); Board of Supervisors, (BOS); swilliams; Tom Temprano; davila; Ivy Lee;
alexrandolph; John Rizzo; tselby; studenttrustee@mail.ccsf.edu; rvurdien@ccsf.edu; lmilloy@ccsf.edu; Breed,
Mayor London (MYR)
madelinenmueller@gmail.com; Christine Hanson; Wynd Kuafman; Vicki Legion; madelinenmueller@gmail.com;
Leslie Simon
Balboa Reservoir Project
Wednesday, July 22, 2020 3:16:55 PM
Board of Supervisors Letter.docx
Att. I Smooke Letter & Resume.pdf
Att. 2 Berkson Report.pdf

This message is from outside the City email system. Do not open links or attachments from untrusted
sources.

Dear Supervisors,
Attached is a letter and attachments from Public Lands for Public Good and Defend City
College Alliance regarding the Balboa Reservoir Project.
We appreciate your attention to the issues raised in this letter.
Cordially,


Jean
Jean B Barish
Public Lands for Public Good
415-752-0185

Stay safe and be well

From:
To:
Cc:
Subject:
Date:

Tomasita Medál
Major, Erica (BOS)
Tomasita Medál
Proposed Balboa Reservoir Project
Wednesday, July 22, 2020 4:41:53 PM

This message is from outside the City email system. Do not open links or attachments from untrusted sources.

Dear Supervisors Peskin, Preston, and Safai,
Hope you are well and happy today.
Please visualize 1,100 units of mostly market rate luxury housing, in eight eight-story residential towers plus 100 townhouses along the western edge, in the lower lot of the west campus of
City College. We know that parking is considered not politically correct, but the working class students of City College need access to the only opportunities to better their lives that City College
offers them, and need to be able to drive to school, park, access their classes, then get back to their work and family obligations as fast as possible. They do not have time to spare.
Now with the Covid19 virus, MUNI has announced severe cutbacks starting immediately, including the lines that serve City College. BART also is contemplating cutbacks. Those of us who
have disabilities and those who are elders, physically cannot take MUNI. I for one, cannot stand up for more than about five minutes at a time. We need to be able to drive to take classes
there.
Soon you will be asked to approve a Development Agreement that gives Avalon Bay Corporation doing business in this instance as Balboa Reservoir Partners, the right to build 1,100 units of
housing as described above. If that sale and Development Agreement are approved, it will mean that City College will be destroyed, and millions of future San Franciscans will lose their lifeline
to a good quality of life and meaningful work. It will also mean that San Francisco will face a scarcity of engineers, first responders, nurses, law enforcement, counselors, artists, musicians,
actors, photographers, filmmakers, accountants, culinary professionals, horticulturists, librarians and all those other professions and trades that make San Francisco the envy of the world.
Please do not approve the sale of the Balboa Reservoir parcel to any entity other than City College itself, for continued use as part of the City College campus. 100% affordable housing could
be built on part of the parcel while keeping some of it as solar-panel-covered parking, so that access to classes and performances could be preserved. Nearby community colleges have built
100% affordable housing for their faculties and even homeless students. There are funding mechanisms available.
Please examine the Development Agreement. The proposed project is being marketed as 50% affordable, hiding the fact that it is more than 50% market rate. Avalon Bay apartments do not
come cheap. Cheaply built, yes, but not inexpensive. When you examine what they are calling affordable, it is certainly not affordable to a family making minimum wage or even double
minimum wage. City and State monies are required to pay for all of the "affordable' housing but 17%. Avalon Bay is committing only to paying for 17% of the affordable component. It is
getting a $160 million parcel for $11 million. And the City and State are kicking in up to $140 million.
Supervisors, you must quash this proposed privatization of our precious public land at City College. It is an integral part of the campus, especially now that once again, as in 2001 and 2005,
San Francisco voters in March of this year voted to approve and fund a desperately needed performing arts and education center, now downsized to be the Diego Rivera Theater, a
performance space and training venue for theater technicians, sorely needed here, as well as classroom and practice spaces in the Science, Technology, Engineering, Arts and Mathematics
building next door on the upper lot. Since 2001, the lower lot was always slated to be the parking lot for the college once the performing arts education center was built. Now that the upper
lot has been designated for a STEAM building as well as the theater, the lower lot is needed more than ever for use by the students and faculty and concert goers for access to what City
College offers.
If you approve this disastrous Development Agreement, a developers' wishlist, and Public Land rezoning and Sale, a betrayal of the public's trust, you will doom City College's viability, and
sentence it to death. Millions of present and future San Franciscans will lose the opportunity to immensely better their families' lives by training to become engineers, first responders, culinary
professionals, artists, dancers, singers, actors, accountants, business professionals, photographers, filmmakers, librarians, real estate professionals, graphic designers, fashion designers,
horticulturists, musicians, athletes, biotechnology professionals, construction project managers, trauma recovery counselors, law enforcement officers, mathematicians, anthropologists,
museum professionals, Ethnic Studies teachers, ceramic artists, jewelry artists, fine artists, architects, illustrators, linguists, biologists, broadcast professionals, video producers, paralegals,
entrepreneurs, paralegals, chemists, child development specialists,computer science technicians, web technicians, dental assistants, diagnostic medical technicians, environmental scientists,
bioscientists, electronic engineers, writers, florists, English as a Second Language teachers, paramedics, community health workers, community health educators, historians, art historians,
journalists, tutors, registered nurses, licensed vocational nurses, philosophers, sociologists, tourism professionals, and much more.
All of these professions are possible because of the superb instruction given by the outstanding faculty at City College of San Francisco. If we lose City College, where are San Franciscans
going to get trained for all of these arts, trades, and services that make San Francisco the envy of the world? We understand that Supervisor Norman Yee wants his legacy to be that he built
housing in his district during his tenure, and that you like to honor the preferences of the Supervisor in whose district an institution is located. But City College belongs to all San Francicans,
not just the residents of District 7. If you do not quash this scandalous giveaway of precious public land to a development corporation known for shoddy construction and unfair labor practices,
you will all be known and remembered as the Supervisors who destroyed City College and robbed San Francisco of the engine that made the City the blessed, happy, thriving, successful City of
Opportunity that it has been for decades.
This project has advanced because most San Franciscans have no idea what is being proposed. The Chronicle publishes the developers' watercolors of lawns and trees, or pictures of the lower
lot when it is not in use. What do you think will happen when San Franciscans find out what is really being proposed if you enable this disaster?
Please do what is honorable and good for San Francisco, and do not approve the zoning changes, amendments to the City General Plan, amendments to the Balboa Park Master Plan, raising of
height limits (eight 8- story buildings and 100 townhouses - really? firetrap!), doubling of density, drastic reduction of open space required, mostly market rate, affordable in name only, public
monies subsidized, affordable that expires in 56 years then is given as a gift to the developers, Development Agreement and Sale of the PUC owned Balboa Reservoir parcel at this time.
Quash the Development Agreement and the Sale. Transfer the land to City College. Let the Diego Rivera Theater and the Science,Technology, Engineering, Arts and Mathematics buildings be
built first, then let City College determine how best to create truly 100% affordable housing while also preserving access to all San Franciscans to the college that is San Francisco's principal
asset.
Respectfully,
Tomasita Medál
415.629.5044

Reply

Forward

From:
To:
Subject:
Date:

Martin Munoz
Major, Erica (BOS)
Balboa Reservoir Project Case #s: 200422 (SUD), 200635 (General Plan), 200423 (Development Agreement) and
200740 (Purchase and Sale Agreement)
Wednesday, July 22, 2020 5:51:49 PM

This message is from outside the City email system. Do not open links or attachments from untrusted sources.

Erica Major,
I have been participating in the community planning process for the Balboa Reservoir and am
writing in support of the development proposal being reviewed by the Land Use Committee
and on July 27, 2020 and Budget and Finance Committee on July 29, 2020.
Please do not delay or deny hundreds of affordable new homes next to transit. Approve the
project.
Martin Munoz
martinmunozdz@gmail.com
744 Oak Street
San Francisco, California 94117

From:
To:
Subject:
Date:

Michael McCauslin
Major, Erica (BOS)
Balboa Reservoir Project Case #s: 200422 (SUD), 200635 (General Plan), 200423 (Development Agreement) and
200740 (Purchase and Sale Agreement)
Wednesday, July 22, 2020 8:15:57 PM

This message is from outside the City email system. Do not open links or attachments from untrusted sources.

Erica Major,
My name is Michael McCauslin and I live in the Ingleside neighborhood, just two blocks from
the proposed entrance to the housing at the Balboa Reservoir. I’ve lived here for five years
and previously lived just a mile away in the Excelsior for 15 years. I have been participating in
the community planning process for the Balboa Reservoir and am writing in strong support of
the development proposal being reviewed by the Land Use Committee and on July 27, 2020
and Budget and Finance Committee on July 29, 2020.
Given our City’s dire housing crisis and the lack of affordable housing, I support the City’s
efforts to provide new housing opportunities for San Franciscans, especially when the new
homes are built in places with good transportation access and existing services. Having
worked for 27 years as a teacher in SFUSD and now as a retired teacher, I know all too well
the burdens that SF’s housing shortage puts on residents. The best solutions would be new
affordable housing that is dense, has a mixture of sizes and types and affordabilities, and is
located near amenities like playgrounds, parks, child care could go uh, and transportation.
The Reservoir Partners development proposal of 1,100 homes includes 550 affordable homes
for people earning between 30% and 120% area median income (AMI). These affordable
rental homes sized for working families will be built by San Francisco-based non-profits
BRIDGE Housing and Mission Housing, along with a handful of for-sale affordable homes built
by Habitat For Humanity. One of these rental buildings with approximately 150 apartments will
offer prioritized housing for City College educators and staff earning between 80%-120% AMI
with a secondary preference for SF Unified School District educators and staff. As with the
market-rate apartments being built concurrently, all of these households will have access to
the new neighborhood park, dog play areas, and the on-site child-care center that create a
strong family friendly environment for future residents and all existing neighbors. I feel the
addition of the many new residents in this project will bring added vibrancy to the
neighborhood, eventually revitalizing more of Ocean Avenue and sparking all kinds of growth.
Please support this project.
Michael McCauslin
mmccaus@sbcglobal.net
134 Lee Avenue
San Francisco, California 94112

From:
To:
Subject:
Date:

Jonathan Winston
Major, Erica (BOS)
Balboa Reservoir Project Case #s: 200422 (SUD), 200635 (General Plan), 200423 (Development Agreement) and
200740 (Purchase and Sale Agreement)
Thursday, July 23, 2020 7:27:23 AM

This message is from outside the City email system. Do not open links or attachments from untrusted sources.

Erica Major,
My name is Jonathan Winstonand I live in the Sunyside neighborhood. I have been
participating in the community planning process for the Balboa Reservoir and am writing in
support of the development proposal being reviewed by the Land Use Committee and on July
27, 2020 and Budget and Finance Committee on July 29, 2020.
Given our City’s dire housing crisis and the lack of affordable housing, I support the City’s
efforts to provide new housing opportunities for San Franciscans, especially when the new
homes are built in places with good transportation access and existing services. The best
combination would be new affordable housing for families located near family-friendly
amenities, like playgrounds, parks, and child care centers.
The Reservoir Partners development proposal of 1,100 homes includes 550 affordable homes
for people earning between 30% and 120% area median income (AMI). These affordable
rental homes sized for working families will be built by San Francisco-based non-profits
BRIDGE Housing and Mission Housing, along with a handful of for-sale affordable homes built
by Habitat For Humanity. One of these rental buildings with approximately 150 apartments will
offer prioritized housing for City College educators and staff earning between 80%-120% AMI
with a secondary preference for SF Unified School District educators and staff. As with the
market-rate apartments being built concurrently, all of these households will have access to
the new neighborhood park, dog play areas, and the on-site child-care center that create a
strong family friendly environment for future residents and all existing neighbors. Please
support this project.
Jonathan Winston
jwinstonsf@gmail.com
518 Joost Ave
San Francisco, California 94127

From:
To:
Subject:
Date:

Edita Santiago
Major, Erica (BOS)
Letter in support of Balboa Reservoir
Thursday, July 23, 2020 7:27:59 AM

This message is from outside the City email system. Do not open links or attachments from untrusted sources.

Erica Major,
I am a resident of San Francisco and would like to register my support for the Balboa
Reservoir project.
This is a rare opportunity for hundreds of families to secure an affordable place to live in our
increasingly unaffordable city.
Making sure our essential workers are able to stay in San Francisco and continue to be part of
the fabric of our community is more important than ever. Balboa Reservoir will be a huge help.
The inclusion of a childcare center on the site and the addition of public spaces for that
everyone can use is also very welcome. I appreciate that great pains have been taken to keep
these homes closely integrated with the wider neighborhood - this is a development where
everyone will be included.
Placing these homes on the site of the CCSF overflow parking lot is a good use of public land.
The City has proceeded wisely in assembling the mix of housing on the site and maximizing
the number of affordable homes.
I strongly encourage the Board of Supervisors to endorse this project.
Thank you for taking the time to consider this submission.
Sincerely,
Edita Santiago
Edita Santiago
edita_santiago@glic.com
535 Haight Street
San Francisco, California 94117

From:
To:
Subject:
Date:

Seeyew Mo
Major, Erica (BOS)
Balboa Reservoir Project Case #s: 200422 (SUD), 200635 (General Plan), 200423 (Development Agreement) and
200740 (Purchase and Sale Agreement)
Thursday, July 23, 2020 8:33:22 AM

This message is from outside the City email system. Do not open links or attachments from untrusted sources.

Erica Major,
My name is Seeyew Mo and I live in the Westwood Highlands neighborhood. I have been
participating in the community planning process for the Balboa Reservoir and am writing in
support of the development proposal being reviewed by the Land Use Committee and on July
27, 2020 and Budget and Finance Committee on July 29, 2020.
Given our City’s dire housing crisis and the lack of affordable housing, I support the City’s
efforts to provide new housing opportunities for San Franciscans, especially when the new
homes are built in places with good transportation access and existing services. The best
combination would be new affordable housing for families located near family-friendly
amenities, like playgrounds, parks, and child care centers.
The Reservoir Partners development proposal of 1,100 homes includes 550 affordable homes
for people earning between 30% and 120% area median income (AMI). These affordable
rental homes sized for working families will be built by San Francisco-based non-profits
BRIDGE Housing and Mission Housing, along with a handful of for-sale affordable homes built
by Habitat For Humanity. One of these rental buildings with approximately 150 apartments will
offer prioritized housing for City College educators and staff earning between 80%-120% AMI
with a secondary preference for SF Unified School District educators and staff. As with the
market-rate apartments being built concurrently, all of these households will have access to
the new neighborhood park, dog play areas, and the on-site child-care center that create a
strong family friendly environment for future residents and all existing neighbors. Please
support this project.
Seeyew Mo
seeyew@gmail.com
735 Mangels Avenue
San Francisco, California 94127

From:
To:
Subject:
Date:

Cassandra Yang
Major, Erica (BOS)
Letter in support of Balboa Reservoir
Thursday, July 23, 2020 10:27:31 AM

This message is from outside the City email system. Do not open links or attachments from untrusted sources.

Erica Major,
I am a resident of San Francisco and would like to register my support for the Balboa
Reservoir project.
This is a rare opportunity for hundreds of families to secure an affordable place to live in our
increasingly unaffordable city.
Making sure our essential workers are able to stay in San Francisco and continue to be part of
the fabric of our community is more important than ever. Balboa Reservoir will be a huge help.
The inclusion of a childcare center on the site and the addition of public spaces for that
everyone can use is also very welcome. I appreciate that great pains have been taken to keep
these homes closely integrated with the wider neighborhood - this is a development where
everyone will be included.
Placing these homes on the site of the CCSF overflow parking lot is a good use of public land.
The City has proceeded wisely in assembling the mix of housing on the site and maximizing
the number of affordable homes.
I strongly encourage the Board of Supervisors to endorse this project.
Thank you for taking the time to consider this submission.
Sincerely,
Cassandra Yang
Cassandra Yang
cyang619@hotmail.com
442 Monterey Blvd
San Francisco, California 94127

From:
To:
Subject:
Date:

Maureen Persico
Major, Erica (BOS)
Letter in support of Balboa Reservoir
Thursday, July 23, 2020 12:54:00 PM

This message is from outside the City email system. Do not open links or attachments from untrusted sources.

Erica Major,
I am a resident of San Francisco and would like to register my support for the Balboa
Reservoir project.
This is a rare opportunity for hundreds of families to secure an affordable place to live in our
increasingly unaffordable city.
Making sure our essential workers are able to stay in San Francisco and continue to be part of
the fabric of our community is more important than ever. Balboa Reservoir will be a huge help.
The inclusion of a childcare center on the site and the addition of public spaces for that
everyone can use is also very welcome. I appreciate that great pains have been taken to keep
these homes closely integrated with the wider neighborhood - this is a development where
everyone will be included.
Placing these homes on the site of the CCSF overflow parking lot is a good use of public land.
The City has proceeded wisely in assembling the mix of housing on the site and maximizing
the number of affordable homes.
I strongly encourage the Board of Supervisors to endorse this project.
Thank you for taking the time to consider this submission.
Sincerely,
Maureen Persico
Maureen Persico
SFWOM1@gmail.com
4026 Folsom Street
San Francisco, California 94110

From:
To:
Subject:
Date:

Genna Yarkin
Major, Erica (BOS)
Letter in support of Balboa Reservoir
Thursday, July 23, 2020 1:30:25 PM

This message is from outside the City email system. Do not open links or attachments from untrusted sources.

Erica Major,
I am a land use attorney and passionate housing advocate practicing in San Francisco, and I
would like to register my support for the Balboa Reservoir project.
This is a rare opportunity for hundreds of families to secure an affordable place to live in our
increasingly unaffordable city.
Making sure our essential workers are able to stay in San Francisco and continue to be part of
the fabric of our community is more important than ever. Balboa Reservoir will be a huge help.
The inclusion of a childcare center on the site and the addition of public spaces that everyone
can use is also wonderful. I know that great pains have been taken to keep these homes
closely integrated with the wider neighborhood - this is a development where everyone will be
included.
Placing these homes on the site of the CCSF overflow parking lot is a good use of public land.
The City has proceeded wisely in assembling the mix of housing on the site and maximizing
the number of affordable homes.
I strongly encourage the Board of Supervisors to endorse this project. We simply NEED more
housing, especially affordable housing, and this project is consistent with City requirements.
Thank you very much for taking the time to consider this submission - this is a wonderful
opportunity to work with affordable housing partners to right an ongoing wrong in our State
and in San Francisco.
Sincerely,
Genna Yarkin
Genna Yarkin
gyarkin89@gmail.com
50 California Street Suite 2800
San Francisco, California 94111

From:
To:
Subject:
Date:

Irene Morales
Major, Erica (BOS)
Letter in support of Balboa Reservoir
Thursday, July 23, 2020 6:51:34 PM

This message is from outside the City email system. Do not open links or attachments from untrusted sources.

Erica Major,
I am a resident of San Francisco and would like to register my support for the Balboa
Reservoir project.
This is a rare opportunity for hundreds of families to secure an affordable place to live in our
increasingly unaffordable city.
Making sure our essential workers are able to stay in San Francisco and continue to be part of
the fabric of our community is more important than ever. Balboa Reservoir will be a huge help.
The inclusion of a childcare center on the site and the addition of public spaces for that
everyone can use is also very welcome. I appreciate that great pains have been taken to keep
these homes closely integrated with the wider neighborhood - this is a development where
everyone will be included.
Placing these homes on the site of the CCSF overflow parking lot is a good use of public land.
The City has proceeded wisely in assembling the mix of housing on the site and maximizing
the number of affordable homes.
I strongly encourage the Board of Supervisors to endorse this project.
Thank you for taking the time to consider this submission.
Sincerely,
Irene Morales
irenelmorales17@gmail.com
835 Olive Ave Unirlt #5
South San Francisco , California 94080

July 21, 2020

Dear Supervisors:
The Balboa Reservoir development will create more problems than it solves. After participating in five
years of community meetings, the key issues have still not been addressed, and I urge you not to
support this development as it is currently planned. The damage will be serious, not just to the
immediate neighborhoods, schools and daycare centers, but also to the City at large as equitable access
to education is curtailed. As livelihoods are lost due to this pandemic , many will need to retrain to
support themselves and their families. This is not the time to shut down access to retraining facilities.
But that will be the unintended consequence of beginning construction of the Balboa Reservoir
development at the time planned.
There are many legitimate and important reasons this plan falls short, and I am including only a few of
them here. Some of these shortcomings are due to a lack of resources from the City and County of San
Francisco. If you choose to move the project forward despite the pain it will cause, please make any
approval conditional on a feasible SFMTA improvement plan for the area with finances to implement the
recommendations or require the developers to provide additional public parking, and postpone the
Balboa Reservoir development construction until after the critical City College construction has been
completed adjacent to it. Those measures will mitigate a few of the issues.
Four key concerns are described in more detail below. They are: 1) Inadequate replacement parking for
City College students will result in less access to the opportunities that education provides; 2) Needed
improvements for the safe access of pedestrian and non-car vehicles to City College and the Balboa
Reservoir development are mostly unplanned and unfunded; 3) Significant adverse impacts to
transportation, noise and air quality from the Balboa Reservoir development are identified in the EIR
causing particular harm to nearby sensitive receptors; and 4) Delays due to simultaneous construction
will result in significant added costs to City College.
1. Inadequate replacement parking for City College students will result in less access to the
opportunities that education provides:
a. Despite public comments at PUC hearings and the SF Public Utilities CAC, the
implications of long-planned improvements to City College were ignored by the SFPUC
when deciding to sell their land. City College of San Francisco has been planning for at
least 15 years to construct new buildings on its main campus western parking lot while
using the Balboa Reservoir for replacement student parking during and after
construction. The plan for re-placing campus buildings was long delayed due to the
uncertainty of the future of the college, lawsuits over past shoddy construction, a
revolving door of senior administrators, and funding redirected to emergency patches
that would allow ADA access and keep existing buildings in use long past their expected
lifetime.
1

b. The Balboa Reservoir developers have agreed to build “up to 450 public parking spaces”
to replace the typical amount of parking use on the Balboa Reservoir when classes are in
session. This is not “replacement” parking because it does not take into account:
i.

That the loss of parking spaces on the City College owned “upper lot” (adjacent
to the Balboa Reservoir) displaced by replacement campus buildings is not
considered in the 450 count. Per the Fehr-Peers TDM study of 2018,
construction of the Performing Arts Education Center (PAEC) would result in the
removal of 760 existing parking spaces. The City College plan has changed since
the 2018 TDM and the 2019 Subsequent EIR, and the number of parking spaces
displaced will be represented by the combined footprints of the Diego Rivera
Theater and STEAM (Science, Technology, Engineering, arts and Math) building.
What has remained consistent, at least up until the time of the pandemic, is that
the City College-owned “upper lot” is consistently full during midday on week
days, and the Balboa Reservoir is used for the overflow, an overflow that will
increase as new City College buildings are constructed.

ii. The lack of an identified and assured source of funding for discounted student
parking rates in the public-use parking lot where market rate parking is planned.
This has implications for the equity of access to public education.
iii. The “replacement” parking number does not take into account the periods of
highest student parking use in the Balboa Reservoir, midday during the first two
weeks of the semester when students are deciding which classes to take, when
many more than 450 parking spaces on the reservoir are filled.
iv. The core TDM plan assumes a pre-pandemic public transportation infrastructure
that would result a shortfall in parking during peak periods in 2026. (See FehrPeers CCSF TDM Study of 2018.) It’s unclear whether implementing even the
core TDM plan is still feasible.
v. The lack of funding for implementing more aggressive and expensive Additional
TDM Measures that would reduce the need for driver parking. There is no
funding for these measures from the Balboa Reservoir developers, SFMTA or
City College.

2. Needed improvements for the safe access of pedestrian and non-car vehicles to City College
and the Balboa Reservoir development are unplanned and unfunded.
a. An SFMTA plan for wider pedestrian walkways, bike lanes, and other safety
improvements along Ocean Avenue from the Balboa BART station to Frida Kahlo Way, is
2

not expected to be available until the end of the year, and it is unclear if it will include
the heavily congested area along Frida Kahlo Way to Judson. In the current climate it
doesn’t appear likely that any of the needed improvements on which the dense Balboa
Reservoir development was justified will be funded. From the start, it has been clear
that safe alternatives to driving to mitigate the significant increase in population into an
already heavily congested area requires some sort of mitigation.
b. A TDM study developed to gauge what would cause students to switch to non-car
alternatives identified key concerns of students. When asked how City College should
allocate available resources to transportation, the largest response (29%) was to
improve connections to BART and Muni. And in response to the question about the key
barrier to switching from driving to other forms of transportation, the majority (39%)
responded, “time-based access.” (Fehr-Peers CCSF TDM study of 2018) But nothing is
being done to improve the connection to BART and Muni from the Ocean campus or
reduce commute times. In fact the opposite is the case due to pandemic fallout.

3. Significant adverse impacts to transportation, noise and air quality from the Balboa Reservoir
construction and operation are identified in the EIR, causing particular harm to nearby
sensitive receptors.
Three areas identified in the City Planning EIR cannot be adequately mitigated per the current
Balboa Reservoir developer plan. Transportation and Noise, and Air Quality, if the construction
time period is compressed, meet or exceed the threshold of “significant adverse impacts.” The
developer is planning offsets for air pollution, but that won’t help the detrimental impacts to
learning, brain development and health in the surrounding area. The development will sit smack
in the middle of multiple daycare centers, a high school which houses boarding students, City
College, a 100% affordable multi-unit building that includes a daycare center, residences, and a
grocery store with loading dock on a single lane road for driving in and out of the Reservoir. The
only other point of ingress/egress for drivers is already heavily used by employees and students
of City College and Riordan High School. Ongoing noise pollution during key periods of
construction (9am to 4pm on weekdays) will adversely impact student learning, and the health
impacts of high pollution areas are well known. All of the adjoining institutions and residents will
be adversely impacted as well as a larger swath of San Francisco, as pollution from the
development construction mixes with that of the 280 freeway APEZ zones.
The plan identifies the use of backup generators at the many large residential buildings in the
development. Post construction, once the Balboa Reservoir development is operational, each
building will be starting up their diesel generators on a regular basis for testing. As we express
concerns about natural gas in our new construction, so should we also require electric battery
generator backup, rather than heavily polluting diesel generators.
3

4.

Delays due to simultaneous construction will result in significant added costs to City College.
Famous artist Diego Rivera gifted the Pan American Unity mural to City College. The
replacement City College theater has been designed to display that mural to the public. The
mural is to be loaned for an exhibition at SFMOMA while the City College Diego Rivera theater is
being constructed on City College’s parking lot. That coincides with the period of adjacent
Balboa Reservoir construction. SFMOMA has a timeline by which the mural must be gone after
the exhibit. That date is a month after the projected completion date of City College’s Diego
Rivera theater, a very tight schedule. If the theater construction is delayed, the mural will need
to be placed in very expensive storage. This is not an additional cost that City College is in a
position to handle.
Allowing simultaneous construction of the City College and Balboa Reservoir buildings creates a
real risk of theater construction delay due to vehicle congestion as well as cumulative
environmental factors. We already know from the EIR that there will be months at a time when
trucks will be going in and out of the Balboa Reservoir every 2 to 3 minutes from 9am to 4pm,
during the most active hours for City College student access. Further delays may need to be
imposed to reduce periods of excessive noise or cumulative air pollution during simultaneous
construction. If construction of the Balboa Reservoir development can be postponed, some of
the worst cumulative impacts during construction can be averted, and City College won’t be
forced into another expensive loss imposed by outside forces.

Thank you for your consideration of the preceding points. I hope you will consider the alternatives to
approving this development and, at a minimum, delay the start of the Balboa Reservoir construction
until after City College concerns have been addressed. As we emerge from this pandemic, City College’s
ability to provide the transitional training that San Francisco residents will need, makes it clear that this
is a time to prioritize access to City College and the educational services that it provides.
Sincerely,
Jennifer Heggie
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July 22, 2020
VIA EMAIL
Supervisors Peskin, Safai and Preston
Members of Land Use and Transportation Committee
Board of Supervisors
City Hall, Room 244
Dr. Carlton Goodlett Place
San Francisco, CA 94103
Subject:

Use of Balboa Reservoir Property for 100% Affordable Housing

Dear Supervisors Peskin, Safai and Preston:
The Westwood Park Association (“WPA”) was developed over 100 years ago to
represent the interests of the residents of the Westwood Park Community. Westwood Park is
located immediately west of the 17+ acre Balboa Reservoir Property ("Property") that is owned
by the SF Public Utilities Commission (“SFPUC”). The proposed developer of the Property is
Reservoir Community Partners, LLP, a joint venture limited liability entity consisting of a forprofit developer ("Avalon") and Bridge Housing, a non-profit housing development organization,
(collectively “Developer”). The Developer proposes to construct 1,100 units, consisting of 550
units of allegedly affordable housing, and 550 units of market rate housing ("Project"). The
affordable housing units will be developed and constructed by Bridge Housing and other nonprofit developers.
The Development Agreement (“DA”) states on page 2 that there are three major public
benefits from the Balboa Reservoir Project: (i) 50% of 1,100 units (550 units) will be affordable,
(ii) construction of 4 acres of publicly accessible new parks; and (iii) street and infrastructure
improvements. Under the DA, the Developer is responsible for funding with private and public
funds and constructing 67% of the 550 affordable units (363 units), while the City will be
responsible for funding 33% (or 182) affordable units. 1
WPA opposes the sale of the Property to the Developer because we, along with the voters
of San Francisco, believe that public land is an irreplaceable public asset that should not be sold
to benefit for-profit private developers. This land should be used for public uses, such as 100%
affordable housing, especially in view of the agreed upon purchase price of $11.4 million that the
Developers and SFPUC have agreed to which WPA believes is well below market value.
1

The DA points out the City's affordable fund share will not apply to 154 units of educator housing which
will be constructed on Parcel F. See DA, Exhibit D, Paragraph E(2)(c). See also Exhibit D-1 for the
number of units on each parcel designated for affordable housing.

Westwood Park Association, 236 West Portal Ave., #770, San Francisco, California 94127
(415) 333-1125
www.westwoodparksf.org
email: board@westwoodpark.com

Supervisors Peskin, Safai, and Preston
July 22, 2020
Page 2 of 8
A.

THE CITY MUST RETAIN OWNERSHIP OF THE BALBOA RESERVOIR
PROPERTY

The voters of the City adopted Proposition K in November of 2014 that sets forth a clear
policy that publicly owned land suitable for housing development represents a unique
opportunity for San Francisco to meet the City’s affordable housing policy goal. The Board of
Supervisors codified this City policy to use public lands for affordable housing in Administrative
Code Article 23A, the Surplus Public Lands Ordinance.
The Property consists of 17.6 acres of publicly owned land, of which the Board of
Supervisors ("Board") is asked to approve the sale of 16.4 acres to the Developer to construct
residential units with accessory uses. It is indisputable that land is an irreplaceable City asset
and title to such Property must remain in public ownership. This Board should follow the voter
mandated public land use policy by retaining or leasing all or a portion of the Property for public
uses that meet the City's current and future needs, including 100% affordable housing, public
parks and education.
The City should instruct the SFPUC to sell or lease all, or a portion of, the Property to
other City agencies such as the San Francisco Mayor’s Office of Housing and Community
Development (“MOHCD”) for 100% affordable rental housing, and the Recreation and Park
Department for Public Parks. MOHCD, in turn, can lease the land to non-profit housing
development organizations such as Bridge Housing, the non-profit housing developer that is part
of Reservoir Community Partners, LLP.
This Board is well aware that the City has leased property for affordable housing
development and other uses and that State and City Agency surplus properties are often leased
for affordable housing to non-profit developers, such as:
•

The San Francisco Unified School District declared the 36,398 square foot former
Phoenix Continuation High School parcel, located at 1950 Mission Street, surplus
property in 2015. The City purchased the land and ground leased the land to Bridge
Housing who has partnered with Mission Housing Development Corp to develop a
100% affordable housing for 157 families with very low and low-incomes, some of
whom were formerly homeless.

•

MOHCD leased air rights above the Broadway Tunnel to Self-Help for the Elderly to
develop affordable housing for very low-income seniors.

•

The Port recently leased Pier 48 and a parcel used by Oracle Park as a parking lot for
the Mission Rock Development consisting of open space, office, retail and residential
uses. Even though the Mission Rock Development is on SF Port Land and subject to
the Burton Act, the principals and benefits to the Port regarding leasing and not
selling the land are the same.
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•

The San Francisco Unified School District declared the Francis Scott Key Annex,
located at 1351 42nd Avenue, to be surplus property, and SFUSD will use the land
for a 100% affordable multi-family housing project with 134 units for educators

At the end of the lease terms in the above examples, the City and other public agencies
will permanently own the affordable rental units that will provide sufficient rental revenue to
maintain, replace or construct new affordable housing rental units. Leasing the Property would
be a superior use of the Property than allowing developers to profit from the 550 market rate
units.
B.

THE SALE PRICE IS SUBSTANTIALLY BELOW MARKET RATE AND IS
ESSENTIALLY ANOTHER SUBSIDY FOR AVALON

The Purchase and Sale Agreement (“PSA”) and the DA allow the SFPUC to sell the
Property for an extraordinarily low price without a definitive timeline to complete the Project.
Market rate housing could be completed but would not receive a Certificate of Temporary or
Permanent Completion and Occupancy until the associated affordable housing has been issued
the same certifications. There is nothing in the agreements to prevent the Developer from
abandoning the Project should a hardship, real or perceived, arise.
1.

The Purchase Price

The San Francisco Planning Code requires all private developers to meet a 20%
minimum on-site affordable housing requirement. As structured in the PSA and DA, the
Developer would purchase 16+ acres of land for mere $11.4 million and financially cover the
affordability gap for 232 of the affordable units and not the full affordability gap for 363 units of
the 550 proposed on-site affordable housing units. Avalon will have no obligation for the
remaining 131 affordable units. It should be noted that 232 affordable units is 21% of the 1,100
unit Project which is only 1% more than the 20% minimum required of any other private forprofit developer, who would have to purchase the land at full market value.
The sales price of $11.4 million for approximately 17 acres is grossly under market value.
The following sales in the last 20 years clearly demonstrate that the sales price is extraordinarily
low:
•

30 Van Ness is a 48,199 sq. ft. parcel that sold for $58.25 Million Dollars in 2014 and
the Planning Commission approved project with 22,000 sq. ft. of retail, 223,000 sq. ft.
of office, and 333 residential units of which 25% are affordable units.

•

In 2019, Watts, Cohn and Partners Commercial Real Estate Appraisers appraised the
City College Ocean Campus land that the City wished to purchase at 11.25 million
dollars per acre.

•

550 O'Farrell Street is an 11,808 sf parcel that sold for $3,137,500.00 in May, 2002.
The Tax Assessors valuation of this property is currently $4,780,287.00 for the land
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and $3,186,857.00 for the building. The Planning Commission approved a mixed-use
project in June 2020 that includes 111 dwelling units and 1,300 sq. ft. of retail use.
•

65 Ocean Avenue, an irregularly shaped 40,497-square-foot (0.9 acre) parcel sold for
3.25 Million Dollars in March of 2007. There is a pending proposal to demolish the
existing buildings and construct a mixed-use building with 193 one-, two-, and threebedroom units, a 5,952 gross-square-foot (gsf) childcare facility.

Based on the above examples, the $11.4 million dollar purchase price is grossly under
Market Value that amounts to a substantial City subsidy to Avalon for their land cost. This land
subsidy is in addition to other City subsidies given in the Development Agreement to Avalon
who is supposed to be responsible for 67% (or 363) of the 550 affordable units; when in fact
Avalon will only be paying the affordability gap difference for 232 units of affordable housing.
Additionally, the public has no information on how many affordable units will be for the very
low and low-income households with income not exceeding 55% of AMI.
This Board should reject the PSA before it and require the SFPUC to explore selling or
leasing the Property to other City Agencies and remand the proposed sale with instruction to
SFPUC to negotiate a lease with a Master Lessee to develop the Property. The Master Lessee
may subdivide the parcel and enter into agreements with additional developers to construct on
the subdivided lots for affordable housing. The benefit to the City would be the similar to the
benefits of the Mission Rock lease with the Port. The City will remain as owner of the land, an
irreplaceable asset, and will own the buildings upon expiration of the lease. The total lease
payment to the SFPUC is likely to be greater than current proposed $11.4 million sales price and
give SFPUC a continuing income stream during the lease term, which can be 55 years or longer.
2.

Terms of the Proposed Purchase Agreement and Development Agreement are
Extremely Favorable to Developer

There is no assurance that the Developer will ever commence construction of the Project.
Under paragraph 6 of the DA the Developer has no obligation to initiate or complete the Project
or any portion of the Project. In addition, under Paragraph 11.2 of the DA, the Developer may
terminate the DA for any reason if the Developer has not commenced construction within five
years.
Moreover, under the PSA the Developer obtains title to the Property but does not have to
pay the low $11.4 million purchase price on closing. Instead, the Developer may opt to sign a
note for the balance owed with a favorable interest rate and make only nominal payments. After
an initial deposit of $500,000, the Developer is only required to pay annual $400,000 “Deposits”.
(See PSA Paragraphs 3.2, 3.4. and Exhibit H-1). If the Developer at any time does not want to
proceed before closing, the sole remedy of the City is to keep the initial payment and Deposits
paid to date as “liquidated damages.” (See PSA Paragraph 10). Even though the note also has
provisions for additional annual payments and for balloon payments in 2026 and 2028, if at any
time in the first five years the Developer decides to walk away from the Project it has no
personal liability beyond the amounts already paid.
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Section 12 on page 42 of the DDA provides that "if Developer transfers one or more
parcels such that there are separate Developers within the Project Site, then the obligation to
perform and complete the Associated Community Benefits for a Building shall be the sole
responsibility of the applicable Developer." The result is that the responsibility to complete the
affordable housing building and associated community benefits will shift to the non-profit
developers. The foregoing provisions give Bridge Housing and other non-profit developers titles
to the affordable housing parcels, so that they will have site control; otherwise the non-profit
developers will not be able to apply for federal, state and City funds. If they are not successful,
Avalon can simply walk from the Project with no additional liability beyond the low annual
payments required in the first five years after the City’s approval.
The terms of the DA and PSA therefore allow the Developer to pay very little cash out of
its pocket and take years to attempt to obtain both public and private funds for the Project, or
transfer the property and Project to another developer. And, even if Developer defaults under
these documents the liquidated damages clause gives the Developer the right to walk from the
Project and exonerates the Developer from any liability. The Developer will have paid only
nominal amounts for the rights to consider proceeding with the Project.
C.

FINANCING OF AFFORDABLE
STREETS/INFRASTRUCTURE

HOUSING,

OPEN

SPACE

AND

Our analysis of the Project’s financing is based on The Economic & Planning System
Inc. memorandum dated May 12, 2020 (the “EPS Memo”) prepared for Developer, which is in
the Board's packet, and attached hereto (without appendices) as Exhibit 1.
1.

Based On Information Provided By Avalon's Consultant, Avalon Will Not Provide The
Affordability Gap Funding For All Of The 33% Affordable Units.

The EPS Memo analyzed the financial analysis prepared for Avalon for the purpose of
showing why an 800-unit project is not financially feasible but an 1,100 unit project is. The EPS
Memo states that the affordability gap for each of the 363 units is an average of $312,000 per
unit that would total $113,256,000.00. In a table summarizing Developer's sources and uses, it
shows that the private contribution to the affordability gap would be $72,471,000.00, 2 which is a
$38,854,600 deficit. 3 Based on a $298,000 affordability gap, which is the low end of per unit
affordability gap, Avalon’s commitment, would finance a total of 232 units, which is 131 units
fewer than the 363 units required. 4 The $38,854,600 not funded by the Avalon would require
2

See EPS Memo, Table 1and pages 3 through 6 inclusive.

3

See EPS Memo, page 4, footnote 1.

4

The EPS Memo states on page 6 states that the average subsidy for affordability gap ranges from $298,000
to $312,000 per unit and states that the $312,000 per door would be a reasonable amount. The amount is
the difference between the Developer's contribution to the affordability gap and the actual affordability gap.
In the EPS Memo, the total difference was $40,000,00.00. The high and low ends of the affordability gap
is higher than the amount cited in the EPS Memo for private developers because a private developer is
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their non-profit developer partners to obtain funding from Federal, State and Local affordable
housing programs, if funding is available. Therefore, subsidies from City, Federal, State and
Local affordable housing programs would fund 131 of the 550 affordable units and the City will
fund the balance of 182 units of what WPA assumes would be the very low-income units.
Under Planning Code Section 415.6, a private project sponsor developing a 1,100 unit
project must provide 20% (or 220 units) of the project's on-site inclusionary rental affordable
units without any public subsidy. A portion of the projected profits from the sale and/or rental
income of the project units would be used to subsidize the affordable project component. The
analysis in the EPS Memo states that the Avalon would only fund the affordable housing gap of
232 affordable units, which is only 12 units more than a private project sponsor if the Project was
simply rezoned for residential use and sold on the open market. The current rent in an Avalon
Ocean Avenue rental building is 5.45 per sq. ft. for a studio and $3.95 per sq. ft. for a twobedroom unit. The EPS Memo estimates that rents for the market rate units in the completed
Project would be $4.68 per sq. ft
WPA acknowledges that 100% affordable housing projects serving the very low income
will require public and/or private subsidies. The EPS Memo identified some of the outside
funding sources currently available to non-profit housing developers, such as Bridge Housing,
that includes but is not limited to, "Low Income Housing Tax Credit", "HUD Section 811
Supportive Housing Demonstration Program", Tax Exempt Housing Authority Bonds or Housing
Bonds. In addition, there is City funding available from the inclusionary housing and housing
impact fees as well as funding from Private Foundations and Individuals.
This Board needs answers to the following questions:
(a) Why is Avalon not fully funding the affordability gap for 33% of the units as required
in the Development Agreement, or for that matter why are they not responsible for all 550
affordable units?
(b) Will Bridge Housing fund a portion of Avalon’s unfunded $38,854,600 affordability
gap without public funding?
(c) How many affordable units will be available for the very low-income residents of San
Francisco?
(d) How many of the 550 market rate units will be sold by and how many will be rented
by Avalon? And

paying market rate for the land which is significantly higher than the $11.4 million purchase price for 17.6
acres.
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(e) Since the City will not fund the 154 Educator Housing, what is the financial
arrangement for those units and are they part of the 363 affordable units that is Avalon's
responsibility.
2.

Public Funds Would Be Used For Project Infrastructure And Open Space

The EPS Memo also mentions that the Avalon will seek funds from the State's Infill
Infrastructure Grant program, to provide gap funding for infrastructure improvements for
specific residential or mixed use projects, and also look to create a Mello Roos Special Tax
District, aka Community Facilities District (CFD) to sift some of the hard development costs
from Avalon. 5
The EPS Memo also opines that the Developer plans to apply for funding from a State
Park Program to create the new publicly accessible Open Space including a portion of the streets
that will become a Paseo.
D.

The Property Can and Should Be Developed For 100% Affordable Housing
Without a For-Profit Developer Partner.

Bridge Housing Inc., founded in 1982, has participated in the development of more than
17,000 homes and apartments in California and the Pacific Northwest. Bridge Housing has
approximately 11,300 apartments under property and/or asset management with a portfolio value
of over $3 billion. Bridge housing has reported in its Federal filings that as of 2019 it has
$38,756,564 in revenue and $100,552,743 in assets. Of the over $38 million dollar in revenue
$17,304,152 was from program services and $2,198,684 is from investment income and
dividends. 6 Bridge Housing has the ability to develop 100% affordable housing if given a longterm lease on the Property. WPA has no issue with the compensation of the top executives of
Bridge Housing, because Bridge Housing demonstrates that a well-managed non-profit housing
organization is perfectly capable of developing 100% affordable housing alone or in conjunction
with other non-profit development partners such as Habitat for Humanity 7, or Chinese
Community Development Center. 8
The Open Space Acquisition and Park Renovation Program (Proposition J) fund created
by the voters of San Francisco can be used to acquire a portion of the Property for a new Park
5

See EPS Memo, page 4, footnote 2, pages 7 and 8.

6

Source: IRS Form 990 filed by Bride Housing.

7

Habitat for Humanity Greater San Francisco has a revenue of 17 Million. Source: IRS Form 990, available
at https://habitatgsf.org/publications/.

8

In 2017, the Chinatown Community Development Center had $22,028,081 in revenue, of which $959,607
is from investments. Source: IRS Form 990, available at https://www.chinatowncdc.org/aboutus/documents.

EXHIBIT 1

MEMORANDUM
To:

Reservoir Community Partners, LLC

From:

Economic & Planning Systems, Inc.

Subject:

Financial Feasibility of Balboa Reservoir Project Alternative B;
EPS #201010

Date:

May 12, 2020

The San Francisco Planning Department prepared a draft subsequent
environmental impact report (Draft SEIR) for the Balboa Reservoir
project, which studies two options for the Proposed Project and four
Alternatives. Economic & Planning Systems, Inc. (EPS) was retained by
Reservoir Community Partners, LLC (Developer, Master Developer, or
Project Sponsor) to evaluate the financial feasibility of Alternative B, the
Reduced Density Alternative.
As described in more detail below, the Project Sponsor has determined
the Proposed Project is financially feasible; however, the feasibility of
the Project is subject to the availability and successful award of state
grants and various affordable housing public subsidies.
Summary of Analysis: Alternative B is not feasible, showing a deficit of
approximately $26.7 million. This deficit is caused primarily due to the
relatively fixed costs of the required horizontal infrastructure, as the
number of units across which the infrastructure costs can be shared is
reduced, as well as the anticipated reduction of outside funding available
to support affordable housing.

Project Description and Background
As described in the Balboa Reservoir Project Draft SEIR, the Balboa
Reservoir site is a 17.6-acre parcel in the area West of Twin Peaks and
south of central San Francisco, northwest of Ocean and Lee Avenues.
The site was originally built as a water reservoir, but has never been
used for that purpose and is currently used as a surface parking lot. The
Proposed Project calls for the development of the site with mixedincome housing; open space; a childcare facility/community room
available for public use; retail space; on- and off-street parking; and
new streets, utilities, and other infrastructure. The Developer’s Proposed
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Option calls for 1,100 dwelling units, 7,500 square feet of retail space, 10,000 square feet of
childcare and community space, 550 residential parking spaces, and approximately 220 public
parking spaces. Building heights would range from 25 to 78 feet. Fifty percent of the units in the
Proposed Project would be affordable to Low- and Moderate-income households; 33 percent of
the units would be subsidized by the Developer and 17 percent would be subsidized by the City.
The Developer’s Proposed Option is evaluated as the base case “Proposed Project,” against which
the feasibility of Alternative B is evaluated.
As conceptualized and as summarized in the Draft SEIR, Alternative B would be identical to the
Proposed Project with respect to the land uses, street configurations, and site plan block
configurations. However, under Alternative B, the site would be developed with approximately
800 dwelling units. This alternative would include 7,500 square feet of retail space, 10,000
square feet of childcare and community space, and 400 residential parking spaces. Alternative B
would not include a public parking garage. In general, building heights would be reduced
compared to the Proposed Project, resulting in slightly less efficient buildings.1 Other aspects of
the Proposed Project including open space and transportation and circulation improvements
would remain the same under the alternative.
The Balboa Reservoir site is currently owned by the City and County of San Francisco through its
Public Utilities Commission, which has determined that the site is surplus and not needed for
future water storage. The Developer and the San Francisco Public Utilities Commission (SFPUC)
have tentatively agreed upon a fair market land purchase price of $11.2 million.

Approach and Key Findings
To support this evaluation of the financial feasibility of Alternative B, the Developer, via Century
Urban, LLC, a consultant to the City, shared a project pro forma that had been developed
collaboratively between the City and the Project Sponsor to analyze the development economics
of the Proposed Project. EPS studied the assumptions and results of the cash flow model and
considered the feasibility of Alternative B in this context. Discussions with the Project Sponsor
team and Century Urban helped provide additional background and context for EPS’s
consideration. The conclusions outlined below are based on EPS’s evaluation of the shared
model, discussions with those close to the project, and EPS’s professional judgement as a real
estate and land use economics consulting firm, active in the San Francisco area. This analysis is
based on the best available information at this time.
1. Through careful analysis of the development economics of the Proposed Project
and evaluation of potential outside funding sources (e.g., Infill Infrastructure
Grant, State Park Grant, Affordable Housing and Sustainable Communities Program,
and City subsidy for affordable units), the Project Sponsor and the City have
determined that the Proposed Project is feasible.
The Project Sponsor is evaluating the types of outside funding sources that may be
appropriate to help fund the horizontal improvements required to support the Proposed
Project, including the state’s Infill Infrastructure Grant (IIG), a state Park Grant, the

1

The Project Sponsor conservatively estimates the loss of efficiency to be approximately 2 to
3 percent. This assumption seems reasonable, but EPS has not independently verified this assumption.
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California Housing and Community Development’s Affordable Housing and Sustainable
Communities Program (AHSC), as well as the subsidies required from the City to achieve an
affordable housing goal of 50 percent. Eligibility criteria and competitiveness for many of
these sources is tied to project density, and the Project Sponsor estimates the Proposed
Project is optimizing competitiveness in this regard and at the limit of the potential grant and
subsidy amounts that may be awarded.2
2. Alternative B, the “Reduced Density Alternative,” reduces the maximum number of
residential units from 1,100 units under the Proposed Project to 800 units, a
reduction of approximately 27 percent.
The reduction in the number of units occurs by reducing the density of each pad (through
reduced building heights) rather than by concentrating development on fewer pads. With the
reduction in the number of residential units, the number of parking spaces is reduced to 400
spaces that would serve the residential uses only. The remainder of the program, including
leasable space for commercial and nonprofit uses and parks and open space remains the
same.
3. The reduction in the number of units does not contribute to a proportionate
decrease in the expected land payment to SFPUC or the horizontal infrastructure
investment required to support new development.
The expected land cost is estimated at approximately $11.2 million. SFPUC requires the land
payment for the site to reflect fair market value. In this case the fair market value will be
determined through an appraisal process; however, it is not expected that SFPUC would
accept less than $11.2 million for the land under a reduced development scenario. The
sitewide infrastructure costs (e.g., utility infrastructure, roads/curbs/gutters, earthwork and
grading, and parks and open space) are estimated at approximately $43.6 million in Phases 0
and 1 and $4.7 million in Phase 2, for a total of $48.3 million (in uninflated 2019 dollars).
Unless development is reduced to the point that not all pads are developed, this investment
in horizontal infrastructure is relatively fixed. The “per door” infrastructure cost is $45,000
per door for the Proposed Project and $60,000 per door for Alternative B, a 33 percent
increase. This additional cost burden (on a per door basis) would be in addition to vertical
development costs that already cannot be supported by project revenues alone (see next
finding).
4. With the 50 percent affordability target (33 percent to be subsidized by the
Developer and 17 percent to be subsidized by the City), the vertical development in
the Proposed Project requires approximately $72.5 million of additional funding
according to the shared project pro forma. The reduced program renders the
vertical development less feasible and makes it less likely the vertical development
can support higher per door horizontal infrastructure costs.
Since, development fees (including profits) are included as a use of funds, a “Net
Surplus/Deficit” of $0 or greater represents a feasible project, while a negative number

2

Many of the grants the Project Sponsor will be seeking cannot be applied for until entitlements are in
place. As such, the Proposed Project is currently underwritten based on the Project Sponsor’s best
estimate of the types of grants that will be pursued and the likely amount of those grants if awarded.
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represents a project deficit and an infeasible project. . As shown in Table 1, Alternative B is
$26.7 million short of feasibility. Also note that this deficit is significantly larger than the
$11.2 million land acquisition cost, so, even if the SFPUC were willing to accept a reduced
land payment, no amount of reduction in land cost would result in feasibility.
At the same time, as the development program is reduced, many sources are subject to
decreases. Reducing the number of units reduces the amount of outside funding that can be
reasonably expected, as it is anticipated that the reduced density project may not compete
as well for the grant funding that is underwritten into the shared project pro forma. Table 1
presents a summary of current estimates of the sources and uses for the Proposed Project
and Alternative B.
In addition, while certain uses are fixed (e.g., land acquisition, infrastructure improvements),
the subsidy that flows to the affordable housing developer decreases with a reduced number
of affordable residential units.
Table 1

Summary of Master Developer Sources and Uses

Summary of Master Developer
Sources and Uses

Uses
Land Acquisition
Hard Costs (Horizontal)
Soft Costs (Horizontal)
Financing Costs
Affordable Subsidy [1]
Master HOA Costs
Master Developer Fee
Gross Expenditures
Sources
Public Finance (CFD Bonds)
Upfront Infrastructure Payments
Proceeds from Pad Sales
Subsidy from Outside Sources (State) [2]
Gross Revenues
Net Surplus/Deficit

Scenario (in thousands $)
Proposed Project

Alternative B

($11,157)
($34,050)
($14,246)
($6,657)
($72,471)
($2,054)
($4,830)
($145,464)

($11,157)
($34,050)
($14,246)
($6,657)
($61,562)
($2,054)
($4,830)
($134,555)

$12,500
$22,705
$70,759
$39,500
$145,464

$9,091
$16,512
$51,198
$31,045
$107,847

$0

($26,708)

[1] Affordable subsidy identified here is net of approximately $40 million of grant funding
through the state's Housing and Community Development’s Multifamily Housing Program
(MHP) and Affordable Housing and Sustainable Communities Program (AHSC).
[2] The primary outside funding sources are the Statewide Park Program (SSP) and the
state’s Infill Infrastructure Grant (IIG) Program.
Source: Reservoir Community Partners LLC; Economic & Planning Systems, Inc.
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Methodology
EPS was provided access to the shared project pro forma, dated December 5, 2019, which has
been developed collaboratively between the City and the Project Sponsor to analyze the
development economics of the Proposed Project. EPS reviewed the model and considered the
reasonableness of the underlying assumptions. The model is prepared from the perspective of
the Project Sponsor, acting as Master Developer, with responsibility for entitling the
development, arranging financing, acquiring the land, and installing the horizontal
infrastructure.3 The Master Developer will then sell the eight development pads to vertical
developers that will build the improvements.

Development Costs
Each of the primary development costs, or uses, is described below, along with EPS’s assessment
of how and why the development cost may or may not differ between the Proposed Project and
Alternative B.
Land Acquisition. The Project Sponsor will purchase the land from the SFPUC at an estimated
cost of $11.2 million. While the SFPUC shares the Project Sponsor’s goal to achieve significant
affordable housing at the site, the SFPUC, on behalf of its ratepayers, requires fair market
consideration for the land. While the exact transaction price may still vary depending on the
results of a pending appraisal, the estimate of $11.2 million is the prevailing assumption,
generating value to SFPUC while contributing to the feasibility of the Proposed Project. It is not
expected that SFPUC would accept less for the land under a reduced development scenario. As
such, Table 1 preserves the land acquisition cost of $11.2 million under Alternative B.
Horizontal Hard/Soft Costs. The hard costs of developing the horizontal improvements are
based on an April 2019 budget estimate from Cahill Contractors. The estimate for the hard costs
($34 million) is attached as Appendix A. Costs include demolition, hazardous materials
abatement, earthwork (grading/paving), installing site utilities, concrete and asphalt work,
landscape, irrigation, site furnishings, electrical work, and final site cleanup. Soft costs include
entitlements, architectural and engineering drawings, professional services, and contingency.
Soft costs are typically estimated as a percentage of hard costs, and in this case, represent
approximately 40 percent of the hard cost estimate, which, in EPS’s opinion, is a reasonable
assumption. Because the reduced density associated with Alternative B is achieved by lowering
the heights of the vertical construction rather than eliminating one or more development pads,
there is no significant change to the required horizontal improvements, and it is reasonable to
expect the hard and soft costs would remain substantially similar under Alternative B.
Financing Costs. Financing costs are the financial carrying costs of the construction loan, and
include the loan origination fee and the interest. While these terms may vary between the time
of this estimate and the time that the financing is arranged, the costs will be related to the hard
costs, and potentially to other overall development costs, and, therefore, substantially the same
between the Proposed Project and Alternative B.
Affordable Housing Subsidy. The Proposed Project reflects a goal that 50 percent of the 1,100
units, or 550 units, be affordable to Low and Moderate-income households. The Master

3

Vertical developers may be affiliates of the Project Sponsor.
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Developer will subsidize 33 percent, or up to 363 units and the City of San Francisco, through
the Mayor’s Office of Housing and Community Development (MOHCD), is committing to
subsidizing 17 percent of the total units, or up to 187 units. At a conceptual level, this
agreement is not expected to change in Alternative B; the Master Developer will subsidize 33
percent of the total units and the City will subsidize 17 percent of the total units, up to a
maximum per door that is still being finalized and not-to-exceed the amount the Master
Developer is subsidizing.
In Table 1, the Affordable Housing Subsidy line item shows the net subsidy for 33 percent of the
units that the Master Developer is responsible for funding. The shared project pro forma
currently estimates that the total subsidy needed will be approximately $113 million. On a per
door basis, the affordable housing subsidy gap to be addressed by the Developer is
approximately $312,000. Presuming that approximately $40 million of state subsidy is available
through the California Housing and Community Development’s Multifamily Housing Program
(MHP) and Affordable Housing and Sustainable Communities Program (AHSC) (see Subsidy from
Outside Sources below), the total subsidy is reduced to $72.5 million as shown on Table 1, and
the per door subsidy is reduced to approximately $200,000. To confirm the reasonableness of
the estimated subsidy, EPS reviewed the typical level of subsidy provided by MOHCD, as shown
in Appendix B. Appendix B is a summary of past, pending, and projected affordable housing
subsidies granted through MOHCD and shows subsidies ranging from a low of $100,000 per door
to a high of $356,700 per door. The average subsidy per door of the units currently under
construction is $298,000, suggesting a per door subsidy from the Master Developer of up to
$312,000 is a reasonable subsidy amount in the Proposed Project.
Because the subsidy from the City is tied to the number of units and because the development
under Alternative B is slightly less efficient, the resulting gap, which is the obligation of the
Master Developer as described above, is disproportionately affected, as shown in Table 1. The
Project Sponsor estimates that there would be a minimum 2.5 to 3 percent loss of efficiency
based on the smaller buildings in Alternative B,, resulting in a conservative 10 percent increase
in the gap to be financed. EPS discussed this concept with the Project Sponsor and concurs that
this is a reasonable estimate.
Master HOA Costs. There is expected to be a Homeowners Association (HOA) that Project
apartment and townhome owners pay to support ongoing operations and maintenance (O&M) of
the shared infrastructure, such as the park and park programming, lighting, pathways, etc. The
Master HOA costs are costs (or dues) the Master Developer incurs from the time the HOA is
formed to when the obligation to pay dues is transferred to vertical developers. Because the total
O&M expenses of the shared infrastructure is the same regardless of the number of units, this
line item is estimated to stay the same under Alternative B.
Master Developer Fee. As the Master Developer, the Project Sponsor is working on a fee basis,
which is typical. Under the Proposed Project, the fee is estimated at $4.8 million. Because the
work for the Master Developer is largely the same under Alternative B as the Proposed Project,
the Master Developer Fee is expected to remain the same under Alternative B. Even if the Master
Developer waived its fee entirely, the savings to the overall Project Costs would not be enough to
render Alternative B feasible.
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Funding Sources
Each of the primary sources of revenue is described below, along with EPS’s assessment of how
and why the development cost may or may not differ between the Proposed Project and
Alternative B.
CFD Bond Proceeds. A Community Facilities District (CFD) will be formed, through which future
townhome property owners will pay a special tax each year as part of their property tax bill.
Revenue from the CFD special tax will be used to pay the debt service on a bond issuance, the
proceeds from which will help fund infrastructure. The amount of the special tax and, therefore,
the size of the bond are informed by feasibility considerations (i.e., how much each household or
parcel can support). As such, the revenue from this source will decrease as the project density is
reduced, assuming that the total number of townhomes decreases in the same proportion that
the total number of units decreases. Table 1 illustrates this reduction and assumes the reduction
is proportional to the decrease in the number of units since a property owner’s capacity to pay
the special tax stays constant regardless of the size of the project.
Upfront Infrastructure Payments. While the CFD structure works well for the for-sale
townhome development, it is not preferred for the developers of the rental residential product
who prefer to pay Upfront Infrastructure Payments, rather than annual supplemental special
taxes over time. The rental residential development will share in the infrastructure cost
obligation, and the capacity is tied to the number of units. Similarly, the reduction in Upfront
Infrastructure Payments is assumed proportional to the decrease in the number of units.
Proceeds from Pad Sales. Upon completion of the horizontal improvements, the Master
Developer will sell the individual development sites (or pads) to vertical developers. The pad for
the townhome units will be sold at market rate prior to vertical development. Of the remaining
development, both the market rate and affordable units are expected to contribute to land
acquisition costs, and the mechanism for that is through the pad sale proceeds. The estimated
revenue from the pad sales is based on a per unit estimate of the land value. Because the
proceeds from pad sales is estimated on a per door basis, the revenue from this line item
decreases under Alternative B, as shown on Table 1. Note that the decrease in the proceeds
from pad sales is not recouped through a lower land acquisition cost from the SFPUC; that
estimate remains at $11.2 million. Put differently, holding the SFPUC land payment constant at
$11.2 million, the required land payment per unit increases under the alternative scenario, which
negatively impacts the ability for vertical development projects to contribute more to land and/or
infrastructure payments.
Subsidy from Outside Sources. The economics of the Proposed Project are highly dependent
on identifying and securing outside funding sources. The primary outside funding sources are the
Statewide Park Program (SSP),4 the state’s Infill Infrastructure Grant (IIG) Program,5 and the

4

The Statewide Park Program is a competitive grant program intended to create new parks and new
recreation opportunities in underserved communities across California.

5

IIG is grant assistance, available as gap funding to infrastructure improvements required for specific
residential or mixed-use infill development. Funds will be allocated through a competitive process for
Large Jurisdictions, based on the merits of the individual infill projects and areas. Application selection
criteria includes housing density, project readiness, access to transit, proximity to amenities, and
housing affordability.
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California Housing and Community Development’s Multifamily Housing Program (MHP) and
Affordable Housing and Sustainable Communities Program (AHSC). None of these sources has
been secured, but the eligibility and award criteria for each have been evaluated and appear
appropriate for the Proposed Project.
While competitive, award of the SSP does not appear to be tied to project density, and revenue
from this outside funding source is assumed to be the same under the Proposed Project and
Alternative B. Competitiveness for both the IIG and the AHSC grants appears tied to project
density and the number of affordable and overall units. For estimating purposes, the amount of
these grants is assumed to decrease in proportion to the reduction in the number of units. MHP
is a deferred loan program with a maximum award on a per unit basis, and therefore has also
been assumed to decrease in proportion to the reduction in the number of units.

General Observations
EPS reviewed and confirmed as reasonable several of the underlying market assumptions,
including market rate rents for the apartments and sales prices for the townhomes. Using CoStar
Real Estate Group data for the San Francisco multifamily apartment market, generally, and
CoStar market data for the nearby Avalon Ocean Avenue project, specifically, the average rent
assumption of $4.68 per square foot and the average vacancy rate assumption of 5.5 percent
are consistent with market comparables. Current rents at Avalon Ocean Avenue range between
$3.95 per square foot for 2-bedroom units to $5.45 per square foot for studio units, and vacancy
is averaging approximately 1.7 percent.
Effective rents in the broader San Francisco market are lower than the rents assumed in the
project pro forma, averaging approximately $4.20 per square foot. The effective rents do not
reflect a premium for new construction and or other project amenities, such as the onsite park
space and associated park programming, that will affect achievable rents under the Proposed
Project. See Appendix C for market data specific to the Avalon Ocean Avenue project and
Appendix D for multifamily market data in San Francisco as of March 2020.
The return-on-cost is an appropriate metric to evaluate the feasibility of the vertical development
of the apartments and commonly used by publicly-traded Real Estate Investment Trusts (REIT).
A return-on-cost of greater than 5 percent, as demonstrated in the project pro forma, is
reasonable.
As a general note, this memorandum is being prepared as the world seeks to address the
COVID-19 pandemic, an unprecedented public health crisis that has endangered vulnerable
populations and caused sudden and dramatic shifts in economic and social behavior. Since the
economic effect has been both significant and abrupt, the pandemic may potentially have
implications for some of the assumptions and conclusions described above. However, given that
the length and severity of the pandemic is still unknown, the specific economic implications will
depend on how the crisis and economic response unfold over the next many months.

About EPS
EPS is a land economics consulting firm experienced in the full spectrum of services related to
real estate development, the financing of public infrastructure and government services, land use
and conservation planning, and government organization. For a full statement of qualifications,
please see Appendix E.
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July 22, 2020
VIA EMAIL
Supervisors Peskin, Safai and Preston
Members of Land Use and Transportation Committee
Board of Supervisors
City Hall, Room 244
Dr. Carlton Goodlett Place
San Francisco, CA 94103
Subject:

Use of Balboa Reservoir Property for 100% Affordable Housing

Dear Supervisors Peskin, Safai and Preston:
The Westwood Park Association (“WPA”) was developed over 100 years ago to
represent the interests of the residents of the Westwood Park Community. Westwood Park is
located immediately west of the 17+ acre Balboa Reservoir Property ("Property") that is owned
by the SF Public Utilities Commission (“SFPUC”). The proposed developer of the Property is
Reservoir Community Partners, LLP, a joint venture limited liability entity consisting of a forprofit developer ("Avalon") and Bridge Housing, a non-profit housing development organization,
(collectively “Developer”). The Developer proposes to construct 1,100 units, consisting of 550
units of allegedly affordable housing, and 550 units of market rate housing ("Project"). The
affordable housing units will be developed and constructed by Bridge Housing and other nonprofit developers.
The Development Agreement (“DA”) states on page 2 that there are three major public
benefits from the Balboa Reservoir Project: (i) 50% of 1,100 units (550 units) will be affordable,
(ii) construction of 4 acres of publicly accessible new parks; and (iii) street and infrastructure
improvements. Under the DA, the Developer is responsible for funding with private and public
funds and constructing 67% of the 550 affordable units (363 units), while the City will be
responsible for funding 33% (or 182) affordable units. 1
WPA opposes the sale of the Property to the Developer because we, along with the voters
of San Francisco, believe that public land is an irreplaceable public asset that should not be sold
to benefit for-profit private developers. This land should be used for public uses, such as 100%
affordable housing, especially in view of the agreed upon purchase price of $11.4 million that the
Developers and SFPUC have agreed to which WPA believes is well below market value.
1

The DA points out the City's affordable fund share will not apply to 154 units of educator housing which
will be constructed on Parcel F. See DA, Exhibit D, Paragraph E(2)(c). See also Exhibit D-1 for the
number of units on each parcel designated for affordable housing.

Westwood Park Association, 236 West Portal Ave., #770, San Francisco, California 94127
(415) 333-1125
www.westwoodparksf.org
email: board@westwoodpark.com
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A.

THE CITY MUST RETAIN OWNERSHIP OF THE BALBOA RESERVOIR
PROPERTY

The voters of the City adopted Proposition K in November of 2014 that sets forth a clear
policy that publicly owned land suitable for housing development represents a unique
opportunity for San Francisco to meet the City’s affordable housing policy goal. The Board of
Supervisors codified this City policy to use public lands for affordable housing in Administrative
Code Article 23A, the Surplus Public Lands Ordinance.
The Property consists of 17.6 acres of publicly owned land, of which the Board of
Supervisors ("Board") is asked to approve the sale of 16.4 acres to the Developer to construct
residential units with accessory uses. It is indisputable that land is an irreplaceable City asset
and title to such Property must remain in public ownership. This Board should follow the voter
mandated public land use policy by retaining or leasing all or a portion of the Property for public
uses that meet the City's current and future needs, including 100% affordable housing, public
parks and education.
The City should instruct the SFPUC to sell or lease all, or a portion of, the Property to
other City agencies such as the San Francisco Mayor’s Office of Housing and Community
Development (“MOHCD”) for 100% affordable rental housing, and the Recreation and Park
Department for Public Parks. MOHCD, in turn, can lease the land to non-profit housing
development organizations such as Bridge Housing, the non-profit housing developer that is part
of Reservoir Community Partners, LLP.
This Board is well aware that the City has leased property for affordable housing
development and other uses and that State and City Agency surplus properties are often leased
for affordable housing to non-profit developers, such as:
•

The San Francisco Unified School District declared the 36,398 square foot former
Phoenix Continuation High School parcel, located at 1950 Mission Street, surplus
property in 2015. The City purchased the land and ground leased the land to Bridge
Housing who has partnered with Mission Housing Development Corp to develop a
100% affordable housing for 157 families with very low and low-incomes, some of
whom were formerly homeless.

•

MOHCD leased air rights above the Broadway Tunnel to Self-Help for the Elderly to
develop affordable housing for very low-income seniors.

•

The Port recently leased Pier 48 and a parcel used by Oracle Park as a parking lot for
the Mission Rock Development consisting of open space, office, retail and residential
uses. Even though the Mission Rock Development is on SF Port Land and subject to
the Burton Act, the principals and benefits to the Port regarding leasing and not
selling the land are the same.
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•

The San Francisco Unified School District declared the Francis Scott Key Annex,
located at 1351 42nd Avenue, to be surplus property, and SFUSD will use the land
for a 100% affordable multi-family housing project with 134 units for educators

At the end of the lease terms in the above examples, the City and other public agencies
will permanently own the affordable rental units that will provide sufficient rental revenue to
maintain, replace or construct new affordable housing rental units. Leasing the Property would
be a superior use of the Property than allowing developers to profit from the 550 market rate
units.
B.

THE SALE PRICE IS SUBSTANTIALLY BELOW MARKET RATE AND IS
ESSENTIALLY ANOTHER SUBSIDY FOR AVALON

The Purchase and Sale Agreement (“PSA”) and the DA allow the SFPUC to sell the
Property for an extraordinarily low price without a definitive timeline to complete the Project.
Market rate housing could be completed but would not receive a Certificate of Temporary or
Permanent Completion and Occupancy until the associated affordable housing has been issued
the same certifications. There is nothing in the agreements to prevent the Developer from
abandoning the Project should a hardship, real or perceived, arise.
1.

The Purchase Price

The San Francisco Planning Code requires all private developers to meet a 20%
minimum on-site affordable housing requirement. As structured in the PSA and DA, the
Developer would purchase 16+ acres of land for mere $11.4 million and financially cover the
affordability gap for 232 of the affordable units and not the full affordability gap for 363 units of
the 550 proposed on-site affordable housing units. Avalon will have no obligation for the
remaining 131 affordable units. It should be noted that 232 affordable units is 21% of the 1,100
unit Project which is only 1% more than the 20% minimum required of any other private forprofit developer, who would have to purchase the land at full market value.
The sales price of $11.4 million for approximately 17 acres is grossly under market value.
The following sales in the last 20 years clearly demonstrate that the sales price is extraordinarily
low:
•

30 Van Ness is a 48,199 sq. ft. parcel that sold for $58.25 Million Dollars in 2014 and
the Planning Commission approved project with 22,000 sq. ft. of retail, 223,000 sq. ft.
of office, and 333 residential units of which 25% are affordable units.

•

In 2019, Watts, Cohn and Partners Commercial Real Estate Appraisers appraised the
City College Ocean Campus land that the City wished to purchase at 11.25 million
dollars per acre.

•

550 O'Farrell Street is an 11,808 sf parcel that sold for $3,137,500.00 in May, 2002.
The Tax Assessors valuation of this property is currently $4,780,287.00 for the land
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and $3,186,857.00 for the building. The Planning Commission approved a mixed-use
project in June 2020 that includes 111 dwelling units and 1,300 sq. ft. of retail use.
•

65 Ocean Avenue, an irregularly shaped 40,497-square-foot (0.9 acre) parcel sold for
3.25 Million Dollars in March of 2007. There is a pending proposal to demolish the
existing buildings and construct a mixed-use building with 193 one-, two-, and threebedroom units, a 5,952 gross-square-foot (gsf) childcare facility.

Based on the above examples, the $11.4 million dollar purchase price is grossly under
Market Value that amounts to a substantial City subsidy to Avalon for their land cost. This land
subsidy is in addition to other City subsidies given in the Development Agreement to Avalon
who is supposed to be responsible for 67% (or 363) of the 550 affordable units; when in fact
Avalon will only be paying the affordability gap difference for 232 units of affordable housing.
Additionally, the public has no information on how many affordable units will be for the very
low and low-income households with income not exceeding 55% of AMI.
This Board should reject the PSA before it and require the SFPUC to explore selling or
leasing the Property to other City Agencies and remand the proposed sale with instruction to
SFPUC to negotiate a lease with a Master Lessee to develop the Property. The Master Lessee
may subdivide the parcel and enter into agreements with additional developers to construct on
the subdivided lots for affordable housing. The benefit to the City would be the similar to the
benefits of the Mission Rock lease with the Port. The City will remain as owner of the land, an
irreplaceable asset, and will own the buildings upon expiration of the lease. The total lease
payment to the SFPUC is likely to be greater than current proposed $11.4 million sales price and
give SFPUC a continuing income stream during the lease term, which can be 55 years or longer.
2.

Terms of the Proposed Purchase Agreement and Development Agreement are
Extremely Favorable to Developer

There is no assurance that the Developer will ever commence construction of the Project.
Under paragraph 6 of the DA the Developer has no obligation to initiate or complete the Project
or any portion of the Project. In addition, under Paragraph 11.2 of the DA, the Developer may
terminate the DA for any reason if the Developer has not commenced construction within five
years.
Moreover, under the PSA the Developer obtains title to the Property but does not have to
pay the low $11.4 million purchase price on closing. Instead, the Developer may opt to sign a
note for the balance owed with a favorable interest rate and make only nominal payments. After
an initial deposit of $500,000, the Developer is only required to pay annual $400,000 “Deposits”.
(See PSA Paragraphs 3.2, 3.4. and Exhibit H-1). If the Developer at any time does not want to
proceed before closing, the sole remedy of the City is to keep the initial payment and Deposits
paid to date as “liquidated damages.” (See PSA Paragraph 10). Even though the note also has
provisions for additional annual payments and for balloon payments in 2026 and 2028, if at any
time in the first five years the Developer decides to walk away from the Project it has no
personal liability beyond the amounts already paid.
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Section 12 on page 42 of the DDA provides that "if Developer transfers one or more
parcels such that there are separate Developers within the Project Site, then the obligation to
perform and complete the Associated Community Benefits for a Building shall be the sole
responsibility of the applicable Developer." The result is that the responsibility to complete the
affordable housing building and associated community benefits will shift to the non-profit
developers. The foregoing provisions give Bridge Housing and other non-profit developers titles
to the affordable housing parcels, so that they will have site control; otherwise the non-profit
developers will not be able to apply for federal, state and City funds. If they are not successful,
Avalon can simply walk from the Project with no additional liability beyond the low annual
payments required in the first five years after the City’s approval.
The terms of the DA and PSA therefore allow the Developer to pay very little cash out of
its pocket and take years to attempt to obtain both public and private funds for the Project, or
transfer the property and Project to another developer. And, even if Developer defaults under
these documents the liquidated damages clause gives the Developer the right to walk from the
Project and exonerates the Developer from any liability. The Developer will have paid only
nominal amounts for the rights to consider proceeding with the Project.
C.

FINANCING OF AFFORDABLE
STREETS/INFRASTRUCTURE

HOUSING,

OPEN

SPACE

AND

Our analysis of the Project’s financing is based on The Economic & Planning System
Inc. memorandum dated May 12, 2020 (the “EPS Memo”) prepared for Developer, which is in
the Board's packet, and attached hereto (without appendices) as Exhibit 1.
1.

Based On Information Provided By Avalon's Consultant, Avalon Will Not Provide The
Affordability Gap Funding For All Of The 33% Affordable Units.

The EPS Memo analyzed the financial analysis prepared for Avalon for the purpose of
showing why an 800-unit project is not financially feasible but an 1,100 unit project is. The EPS
Memo states that the affordability gap for each of the 363 units is an average of $312,000 per
unit that would total $113,256,000.00. In a table summarizing Developer's sources and uses, it
shows that the private contribution to the affordability gap would be $72,471,000.00, 2 which is a
$38,854,600 deficit. 3 Based on a $298,000 affordability gap, which is the low end of per unit
affordability gap, Avalon’s commitment, would finance a total of 232 units, which is 131 units
fewer than the 363 units required. 4 The $38,854,600 not funded by the Avalon would require
2

See EPS Memo, Table 1and pages 3 through 6 inclusive.

3

See EPS Memo, page 4, footnote 1.

4

The EPS Memo states on page 6 states that the average subsidy for affordability gap ranges from $298,000
to $312,000 per unit and states that the $312,000 per door would be a reasonable amount. The amount is
the difference between the Developer's contribution to the affordability gap and the actual affordability gap.
In the EPS Memo, the total difference was $40,000,00.00. The high and low ends of the affordability gap
is higher than the amount cited in the EPS Memo for private developers because a private developer is
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their non-profit developer partners to obtain funding from Federal, State and Local affordable
housing programs, if funding is available. Therefore, subsidies from City, Federal, State and
Local affordable housing programs would fund 131 of the 550 affordable units and the City will
fund the balance of 182 units of what WPA assumes would be the very low-income units.
Under Planning Code Section 415.6, a private project sponsor developing a 1,100 unit
project must provide 20% (or 220 units) of the project's on-site inclusionary rental affordable
units without any public subsidy. A portion of the projected profits from the sale and/or rental
income of the project units would be used to subsidize the affordable project component. The
analysis in the EPS Memo states that the Avalon would only fund the affordable housing gap of
232 affordable units, which is only 12 units more than a private project sponsor if the Project was
simply rezoned for residential use and sold on the open market. The current rent in an Avalon
Ocean Avenue rental building is 5.45 per sq. ft. for a studio and $3.95 per sq. ft. for a twobedroom unit. The EPS Memo estimates that rents for the market rate units in the completed
Project would be $4.68 per sq. ft
WPA acknowledges that 100% affordable housing projects serving the very low income
will require public and/or private subsidies. The EPS Memo identified some of the outside
funding sources currently available to non-profit housing developers, such as Bridge Housing,
that includes but is not limited to, "Low Income Housing Tax Credit", "HUD Section 811
Supportive Housing Demonstration Program", Tax Exempt Housing Authority Bonds or Housing
Bonds. In addition, there is City funding available from the inclusionary housing and housing
impact fees as well as funding from Private Foundations and Individuals.
This Board needs answers to the following questions:
(a) Why is Avalon not fully funding the affordability gap for 33% of the units as required
in the Development Agreement, or for that matter why are they not responsible for all 550
affordable units?
(b) Will Bridge Housing fund a portion of Avalon’s unfunded $38,854,600 affordability
gap without public funding?
(c) How many affordable units will be available for the very low-income residents of San
Francisco?
(d) How many of the 550 market rate units will be sold by and how many will be rented
by Avalon? And

paying market rate for the land which is significantly higher than the $11.4 million purchase price for 17.6
acres.
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(e) Since the City will not fund the 154 Educator Housing, what is the financial
arrangement for those units and are they part of the 363 affordable units that is Avalon's
responsibility.
2.

Public Funds Would Be Used For Project Infrastructure And Open Space

The EPS Memo also mentions that the Avalon will seek funds from the State's Infill
Infrastructure Grant program, to provide gap funding for infrastructure improvements for
specific residential or mixed use projects, and also look to create a Mello Roos Special Tax
District, aka Community Facilities District (CFD) to sift some of the hard development costs
from Avalon. 5
The EPS Memo also opines that the Developer plans to apply for funding from a State
Park Program to create the new publicly accessible Open Space including a portion of the streets
that will become a Paseo.
D.

The Property Can and Should Be Developed For 100% Affordable Housing
Without a For-Profit Developer Partner.

Bridge Housing Inc., founded in 1982, has participated in the development of more than
17,000 homes and apartments in California and the Pacific Northwest. Bridge Housing has
approximately 11,300 apartments under property and/or asset management with a portfolio value
of over $3 billion. Bridge housing has reported in its Federal filings that as of 2019 it has
$38,756,564 in revenue and $100,552,743 in assets. Of the over $38 million dollar in revenue
$17,304,152 was from program services and $2,198,684 is from investment income and
dividends. 6 Bridge Housing has the ability to develop 100% affordable housing if given a longterm lease on the Property. WPA has no issue with the compensation of the top executives of
Bridge Housing, because Bridge Housing demonstrates that a well-managed non-profit housing
organization is perfectly capable of developing 100% affordable housing alone or in conjunction
with other non-profit development partners such as Habitat for Humanity 7, or Chinese
Community Development Center. 8
The Open Space Acquisition and Park Renovation Program (Proposition J) fund created
by the voters of San Francisco can be used to acquire a portion of the Property for a new Park
5

See EPS Memo, page 4, footnote 2, pages 7 and 8.

6

Source: IRS Form 990 filed by Bride Housing.

7

Habitat for Humanity Greater San Francisco has a revenue of 17 Million. Source: IRS Form 990, available
at https://habitatgsf.org/publications/.

8

In 2017, the Chinatown Community Development Center had $22,028,081 in revenue, of which $959,607
is from investments. Source: IRS Form 990, available at https://www.chinatowncdc.org/aboutus/documents.

EXHIBIT 1

MEMORANDUM
To:

Reservoir Community Partners, LLC

From:

Economic & Planning Systems, Inc.

Subject:

Financial Feasibility of Balboa Reservoir Project Alternative B;
EPS #201010

Date:

May 12, 2020

The San Francisco Planning Department prepared a draft subsequent
environmental impact report (Draft SEIR) for the Balboa Reservoir
project, which studies two options for the Proposed Project and four
Alternatives. Economic & Planning Systems, Inc. (EPS) was retained by
Reservoir Community Partners, LLC (Developer, Master Developer, or
Project Sponsor) to evaluate the financial feasibility of Alternative B, the
Reduced Density Alternative.
As described in more detail below, the Project Sponsor has determined
the Proposed Project is financially feasible; however, the feasibility of
the Project is subject to the availability and successful award of state
grants and various affordable housing public subsidies.
Summary of Analysis: Alternative B is not feasible, showing a deficit of
approximately $26.7 million. This deficit is caused primarily due to the
relatively fixed costs of the required horizontal infrastructure, as the
number of units across which the infrastructure costs can be shared is
reduced, as well as the anticipated reduction of outside funding available
to support affordable housing.

Project Description and Background
As described in the Balboa Reservoir Project Draft SEIR, the Balboa
Reservoir site is a 17.6-acre parcel in the area West of Twin Peaks and
south of central San Francisco, northwest of Ocean and Lee Avenues.
The site was originally built as a water reservoir, but has never been
used for that purpose and is currently used as a surface parking lot. The
Proposed Project calls for the development of the site with mixedincome housing; open space; a childcare facility/community room
available for public use; retail space; on- and off-street parking; and
new streets, utilities, and other infrastructure. The Developer’s Proposed

Memorandum
Financial Feasibility of Balboa Reservoir Project Alternative B

May 12, 2020
Page 2

Option calls for 1,100 dwelling units, 7,500 square feet of retail space, 10,000 square feet of
childcare and community space, 550 residential parking spaces, and approximately 220 public
parking spaces. Building heights would range from 25 to 78 feet. Fifty percent of the units in the
Proposed Project would be affordable to Low- and Moderate-income households; 33 percent of
the units would be subsidized by the Developer and 17 percent would be subsidized by the City.
The Developer’s Proposed Option is evaluated as the base case “Proposed Project,” against which
the feasibility of Alternative B is evaluated.
As conceptualized and as summarized in the Draft SEIR, Alternative B would be identical to the
Proposed Project with respect to the land uses, street configurations, and site plan block
configurations. However, under Alternative B, the site would be developed with approximately
800 dwelling units. This alternative would include 7,500 square feet of retail space, 10,000
square feet of childcare and community space, and 400 residential parking spaces. Alternative B
would not include a public parking garage. In general, building heights would be reduced
compared to the Proposed Project, resulting in slightly less efficient buildings.1 Other aspects of
the Proposed Project including open space and transportation and circulation improvements
would remain the same under the alternative.
The Balboa Reservoir site is currently owned by the City and County of San Francisco through its
Public Utilities Commission, which has determined that the site is surplus and not needed for
future water storage. The Developer and the San Francisco Public Utilities Commission (SFPUC)
have tentatively agreed upon a fair market land purchase price of $11.2 million.

Approach and Key Findings
To support this evaluation of the financial feasibility of Alternative B, the Developer, via Century
Urban, LLC, a consultant to the City, shared a project pro forma that had been developed
collaboratively between the City and the Project Sponsor to analyze the development economics
of the Proposed Project. EPS studied the assumptions and results of the cash flow model and
considered the feasibility of Alternative B in this context. Discussions with the Project Sponsor
team and Century Urban helped provide additional background and context for EPS’s
consideration. The conclusions outlined below are based on EPS’s evaluation of the shared
model, discussions with those close to the project, and EPS’s professional judgement as a real
estate and land use economics consulting firm, active in the San Francisco area. This analysis is
based on the best available information at this time.
1. Through careful analysis of the development economics of the Proposed Project
and evaluation of potential outside funding sources (e.g., Infill Infrastructure
Grant, State Park Grant, Affordable Housing and Sustainable Communities Program,
and City subsidy for affordable units), the Project Sponsor and the City have
determined that the Proposed Project is feasible.
The Project Sponsor is evaluating the types of outside funding sources that may be
appropriate to help fund the horizontal improvements required to support the Proposed
Project, including the state’s Infill Infrastructure Grant (IIG), a state Park Grant, the

1

The Project Sponsor conservatively estimates the loss of efficiency to be approximately 2 to
3 percent. This assumption seems reasonable, but EPS has not independently verified this assumption.
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California Housing and Community Development’s Affordable Housing and Sustainable
Communities Program (AHSC), as well as the subsidies required from the City to achieve an
affordable housing goal of 50 percent. Eligibility criteria and competitiveness for many of
these sources is tied to project density, and the Project Sponsor estimates the Proposed
Project is optimizing competitiveness in this regard and at the limit of the potential grant and
subsidy amounts that may be awarded.2
2. Alternative B, the “Reduced Density Alternative,” reduces the maximum number of
residential units from 1,100 units under the Proposed Project to 800 units, a
reduction of approximately 27 percent.
The reduction in the number of units occurs by reducing the density of each pad (through
reduced building heights) rather than by concentrating development on fewer pads. With the
reduction in the number of residential units, the number of parking spaces is reduced to 400
spaces that would serve the residential uses only. The remainder of the program, including
leasable space for commercial and nonprofit uses and parks and open space remains the
same.
3. The reduction in the number of units does not contribute to a proportionate
decrease in the expected land payment to SFPUC or the horizontal infrastructure
investment required to support new development.
The expected land cost is estimated at approximately $11.2 million. SFPUC requires the land
payment for the site to reflect fair market value. In this case the fair market value will be
determined through an appraisal process; however, it is not expected that SFPUC would
accept less than $11.2 million for the land under a reduced development scenario. The
sitewide infrastructure costs (e.g., utility infrastructure, roads/curbs/gutters, earthwork and
grading, and parks and open space) are estimated at approximately $43.6 million in Phases 0
and 1 and $4.7 million in Phase 2, for a total of $48.3 million (in uninflated 2019 dollars).
Unless development is reduced to the point that not all pads are developed, this investment
in horizontal infrastructure is relatively fixed. The “per door” infrastructure cost is $45,000
per door for the Proposed Project and $60,000 per door for Alternative B, a 33 percent
increase. This additional cost burden (on a per door basis) would be in addition to vertical
development costs that already cannot be supported by project revenues alone (see next
finding).
4. With the 50 percent affordability target (33 percent to be subsidized by the
Developer and 17 percent to be subsidized by the City), the vertical development in
the Proposed Project requires approximately $72.5 million of additional funding
according to the shared project pro forma. The reduced program renders the
vertical development less feasible and makes it less likely the vertical development
can support higher per door horizontal infrastructure costs.
Since, development fees (including profits) are included as a use of funds, a “Net
Surplus/Deficit” of $0 or greater represents a feasible project, while a negative number

2

Many of the grants the Project Sponsor will be seeking cannot be applied for until entitlements are in
place. As such, the Proposed Project is currently underwritten based on the Project Sponsor’s best
estimate of the types of grants that will be pursued and the likely amount of those grants if awarded.
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represents a project deficit and an infeasible project. . As shown in Table 1, Alternative B is
$26.7 million short of feasibility. Also note that this deficit is significantly larger than the
$11.2 million land acquisition cost, so, even if the SFPUC were willing to accept a reduced
land payment, no amount of reduction in land cost would result in feasibility.
At the same time, as the development program is reduced, many sources are subject to
decreases. Reducing the number of units reduces the amount of outside funding that can be
reasonably expected, as it is anticipated that the reduced density project may not compete
as well for the grant funding that is underwritten into the shared project pro forma. Table 1
presents a summary of current estimates of the sources and uses for the Proposed Project
and Alternative B.
In addition, while certain uses are fixed (e.g., land acquisition, infrastructure improvements),
the subsidy that flows to the affordable housing developer decreases with a reduced number
of affordable residential units.
Table 1

Summary of Master Developer Sources and Uses

Summary of Master Developer
Sources and Uses

Uses
Land Acquisition
Hard Costs (Horizontal)
Soft Costs (Horizontal)
Financing Costs
Affordable Subsidy [1]
Master HOA Costs
Master Developer Fee
Gross Expenditures
Sources
Public Finance (CFD Bonds)
Upfront Infrastructure Payments
Proceeds from Pad Sales
Subsidy from Outside Sources (State) [2]
Gross Revenues
Net Surplus/Deficit

Scenario (in thousands $)
Proposed Project

Alternative B

($11,157)
($34,050)
($14,246)
($6,657)
($72,471)
($2,054)
($4,830)
($145,464)

($11,157)
($34,050)
($14,246)
($6,657)
($61,562)
($2,054)
($4,830)
($134,555)

$12,500
$22,705
$70,759
$39,500
$145,464

$9,091
$16,512
$51,198
$31,045
$107,847

$0

($26,708)

[1] Affordable subsidy identified here is net of approximately $40 million of grant funding
through the state's Housing and Community Development’s Multifamily Housing Program
(MHP) and Affordable Housing and Sustainable Communities Program (AHSC).
[2] The primary outside funding sources are the Statewide Park Program (SSP) and the
state’s Infill Infrastructure Grant (IIG) Program.
Source: Reservoir Community Partners LLC; Economic & Planning Systems, Inc.

Z:\Shared\Projects\Oakland\201000s\201010_BalboaFeasibility\Corres\201010mm_revised_2020May12_clean.DOCX

Memorandum
Financial Feasibility of Balboa Reservoir Project Alternative B

May 12, 2020
Page 5

Methodology
EPS was provided access to the shared project pro forma, dated December 5, 2019, which has
been developed collaboratively between the City and the Project Sponsor to analyze the
development economics of the Proposed Project. EPS reviewed the model and considered the
reasonableness of the underlying assumptions. The model is prepared from the perspective of
the Project Sponsor, acting as Master Developer, with responsibility for entitling the
development, arranging financing, acquiring the land, and installing the horizontal
infrastructure.3 The Master Developer will then sell the eight development pads to vertical
developers that will build the improvements.

Development Costs
Each of the primary development costs, or uses, is described below, along with EPS’s assessment
of how and why the development cost may or may not differ between the Proposed Project and
Alternative B.
Land Acquisition. The Project Sponsor will purchase the land from the SFPUC at an estimated
cost of $11.2 million. While the SFPUC shares the Project Sponsor’s goal to achieve significant
affordable housing at the site, the SFPUC, on behalf of its ratepayers, requires fair market
consideration for the land. While the exact transaction price may still vary depending on the
results of a pending appraisal, the estimate of $11.2 million is the prevailing assumption,
generating value to SFPUC while contributing to the feasibility of the Proposed Project. It is not
expected that SFPUC would accept less for the land under a reduced development scenario. As
such, Table 1 preserves the land acquisition cost of $11.2 million under Alternative B.
Horizontal Hard/Soft Costs. The hard costs of developing the horizontal improvements are
based on an April 2019 budget estimate from Cahill Contractors. The estimate for the hard costs
($34 million) is attached as Appendix A. Costs include demolition, hazardous materials
abatement, earthwork (grading/paving), installing site utilities, concrete and asphalt work,
landscape, irrigation, site furnishings, electrical work, and final site cleanup. Soft costs include
entitlements, architectural and engineering drawings, professional services, and contingency.
Soft costs are typically estimated as a percentage of hard costs, and in this case, represent
approximately 40 percent of the hard cost estimate, which, in EPS’s opinion, is a reasonable
assumption. Because the reduced density associated with Alternative B is achieved by lowering
the heights of the vertical construction rather than eliminating one or more development pads,
there is no significant change to the required horizontal improvements, and it is reasonable to
expect the hard and soft costs would remain substantially similar under Alternative B.
Financing Costs. Financing costs are the financial carrying costs of the construction loan, and
include the loan origination fee and the interest. While these terms may vary between the time
of this estimate and the time that the financing is arranged, the costs will be related to the hard
costs, and potentially to other overall development costs, and, therefore, substantially the same
between the Proposed Project and Alternative B.
Affordable Housing Subsidy. The Proposed Project reflects a goal that 50 percent of the 1,100
units, or 550 units, be affordable to Low and Moderate-income households. The Master

3

Vertical developers may be affiliates of the Project Sponsor.

Z:\Shared\Projects\Oakland\201000s\201010_BalboaFeasibility\Corres\201010mm_revised_2020May12_clean.DOCX

Memorandum
Financial Feasibility of Balboa Reservoir Project Alternative B

May 12, 2020
Page 6

Developer will subsidize 33 percent, or up to 363 units and the City of San Francisco, through
the Mayor’s Office of Housing and Community Development (MOHCD), is committing to
subsidizing 17 percent of the total units, or up to 187 units. At a conceptual level, this
agreement is not expected to change in Alternative B; the Master Developer will subsidize 33
percent of the total units and the City will subsidize 17 percent of the total units, up to a
maximum per door that is still being finalized and not-to-exceed the amount the Master
Developer is subsidizing.
In Table 1, the Affordable Housing Subsidy line item shows the net subsidy for 33 percent of the
units that the Master Developer is responsible for funding. The shared project pro forma
currently estimates that the total subsidy needed will be approximately $113 million. On a per
door basis, the affordable housing subsidy gap to be addressed by the Developer is
approximately $312,000. Presuming that approximately $40 million of state subsidy is available
through the California Housing and Community Development’s Multifamily Housing Program
(MHP) and Affordable Housing and Sustainable Communities Program (AHSC) (see Subsidy from
Outside Sources below), the total subsidy is reduced to $72.5 million as shown on Table 1, and
the per door subsidy is reduced to approximately $200,000. To confirm the reasonableness of
the estimated subsidy, EPS reviewed the typical level of subsidy provided by MOHCD, as shown
in Appendix B. Appendix B is a summary of past, pending, and projected affordable housing
subsidies granted through MOHCD and shows subsidies ranging from a low of $100,000 per door
to a high of $356,700 per door. The average subsidy per door of the units currently under
construction is $298,000, suggesting a per door subsidy from the Master Developer of up to
$312,000 is a reasonable subsidy amount in the Proposed Project.
Because the subsidy from the City is tied to the number of units and because the development
under Alternative B is slightly less efficient, the resulting gap, which is the obligation of the
Master Developer as described above, is disproportionately affected, as shown in Table 1. The
Project Sponsor estimates that there would be a minimum 2.5 to 3 percent loss of efficiency
based on the smaller buildings in Alternative B,, resulting in a conservative 10 percent increase
in the gap to be financed. EPS discussed this concept with the Project Sponsor and concurs that
this is a reasonable estimate.
Master HOA Costs. There is expected to be a Homeowners Association (HOA) that Project
apartment and townhome owners pay to support ongoing operations and maintenance (O&M) of
the shared infrastructure, such as the park and park programming, lighting, pathways, etc. The
Master HOA costs are costs (or dues) the Master Developer incurs from the time the HOA is
formed to when the obligation to pay dues is transferred to vertical developers. Because the total
O&M expenses of the shared infrastructure is the same regardless of the number of units, this
line item is estimated to stay the same under Alternative B.
Master Developer Fee. As the Master Developer, the Project Sponsor is working on a fee basis,
which is typical. Under the Proposed Project, the fee is estimated at $4.8 million. Because the
work for the Master Developer is largely the same under Alternative B as the Proposed Project,
the Master Developer Fee is expected to remain the same under Alternative B. Even if the Master
Developer waived its fee entirely, the savings to the overall Project Costs would not be enough to
render Alternative B feasible.
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Funding Sources
Each of the primary sources of revenue is described below, along with EPS’s assessment of how
and why the development cost may or may not differ between the Proposed Project and
Alternative B.
CFD Bond Proceeds. A Community Facilities District (CFD) will be formed, through which future
townhome property owners will pay a special tax each year as part of their property tax bill.
Revenue from the CFD special tax will be used to pay the debt service on a bond issuance, the
proceeds from which will help fund infrastructure. The amount of the special tax and, therefore,
the size of the bond are informed by feasibility considerations (i.e., how much each household or
parcel can support). As such, the revenue from this source will decrease as the project density is
reduced, assuming that the total number of townhomes decreases in the same proportion that
the total number of units decreases. Table 1 illustrates this reduction and assumes the reduction
is proportional to the decrease in the number of units since a property owner’s capacity to pay
the special tax stays constant regardless of the size of the project.
Upfront Infrastructure Payments. While the CFD structure works well for the for-sale
townhome development, it is not preferred for the developers of the rental residential product
who prefer to pay Upfront Infrastructure Payments, rather than annual supplemental special
taxes over time. The rental residential development will share in the infrastructure cost
obligation, and the capacity is tied to the number of units. Similarly, the reduction in Upfront
Infrastructure Payments is assumed proportional to the decrease in the number of units.
Proceeds from Pad Sales. Upon completion of the horizontal improvements, the Master
Developer will sell the individual development sites (or pads) to vertical developers. The pad for
the townhome units will be sold at market rate prior to vertical development. Of the remaining
development, both the market rate and affordable units are expected to contribute to land
acquisition costs, and the mechanism for that is through the pad sale proceeds. The estimated
revenue from the pad sales is based on a per unit estimate of the land value. Because the
proceeds from pad sales is estimated on a per door basis, the revenue from this line item
decreases under Alternative B, as shown on Table 1. Note that the decrease in the proceeds
from pad sales is not recouped through a lower land acquisition cost from the SFPUC; that
estimate remains at $11.2 million. Put differently, holding the SFPUC land payment constant at
$11.2 million, the required land payment per unit increases under the alternative scenario, which
negatively impacts the ability for vertical development projects to contribute more to land and/or
infrastructure payments.
Subsidy from Outside Sources. The economics of the Proposed Project are highly dependent
on identifying and securing outside funding sources. The primary outside funding sources are the
Statewide Park Program (SSP),4 the state’s Infill Infrastructure Grant (IIG) Program,5 and the

4

The Statewide Park Program is a competitive grant program intended to create new parks and new
recreation opportunities in underserved communities across California.

5

IIG is grant assistance, available as gap funding to infrastructure improvements required for specific
residential or mixed-use infill development. Funds will be allocated through a competitive process for
Large Jurisdictions, based on the merits of the individual infill projects and areas. Application selection
criteria includes housing density, project readiness, access to transit, proximity to amenities, and
housing affordability.
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California Housing and Community Development’s Multifamily Housing Program (MHP) and
Affordable Housing and Sustainable Communities Program (AHSC). None of these sources has
been secured, but the eligibility and award criteria for each have been evaluated and appear
appropriate for the Proposed Project.
While competitive, award of the SSP does not appear to be tied to project density, and revenue
from this outside funding source is assumed to be the same under the Proposed Project and
Alternative B. Competitiveness for both the IIG and the AHSC grants appears tied to project
density and the number of affordable and overall units. For estimating purposes, the amount of
these grants is assumed to decrease in proportion to the reduction in the number of units. MHP
is a deferred loan program with a maximum award on a per unit basis, and therefore has also
been assumed to decrease in proportion to the reduction in the number of units.

General Observations
EPS reviewed and confirmed as reasonable several of the underlying market assumptions,
including market rate rents for the apartments and sales prices for the townhomes. Using CoStar
Real Estate Group data for the San Francisco multifamily apartment market, generally, and
CoStar market data for the nearby Avalon Ocean Avenue project, specifically, the average rent
assumption of $4.68 per square foot and the average vacancy rate assumption of 5.5 percent
are consistent with market comparables. Current rents at Avalon Ocean Avenue range between
$3.95 per square foot for 2-bedroom units to $5.45 per square foot for studio units, and vacancy
is averaging approximately 1.7 percent.
Effective rents in the broader San Francisco market are lower than the rents assumed in the
project pro forma, averaging approximately $4.20 per square foot. The effective rents do not
reflect a premium for new construction and or other project amenities, such as the onsite park
space and associated park programming, that will affect achievable rents under the Proposed
Project. See Appendix C for market data specific to the Avalon Ocean Avenue project and
Appendix D for multifamily market data in San Francisco as of March 2020.
The return-on-cost is an appropriate metric to evaluate the feasibility of the vertical development
of the apartments and commonly used by publicly-traded Real Estate Investment Trusts (REIT).
A return-on-cost of greater than 5 percent, as demonstrated in the project pro forma, is
reasonable.
As a general note, this memorandum is being prepared as the world seeks to address the
COVID-19 pandemic, an unprecedented public health crisis that has endangered vulnerable
populations and caused sudden and dramatic shifts in economic and social behavior. Since the
economic effect has been both significant and abrupt, the pandemic may potentially have
implications for some of the assumptions and conclusions described above. However, given that
the length and severity of the pandemic is still unknown, the specific economic implications will
depend on how the crisis and economic response unfold over the next many months.

About EPS
EPS is a land economics consulting firm experienced in the full spectrum of services related to
real estate development, the financing of public infrastructure and government services, land use
and conservation planning, and government organization. For a full statement of qualifications,
please see Appendix E.
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San Francisco Board of Supervisors Land Use and Transportation Committee
July 22, 2020
Comments on Balboa Reservoir, submitted by Rita Evans, 226 Judson Avenue
The public participation process for the Balboa Reservoir project has failed to resolve any of the major
concerns raised by residents during the public participation process. While many public meetings have
been held, the process has not resulted in substantive changes to any of AvalonBay's proposals nor has any
meaningful mitigation been identified for the significant negative impacts the development will have on
the area.
1) AFFORDABILITY – Following the SFPUC's sale of the reservoir property, an extremely valuable, 17-acre
public asset, to a private developer at a bargain-basement price, residents were dismayed to learn that the
promise of affordable housing in perpetuity, a promise we have heard since the inception of the project,
has proven to be nothing but smoke and mirrors. We believed that when AvalonBay and the City said that
the affordable units would be affordable in perpetuity, we thought they meant the affordable units would
be affordable in perpetuity. But that's not what it means at all—it means they will be available for 55-57
years. And the City and developer knew this all along as they assured us that they would be affordable in
perpetuity in order to persuade us to support the project. What a deceptive, underhanded way to operate.
These units must be affordable in perpetuity.
2) TRANSPORTATION – Project success is contingent on most new residents of the BR project using
transportation modes other than private vehicles but the pandemic has, and will continue to, cripple
public transportation. Even without the devastating impact of the pandemic, we could get no firm
commitments from SFMTA or any other city entity that necessary public transit improvements would be
delivered along with 2500 new residents to an area already struggling with overcrowded Muni lines and
unreliable bus service, a dangerous bottleneck at the intersection of Ocean, Geneva and Frida Kahlo, and
parking needs of thousands of CCSF students who are juggling jobs and classes.
None of our suggestions for a reconfiguration of Frida Kahlo, adequate CCSF parking, a developer-funded
shuttle to service the project, the college, and the Balboa Park Station, or improvements to the 43 Masonic
are taken seriously. Instead, we are told that the developer will pay Transportation Impact Fees—but none
of those funds are earmarked for the area that will bear the brunt of the huge impact of this project which
is completely out of scale for the neighborhood in which it is being built. No one considers the impact of
the Balboa Reservoir project being constructed at the same time that City College will be building its
largest buildings in decades directly adjacent to the BR project. What sort of planning is this?
3) CCSF – The revolving door of top-level administrators at City College of San Francisco during the past
five years has resulted in decision-makers who have little or no understanding of the significant civic asset
represented by the college and the need to protect access to that unique educational resource for the tens
of thousands of adult learners who depend on it. Most of those students hold one or more jobs and many
must drive in order to juggle classes, job(s) and, often, child care. Access for this vulnerable part of our
population must be protected. The City and AvalonBay must make a firm commitment to provide sufficient
parking to provide students with access to an affordable education. The Board must protect City College
and insist that the parking issue be addressed before approving the development.

July 21, 2020

Dear Supervisors:
The Balboa Reservoir development will create more problems than it solves. After participating in five
years of community meetings, the key issues have still not been addressed, and I urge you not to
support this development as it is currently planned. The damage will be serious, not just to the
immediate neighborhoods, schools and daycare centers, but also to the City at large as equitable access
to education is curtailed. As livelihoods are lost due to this pandemic , many will need to retrain to
support themselves and their families. This is not the time to shut down access to retraining facilities.
But that will be the unintended consequence of beginning construction of the Balboa Reservoir
development at the time planned.
There are many legitimate and important reasons this plan falls short, and I am including only a few of
them here. Some of these shortcomings are due to a lack of resources from the City and County of San
Francisco. If you choose to move the project forward despite the pain it will cause, please make any
approval conditional on a feasible SFMTA improvement plan for the area with finances to implement the
recommendations or require the developers to provide additional public parking, and postpone the
Balboa Reservoir development construction until after the critical City College construction has been
completed adjacent to it. Those measures will mitigate a few of the issues.
Four key concerns are described in more detail below. They are: 1) Inadequate replacement parking for
City College students will result in less access to the opportunities that education provides; 2) Needed
improvements for the safe access of pedestrian and non-car vehicles to City College and the Balboa
Reservoir development are mostly unplanned and unfunded; 3) Significant adverse impacts to
transportation, noise and air quality from the Balboa Reservoir development are identified in the EIR
causing particular harm to nearby sensitive receptors; and 4) Delays due to simultaneous construction
will result in significant added costs to City College.
1. Inadequate replacement parking for City College students will result in less access to the
opportunities that education provides:
a. Despite public comments at PUC hearings and the SF Public Utilities CAC, the
implications of long-planned improvements to City College were ignored by the SFPUC
when deciding to sell their land. City College of San Francisco has been planning for at
least 15 years to construct new buildings on its main campus western parking lot while
using the Balboa Reservoir for replacement student parking during and after
construction. The plan for re-placing campus buildings was long delayed due to the
uncertainty of the future of the college, lawsuits over past shoddy construction, a
revolving door of senior administrators, and funding redirected to emergency patches
that would allow ADA access and keep existing buildings in use long past their expected
lifetime.
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b. The Balboa Reservoir developers have agreed to build “up to 450 public parking spaces”
to replace the typical amount of parking use on the Balboa Reservoir when classes are in
session. This is not “replacement” parking because it does not take into account:
i.

That the loss of parking spaces on the City College owned “upper lot” (adjacent
to the Balboa Reservoir) displaced by replacement campus buildings is not
considered in the 450 count. Per the Fehr-Peers TDM study of 2018,
construction of the Performing Arts Education Center (PAEC) would result in the
removal of 760 existing parking spaces. The City College plan has changed since
the 2018 TDM and the 2019 Subsequent EIR, and the number of parking spaces
displaced will be represented by the combined footprints of the Diego Rivera
Theater and STEAM (Science, Technology, Engineering, arts and Math) building.
What has remained consistent, at least up until the time of the pandemic, is that
the City College-owned “upper lot” is consistently full during midday on week
days, and the Balboa Reservoir is used for the overflow, an overflow that will
increase as new City College buildings are constructed.

ii. The lack of an identified and assured source of funding for discounted student
parking rates in the public-use parking lot where market rate parking is planned.
This has implications for the equity of access to public education.
iii. The “replacement” parking number does not take into account the periods of
highest student parking use in the Balboa Reservoir, midday during the first two
weeks of the semester when students are deciding which classes to take, when
many more than 450 parking spaces on the reservoir are filled.
iv. The core TDM plan assumes a pre-pandemic public transportation infrastructure
that would result a shortfall in parking during peak periods in 2026. (See FehrPeers CCSF TDM Study of 2018.) It’s unclear whether implementing even the
core TDM plan is still feasible.
v. The lack of funding for implementing more aggressive and expensive Additional
TDM Measures that would reduce the need for driver parking. There is no
funding for these measures from the Balboa Reservoir developers, SFMTA or
City College.

2. Needed improvements for the safe access of pedestrian and non-car vehicles to City College
and the Balboa Reservoir development are unplanned and unfunded.
a. An SFMTA plan for wider pedestrian walkways, bike lanes, and other safety
improvements along Ocean Avenue from the Balboa BART station to Frida Kahlo Way, is
2

not expected to be available until the end of the year, and it is unclear if it will include
the heavily congested area along Frida Kahlo Way to Judson. In the current climate it
doesn’t appear likely that any of the needed improvements on which the dense Balboa
Reservoir development was justified will be funded. From the start, it has been clear
that safe alternatives to driving to mitigate the significant increase in population into an
already heavily congested area requires some sort of mitigation.
b. A TDM study developed to gauge what would cause students to switch to non-car
alternatives identified key concerns of students. When asked how City College should
allocate available resources to transportation, the largest response (29%) was to
improve connections to BART and Muni. And in response to the question about the key
barrier to switching from driving to other forms of transportation, the majority (39%)
responded, “time-based access.” (Fehr-Peers CCSF TDM study of 2018) But nothing is
being done to improve the connection to BART and Muni from the Ocean campus or
reduce commute times. In fact the opposite is the case due to pandemic fallout.

3. Significant adverse impacts to transportation, noise and air quality from the Balboa Reservoir
construction and operation are identified in the EIR, causing particular harm to nearby
sensitive receptors.
Three areas identified in the City Planning EIR cannot be adequately mitigated per the current
Balboa Reservoir developer plan. Transportation and Noise, and Air Quality, if the construction
time period is compressed, meet or exceed the threshold of “significant adverse impacts.” The
developer is planning offsets for air pollution, but that won’t help the detrimental impacts to
learning, brain development and health in the surrounding area. The development will sit smack
in the middle of multiple daycare centers, a high school which houses boarding students, City
College, a 100% affordable multi-unit building that includes a daycare center, residences, and a
grocery store with loading dock on a single lane road for driving in and out of the Reservoir. The
only other point of ingress/egress for drivers is already heavily used by employees and students
of City College and Riordan High School. Ongoing noise pollution during key periods of
construction (9am to 4pm on weekdays) will adversely impact student learning, and the health
impacts of high pollution areas are well known. All of the adjoining institutions and residents will
be adversely impacted as well as a larger swath of San Francisco, as pollution from the
development construction mixes with that of the 280 freeway APEZ zones.
The plan identifies the use of backup generators at the many large residential buildings in the
development. Post construction, once the Balboa Reservoir development is operational, each
building will be starting up their diesel generators on a regular basis for testing. As we express
concerns about natural gas in our new construction, so should we also require electric battery
generator backup, rather than heavily polluting diesel generators.
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4.

Delays due to simultaneous construction will result in significant added costs to City College.
Famous artist Diego Rivera gifted the Pan American Unity mural to City College. The
replacement City College theater has been designed to display that mural to the public. The
mural is to be loaned for an exhibition at SFMOMA while the City College Diego Rivera theater is
being constructed on City College’s parking lot. That coincides with the period of adjacent
Balboa Reservoir construction. SFMOMA has a timeline by which the mural must be gone after
the exhibit. That date is a month after the projected completion date of City College’s Diego
Rivera theater, a very tight schedule. If the theater construction is delayed, the mural will need
to be placed in very expensive storage. This is not an additional cost that City College is in a
position to handle.
Allowing simultaneous construction of the City College and Balboa Reservoir buildings creates a
real risk of theater construction delay due to vehicle congestion as well as cumulative
environmental factors. We already know from the EIR that there will be months at a time when
trucks will be going in and out of the Balboa Reservoir every 2 to 3 minutes from 9am to 4pm,
during the most active hours for City College student access. Further delays may need to be
imposed to reduce periods of excessive noise or cumulative air pollution during simultaneous
construction. If construction of the Balboa Reservoir development can be postponed, some of
the worst cumulative impacts during construction can be averted, and City College won’t be
forced into another expensive loss imposed by outside forces.

Thank you for your consideration of the preceding points. I hope you will consider the alternatives to
approving this development and, at a minimum, delay the start of the Balboa Reservoir construction
until after City College concerns have been addressed. As we emerge from this pandemic, City College’s
ability to provide the transitional training that San Francisco residents will need, makes it clear that this
is a time to prioritize access to City College and the educational services that it provides.
Sincerely,
Jennifer Heggie
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PUBLIC LANDS FOR PUBLIC GOOD
DEFEND CITY COLLEGE ALLIANCE

July 22, 2020
VIA EMAIL

San Francisco Board of Supervisors
Land Use and Transportation Committee
Budget and Finance Committee
1 Dr. Carleton Goodlett Place, #244
San Francisco, CA 94102

Re:

Balboa Reservoir Project
Land Use and Transportation Committee Legislative Items: 200422; 200635
Budget and Finance Committee Legislative Items: 200423; 200740

Dear Supervisors:
We are writing on behalf of Public Lands for Public Good and Defend City College Alliance. On
July 27, 2020 the Board of Supervisors Land Use and Transportation Committee will be
considering legislation related to the Balboa Reservoir Project. This legislation involves
amending the San Francisco General Plan, the Planning Code, and Zoning Maps to enable
rezoning of the Balboa Reservoir. And on July 29, 2020 the Budget and Finance Committee will
consider the Development Agreement and an Agreement for the Sale of Real Estate for this
Project.
This legislation will enable the construction of a housing development of 1,100 units on land
adjacent to City College of San Francisco. For the reasons set forth below, we respectfully
request you do not recommend approval of any of this legislation.

I. Introduction
The Balboa Reservoir Project would develop the Balboa Reservoir with a combination of market
rate and affordable housing. It will take over all of the land on the Balboa Reservoir, public land

owned by the San Francisco Public Utilities Commission and used by City College of San
Francisco (”CCSF,” “City College”) since 1946. It will privatize over sixteen acres of land by
selling it to a private developer for an unjustified, unreasonable deep discount at a time when
public land for 100% affordable projects is scarce. It dooms hope for restoring and growing
enrollment at City College. And it will create significant impacts on pedestrian and bicycle
safety, transit delay, and air and noise pollution. This Project deals multiple blows to CCSF and
the City, and must be rejected.

II. The Project will Cause Irreparable Harm to City College of San Francisco
We are sure that the Supervisors understand the immense value that City College delivers to
the City and County of San Francisco. The City itself previously performed a budget analysis on
the financial impact of City College. In a detailed report to the Board of Supervisors, dated
September 16, 2013, commissioned by Supervisor Eric Mar, the conclusion was that the
financial benefits of City College to the City exceeded $311 million. But it’s not just about
economics. It’s also about improving the quality of life of everyone in the City by providing welleducated and well-trained San Franciscans, from home health aides to tech workers to
engineers to artists and musicians.
When the Budget and Finance Committee addressed the proposed Project in March of 2018,
Supervisor Norman Yee recognized that there are a number of problems that the developers
must address with City College, including parking, before he could approve the Project. He
recognized that the school is a commuter school serving the interests of low-income students.
In fact, more than 80% of the students at City College are low-income and/or persons of color.
Many of these students have part-time jobs as well as family obligations. In order for them to
squeeze in classes between other responsibilities they must drive to access their classes.
These classes enable them to be upwardly mobile.
Recognizing the needs of City College students, Supervisor Yee stated at the March, 2018
meeting that parking was a key for such students. He said: “if we don’t have a solution, we’re
not going to be able to move forward with this project.” The City representative responded,
saying that the Developer had to reach a resolution with City College to replace the many
spaces lost by the proposed Development.
A Fehr & Peers transportation report was submitted to City College in March of 2019.
https://go.boarddocs.com/ca/ccsf/Board.nsf/files/BPHPXA618C17/$file/CCSF%20TDM%20Plan
_2019-03-15_FP_Facilities%20May%2014%202020.pdf That report concluded that with the
loss of parking due to the development, at least 980 replacement parking spaces were needed
on low demand days, and that the unserved demand on peak times would be 1,767 spaces.

Hence, the Fehr & Peers report demonstrated that Supervisor Norman Yee was correct that this
parking problem needs to be solved before the development can proceed.
The importance of parking cannot be overstated. City College students and employees live
throughout San Francisco, as well as the surrounding area. According to the Fehr & Peers
report, about one-third of CCSF students drive alone to school, and about 2/3 of employees
drive alone. (F&P, p. 9) That represents thousands of students and employees who, should they
lose parking, will find it difficult, if not impossible, to get to their classes or their jobs.
Exacerbating the impact of lost parking is the fact that public transit will not adequately
compensate for this loss. SF MTA has just announced plans to significantly reduce transit for
the foreseeable future. And they have stated on several occasions that there are not any firm
plans to increase transit to CCSF. There are discussions of plans, but so far these are only
tentative, provisional or aspirational. This lack of access to City College could destroy the
school. Approval of this project must be held up until this issue is resolved.
Before this Project can be approved the loss of educational access and other issues must be
addressed. At this point there is no agreement or MOU between the Developer and City College
with respect to anything. An agreement between the Developer and City College must be in
place before the project is approved that minimally addresses the following:
1. the college’s need for at least 980 parking spaces
2. appropriate placement of the North Access road
3. coordination of construction schedules
4. mitigation of noise, traffic, and air pollution during construction
Additionally, the privatization of precious public land must be quashed. This land currently
functions as an integral part of City College’s Ocean campus. With the recently approved bond
measure of over $800 M, City College could potentially develop the land to maximize the
educational value of CCSF.
There are numerous problems impacting City College that cannot be solved with the proposed
1,100 unit development. The best solution is to have all of the Balboa Reservoir serve the
interests of the public. That solution is set forth below, in Section III.

III. The Project Should be a 100% Affordable Project
The development at the Balboa Reservoir should meet the City’s growing need for affordable,
not market rate housing on a portion of the Balboa Reservoir. The remaining portion of the land
could continue to be used by City College to meet its needs for student, faculty, and staff
access, as well as for any other purpose that serves its needs. While there is a glut of market

rate housing, the City is far behind in providing affordable housing, especially for low-income
residents.
The Balboa Reservoir site provides an ideal location for a 100% affordable development. A
significant barrier to building affordable housing in San Francisco is available land. The public
Balboa Reservoir land meets that need while at the same time allowing another portion of the
land to meet the needs of City College.
The attached report from Joseph Smooke, an affordable housing expert, details how a 100%
affordable development on the Balboa Reservoir public land could be fully funded using various
sources, including state grants, City monies, low income housing tax credits, other affordable
housing capital subsidies and a bank loan. According to Mr. Smooke, this is a typical leveraging
structure that MOHCD expects when it invests in affordable housing.
Mr. Smooke’s analysis is that 100% affordable housing is both visionary and financially feasible.
Furthermore, the current Project primarily benefits a for-profit developer. The 100% alternative
better serves the City and CCSF, and should be adopted.

IV. The Development Agreement is Flawed
As Mr. Smooke sets out in his letter, this Development Agreement is fatally flawed and should
not be approved. In addition to the fact that the price of the land and the terms of the Agreement
unfairly favor the Developer, what is especially concerning is that this Project creates
unacceptable de facto segregation and class divide. All, or almost all, of the “affordable” units
are rental, not ownership units. And these units will all be built in separate buildings,
unconnected to the market rate buildings. This is simply not the “on site inclusionary” housing
policy that this City supports. According to Mr. Smooke:
What is proposed for this site should either be considered as "off site"
inclusionary housing which would trigger a 30% requirement, or it should be
viewed as a development with what is typically called a "poor door" situation
where the upper income market rate residents go in through one door and the
residents in the affordable units go in through a separate door. Inclusionary
legislation is intentionally crafted to ensure that developers are not able to create
these "poor door" conditions.
To make the segregation and class divide issues even worse, the open space at the center of
the development is a privately owned public open space (POPOS). The owner and manager of
this POPOS is the group of homeowners who live in the ownership units. What people do in the
open space and at what hours are determined by the homeowners association for everyone
who might live there or visit.

The finances of this deal are also highly problematic, as detailed in Mr. Smooke’s analysis. First,
the City is selling more than sixteen acres of public land to a private developer at a heavily
discounted price of $11.4M, approximately 95% of the market rate. Further, the Development
Agreement says that the developer has no obligation to build anything at any time.
(Development Agreement, Para. 6). And, finally, the developer would have the ability to sell off
any portion of the property, purchased at 5% market price, for whatever the market will pay.
This is a great deal for the developer, but a terrible deal for the City.
And adding insult to injury, the “affordable” units do not meet the City’s required definition of
“affordable” as defined in the City's "inclusionary" program. This project defines "low income" as
60% of AMI which is 5% more expensive than the City’s inclusionary definition.
The proposed project also has affordable units for "moderate income" households. And the
City’s inclusionary program sets "moderate income" rents as being affordable to households
earning 80% of AMI, while this project is defining "moderate income" as 100% of AMI, 20%
more than the City’s requirement.
As Mr. Smooke so clearly concludes:
The fact that this project has come so far through the approval in this form is
beyond comprehension. The scheme of privatization without accountability, the
confusing of definitions of what is "affordable" to guarantee higher levels of cash
flow for the developer, and the segregation of wealthy and non-wealthy and of
owner versus renter all add up to a misuse of public resources and of the public
trust. As such my recommendation is to urge the Board of Supervisors to reject
this development proposal and commit to a new development proposal that
ensures 100% affordable housing is built at the Balboa Reservoir.
V. The Final Subsequent EIR has Many Significant Flaws
The Balboa Reservoir Project not only threatens to do irreparable damage to City College, but
its environmental impacts are significant enough to justify a legal challenge to the Certification of
the Subsequent Environmental Impact Report (SEIR.) The SEIR understates the project's
significant and unavoidable impacts. Several of these significant and unavoidable
impacts would adversely affect human health and safety for inhabitants of the area surrounding
the project, including impacts on students, bicyclists, and young children. Furthermore, many of
the claimed benefits are not supported by substantial evidence in the record.
Some of the key issues in the legal challenge of the SEIR include the following:
•

it fails to give an accurate and complete description of the project area and existing
conditions;

•

it fails to analyze the significant impacts of the Balboa Reservoir Project’s construction
schedule on the construction and renovation of buildings on the CCSF campus;

•

it fails to give stable, accurate, and finite descriptions of the affordable units it promises;

•

it fails to fully identify and mitigate significant impacts on noise, air quality, transit delay,
pedestrian and bicyclist safety;

•

it fails to include feasible alternatives, such as 100% truly affordable housing, and,

•

it completely ignores the changed circumstances presented by the COVID-19 Pandemic.

There is no reason to rush through the approval of a Project that would have been highly flawed
and suspect even before the deep game-change of the COVID-19 Pandemic and the need to
analyze its future effects. The appeal of the SEIR Certification should be approved, and the
project should not go forward pending further CEQA review.
VI. Failure to Adequately Collaborate with CCSF and the Community
While some have lauded the fact that there have been years of collaboration with the
community, the so-called public outreach and engagement has in fact been little more than oneway directives and co-opting City College’s facilities planning processes.
The Community has stated and restated concerns about the project for years at the Balboa
Reservoir Community Advisory Committee, even though SF Planning, OEWD, and other City
agencies have tightly controlled those meetings. Issues repeated over and over again there do
not seem to have had any effect on the process. Here is a link to all of the minutes
encompassing nearly five years of meetings: https://sfplanning.org/project/balboa-reservoir-andcommunity-advisory-committee-cac#meetings
Following is a sample from these minutes that illustrate the failure of the community process to
address the concerns of CCSF:
•

We must protect City College, City College is the center of the neighborhood and a vital
resource for the area—City College will bear the brunt of the transportation issues that
are completely unresolved after five years of discussion.

•

The developer advertises its “collaboration” with City College. SFMTA officers glow
about working with the City College “team”—there is no MOU between the City and City
College because the City has been working almost exclusively with City College’s paid
consultants, not its constituents or Board members.

•

City College has representation on the Balboa Reservoir CAC—the premier document
written by the CAC, the Parameters and Principles, has been ignored in the
Development Agreement. Early meetings held between the City and City College staff

were so secret that even College Trustee Davila, a CAC member, didn’t know about
them.
•

The Community has repeatedly called for a BART shuttle. Surveys show City College
constituents could more reliably use BART if there were a shuttle—Skyline College
serves 70,000 with a free BART shuttle costing $300K a year that spans a 7 mile stretch,
but the study commissioned by the Reservoir Partners projected costs of more than $1
million a year to run a shuttle up the most congested route in the area.

•

People opposing this project have frequently been referred to as NIMBY—but 5 years of
CAC minutes show that project opposition is not to housing, but to market rate housing
built on public land and the destruction of City College.

Additionally, every single planning document omits the mention of COVID-19 and the changes
that have happened and will continue to happen in San Francisco. That reason alone is enough
to push pause and reevaluate the challenges that it brings to this project on multiple levels.
•

If people who previously didn’t drive are now buying cars, what will that do to the amount
of parking available to the new residents?

•

The promise has been to increase public transportation opportunities (except for
providing a BART shuttle) but now Muni’s budget has been gutted by the pandemic, this
promise, shaky at best, has been obliterated.

•

We now have the highest unemployment levels recorded since the Great Depression.
When this happens people rely more heaviliy on City College to jumpstart their lives. But
how will students get to campus?

VII. Conclusion
Over forty years ago historian and former California State Librarian Kevin Starr, commenting on
a housing development on the South Basin of the Balboa Reservoir that would have impacted
City College, stated:
For more than fifty years, City College of San Francisco has been keeping alive
the dream of a better life, a better future, for generations of aspiring young San
Franciscans. City College of San Francisco is truly a symbol of hope in an
embattled, increasingly restrictive and elitist society. You do not have to be born
in this country. You do not have to have been a straight A student in high school.
All you need is hope and discipline, and City College takes you in and gives you
the tools to realize your dream. (Kevin Starr, “Why I am voting no on Prop. L,”
Election Alert, p. 1, vol. 1, no. 1, May 28, 1988)

We hope that you will consider Mr. Starr’s words, and support a Project that will enable future
generations to realize their dreams.
Thank you for your consideration.
Sincerely,
Public Lands for Public Good
Defend City College Alliance
cc:

Mayor London Breed
San Francisco Board of Supervisors
City College of San Francisco Board of Trustees
Chancellor Rajen Vurdien

21 July 2020
Public Lands for Public Good
Defend City College Alliance
Re:
Legislative Files

Balboa Reservoir Development Proposal
200422, 200423, 200635, 200740

Dear Public Lands for Public Good and Defend City College Alliance:
Please accept this letter of my analysis as to why the Board of Supervisors should reject the
Balboa Reservoir Project as proposed when the above referenced legislative files relating to this
project come to the Board for a vote. I submit this letter as a professional with years of
experience in many different facets of real estate development, primarily as a developer of
affordable housing in San Francisco (resume attached).
Introduction
The Balboa Reservoir presents a unique opportunity for the people of this City. It is a large (16.4
acres), publicly owned site (SF Public Utilities Commission), adjacent to the main campus of
City College of San Francisco and in close proximity to a major regional transit station. These
are more than sixteen acres of blank canvas on which could be built something visionary.
Instead the project that has been presented to the Board of Supervisors privatizes our public
resources and lines a developer's pockets.
The proposed project describes 1,100 total units of which half (550 units) will be "below market
rate" (affordable). What follows is a proposal for a project that would ensure that this public land
is developed as 100% affordable housing.
One Hundred Percent Affordable Housing at the Balboa Reservoir
Affordable housing developers typically pay market price for land and then have to pay for their
development to tie into existing infrastructure such as water, electricity, sewer, etc. This site has
none of the typically available infrastructure to tie into, so building that infrastructure is a cost
unique to this development. As we'll see, however, the narrative that these costs are a barrier to
100% affordable housing is false.
A typical affordable housing development budget assumes paying market value for the land. In
this case, the PUC is required to sell the land for its full market value, unless the Board of
Supervisors passes a resolution saying that the site should be sold for less than the market
value in order to achieve a significant public benefit. There is a model for this type of transaction
at 1100 Ocean where the MTA (another enterprise department) sold that site to MOHCD at a
below market price in order to facilitate 100% affordable housing. This Balboa Reservoir site
should follow that same template. This site should be sold to MOHCD for a below market price
(as close to zero as possible) so the site stays in public ownership in order to facilitate 100%
affordable housing.
Assuming the land is sold at or close to no cost to the affordable housing developer, they still
have to deal with the infrastructure costs which are of course much higher than for a typical infill
site. Thankfully, there are significant grant sources available from the State that can cover most
of those costs. If the only State grant comes from the Infill Infrastructure Grant Program and is
limited to $30M, this would cover all but $18M of the cost of the infrastructure which is estimated

to be $48M over 3 phases. In order to cover those costs, if the project was 100% affordable
housing, and the affordable housing developer paid $18M to cover those infrastructure costs
instead of paying for the land, this would still be a bargain at $33,000/ unit for land associated
costs (assuming 550 units).
Once the land and infrastructure have been paid for, the remaining financial challenge is to fund
the construction of the affordable housing. Based on the Berkson Fiscal Feasibility Report
(attached), the affordable housing construction should cost $348,000 per unit. Assuming that
there will be some inflation in materials and labor costs, let's use $400,000 per unit for the
purpose of this analysis. Since MOHCD typically provides roughly 35% of the total project cost,
this would mean roughly $77M coming from MOHCD to pay for their portion of 550 units. At
$140,000 per unit, this represents a bargain for the City because of the economy of scale and
the low cost for land and infrastructure. If the City is not able to come up with $77M all at once,
then the project could be built in 2 phases. This would mean $38.5M of MOHCD funding for
each of 2 phases. If that's still too ambitious, it could be split into 3 phases of $25.7M each.
The remainder of the funding for each phase would come from a combination of LIHTC (low
income housing tax credits), State grants, and other affordable housing capital subsidies for a
total of about 45% of the project cost. The final 20% would come from a bank loan or through
the sale of tax exempt bonds (if using LIHTCs from the non-competitive pool). This is a typical
leveraging structure that MOHCD expects when it invests in affordable housing.
100% affordable housing is both visionary and financially feasible- using City resources to meet
a critical need for the long term viability of our City. Unfortunately, however, the City has chosen
to present for approval a scheme for privatizing this site. This is a strategy that benefits the forprofit developer greatly, but creates financial and policy problems for both the City and the
people who might live at this proposed development.
The Development Agreement Should Not Be Approved
Under the deal as proposed, the City is not only selling more than sixteen acres of public land to
a private developer at a heavily discounted rate ($11.4M), the Development Agreement says
that the developer has no obligation to build anything at any time. Not only does the developer
have no obligation to develop anything, but they have the ability to sell off any portion of the
property. If the developer sells there is no requirement that they sell at a discounted amount.
Most likely, if the current developer sells any portion of this development, the new developer
would purchase at full market rate and might go back to the City to renegotiate this deal due to
the different circumstances.
Rather than the City retaining ownership of the land and making sure that the housing gets built,
and that the housing that is built is 100% affordable, under the proposed deal, the City literally
gets a guaranty of nothing, while the developer gets a guaranty of future profits- either from the
market rate housing they develop, or from selling the properties that have had a step up in
market value because of the actions of the Board of Supervisors to enable this deal. The City
potentially loses big, but the developer has no risk whatsoever and only stands to profit.
Additional Policy and Financial Concerns
If the developer does decide to proceed with building the housing that is outlined in the
proposed project, the result will be a lesser public benefit than you think you are getting, which
raises another level of financial and policy related problems.

This development has both rental and ownership components. The obligations for providing the
affordable rental units seem fairly clear, On the ownership side, however, the developer has a
few different options- one of which is not to provide the affordable units at all, but to pay a fee to
the City in lieu of building any affordable ownership units. Therefore, we may get 530 affordable
units at this site instead of 550.
Making matters worse, the affordable units don't even seem to meet the definition of "affordable"
as defined in the City's "inclusionary" program. The inclusionary program sets "low income"
rents as being affordable to households making 55% of AMI. This project is defining "low
income" as 60% of AMI which is 5% more expensive. Low income is presented as a range of
incomes, but the required average is 60%, not 55% of AMI.
The proposed project also has affordable units for "moderate income" households. The
inclusionary program sets "moderate income" rents as being affordable to households earning
80% of AMI. This project is defining "moderate income" as 100% of AMI which is 20% more
expensive. Moderate income is presented as a range of incomes, but the average is 100%, not
80% of AMI. Not only are these "low" and "moderate" income units more expensive than what
are typically provided by developers providing "inclusionary" or "below market rate" units, but
they set a bad policy precedent by redefining - or at least complicating- the definitions of "low
income" and "moderate income."
Perhaps most insidious of all is the segregation and class divide that this project creates.
Consider that the "affordable" units are all rental while there is a chance that there will be no
affordable ownership units. The affordable units that are provided will all be built in buildings that
are separate from the market rate units. In a typical market rate development with "inclusionary"
units, those inclusionary (affordable) units are distributed throughout the building. They are
literally "included" into the market rate development. What is proposed for this site should either
be considered as "off site" inclusionary housing which would trigger a 30% requirement, or it
should be viewed as a development with what is typically called a "poor door" situation where
the upper income market rate residents go in through one door and the residents in the
affordable units go in through a separate door. Inclusionary legislation is intentionally crafted to
ensure that developers are not able to create these "poor door" conditions.
To make the segregation and class divide issues even worse, the open space at the center of
the development is a privately owned public open space (POPOS). The owner and manager of
this POPOS is the group of homeowners who live in the ownership units. What people do in the
open space and at what hours are determined by the homeowners association for everyone
who might live or visit.
For those who might be concerned about a 100% affordable housing development presenting a
similar problem of segregation, this would be fallacy. A typical affordable housing development
funded with Low Income Housing Tax Credits accommodates a range of residents' incomes.
Large scale affordable housing developments are successful under nonprofit management and
MOHCD oversight because of the high quality of the housing and the significant resources that
are committed. These households like the ones at 1100 Ocean have a range of incomes and
live in safe, high quality housing with dignity. Once residents move in, these developments
invariably fit right in with the social and aesthetic fabric of the neighborhoods in which they are
located.

The fact that this project has come so far through the approval in this form is beyond
comprehension. The scheme of privatization without accountability, the confusing of definitions
of what is "affordable" to guarantee higher levels of cash flow for the developer, and the
segregation of wealthy and non-wealthy and of owner versus renter all add up to a misuse of
public resources and of the public trust. As such my recommendation is to urge the Board of
Supervisors to reject this development proposal and commit to a new development proposal
that ensures 100% affordable housing is built at the Balboa Reservoir.
Sincerely,
Joseph Smooke
Consultant

366 10th Avenue
San Francisco, CA 94118
415-831-9177
josephsmooke@gmail.com

Joseph Smooke
[people. power. media]
Co-Founder, CEO, Producer, Photographer, Videographer
July 2012 to Present
Co-founded this nonprofit media organization that produces video news features and analyses about
communities impacting public policy with a focus on housing and land use. Produced a six-part
animation, “Priced Out” which has been featured in film festivals in San Francisco, Los Angeles, Chicago
and New York City, and in workshops to more than 1,200 people.
Housing Rights Committee of San Francisco
Westside Program Director, 2015 - 2019
Led the expansion of Housing Rights Committee’s community organizing and tenant counseling to the
Richmond and Sunset Districts.
Supervisor David Campos, District 9
Legislative Aide, 2013, 2014, 2015
Worked three temporary terms of employment as an Aide to Supervisor Campos, focusing primarily on
housing and land use issues.
The Philippine Reporter
Photographer and Writer, 2011 - 2014
Worked as staff photographer and writer for this newspaper in Toronto, Canada.
Supervisor Eric Mar, District 1
Legislative Aide, 2011
Staffed Supervisor Mar primarily for his work as Chair of the Land Use Committee.
Bernal Heights Neighborhood Center
Executive Director, 2005 - 2011
Housing Director, 1997 - 2005
Promoted to Executive Director of this multi-service community based nonprofit organization after
leading its housing development and asset management work. Led the housing program’s growth from
small scale developments to being a citywide developer. Created the Small Sites Program and developed
the first prototype small sites acquisition project. Also led the organization to become involved in land
use planning.
Innovative Housing for Community
Housing Development Project Manager, 1993 - 1996
Developed and managed housing throughout San Francisco, Sonoma, Marin, San Mateo and Santa Clara
Counties for this nonprofit provider of affordable, supportive, shared housing. Created the first affordable
housing “green building” program in the Bay Area.

Skidmore Owings and Merrill
Job Captain, Architectural Designer
Los Angeles Office, 1988 - 1992
San Francisco Office, 1992 - 1993
Worked on all phases and aspects of large scale commercial and institutional buildings throughout the US
and in Taiwan, including the Southern California Gas Company Tower and the Virginia State Library and
Archives. Also worked on a large scale urban planning project in Changchun, China.

Awards and Recognitions
Outstanding Community Service, Coalition for San Francisco Neighborhoods, 2017
Dolores St Community Services Open Palm Award for BHNC, 2008
Central American Resource Center (CARECEN), 2007
Bank of America, Neighborhood Excellence Initiative, Local Hero Award, 2004

Education
University of California at Berkeley
Bachelor of Arts in Architecture, High Honors, 1988
Alpha Rho Chi, Departmental Award for Professional Promise

Boards of Directors and Active Affiliations
South of Market Community Action Network (SOMCAN), 2010 - Present
Chair of SOMCAN’s Board
San Francisco Antidisplacement Coalition, 2016 - Present
Richmond District Rising, 2017 - Present
Steering Committee and Housing Committee
Westside Tenants Association, 2019 - Present
Community Housing Partnership, 2000 - 2006
Member, Board of Directors
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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY
Chapter 29 of the City’s Administrative Code requires that the Board of Supervisors make
findings of fiscal feasibility for certain development projects before the City’s Planning
Department may begin California Environmental Quality Act (“CEQA”) review of those proposed
projects. Chapter 29 requires consideration of five factors: (1) direct and indirect financial
benefits of the project, including, to the extent applicable, cost savings and/or new revenues,
including tax revenues generated by the proposed project; (2) the cost of construction; (3)
available funding for the project; (4) the long term operating and maintenance cost of the
project; and (5) debt load to be carried by the City department or agency.
This report provides information for the Board’s consideration in evaluating the fiscal feasibility
of a proposed development (the "Project") at the 17-acre Balboa Reservoir parcel shown in
Figure 1. The City and County of San Francisco (“City), under the jurisdiction of the San Francisco
Public Utilities Commission (“SFPUC”), owns the parcel (“Site”). The City has entered into
exclusive negotiations with a team of developers led by BRIDGE Housing Corporation and
AvalonBay Communities (the “Development Team”) to create a mixed-income housing project
(the “Project”) at the Site. The Development Team would purchase the Site and build a mix of
apartments, condos and townhouses.
Up to half of the units will be affordable to a range of low, moderate, and middle-income
households occupying apartments and the condo units. The first 33 percent of units will be
affordable units funded by value created by the Project; the additional affordable units, or up to
17 percent of total units, will be funded by public sources that could potentially include tax
credits and other state sources, project-generated sources, future bonds, or the proposed gross
receipts tax increase. For the purpose of the current analysis, a scenario consisting of 1,100
units, consistent with the Development Team’s initial proposal, is evaluated; it is anticipated
that subsequent environmental analysis will consider a range of alternatives.

www.berksonasso ciates.com

1

Balboa Reservoir Project
Findings of Fiscal Responsibility
February 9, 2018

Figure 1 Balboa Reservoir Project Areas
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All dollar amounts are expressed in terms of 2017 purchasing power, unless otherwise noted.
Information and assumptions are based on data available as of February 2018. Actual numbers
may change depending on Project implementation and future economic and fiscal conditions.

FISCAL BENEFITS
The proposed Balboa Reservoir Project, if approved, will create approximately $4 million in new,
annual ongoing general tax revenues to the City. After deducting required baseline allocations,
and preliminary estimates of direct service costs described in Chapter 3, the Project as proposed
will generate about $1.7 million annually to the City, in addition to about $1 million in other
dedicated and restricted revenues. The fiscal results are largely proportional to the number of
units, assuming the mix of affordable units remains constant. A reduction in the number of units
would reduce the magnitude of the potential benefits, but the net impact on the City General
Fund would remain positive.
The Project will generate an additional $400,000 annually to various other City funds (children’s'
fund, libraries, open space), and $600,000 annually to other restricted uses including SFMTA
(parking taxes), public safety (sales taxes), and San Francisco Transportation Authority (sales
taxes).
Additional one-time general revenues, including construction-related sales tax and construction
gross receipts tax, total $3.3 million.
Based on standard fee rates, development impact fees total an estimated $23 million, although
the City may agree to credit some of these fees back to the Project in consideration of publicserving improvements that the Project provides in kind. In addition, certain development fees,
including childcare fees and bicycle facility in-lieu fees, could be offset by facilities constructed
onsite, according to the City’s standard impact fee policy. No affordable housing or jobs housing
linkage fees are assumed due to the provision of affordable housing onsite.
The new general revenues will fund direct services needed by the Project, including police and
fire/EMS services, and maintenance of roads dedicated to the City. Other services, including
maintenance and security of parks and open space, will be funded directly by tenants of the
Project. The estimated $1.7 million in net City general revenues, after deducting service costs
and Charter-mandated baseline allocations of general revenues, will be available to the City to
fund improved or expanded Citywide infrastructure, services and affordable housing. Chapter 3
further describes fiscal revenue and expenditure estimates.
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ECONOMIC BENEFITS
The Project will provide a range of direct and indirect economic benefits to the City. These
benefits include a range of economic benefits such as new jobs, economic activity, and
increased public and private expenditures as described in Chapter 5 and summarized below:
•

Over $560 million of construction activity and approximately 2,800 construction-related
job-years during development, in addition to indirect and induced jobs.

•

Approximately 1,100 new residential units, including up to 550 permanently affordable
units. This housing is critical to economic growth in San Francisco and the region.

The Project will also create a small number of permanent non-construction jobs onsite related
to parking facilities, landscape maintenance, and various services associated with the residential
units.

DIRECT FINANCIAL BENEFITS TO THE SFPUC
The SFPUC, which has exclusive jurisdiction over the Site, will benefit financially from the sale of
the Site. The land sale price will be negotiated to reflect the final development and public
benefits program. The SFPUC may also realize increased revenues by providing power to the
Project's residents.

NEW PUBLIC FACILITIES
The Project will construct parks and open spaces available to the general public. The Project also
includes a childcare center that will be accessible by the public as well as the Project's residents.

OTHER BENEFITS
The Project may fall within the Ocean Avenue Community Benefits District (CBD), which assesses
property owners to provide funding for a range of services within the neighborhood, including
maintenance and cleaning of public rights of way, sidewalk operations and public safety, and
District identity and streetscape improvements. Parcels within the CBD pay for and receive these
services as participants in the CBD. The CBD’s applicability and associated tax rate will be
determined prior to project approvals.
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1. THE PROJECT & COSTS OF CONSTRUCTION
The Project will be constructed in two phases with Site preparation and construction planned to
begin as early as 2021, Phase 1 units leased and sold as early as 2023, and Phase 2 units leased
and sold by 2025, according to current plans. The Project and its development costs total at
least $560 million, as described below. The Development Team will be responsible for planning,
construction, marketing and operating the Project. The Development Team will reimburse the
City for its costs incurred during the Project planning and environmental review process,
including City staff costs. Chapter 2 describes sources of funding to pay for development costs.

PROJECT DESCRIPTION
The Balboa Reservoir Site is an approximately 17-acre parcel that the City owns under the
SFPUC’s jurisdiction. The Site is located in the central southern portion of San Francisco,
bounded by City College of San Francisco’s Ocean Campus to the east, Riordan High School to
the north, the Westwood Park neighborhood to the west, and the Avalon Ocean Avenue
apartments to the south.
Plans for the Site’s development envision a mixed-income housing Project. The Development
Team would purchase the Site and build a mix of apartments, condos and townhouses.
Residential – This fiscal analysis assumes a scenario consisting of 1,100 total residential units.
This scenario is based on the Development Team's response to the SFPUC Request for
Proposals; environmental analysis will evaluate a range of units that may differ from the
scenario in this report, and the Project’s final unit count may also differ accordingly.
Affordable Housing – The Project proposes 50 percent of total units to be affordable, including
18 percent affordable to low-income households,1 and 15 percent affordable to moderateincome households2, for a subtotal of 33 percent affordable housing units. An additional 17
percent of units are proposed to be affordable to a combination of low, moderate, and middleincome households.
Parking – The fiscal analysis evaluates 1,010 parking spaces. Of the total spaces, 500 will be
constructed in a parking garage and shared with the City College community.

1

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

2

Moderate-income rents and sales prices would not exceed 120% of AMI.
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CONSTRUCTION COSTS AND ASSESSED VALUE
Table 1 summarizes development costs totaling at least $560 million,3 which will be phased
through buildout by 2025 depending on future market conditions. Taxable assessed value is
estimated based on development cost, with affordable rental housing exempted from property
taxes if serving households who earn no more than 80% of AMI . These costs and values provide
the basis for estimates of various fiscal tax revenues and economic impacts.
Table 1 Summary of Construction Costs and Assessed Value
Item

Residential Buildings (1)
Townhouses (Market-rate)
Condos (Affordable)
Apartments (Market-rate)
Apartments (Moderate)
Apartments (Low-income)
Subtotal, Residential Buildings
Other
Parking - shared (500 spaces)
Infrastructure (2)
Other Costs (3)
Total
(less) Property Tax-Exempt
Low-income Rental Units (up to 80% AMI)
Net Taxable Assessed Value

Development Cost

$60,598,000
$15,360,000
$169,412,000
$87,818,000
$88,031,000
$421,219,000

$13,830,000
$38,000,000
$86,787,000
$559,836,000

($88,031,000)
$471,805,000

(1) Includes building hard costs, residential parking, and site development. Site
acquisition and community benefits are to be negotiated and are not included.
(2) Master infrastructure includes utilities, roads, grading, parks and open space.
(3) "Other Costs" include soft costs (eg legal, design, finance, furnishings and fixtures).
Permits & Fees not included for purposes of A.V. estimates.

3

2/9/18

Hard and soft development costs; land costs, community benefits and other mitigations are to be
negotiated and are not estimated.
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2. AVAILABLE FUNDING FOR THE PROJECT
As described in the prior chapter, development costs are anticipated to total $560 million or
more over the course of Project buildout. Several financing mechanisms and sources will assure
funding of these costs and development of the Project.

HORIZONTAL & VERTICAL DEVELOPMENT OF THE SITE
The Development Team will be responsible for funding all horizontal Site improvements,
infrastructure and public facilities needed to serve the Project, and vertical building construction
with the exception of a portion of the affordable housing, as described in the section that
follows. In addition to Developer equity and private financing, Project-based sources of funding
and/or reimbursement could include (but may not be not limited to) the following:
•

Net sales proceeds and lease revenues -- Revenues generated by the Project will help to
fund improvements and repay private sources of investment and debt.

•

Mello-Roos Community Facilities District (CFD) -- Bond proceeds secured by CFD special
taxes may help to fund infrastructure costs. CFD special taxes not required for CFD debt
service may fund horizontal Site development costs on a “pay-as-you-go” basis.

•

State sources – No direct City subsidy will be used to build the 33% of the Project’s total
housing units that must paid for by the Project. However, the Developer may access noncompetitive state funding such as 4% tax credits and tax-exempt bonds

FUNDING OF AFFORDABLE HOUSING
As described above, 33% of the Project’s total housing units will be affordable housing paid for
by the Project, such as with Developer equity or revenues generated by the market-rate portion
of the Project, or non-competitive state sources. This baseline 33% rate is based on Proposition
K (2015), which set the expectation that housing on property sold by the City will have no less
than this amount of affordable housing.
Up to an additional 17% of the Project’s total housing units will be affordable housing paid for
with non-Project funds. The Development Team’s initial proposal estimated that a subsidy of
approximately $26 million would be required to provide approximately 187 additional
affordable housing units, although this cost is subject to change as a result of changes in
construction costs, availability of state funding, the low income housing tax credit market, and
the Project’s unit count or affordable housing program.
www.berksonasso ciates.com
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Funding sources for this additional affordable housing could potentially include:
•

Gross Receipts Tax. In June, 2018, San Francisco voters will consider a ballot measure
that would raise funds for affordable housing by increasing the gross receipts tax rate
for commercial space. If this measure is approved, the Project would be eligible to utilize
a portion of the new affordable housing funds.

•

Project-Generated Sources. As determined by fiscal feasibility analysis, the Project will
generate net new General Fund revenue of approximately $1.7 million. A portion of this
revenue could be reinvested back into the Project; the mechanism for this reinvestment
could be an infrastructure financing district, an affordable housing investment plan
pursuant to AB 1598, or a direct transfer from the City.

•

State Sources. The Project could apply for one of several funding sources administered
at the state level, such as the California’s Affordable Housing and Sustainable
Communities program and certain low income housing tax credit programs.

•

Bond Revenue. In November, 2018, California voters will consider a $4 billion state
affordable housing bond. In addition, local affordable housing bonds are likely to be
proposed in San Francisco in upcoming years; most recently, in 2015, San Francisco
voters approved a $310 million affordable housing bond.

OTHER MAINTENANCE FUNDING
In addition to the public tax revenues generated to fund public services and road maintenance,
as described in the Chapter 3 fiscal analysis, CFD special taxes (or HOA fees) will be paid by
property owners to fund a range of public services including onsite parks and open space
maintenance and operation.
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3. FISCAL ANALYSIS: INFRASTRUCTURE
MAINTENANCE & PUBLIC SERVICES
Development of the Project will create new public infrastructure including streets, parks and
open space that will require ongoing maintenance. Table 2 summarizes total annual general
revenues created by the Project, and net revenues available after funding the Project's service
costs. The fiscal results are largely proportional to the number of units, assuming the mix of
affordable units remains constant. A reduction in the number of units would reduce the
magnitude of the potential benefits and an increase in the number of units would increase their
magnitude, but in either case the net impact on the City General Fund would remain positive.
Table 2 Estimated Annual Net General Revenues and Expenditures
Item
Annual General Revenue
Property Taxes (1)
Property Tax in Lieu of VLF
Property Transfer Tax
Sales Tax
Parking Tax (City 20% share)
Gross Receipts Tax
Subtotal, General Revenue
(less) 20% Charter Mandated Baseline
Revenues to General Fund above Baseline
Public Services Expenditures
Parks and Open Space
Roads (maintenance, street cleaning)
Police (2)
Fire (2)
Subtotal, Services

Annual
Amount
$2,682,000
$567,000
391,000
261,000
95,000
63,000
$4,059,000
($811,800)
$3,247,200
Project's taxes or fees
76,000
855,000
607,000
$1,538,000

NET Annual General Revenues

$1,709,200

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

$413,000
$380,000
$130,000
$130,000
$1,053,000

TOTAL, Net General + Other SF Revenues

$2,762,200

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

$1,195,000

(1) Property tax to General Fund at 57%. Other SF funds include the
Childrens' Fund, Library Fund, and Open Space Acquisition.
(2) Police and Fire costs based on Citywide avg. cost per resident and per job.
2/9/18
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As noted in the prior Table 2, certain service costs will be funded through special taxes or
assessments paid by new development and managed by a master homeowners association
(HOA). Other required public services, including additional police, fire and emergency medical
services (EMS), as well as the maintenance of any new roads that are built by the Project and
transferred to the City, will be funded by increased General Fund revenues from new
development. MUNI/transportation services may also be affected and will be offset by a
combination of service charges, local, regional and State funds.
Table 3 summarizes development impact fees and other one-time revenues during construction.
The impact fee revenue will be dedicated and legally required to fund infrastructure and
facilities targeted by each respective fee. Credits may be provided against certain fees to the
extent that the Project builds qualifying infrastructure and public facilities onsite, for example,
bicycle parking and childcare facilities. The City may also agree to credit some of these fees back
to the Project in consideration of public-serving improvements that the Project provides in kind.
Certain impact fee revenues may be used Citywide to address needs created by new
development. No affordable housing in-lieu fees or jobs housing linkage fees are assumed due
to the Project providing affordable units equal to 50 percent of total units.
Table 3 Estimated Impact Fees and One-Time Revenues
Item
City Development Impact Fees (1)
Balboa Park Community Infrastructure
Jobs Housing Linkage (2)
Affordable Housing (3)
Child Care (4)
Bicycle Parking In-lieu
Transportation Sustainability Fee

Total
Amount

$9,371,000
na
provided onsite
$2,308,000
provided onsite
$11,315,000
$22,994,000

Other Fees
San Francisco Unified School District

$3,957,000

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

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

(1)
(2)
(3)
(4)

Impact fee rates as of Jan. 1, 2018. Refer to Table A-3 for additional detail.
Linkage fee (commercial uses only) assumed offset by Project's affordable housing.
Affordable housing will be provided on site.
Child Care impact fee may be waived in consideration for the Project's on-site
childcare center.
2/9/18
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MAINTENANCE AND SERVICE COSTS
Actual costs will depend on the level of future service demands, and Citywide needs by City
departments at the time of development and occupancy.
Public Open Space
The Project will include at least 4.0 acres of public parks and open spaces. The parks consist of a
large open space of approximately 2 acres, and at least 1.5 acres, along with “gateway” green
spaces to serve as gathering places that unite the Site with the surrounding neighborhoods.
The Recreation and Parks Department (RPD) may express interest in assuming ownership and/or
operations and maintenance responsibilities for the proposed large open space, subject to
agreement between the Project developer and the City. The developer may engage in
discussions with RPD about potentially entering into such an arrangement as part of the
Development Agreement. However, absent such an arrangement, the Project will fund the parks
and open spaces’ ongoing operating costs, including administration, maintenance, and utility
costs using CFD services special taxes (or HOA fees) paid by property owners. A master
homeowners association would be responsible for managing maintenance activities, as well as
the programming of recreation activities not otherwise provided by the City. Specific service
needs and costs will be determined based on the programming of the parks.
Police
The Project Site is served by the SFPD’s Ingleside Station. The addition of the Project’s new
residents would likely lead the Ingleside Police District to request additional staffing. Over the
past several decades, the SFPD has kept staffing levels fairly constant and manages changing
service needs within individual districts by re-allocating existing capacity. If needed to serve
new residents associated with the Project, additional officers would most likely be reassigned
from other SFPD districts and/or hired to fill vacancies created by retirements.4 5 For purposes of
this analysis, the Project’s police service cost is estimated using the City’s current per capita
service rate.
Fire and EMS
The San Francisco Fire Department (SFFD) deploys services from the closest station with
available resources, supplemented by additional resources based on the nature of the call. SFFD

4

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

5

Jack Hart, San Francisco Police Department, telephone interview, January 3, 2017.
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anticipates that it will require additional resources to serve the Site and its vicinity as that area’s
population grows, but it has not yet determined the anticipated costs. 6 The costs in this report
have been estimated based on Citywide averages.
SFMTA
Using the City’s Transportation Demand Management (TDM) Ordinance as a guide, the Project
will include a TDM program that encourages the use of sustainable modes of transportation for
residents and visitors. This approach will increase demand for and revenues to local public
transit service, which includes the J, K, and M MUNI light rail lines and the 8, 29, 43, 49, and 88X
bus lines. The Project will also be required to pay the Transportation Sustainability Fee and/or
provide equivalent in-kind transportation benefits, as well as provide transportation mitigation
measures required as a result of the environmental review process. Specific impacts on transit
services, costs, and cost recovery will be studied and determined by the final development
program, TDM plan, and environmental review findings.
Department of Public Works (DPW)
The Project will create new rights of way to provide access into and out of the Site and
circulation within it. These improvements may be accepted by the City, provided that they are
designed to standards approved by applicable City agencies, in which case DPW would be
responsible for cleaning and maintaining them. Based on the anticipated type and intensity of
these proposed rights of way, DPW is estimating annual maintenance costs7. For purposes of the
current analysis, a Citywide average cost per mile of road provides an estimated cost.
The Project may also include some smaller roads and access points that would remain private, in
which case the City would not be responsible for their ongoing operation and maintenance.
Instead, special taxes paid by owners of Project buildings, for example as participants in a
services CFD, could fund their maintenance. The services budget would be sized to pay for
ongoing maintenance of facilities as well as periodic “life cycle” costs for repair and replacement
of facilities.

6
7

Olivia Scanlon, San Francisco Fire Department, telephone interview, February 8, 2018.
Bruce Robertson, Department of Public Works, correspondence with City Project staff.
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PUBLIC REVENUES
New tax revenues from the Project will include ongoing annual revenues and one-time
revenues, as summarized in the prior tables. The revenues represent direct, incremental
benefits of the Project. These tax revenues will help fund public improvements and services
within the Project and Citywide. The following sections describe key assumptions and
methodologies employed to estimate each revenue.
Charter Mandated Baseline Requirements
The City Charter requires that a certain share of various General Fund revenues be allocated to
specific programs. An estimated 20 percent of revenue is shown deducted from General Fund
discretionary revenues generated by the Project (in addition to the share of parking revenues
dedicated to MTA, shown separately). While these baseline amounts are shown as a deduction,
they represent an increase in revenue as a result of the Project to various City programs whose
costs aren’t necessarily directly affected by the Project, resulting in a benefit to these services.
Property Taxes
Property tax at a rate of 1 percent of value will be collected from the land and improvements
constructed by the Project. 8 The City receives up to $0.65 in its General Fund and special fund
allocations, of every property or possessory interest tax dollar collected. The State’s Education
Revenue Augmentation Fund (ERAF) receives $0.25 of every property tax dollar collected.
The remaining $0.10 of every property tax dollar collected, beyond the City’s $0.65 share and
the $0.25 State ERAF share, is distributed directly to other local taxing entities, including the San
Francisco Unified School District, City College of San Francisco, the Bay Area Rapid Transit
District and the San Francisco Bay Area Air Quality Management District. These distributions will
continue and will increase as a result of the Project.
Upon the sale of a parcel, building, or individual unit constructed at the Project, the taxable
value will be assessed at the new transaction price. The County Assessor will determine the
assessed values; the estimates shown in this analysis are preliminary and may change depending
on future economic conditions and the exact type, amount and future value of development.

8

Ad valorem property taxes supporting general obligation bond debt in excess of this 1 percent amount
and other assessments are excluded for purposes of this analysis. Such taxes require separate voter
approval and proceeds are payable only for uses approved by the voters.
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Certain properties, including non-profits providing low-income rental housing, are exempt from
property tax.
It is likely that property taxes will also accrue during construction of infrastructure and individual
buildings, depending on the timing of assessment and tax levy. These revenues have not been
estimated.
Property Tax In-Lieu of Vehicle License Fees
In prior years, the State budget converted a significant portion of Motor Vehicle License Fee
(VLF) subventions into property tax distributions; previously theses revenues were distributed
by the State using a per-capita formula. Under the current formula, these distributions increase
over time based on assessed value growth within a jurisdiction. Thus, these City revenues will
increase proportionate to the increase in the assessed value added by the new development.
Sales Taxes
The City General Fund receives 1 percent of taxable sales. New residents will generate taxable
sales to the City. In addition to the 1 percent sales tax received by every city and county in
California, voter-approved local taxes dedicated to transportation purposes are collected. Two
special districts, the San Francisco County Transportation Authority and the San Francisco Public
Financing Authority (related to San Francisco Unified School District) also receive a portion of
sales taxes (0.50 and 0.25 percent, respectively) in addition to the 1 percent local General Fund
portion. The City also receives revenues from the State based on sales tax for the purpose of
funding public safety-related expenditures.
Sales Taxes from Construction
During the construction phases of the Project, one-time revenues will be generated by sales
taxes on construction materials and fixtures purchased in San Francisco. Sales tax will be
allocated directly to the City and County of San Francisco in the same manner as described in
the prior paragraph. Construction sales tax revenues may depend on the City's collection of
revenues pursuant to a sub-permit issued by the State.
Transient Occupancy Tax (TOT)
Hotel Room Tax (also known as Transient Occupancy Tax or TOT) will be generated when hotel
occupancies are enhanced by the residential uses envisioned for the Project, such as when
friends and relatives come to San Francisco to visit Project residents but choose to stay at
hotels. The City currently collects a 14 percent tax on room charges. However, given that no
hotels are envisioned for the Project (out-of-town visitors to the Site will likely stay at hotels
elsewhere in the City), the impact will not be direct and is excluded from this analysis.

www.berksonasso ciates.com
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Parking Tax
The City collects tax on parking charges at garages, lots, and parking spaces open to the public or
dedicated to commercial users. The tax is 25 percent of the pre-tax parking charge. The revenue
may be deposited to the General Fund and used for any purpose, however as a matter of City
policy the SFMTA retains 80 percent of the parking tax revenue; the other 20 percent is available
to the General Fund for allocation to special programs or purposes. This analysis assumes that
parking spaces envisioned for the Project's 500-space shared parking garage will generate
parking tax; no parking tax is assumed from the residential-only parking spaces. Off-site parking
tax revenues that may be generated by visitors or new residents are not included.
Property Transfer Tax
The City collects a property transfer tax ranging from $2.50 on the first $500 of transferred value
on transactions up to $250,000 to $15.00 per $500 on transactions greater than $25 million.
The fiscal analysis assumes that commercial apartment property sells once every ten to twenty
years, or an average of about once every 15 years. For estimating purposes, it is assumed that
sales are spread evenly over every year, although it is more likely that sales will be sporadic. An
average tax rate has been applied to the average sales transactions to estimate the potential
annual transfer tax to the City. Actual amounts will vary depending on economic factors and the
applicability of the tax to specific transactions.
The for-sale units can re-sell independently of one another at a rate more frequent than rental
buildings. This analysis conservatively assumes that the average condominium or townhouse will
be sold to a new owner every ten years, on average.
Gross Receipts Tax
Commercial activity, including residential rental property, generates gross receipts taxes. Actual
revenues from future gross receipt taxes will depend on a range of variables, including the
amount of rental income. This analysis assumes the current gross receipts tax rate of 0.3%
(applicable to revenues in the $2.5 million to $25 million range).

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

Balboa Park Community Infrastructure (Planning Code Sec. 422) -- These fees "shall be used
to design, engineer, acquire, improve, and develop pedestrian and streetscape
improvements, bicycle infrastructure, transit, parks, plazas and open space, as defined in the
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Balboa Park Community Improvements Program with the Plan Area. Funds may be used for
childcare facilities that are not publicly owned or "publicly-accessible."9
•

Jobs Housing Linkage (Planning Code Sec. 413)-- These fees apply only to commercial uses
and are assumed to be offset by the affordable housing provided onsite.

•

Affordable Housing (Planning Code Sec. 415) –All affordable housing will be provided on the
Site, and therefore the Project will be exempt from the fees.

•

Child Care (Planning Code Sec. 414, 414A) – A fee per square foot is charged to residential
uses. It is likely that all or some portion of these fees will be offset and reduced by the value
of childcare facilities constructed onsite.

•

Bicycle Parking In-lieu Fee (Planning Code Sec. 430) -- This fee is assumed to be offset by
facilities provided onsite.

•

Transit Sustainability Fee (TSF) (Planning Code Sec. 411A) – This fee, effective December 25,
2015, replaced the Transit Impact Development Fee. It is a fee per square foot paid by
residential and non-residential uses.

In addition to the impact fees charged by the City, utility connection and capacity charges will be
collected based on utility consumption and other factors. Other fees will include school impact
fees to be paid to the San Francisco Unified School District. The Project will also pay various
permit and inspection fees to cover City costs typically associated with new development
projects.

9

San Francisco Planning Code, Article 4, Sec. 422.5(b)(1) Balboa Park Community Improvements Fund,
Use of Funds.
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4. DEBT LOAD TO BE CARRIED BY THE CITY AND
THE SFPUC
No debt is anticipated to be incurred by the City or the SFPUC in connection with the Project.
However, public financing or other non-Project sources will be required to achieve the target
affordable housing rate of 50%, as described above. The City could potentially issue bonds in
conjunction with several of these sources, subject to regulatory and/or voter approval, but a
number of other financing options would allow the City to avoid issuing new debt.

5. BENEFITS TO THE CITY AND SFPUC
The Project will provide a range of direct and indirect benefits to the City and the SFPUC. These
benefits include tax revenues that exceed service costs, as well as a range of other economic
benefits such as new jobs, economic activity, and increased public and private expenditures.

FISCAL BENEFITS
As described in Chapter 3, the Project is anticipated to generate a net $1.7 million of annual
general City tax revenues in excess of its estimated public service costs, in addition to about
$1 million in other dedicated and restricted revenues. These revenues would be available for
expansion of local and/or Citywide services and public facilities. Approximately 20 percent of
revenues are allocated to "Baseline" costs, which represents a benefit to the City.

ECONOMIC BENEFITS TO THE CITY
New Permanent Jobs - The Project will create a small number of new jobs related to the parking
facilities and services, childcare services at the childcare center, and landscape and other onsite
maintenance services. The residential uses will also create janitorial and domestic service jobs.
Because the Project is entirely residential, its economic "multiplier" effects are minimal.
Temporary Jobs - The construction of the Project will create short-term construction spending
and construction jobs, estimated at 2,800 job-years.
New Housing Supply - Completion of approximately 1,100 residential units also will have the
positive economic benefit of adding a significant amount to the City’s total supply of housing.
This provides increased access to housing for existing City residents, as well employees working
within the City. Importantly, these approximately 1,100 units will include up to 550 units of
affordable to low, moderate, and middle-income households, which are populations with acute
housing needs in San Francisco.
www.berksonasso ciates.com
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DIRECT FINANCIAL BENEFITS TO THE CITY AND SFPUC
The Project will result in several direct financial benefits:
Proceeds from Property Sale -- The sale of the property currently owned by the City will
generate net proceeds. The SFPUC will receive fair market value for the sale of the property.
Increased Sale of Public Power -- The SFPUC may provide electrical power to the Project's
residents, generating net revenues to the SFPUC.

NEW PUBLIC FACILITIES
The Project will construct parks and open spaces, a shared parking garage, and a community
room available to the general public. The Project also includes a childcare center that will be
accessible by the public as well as the Project's residents. These facilities are expected to be
utilized by the City College community and residents of surrounding neighborhoods.

OTHER BENEFITS
The Project may participate in the Ocean Avenue Community Benefits District (CBD) that
provides funding for a range of services within the neighborhood, including maintenance and
cleaning of public rights of way, sidewalk operations and public safety, and District identity and
streetscape improvements. The CBD’s applicability and associated tax rate will be determined
prior to project approvals.
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APPENDIX A: FISCAL ANALYSIS
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Table 1
Fiscal Results Summary, Ongoing Revenues and Expenditures
Balboa Reservoir
Item
Annual General Revenue
Property Taxes (1)
Property Tax in Lieu of VLF
Property Transfer Tax
Sales Tax
Parking Tax (City 20% share)
Gross Receipts Tax
Subtotal, General Revenue
(less) 20% Charter Mandated Baseline
Revenues to General Fund above Baseline
Public Services Expenditures
Parks and Open Space
Roads (maintenance, street cleaning)
Police (2)
Fire (2)
Subtotal, Services

Annual
Amount
$2,682,000
$567,000
391,000
261,000
95,000
63,000
$4,059,000
($811,800)
$3,247,200
Project's taxes or fees
76,000
855,000
607,000
$1,538,000

NET Annual General Revenues

$1,709,200

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

$413,000
$380,000
$130,000
$130,000
$1,053,000

TOTAL, Net General + Other SF Revenues

$2,762,200

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

$1,195,000

(1) Property tax to General Fund at 57%. Other SF funds include the
Childrens' Fund, Library Fund, and Open Space Acquisition.
(2) Police and Fire costs based on Citywide avg. cost per resident and per job.
2/9/18

Table 2
Fiscal Results Summary, One-Time Revenues
Balboa Reservoir
Item
City Development Impact Fees (1)
Balboa Park Community Infrastructure
Jobs Housing Linkage (2)
Affordable Housing (3)
Child Care (4)
Bicycle Parking In-lieu
Transportation Sustainability Fee

Total
Amount

$9,371,000
na
provided onsite
$2,308,000
provided onsite
$11,315,000
$22,994,000

Other Fees
San Francisco Unified School District

$3,957,000

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

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

(1)
(2)
(3)
(4)

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

Units, Sq.Ft., or Spaces

Apartments
Market Rate
Affordable
Total, Apts

483 units
502 units
985 units

Condos and Townhouses
Market Rate Townhouses
Affordable Condos
Total, Condos and Townhouses

67 units
48 units
115 units

Total, Residential
Market Rate
Affordable

50%
50%

units
550 units
550 units
1,100 units

Community Gathering Space

1,500 sq.ft.

Childcare Center (capacity for 100 children)

5,000 sq.ft.

Shared Garage

500 spaces
175,000 sq.ft.

(1) Number of units and space are preliminary and for evaluation purposes only.
Further analysis may consider different development program scenarios.
2/9/18

Table A-1b
Project Description Summary -- Affordable Units
Balboa Reservoir
Housing Category
Baseline Affordable Apts.
Low-Income (Bridge/Mission <55% AMI)
Moderate-Income (Bridge <120% AMI)
Total Baseline Affordable

%
of Total

Units (1)

16%
15%

174
165
339

Baseline Affordable Condos
Low-Income (Habitat <80% AMI)

2%

24

Total Baseline Affordable

33%

363

Additional Affordable Apts.
Low-Income (Bridge <20% & <55% AMI)

15%

163

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

2%

24

17%

187

50%

550

50%

483
67
550

100%

1,100

Total Additional Affordable
Total Affordable
Market-Rate Apts
Market-Rate Townhouses
Total, Market Rate
TOTAL UNITS

(1) Number of units and space are preliminary and for evaluation purposes only;
Further analysis may consider different development program scenarios.
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Table A-2
Population and Employment
Balboa Reservoir
Item

Assumptions

Population

2.27 persons per unit (1)

2,497

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

39
2
41

Employment (FTEs)
Residential (2)
Parking
Total
Construction (job-years) (5)

$559,836,000 Construction cost

TOTAL SERVICE POPULATION
Residents
Employees (excluding construction jobs)
Total Service Population (Residents plus Employees)
CITYWIDE
Residents (3)
Employees (4)
Service Population (Residents plus Employees)

Total

2,754

2,497
41
2,538

874,200
710,300
1,584,500

(1) ABAG 2015 estimate (citywide); actual Project density will vary depending on unit size and mix.
(2) Residential jobs include building management, janitorial, cleaning/repair, childcare, and
other domestic services. Factors based on comparable projects.
(3) Cal. Dept. of Finance, Rpt. E-1, 2017
(4) BLS QCEW State and County Map, 2016Q3.
(5) Construction job-years based on IMPLAN job factors.
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Table A-3
San Francisco City Development Impact Fee Estimate
Balboa Reservoir
Total
Sq.Ft. (1)

Item
Residential
Market-Rate
Moderate-Income
Low-Income
Total
Other
Childcare Facility
Shared Parking (2)
City Impact Fees (per gross building sq.ft.) (2)
Balboa Park Community Infrastructure
Residential (3)
Non-Residential (3)
Jobs Housing Linkage (4)
Affordable Housing (5)
Child Care (6)
Bicycle Parking In-lieu Fee (7)
Transportation Sustainability Fee
Residential (8)
Non-Residential (3)

Units
550
189
361
1,100

605,000
189,000
342,950
1,136,950

approximately

5,000
175,000

Fee Rate
$11.32 /sq.ft.
$2.13 /sq.ft.
na
na
$2.03 /sq.ft.
na

794,000
180,000

$8,988,080
$383,400
na
na
$2,308,009
na

1,136,950

$9.71 /sq.ft.
$20.03 /sq.ft.

794,000
180,000

Total
Other Impact Fees (9)
San Francisco Unified School District

Total Fees

$7,709,740
$3,605,400
$22,994,629

$3.48 /sq.ft.

1,136,950

$3,956,586

(1) Residential fees assume approximately 950 to 1,100 sq.ft./unit. Mix of sizes will vary in final program.
(2) All impact fees are as of January 2018.
(3) Units affordable to a maximum 80% AMI exempt from Balboa Park Community Infrastructure Fee.
100% of non-residential assumed to be subject to TSF & Community Infrastructure Fee.
(4) Jobs Housing Linkage not applicable to residential.
(5) Plans anticipate affordable units sufficient to offset fee requirement.
(6) Child Care impact fee may be waived in consideration for the Project's on-site childcare facility.
(7) Bicycle facilities provided onsite, not subject to fee.
(8) Units affordable to a maximum 80% AMI exempt from Transportation Sustainability Fee (TSF).
(9) Additional utility fees and charges will be paid, depending on final Project design.
Sources: City of San Francisco, and Berkson Associates.
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Table A-4
Assessed Value Estimate
Balboa Reservoir
Item

Residential Buildings (1)
Townhouses (Market-rate)
Condos (Affordable)
Apartments (Market-rate)
Apartments (Moderate)
Apartments (Low-income)
Subtotal, Residential Buildings
Other
Parking - shared (500 spaces)
Infrastructure (2)
Other Costs (3)
Total
(less) Property Tax-Exempt
Low-income Rental Units (up to 80% AMI)
Net Taxable Assessed Value

Development Cost

$60,598,000
$15,360,000
$169,412,000
$87,818,000
$88,031,000
$421,219,000

$13,830,000
$38,000,000
$86,787,000
$559,836,000

($88,031,000)
$471,805,000

(1) Includes building hard costs, residential parking, and site development. Site
acquisition and community benefits are to be negotiated and are not included.
(2) Master infrastructure includes utilities, roads, grading, parks and open space.
(3) "Other Costs" include soft costs (eg legal, design, finance, furnishings and fixtures).
Permits & Fees not included for purposes of A.V. estimates.
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Table A-5
Property Tax Estimate
Balboa Reservoir

Item

Assumptions

Taxable Assessed Value (1)
Gross Property Tax
Allocation of Tax
General Fund
Childrens' Fund
Library Preservation Fund
Open Space Acquisition Fund
Subtotal, Other Funds
ERAF
SF Unified School District
Other

Total, 1%
Other (bonds, debt, State loans, etc.)
TOTAL
Sources: City of San Francisco, and Berkson Associates

Total

1.0%

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

56.84%

$2,682,000

3.75%
2.50%
2.50%
8.75%

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

25.33%
7.70%
1.38%
34.41%

$1,195,000
$363,000
$65,000
$1,623,000

100.00%

$4,718,000

17.23%

$813,000

117.23%

$5,531,000
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Table A-6
Property Tax in Lieu of VLF Estimate
Balboa Reservoir
Item
Citywide Total Assessed Value (1)
Total Citywide Property Tax in Lieu of Vehicle License Fee (VLF) (2)
Project Assessed Value
Growth in Citywide AV due to Project
TOTAL PROPERTY TAX IN LIEU OF VLF (3)

Total
$231,000,000,000
$233,970,000
$559,836,000
0.24%
$567,000

(1) Based on the CCSF FY2017 total assessed value, Office of the Assessor-Controller, July 21, 2017.
(2) City and County of San Francisco Annual Appropriation Ordinance for Fiscal Year Ending June 30, 2018, page 127.
(3) Equals the increase in Citywide AV due to the Project multiplied by the current Citywide Property Tax In Lieu of VLF.
No assumptions included about inflation and appreciation of Project or Citywide assessed values.
Sources: City of San Francisco, and Berkson Associates
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Table A-7
Property Transfer Tax
Balboa Reservoir
Item

Assumptions

Annual Transfer Tax From Condo and Townhouses Sales
Assessed Value (AV)
$75,958,000
Annual Transactions
10.0% (avg. sale once/10 years)(4)
Transfer Tax From Condos and Townhouses
$3.40 /$500 (1)
Market-Rate Apartments (5)
Assessed Value (AV)
$169,400,000
Avg. Sales Value
6.7% (avg.sale once/15 years)(3),(4)
Transfer Tax: Apartment Buildings (annual avg.)
$15.00 /$500 (2)
TOTAL ONGOING TRANSFER TAX

Total

$7,596,000
$52,000

$11,293,000
$339,000
$391,000

(1) Rates range from $2.50 per $500 of value for transactions up to $250k, $3.40 up to $1 million, to $3.75 per $500 of value
for transactions from $1 million to $5 million; applies to sale of affordable and market-rate ownership units.
(2) Assumes rate applicable to sales > $25 million for market-rate apartment buildings.
(3) Actual sales will be periodic and for entire buildings; revenues have been averaged and spread annually for the purpose
of this analysis.
2/4/18
(4) Turnover rates are estimated averages based on analysis of similar projects; actual % and value of sales will vary annually.
(5) No transactions assumed for low-income and moderate-rate apartments owned by non-profits.
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Table A-8
Sales Tax Estimates
Balboa Reservoir

Item
Taxable Sales From New Residential Uses
Sale Price
Average Annual Rent or Housing Payment (1)
Average Household Income
Average HH Retail Expenditure (3)

Low-Income Apts (<55% AMI)
Assumptions
Total

50% of AMI 2.27/hh
27%

New Households
Total New Retail Sales from Households
New Taxable Retail Sales Captured in San Francisco (4)
Net New Sales Tax to GF From Residential Uses

$47,700
$12,900

TOTAL Sales Tax to General Fund (1%)

110% of AMI 2.27/hh
27%

$104,900
$28,300

Low-Income Condos (<80% AMI)
Assumptions
Total

70% of AMI 2.27/hh
27%

$66,700
$18,000

337

165

24

$4,347,000

$4,670,000

$432,000

80% of retail expend. $3,477,600
1.0% tax rate

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

$34,800

80% of retail expend. $3,736,000
1.0% tax rate

$34,800

$37,400

80% of retail expend.
1.0% tax rate

$37,400

$345,600
$3,500
$3,500

Annual Sales Tax Allocation
Sales Tax to the City General Fund

1.00% tax rate

$34,800

1.00% tax rate

$37,400

1.00% tax rate

$3,500

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

0.50% tax rate
0.50% tax rate
0.25% tax rate

$17,400
$17,400
$8,700

0.50% tax rate
0.50% tax rate
0.25% tax rate

$18,700
$18,700
$9,400

0.50% tax rate
0.50% tax rate
0.25% tax rate

$1,800
$1,800
$900

One-Time Sales Taxes on Construction Materials and Supplies
Total Development Cost
Direct Construction Costs (exc. land, profit, soft costs, fees, etc.)
Supply/Materials Portion of Construction Cost
60.00%
San Francisco Capture of Taxable Sales
50.00%
Sales Tax to San Francisco General Fund
1.0% tax rate
(1) Incomes from "2017 MAXIMUM INCOME BY HOUSEHOLD SIZE derived from the Unadjusted Area Median Income (AMI) for HUD Metro Fair Market Rent Area (HMFA) that Contains San Francisco".
Affordable rents adjusted for average household size of 2.27.
(2) Avg. market rate apartment rent based on average for comparable project (AxioMetrics 12/17 survey).
Estimated townhouse sale price from Berkson Associates, August 2017, avg. for new detached homes in San Francisco.
(3) Based on typical household spending as reported for the San Francisco MSA by the State Board of Equalization.
(4) Estimated portion of sales assumed to be captured within the City based on analyses prepared for comparable projects.
Source: Berkson Associates
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Table A-8
Sales Tax Estimates
Balboa Reservoir

Item

Moderate-Income Townhouses (<105% AMI)
Assumptions
Total

Taxable Sales From New Residential Uses
Sale Price
Average Annual Rent or Housing Payment (1)
Average Household Income
Average HH Retail Expenditure (3)

100% of AMI 2.27/hh
27%

New Households
Total New Retail Sales from Households
New Taxable Retail Sales Captured in San Francisco (4)

80% of retail expend.

Net New Sales Tax to GF From Residential Uses

1.0% tax rate

TOTAL Sales Tax to General Fund (1%)

$95,400
$25,800

Market-Rate Apts
Assumptions

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

Market-Rate Townhouses
Assumptions
Total

Total

$39,600
$132,000
$35,600

$ 1,500,000 (2)
$7,300 per household
30%
27%

$87,600
$292,000
$78,800

24

483

67

$619,000

$17,195,000

$5,280,000

$495,200
$5,000

80% of retail expend.
$13,756,000

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

1.0% tax rate

1.0% tax rate

$5,000

$137,600
$137,600

$42,200
$42,200

Annual Sales Tax Allocation
Sales Tax to the City General Fund

1.00% tax rate

$5,000

1.00% tax rate

$137,600

1.00% tax rate

$42,200

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

0.50% tax rate
0.50% tax rate
0.25% tax rate

$2,500
$2,500
$1,300

0.50% tax rate
0.50% tax rate
0.25% tax rate

$68,800
$68,800
$34,400

0.50% tax rate
0.50% tax rate
0.25% tax rate

$21,100
$21,100
$10,600

upplies
s, etc.)

(1) Incomes from "2017 MAXIMUM INCOME BY HOUSEHOLD SIZE
IZE derived from the Unadjusted Area Median Income (AMI) for HUD Metro Fair Market Rent Area (HMFA) that Contains San Francisco".
Affordable rents adjusted for average household size of 2.27.
27.
(2) Avg. market rate apartment rent based on average for comparable
parable project (AxioMetrics 12/17 survey).
Estimated townhouse sale price from Berkson Associates, August 2017, avg. for new detached homes in San Francisco.
(3) Based on typical household spending as reported for the San Francisco MSA by the State Board of Equalization.
(4) Estimated portion of sales assumed to be captured within the City based on analyses prepared for comparable projects.
Source: Berkson Associates
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Table A-8
Sales Tax Estimates
Balboa Reservoir

Item
Taxable Sales From New Residential Uses
Sale Price
Average Annual Rent or Housing Payment (1)
Average Household Income
Average HH Retail Expenditure (3)
New Households

TOTAL
na
na
na
na
1,100

Total New Retail Sales from Households
New Taxable Retail Sales Captured in San Francisco (4)
Net New Sales Tax to GF From Residential Uses

$260,500

TOTAL Sales Tax to General Fund (1%)

$260,500

Annual Sales Tax Allocation
Sales Tax to the City General Fund

$260,500

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

$130,300
$130,300
$65,300

One-Time Sales Taxes on Construction Materials and Supplies
Total Development Cost
$559,836,000
Direct Construction Costs (exc. land, profit, soft costs, fees)s, etc.)
$473,049,000
Supply/Materials Portion of Construction Cost
$283,829,000
San Francisco Capture of Taxable Sales
$141,914,500
Sales Tax to San Francisco General Fund
$1,419,000
(1) Incomes from "2017 MAXIMUM INCOME BY HOUSEHOLD SIZE
IZE derived from the Unadjusted Area Median Income (AMI) for HUD Metro Fair Market Rent Area (HMFA) that Contains San Francisco".
Affordable rents adjusted for average household size of 2.27.
27.
(2) Avg. market rate apartment rent based on average for comparable
parable project (AxioMetrics 12/17 survey).
Estimated townhouse sale price from Berkson Associates, August 2017, avg. for new detached homes in San Francisco.
(3) Based on typical household spending as reported for the San Francisco MSA by the State Board of Equalization.
(4) Estimated portion of sales assumed to be captured within the City based on analyses prepared for comparable projects.
Source: Berkson Associates

Table A-9
Parking Tax
Balboa Reservoir
Item

Assumption

Garage Revenue (2)
Spaces (shared garage) (1)
Parking Revenues
Annual Total (2)
San Francisco Parking Tax (3)
Parking Tax Allocation to General Fund/Special Programs
Parking Tax Allocation to Municipal Transp. Fund

Total
$1,900,000
500

$3,800 per year/space
25% of revenue
20% of tax proceeds
80% of tax proceeds

$1,900,000
$475,000
$95,000
$380,000

(1) Shared spaces will be a mix of residents and City College parking.
(2) Based on estimated revenue from parking garage; actual hourly and daily revenue will vary
depending on occupancy rates, turnover during the day, and long-term parking rates vs. hourly rates.
(3) 80 percent is transferred to the San Francisco Municipal Transportation Agency for public transit
as mandated by Charter Section 16.110.
Source: Berkson Associates
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Table A-10
Gross Receipts Tax Estimates
Balboa Reservoir
Item

Business Income
Subtotal

Total Gross
Receipts

$1,900,000
$19,127,000
$21,027,000

Total Gross Receipts

$21,027,000

(1)
(2)
(3)
(4)

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

$25m+

na

Rental Income (2)
Parking
Residential
Subtotal

Project Construction
Total Development Value (3)
Direct Construction Cost (4)

up to $1m

$559,836,000
$473,049,000

Gross
Receipts Tax

na
0.285%
0.285%

0.285%
0.285%

0.300%
0.300%

0.300%
0.300%

$5,700
$57,381
$63,081
$63,081

0.300%

0.350%

0.400%

0.450%

$1,892,196

This analysis applies highlighted tax rate in tier for each use.
See tables referenced in Table A-11.
Based on total development cost.
Direct construction costs exclude soft costs, community benefits and land.

Source: Berkson Associates

2/9/18

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

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

Gross Sq.Ft.
Units, or Space

500 spaces
483 units

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

Annual
Avg. Rent

$39,600

Total

$1,900,000
$19,126,800
$21,026,800
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Table A-12
Estimated City Services Costs
Balboa Reservoir
Item

City
Cost per Service
Total Budget Pop. (1) or Mile

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

TOTAL

Total
Cost

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

Citywide DPW Miles of Road (4)
Miles of Road in Project (estimated)
Fire Department (2)
Police Department (3)
Roads (4)

Factor

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

981 miles
0.66 miles
$239
$337
$114,373

2,538 service pop.
2,538 service pop.
0.66 miles

$607,000
$855,000
$75,815
$1,462,000

(1) Service Population equals jobs plus residents (see Table A-2).
(2) Total fire budget (FY17-18 Adopted) excludes "Administration & Support Services", assuming no impact or
additional administrative costs required due to Project.
(3) Total police budget (FY17-18 Adopted) excludes "Airport Police".
(4) Road costs (FY16-17) for $52.1 mill. street resurfacing capital expenditures and $60.1 mill. environmental
services (pothole repair, sidewalks, graffiti, street sweeping, etc.).
Road miles from SFdata, https://data.sfgov.org/City-Infrastructure/Miles-Of-Streets/5s76-j52p/data
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From:
To:
Cc:
Subject:
Date:
Attachments:

Ocean Avenue CBD
Yee, Norman (BOS); Low, Jen (BOS); Major, Erica (BOS); Peskin, Aaron (BOS); Safai, Ahsha (BOS); Wong, Linda
(BOS); Fewer, Sandra (BOS); HNC; Henry Kevane; Ocean Avenue CBD
Scott Falcone; Nora Collins
Ocean Avenue Association"s Endorsement Letter for the Balboa Reservoir
Thursday, July 23, 2020 3:37:14 PM
BR Letter 6.12.2020.docx

This message is from outside the City email system. Do not open links or attachments from untrusted
sources.

Supervisor Yee and Members of the Board of Supervisors,
Attached is the Ocean Avenue Association Board of Directors letter of support.
Dan
Daniel Weaver
Executive Director
Ocean Avenue Association
t: 650-273-6223
e: info.oacbd@gmail.com.

June 12, 2020

Support Letter for the Balboa Reservoir Partners Project
President Norman Yee and the Board of Supervisors
San Francisco City Hall
Dear President Yee,

The Ocean Avenue Association supports the proposed Balboa Reservoir development plan.
We are in favor of the affordable family housing targets, especially housing units designed
to accommodate families and extended families. We also support the much needed
neighborhood park and green spaces. Moreover, we appreciate that the development does
not create commercial space in competition with our constituent businesses on Ocean
Avenue.
We look forward to working with you on our specific concerns. Namely, improving
neighborhood transportation, ensuring infrastructure improvements are made, and
creating an appropriate transition from the project to the Ocean Avenue commercial
corridor.

We recognize that the development plan is just that, a plan. Accordingly, we look forward
to working with the developer and providing input into the project.
Sincerely,
Daniel Weaver, Executive Director
Ocean Avenue Association
1728 Ocean Avenue PMB 154
San Francisco, CA 94112
415.404.1296
info.oacbd@gmail.com

July 22, 2020
VIA EMAIL
Supervisors Peskin, Safai and Preston
Members of Land Use and Transportation Committee
Board of Supervisors
City Hall, Room 244
Dr. Carlton Goodlett Place
San Francisco, CA 94103
Subject:

Use of Balboa Reservoir Property for 100% Affordable Housing

Dear Supervisors Peskin, Safai and Preston:
The Westwood Park Association (“WPA”) was developed over 100 years ago to
represent the interests of the residents of the Westwood Park Community. Westwood Park is
located immediately west of the 17+ acre Balboa Reservoir Property ("Property") that is owned
by the SF Public Utilities Commission (“SFPUC”). The proposed developer of the Property is
Reservoir Community Partners, LLP, a joint venture limited liability entity consisting of a forprofit developer ("Avalon") and Bridge Housing, a non-profit housing development organization,
(collectively “Developer”). The Developer proposes to construct 1,100 units, consisting of 550
units of allegedly affordable housing, and 550 units of market rate housing ("Project"). The
affordable housing units will be developed and constructed by Bridge Housing and other nonprofit developers.
The Development Agreement (“DA”) states on page 2 that there are three major public
benefits from the Balboa Reservoir Project: (i) 50% of 1,100 units (550 units) will be affordable,
(ii) construction of 4 acres of publicly accessible new parks; and (iii) street and infrastructure
improvements. Under the DA, the Developer is responsible for funding with private and public
funds and constructing 67% of the 550 affordable units (363 units), while the City will be
responsible for funding 33% (or 182) affordable units. 1
WPA opposes the sale of the Property to the Developer because we, along with the voters
of San Francisco, believe that public land is an irreplaceable public asset that should not be sold
to benefit for-profit private developers. This land should be used for public uses, such as 100%
affordable housing, especially in view of the agreed upon purchase price of $11.4 million that the
Developers and SFPUC have agreed to which WPA believes is well below market value.
1

The DA points out the City's affordable fund share will not apply to 154 units of educator housing which
will be constructed on Parcel F. See DA, Exhibit D, Paragraph E(2)(c). See also Exhibit D-1 for the
number of units on each parcel designated for affordable housing.

Westwood Park Association, 236 West Portal Ave., #770, San Francisco, California 94127
(415) 333-1125
www.westwoodparksf.org
email: board@westwoodpark.com

Supervisors Peskin, Safai, and Preston
July 22, 2020
Page 2 of 8
A.

THE CITY MUST RETAIN OWNERSHIP OF THE BALBOA RESERVOIR
PROPERTY

The voters of the City adopted Proposition K in November of 2014 that sets forth a clear
policy that publicly owned land suitable for housing development represents a unique
opportunity for San Francisco to meet the City’s affordable housing policy goal. The Board of
Supervisors codified this City policy to use public lands for affordable housing in Administrative
Code Article 23A, the Surplus Public Lands Ordinance.
The Property consists of 17.6 acres of publicly owned land, of which the Board of
Supervisors ("Board") is asked to approve the sale of 16.4 acres to the Developer to construct
residential units with accessory uses. It is indisputable that land is an irreplaceable City asset
and title to such Property must remain in public ownership. This Board should follow the voter
mandated public land use policy by retaining or leasing all or a portion of the Property for public
uses that meet the City's current and future needs, including 100% affordable housing, public
parks and education.
The City should instruct the SFPUC to sell or lease all, or a portion of, the Property to
other City agencies such as the San Francisco Mayor’s Office of Housing and Community
Development (“MOHCD”) for 100% affordable rental housing, and the Recreation and Park
Department for Public Parks. MOHCD, in turn, can lease the land to non-profit housing
development organizations such as Bridge Housing, the non-profit housing developer that is part
of Reservoir Community Partners, LLP.
This Board is well aware that the City has leased property for affordable housing
development and other uses and that State and City Agency surplus properties are often leased
for affordable housing to non-profit developers, such as:
•

The San Francisco Unified School District declared the 36,398 square foot former
Phoenix Continuation High School parcel, located at 1950 Mission Street, surplus
property in 2015. The City purchased the land and ground leased the land to Bridge
Housing who has partnered with Mission Housing Development Corp to develop a
100% affordable housing for 157 families with very low and low-incomes, some of
whom were formerly homeless.

•

MOHCD leased air rights above the Broadway Tunnel to Self-Help for the Elderly to
develop affordable housing for very low-income seniors.

•

The Port recently leased Pier 48 and a parcel used by Oracle Park as a parking lot for
the Mission Rock Development consisting of open space, office, retail and residential
uses. Even though the Mission Rock Development is on SF Port Land and subject to
the Burton Act, the principals and benefits to the Port regarding leasing and not
selling the land are the same.
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•

The San Francisco Unified School District declared the Francis Scott Key Annex,
located at 1351 42nd Avenue, to be surplus property, and SFUSD will use the land
for a 100% affordable multi-family housing project with 134 units for educators

At the end of the lease terms in the above examples, the City and other public agencies
will permanently own the affordable rental units that will provide sufficient rental revenue to
maintain, replace or construct new affordable housing rental units. Leasing the Property would
be a superior use of the Property than allowing developers to profit from the 550 market rate
units.
B.

THE SALE PRICE IS SUBSTANTIALLY BELOW MARKET RATE AND IS
ESSENTIALLY ANOTHER SUBSIDY FOR AVALON

The Purchase and Sale Agreement (“PSA”) and the DA allow the SFPUC to sell the
Property for an extraordinarily low price without a definitive timeline to complete the Project.
Market rate housing could be completed but would not receive a Certificate of Temporary or
Permanent Completion and Occupancy until the associated affordable housing has been issued
the same certifications. There is nothing in the agreements to prevent the Developer from
abandoning the Project should a hardship, real or perceived, arise.
1.

The Purchase Price

The San Francisco Planning Code requires all private developers to meet a 20%
minimum on-site affordable housing requirement. As structured in the PSA and DA, the
Developer would purchase 16+ acres of land for mere $11.4 million and financially cover the
affordability gap for 232 of the affordable units and not the full affordability gap for 363 units of
the 550 proposed on-site affordable housing units. Avalon will have no obligation for the
remaining 131 affordable units. It should be noted that 232 affordable units is 21% of the 1,100
unit Project which is only 1% more than the 20% minimum required of any other private forprofit developer, who would have to purchase the land at full market value.
The sales price of $11.4 million for approximately 17 acres is grossly under market value.
The following sales in the last 20 years clearly demonstrate that the sales price is extraordinarily
low:
•

30 Van Ness is a 48,199 sq. ft. parcel that sold for $58.25 Million Dollars in 2014 and
the Planning Commission approved project with 22,000 sq. ft. of retail, 223,000 sq. ft.
of office, and 333 residential units of which 25% are affordable units.

•

In 2019, Watts, Cohn and Partners Commercial Real Estate Appraisers appraised the
City College Ocean Campus land that the City wished to purchase at 11.25 million
dollars per acre.

•

550 O'Farrell Street is an 11,808 sf parcel that sold for $3,137,500.00 in May, 2002.
The Tax Assessors valuation of this property is currently $4,780,287.00 for the land
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and $3,186,857.00 for the building. The Planning Commission approved a mixed-use
project in June 2020 that includes 111 dwelling units and 1,300 sq. ft. of retail use.
•

65 Ocean Avenue, an irregularly shaped 40,497-square-foot (0.9 acre) parcel sold for
3.25 Million Dollars in March of 2007. There is a pending proposal to demolish the
existing buildings and construct a mixed-use building with 193 one-, two-, and threebedroom units, a 5,952 gross-square-foot (gsf) childcare facility.

Based on the above examples, the $11.4 million dollar purchase price is grossly under
Market Value that amounts to a substantial City subsidy to Avalon for their land cost. This land
subsidy is in addition to other City subsidies given in the Development Agreement to Avalon
who is supposed to be responsible for 67% (or 363) of the 550 affordable units; when in fact
Avalon will only be paying the affordability gap difference for 232 units of affordable housing.
Additionally, the public has no information on how many affordable units will be for the very
low and low-income households with income not exceeding 55% of AMI.
This Board should reject the PSA before it and require the SFPUC to explore selling or
leasing the Property to other City Agencies and remand the proposed sale with instruction to
SFPUC to negotiate a lease with a Master Lessee to develop the Property. The Master Lessee
may subdivide the parcel and enter into agreements with additional developers to construct on
the subdivided lots for affordable housing. The benefit to the City would be the similar to the
benefits of the Mission Rock lease with the Port. The City will remain as owner of the land, an
irreplaceable asset, and will own the buildings upon expiration of the lease. The total lease
payment to the SFPUC is likely to be greater than current proposed $11.4 million sales price and
give SFPUC a continuing income stream during the lease term, which can be 55 years or longer.
2.

Terms of the Proposed Purchase Agreement and Development Agreement are
Extremely Favorable to Developer

There is no assurance that the Developer will ever commence construction of the Project.
Under paragraph 6 of the DA the Developer has no obligation to initiate or complete the Project
or any portion of the Project. In addition, under Paragraph 11.2 of the DA, the Developer may
terminate the DA for any reason if the Developer has not commenced construction within five
years.
Moreover, under the PSA the Developer obtains title to the Property but does not have to
pay the low $11.4 million purchase price on closing. Instead, the Developer may opt to sign a
note for the balance owed with a favorable interest rate and make only nominal payments. After
an initial deposit of $500,000, the Developer is only required to pay annual $400,000 “Deposits”.
(See PSA Paragraphs 3.2, 3.4. and Exhibit H-1). If the Developer at any time does not want to
proceed before closing, the sole remedy of the City is to keep the initial payment and Deposits
paid to date as “liquidated damages.” (See PSA Paragraph 10). Even though the note also has
provisions for additional annual payments and for balloon payments in 2026 and 2028, if at any
time in the first five years the Developer decides to walk away from the Project it has no
personal liability beyond the amounts already paid.
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Section 12 on page 42 of the DDA provides that "if Developer transfers one or more
parcels such that there are separate Developers within the Project Site, then the obligation to
perform and complete the Associated Community Benefits for a Building shall be the sole
responsibility of the applicable Developer." The result is that the responsibility to complete the
affordable housing building and associated community benefits will shift to the non-profit
developers. The foregoing provisions give Bridge Housing and other non-profit developers titles
to the affordable housing parcels, so that they will have site control; otherwise the non-profit
developers will not be able to apply for federal, state and City funds. If they are not successful,
Avalon can simply walk from the Project with no additional liability beyond the low annual
payments required in the first five years after the City’s approval.
The terms of the DA and PSA therefore allow the Developer to pay very little cash out of
its pocket and take years to attempt to obtain both public and private funds for the Project, or
transfer the property and Project to another developer. And, even if Developer defaults under
these documents the liquidated damages clause gives the Developer the right to walk from the
Project and exonerates the Developer from any liability. The Developer will have paid only
nominal amounts for the rights to consider proceeding with the Project.
C.

FINANCING OF AFFORDABLE
STREETS/INFRASTRUCTURE

HOUSING,

OPEN

SPACE

AND

Our analysis of the Project’s financing is based on The Economic & Planning System
Inc. memorandum dated May 12, 2020 (the “EPS Memo”) prepared for Developer, which is in
the Board's packet, and attached hereto (without appendices) as Exhibit 1.
1.

Based On Information Provided By Avalon's Consultant, Avalon Will Not Provide The
Affordability Gap Funding For All Of The 33% Affordable Units.

The EPS Memo analyzed the financial analysis prepared for Avalon for the purpose of
showing why an 800-unit project is not financially feasible but an 1,100 unit project is. The EPS
Memo states that the affordability gap for each of the 363 units is an average of $312,000 per
unit that would total $113,256,000.00. In a table summarizing Developer's sources and uses, it
shows that the private contribution to the affordability gap would be $72,471,000.00, 2 which is a
$38,854,600 deficit. 3 Based on a $298,000 affordability gap, which is the low end of per unit
affordability gap, Avalon’s commitment, would finance a total of 232 units, which is 131 units
fewer than the 363 units required. 4 The $38,854,600 not funded by the Avalon would require
2

See EPS Memo, Table 1and pages 3 through 6 inclusive.

3

See EPS Memo, page 4, footnote 1.

4

The EPS Memo states on page 6 states that the average subsidy for affordability gap ranges from $298,000
to $312,000 per unit and states that the $312,000 per door would be a reasonable amount. The amount is
the difference between the Developer's contribution to the affordability gap and the actual affordability gap.
In the EPS Memo, the total difference was $40,000,00.00. The high and low ends of the affordability gap
is higher than the amount cited in the EPS Memo for private developers because a private developer is
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their non-profit developer partners to obtain funding from Federal, State and Local affordable
housing programs, if funding is available. Therefore, subsidies from City, Federal, State and
Local affordable housing programs would fund 131 of the 550 affordable units and the City will
fund the balance of 182 units of what WPA assumes would be the very low-income units.
Under Planning Code Section 415.6, a private project sponsor developing a 1,100 unit
project must provide 20% (or 220 units) of the project's on-site inclusionary rental affordable
units without any public subsidy. A portion of the projected profits from the sale and/or rental
income of the project units would be used to subsidize the affordable project component. The
analysis in the EPS Memo states that the Avalon would only fund the affordable housing gap of
232 affordable units, which is only 12 units more than a private project sponsor if the Project was
simply rezoned for residential use and sold on the open market. The current rent in an Avalon
Ocean Avenue rental building is 5.45 per sq. ft. for a studio and $3.95 per sq. ft. for a twobedroom unit. The EPS Memo estimates that rents for the market rate units in the completed
Project would be $4.68 per sq. ft
WPA acknowledges that 100% affordable housing projects serving the very low income
will require public and/or private subsidies. The EPS Memo identified some of the outside
funding sources currently available to non-profit housing developers, such as Bridge Housing,
that includes but is not limited to, "Low Income Housing Tax Credit", "HUD Section 811
Supportive Housing Demonstration Program", Tax Exempt Housing Authority Bonds or Housing
Bonds. In addition, there is City funding available from the inclusionary housing and housing
impact fees as well as funding from Private Foundations and Individuals.
This Board needs answers to the following questions:
(a) Why is Avalon not fully funding the affordability gap for 33% of the units as required
in the Development Agreement, or for that matter why are they not responsible for all 550
affordable units?
(b) Will Bridge Housing fund a portion of Avalon’s unfunded $38,854,600 affordability
gap without public funding?
(c) How many affordable units will be available for the very low-income residents of San
Francisco?
(d) How many of the 550 market rate units will be sold by and how many will be rented
by Avalon? And

paying market rate for the land which is significantly higher than the $11.4 million purchase price for 17.6
acres.

Supervisors Peskin, Safai, and Preston
July 22, 2020
Page 7 of 8
(e) Since the City will not fund the 154 Educator Housing, what is the financial
arrangement for those units and are they part of the 363 affordable units that is Avalon's
responsibility.
2.

Public Funds Would Be Used For Project Infrastructure And Open Space

The EPS Memo also mentions that the Avalon will seek funds from the State's Infill
Infrastructure Grant program, to provide gap funding for infrastructure improvements for
specific residential or mixed use projects, and also look to create a Mello Roos Special Tax
District, aka Community Facilities District (CFD) to sift some of the hard development costs
from Avalon. 5
The EPS Memo also opines that the Developer plans to apply for funding from a State
Park Program to create the new publicly accessible Open Space including a portion of the streets
that will become a Paseo.
D.

The Property Can and Should Be Developed For 100% Affordable Housing
Without a For-Profit Developer Partner.

Bridge Housing Inc., founded in 1982, has participated in the development of more than
17,000 homes and apartments in California and the Pacific Northwest. Bridge Housing has
approximately 11,300 apartments under property and/or asset management with a portfolio value
of over $3 billion. Bridge housing has reported in its Federal filings that as of 2019 it has
$38,756,564 in revenue and $100,552,743 in assets. Of the over $38 million dollar in revenue
$17,304,152 was from program services and $2,198,684 is from investment income and
dividends. 6 Bridge Housing has the ability to develop 100% affordable housing if given a longterm lease on the Property. WPA has no issue with the compensation of the top executives of
Bridge Housing, because Bridge Housing demonstrates that a well-managed non-profit housing
organization is perfectly capable of developing 100% affordable housing alone or in conjunction
with other non-profit development partners such as Habitat for Humanity 7, or Chinese
Community Development Center. 8
The Open Space Acquisition and Park Renovation Program (Proposition J) fund created
by the voters of San Francisco can be used to acquire a portion of the Property for a new Park
5

See EPS Memo, page 4, footnote 2, pages 7 and 8.

6

Source: IRS Form 990 filed by Bride Housing.

7

Habitat for Humanity Greater San Francisco has a revenue of 17 Million. Source: IRS Form 990, available
at https://habitatgsf.org/publications/.

8

In 2017, the Chinatown Community Development Center had $22,028,081 in revenue, of which $959,607
is from investments. Source: IRS Form 990, available at https://www.chinatowncdc.org/aboutus/documents.

EXHIBIT 1

MEMORANDUM
To:

Reservoir Community Partners, LLC

From:

Economic & Planning Systems, Inc.

Subject:

Financial Feasibility of Balboa Reservoir Project Alternative B;
EPS #201010

Date:

May 12, 2020

The San Francisco Planning Department prepared a draft subsequent
environmental impact report (Draft SEIR) for the Balboa Reservoir
project, which studies two options for the Proposed Project and four
Alternatives. Economic & Planning Systems, Inc. (EPS) was retained by
Reservoir Community Partners, LLC (Developer, Master Developer, or
Project Sponsor) to evaluate the financial feasibility of Alternative B, the
Reduced Density Alternative.
As described in more detail below, the Project Sponsor has determined
the Proposed Project is financially feasible; however, the feasibility of
the Project is subject to the availability and successful award of state
grants and various affordable housing public subsidies.
Summary of Analysis: Alternative B is not feasible, showing a deficit of
approximately $26.7 million. This deficit is caused primarily due to the
relatively fixed costs of the required horizontal infrastructure, as the
number of units across which the infrastructure costs can be shared is
reduced, as well as the anticipated reduction of outside funding available
to support affordable housing.

Project Description and Background
As described in the Balboa Reservoir Project Draft SEIR, the Balboa
Reservoir site is a 17.6-acre parcel in the area West of Twin Peaks and
south of central San Francisco, northwest of Ocean and Lee Avenues.
The site was originally built as a water reservoir, but has never been
used for that purpose and is currently used as a surface parking lot. The
Proposed Project calls for the development of the site with mixedincome housing; open space; a childcare facility/community room
available for public use; retail space; on- and off-street parking; and
new streets, utilities, and other infrastructure. The Developer’s Proposed
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Option calls for 1,100 dwelling units, 7,500 square feet of retail space, 10,000 square feet of
childcare and community space, 550 residential parking spaces, and approximately 220 public
parking spaces. Building heights would range from 25 to 78 feet. Fifty percent of the units in the
Proposed Project would be affordable to Low- and Moderate-income households; 33 percent of
the units would be subsidized by the Developer and 17 percent would be subsidized by the City.
The Developer’s Proposed Option is evaluated as the base case “Proposed Project,” against which
the feasibility of Alternative B is evaluated.
As conceptualized and as summarized in the Draft SEIR, Alternative B would be identical to the
Proposed Project with respect to the land uses, street configurations, and site plan block
configurations. However, under Alternative B, the site would be developed with approximately
800 dwelling units. This alternative would include 7,500 square feet of retail space, 10,000
square feet of childcare and community space, and 400 residential parking spaces. Alternative B
would not include a public parking garage. In general, building heights would be reduced
compared to the Proposed Project, resulting in slightly less efficient buildings.1 Other aspects of
the Proposed Project including open space and transportation and circulation improvements
would remain the same under the alternative.
The Balboa Reservoir site is currently owned by the City and County of San Francisco through its
Public Utilities Commission, which has determined that the site is surplus and not needed for
future water storage. The Developer and the San Francisco Public Utilities Commission (SFPUC)
have tentatively agreed upon a fair market land purchase price of $11.2 million.

Approach and Key Findings
To support this evaluation of the financial feasibility of Alternative B, the Developer, via Century
Urban, LLC, a consultant to the City, shared a project pro forma that had been developed
collaboratively between the City and the Project Sponsor to analyze the development economics
of the Proposed Project. EPS studied the assumptions and results of the cash flow model and
considered the feasibility of Alternative B in this context. Discussions with the Project Sponsor
team and Century Urban helped provide additional background and context for EPS’s
consideration. The conclusions outlined below are based on EPS’s evaluation of the shared
model, discussions with those close to the project, and EPS’s professional judgement as a real
estate and land use economics consulting firm, active in the San Francisco area. This analysis is
based on the best available information at this time.
1. Through careful analysis of the development economics of the Proposed Project
and evaluation of potential outside funding sources (e.g., Infill Infrastructure
Grant, State Park Grant, Affordable Housing and Sustainable Communities Program,
and City subsidy for affordable units), the Project Sponsor and the City have
determined that the Proposed Project is feasible.
The Project Sponsor is evaluating the types of outside funding sources that may be
appropriate to help fund the horizontal improvements required to support the Proposed
Project, including the state’s Infill Infrastructure Grant (IIG), a state Park Grant, the

1

The Project Sponsor conservatively estimates the loss of efficiency to be approximately 2 to
3 percent. This assumption seems reasonable, but EPS has not independently verified this assumption.
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California Housing and Community Development’s Affordable Housing and Sustainable
Communities Program (AHSC), as well as the subsidies required from the City to achieve an
affordable housing goal of 50 percent. Eligibility criteria and competitiveness for many of
these sources is tied to project density, and the Project Sponsor estimates the Proposed
Project is optimizing competitiveness in this regard and at the limit of the potential grant and
subsidy amounts that may be awarded.2
2. Alternative B, the “Reduced Density Alternative,” reduces the maximum number of
residential units from 1,100 units under the Proposed Project to 800 units, a
reduction of approximately 27 percent.
The reduction in the number of units occurs by reducing the density of each pad (through
reduced building heights) rather than by concentrating development on fewer pads. With the
reduction in the number of residential units, the number of parking spaces is reduced to 400
spaces that would serve the residential uses only. The remainder of the program, including
leasable space for commercial and nonprofit uses and parks and open space remains the
same.
3. The reduction in the number of units does not contribute to a proportionate
decrease in the expected land payment to SFPUC or the horizontal infrastructure
investment required to support new development.
The expected land cost is estimated at approximately $11.2 million. SFPUC requires the land
payment for the site to reflect fair market value. In this case the fair market value will be
determined through an appraisal process; however, it is not expected that SFPUC would
accept less than $11.2 million for the land under a reduced development scenario. The
sitewide infrastructure costs (e.g., utility infrastructure, roads/curbs/gutters, earthwork and
grading, and parks and open space) are estimated at approximately $43.6 million in Phases 0
and 1 and $4.7 million in Phase 2, for a total of $48.3 million (in uninflated 2019 dollars).
Unless development is reduced to the point that not all pads are developed, this investment
in horizontal infrastructure is relatively fixed. The “per door” infrastructure cost is $45,000
per door for the Proposed Project and $60,000 per door for Alternative B, a 33 percent
increase. This additional cost burden (on a per door basis) would be in addition to vertical
development costs that already cannot be supported by project revenues alone (see next
finding).
4. With the 50 percent affordability target (33 percent to be subsidized by the
Developer and 17 percent to be subsidized by the City), the vertical development in
the Proposed Project requires approximately $72.5 million of additional funding
according to the shared project pro forma. The reduced program renders the
vertical development less feasible and makes it less likely the vertical development
can support higher per door horizontal infrastructure costs.
Since, development fees (including profits) are included as a use of funds, a “Net
Surplus/Deficit” of $0 or greater represents a feasible project, while a negative number

2

Many of the grants the Project Sponsor will be seeking cannot be applied for until entitlements are in
place. As such, the Proposed Project is currently underwritten based on the Project Sponsor’s best
estimate of the types of grants that will be pursued and the likely amount of those grants if awarded.
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represents a project deficit and an infeasible project. . As shown in Table 1, Alternative B is
$26.7 million short of feasibility. Also note that this deficit is significantly larger than the
$11.2 million land acquisition cost, so, even if the SFPUC were willing to accept a reduced
land payment, no amount of reduction in land cost would result in feasibility.
At the same time, as the development program is reduced, many sources are subject to
decreases. Reducing the number of units reduces the amount of outside funding that can be
reasonably expected, as it is anticipated that the reduced density project may not compete
as well for the grant funding that is underwritten into the shared project pro forma. Table 1
presents a summary of current estimates of the sources and uses for the Proposed Project
and Alternative B.
In addition, while certain uses are fixed (e.g., land acquisition, infrastructure improvements),
the subsidy that flows to the affordable housing developer decreases with a reduced number
of affordable residential units.
Table 1

Summary of Master Developer Sources and Uses

Summary of Master Developer
Sources and Uses

Uses
Land Acquisition
Hard Costs (Horizontal)
Soft Costs (Horizontal)
Financing Costs
Affordable Subsidy [1]
Master HOA Costs
Master Developer Fee
Gross Expenditures
Sources
Public Finance (CFD Bonds)
Upfront Infrastructure Payments
Proceeds from Pad Sales
Subsidy from Outside Sources (State) [2]
Gross Revenues
Net Surplus/Deficit

Scenario (in thousands $)
Proposed Project

Alternative B

($11,157)
($34,050)
($14,246)
($6,657)
($72,471)
($2,054)
($4,830)
($145,464)

($11,157)
($34,050)
($14,246)
($6,657)
($61,562)
($2,054)
($4,830)
($134,555)

$12,500
$22,705
$70,759
$39,500
$145,464

$9,091
$16,512
$51,198
$31,045
$107,847

$0

($26,708)

[1] Affordable subsidy identified here is net of approximately $40 million of grant funding
through the state's Housing and Community Development’s Multifamily Housing Program
(MHP) and Affordable Housing and Sustainable Communities Program (AHSC).
[2] The primary outside funding sources are the Statewide Park Program (SSP) and the
state’s Infill Infrastructure Grant (IIG) Program.
Source: Reservoir Community Partners LLC; Economic & Planning Systems, Inc.
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Methodology
EPS was provided access to the shared project pro forma, dated December 5, 2019, which has
been developed collaboratively between the City and the Project Sponsor to analyze the
development economics of the Proposed Project. EPS reviewed the model and considered the
reasonableness of the underlying assumptions. The model is prepared from the perspective of
the Project Sponsor, acting as Master Developer, with responsibility for entitling the
development, arranging financing, acquiring the land, and installing the horizontal
infrastructure.3 The Master Developer will then sell the eight development pads to vertical
developers that will build the improvements.

Development Costs
Each of the primary development costs, or uses, is described below, along with EPS’s assessment
of how and why the development cost may or may not differ between the Proposed Project and
Alternative B.
Land Acquisition. The Project Sponsor will purchase the land from the SFPUC at an estimated
cost of $11.2 million. While the SFPUC shares the Project Sponsor’s goal to achieve significant
affordable housing at the site, the SFPUC, on behalf of its ratepayers, requires fair market
consideration for the land. While the exact transaction price may still vary depending on the
results of a pending appraisal, the estimate of $11.2 million is the prevailing assumption,
generating value to SFPUC while contributing to the feasibility of the Proposed Project. It is not
expected that SFPUC would accept less for the land under a reduced development scenario. As
such, Table 1 preserves the land acquisition cost of $11.2 million under Alternative B.
Horizontal Hard/Soft Costs. The hard costs of developing the horizontal improvements are
based on an April 2019 budget estimate from Cahill Contractors. The estimate for the hard costs
($34 million) is attached as Appendix A. Costs include demolition, hazardous materials
abatement, earthwork (grading/paving), installing site utilities, concrete and asphalt work,
landscape, irrigation, site furnishings, electrical work, and final site cleanup. Soft costs include
entitlements, architectural and engineering drawings, professional services, and contingency.
Soft costs are typically estimated as a percentage of hard costs, and in this case, represent
approximately 40 percent of the hard cost estimate, which, in EPS’s opinion, is a reasonable
assumption. Because the reduced density associated with Alternative B is achieved by lowering
the heights of the vertical construction rather than eliminating one or more development pads,
there is no significant change to the required horizontal improvements, and it is reasonable to
expect the hard and soft costs would remain substantially similar under Alternative B.
Financing Costs. Financing costs are the financial carrying costs of the construction loan, and
include the loan origination fee and the interest. While these terms may vary between the time
of this estimate and the time that the financing is arranged, the costs will be related to the hard
costs, and potentially to other overall development costs, and, therefore, substantially the same
between the Proposed Project and Alternative B.
Affordable Housing Subsidy. The Proposed Project reflects a goal that 50 percent of the 1,100
units, or 550 units, be affordable to Low and Moderate-income households. The Master

3

Vertical developers may be affiliates of the Project Sponsor.
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Developer will subsidize 33 percent, or up to 363 units and the City of San Francisco, through
the Mayor’s Office of Housing and Community Development (MOHCD), is committing to
subsidizing 17 percent of the total units, or up to 187 units. At a conceptual level, this
agreement is not expected to change in Alternative B; the Master Developer will subsidize 33
percent of the total units and the City will subsidize 17 percent of the total units, up to a
maximum per door that is still being finalized and not-to-exceed the amount the Master
Developer is subsidizing.
In Table 1, the Affordable Housing Subsidy line item shows the net subsidy for 33 percent of the
units that the Master Developer is responsible for funding. The shared project pro forma
currently estimates that the total subsidy needed will be approximately $113 million. On a per
door basis, the affordable housing subsidy gap to be addressed by the Developer is
approximately $312,000. Presuming that approximately $40 million of state subsidy is available
through the California Housing and Community Development’s Multifamily Housing Program
(MHP) and Affordable Housing and Sustainable Communities Program (AHSC) (see Subsidy from
Outside Sources below), the total subsidy is reduced to $72.5 million as shown on Table 1, and
the per door subsidy is reduced to approximately $200,000. To confirm the reasonableness of
the estimated subsidy, EPS reviewed the typical level of subsidy provided by MOHCD, as shown
in Appendix B. Appendix B is a summary of past, pending, and projected affordable housing
subsidies granted through MOHCD and shows subsidies ranging from a low of $100,000 per door
to a high of $356,700 per door. The average subsidy per door of the units currently under
construction is $298,000, suggesting a per door subsidy from the Master Developer of up to
$312,000 is a reasonable subsidy amount in the Proposed Project.
Because the subsidy from the City is tied to the number of units and because the development
under Alternative B is slightly less efficient, the resulting gap, which is the obligation of the
Master Developer as described above, is disproportionately affected, as shown in Table 1. The
Project Sponsor estimates that there would be a minimum 2.5 to 3 percent loss of efficiency
based on the smaller buildings in Alternative B,, resulting in a conservative 10 percent increase
in the gap to be financed. EPS discussed this concept with the Project Sponsor and concurs that
this is a reasonable estimate.
Master HOA Costs. There is expected to be a Homeowners Association (HOA) that Project
apartment and townhome owners pay to support ongoing operations and maintenance (O&M) of
the shared infrastructure, such as the park and park programming, lighting, pathways, etc. The
Master HOA costs are costs (or dues) the Master Developer incurs from the time the HOA is
formed to when the obligation to pay dues is transferred to vertical developers. Because the total
O&M expenses of the shared infrastructure is the same regardless of the number of units, this
line item is estimated to stay the same under Alternative B.
Master Developer Fee. As the Master Developer, the Project Sponsor is working on a fee basis,
which is typical. Under the Proposed Project, the fee is estimated at $4.8 million. Because the
work for the Master Developer is largely the same under Alternative B as the Proposed Project,
the Master Developer Fee is expected to remain the same under Alternative B. Even if the Master
Developer waived its fee entirely, the savings to the overall Project Costs would not be enough to
render Alternative B feasible.
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Funding Sources
Each of the primary sources of revenue is described below, along with EPS’s assessment of how
and why the development cost may or may not differ between the Proposed Project and
Alternative B.
CFD Bond Proceeds. A Community Facilities District (CFD) will be formed, through which future
townhome property owners will pay a special tax each year as part of their property tax bill.
Revenue from the CFD special tax will be used to pay the debt service on a bond issuance, the
proceeds from which will help fund infrastructure. The amount of the special tax and, therefore,
the size of the bond are informed by feasibility considerations (i.e., how much each household or
parcel can support). As such, the revenue from this source will decrease as the project density is
reduced, assuming that the total number of townhomes decreases in the same proportion that
the total number of units decreases. Table 1 illustrates this reduction and assumes the reduction
is proportional to the decrease in the number of units since a property owner’s capacity to pay
the special tax stays constant regardless of the size of the project.
Upfront Infrastructure Payments. While the CFD structure works well for the for-sale
townhome development, it is not preferred for the developers of the rental residential product
who prefer to pay Upfront Infrastructure Payments, rather than annual supplemental special
taxes over time. The rental residential development will share in the infrastructure cost
obligation, and the capacity is tied to the number of units. Similarly, the reduction in Upfront
Infrastructure Payments is assumed proportional to the decrease in the number of units.
Proceeds from Pad Sales. Upon completion of the horizontal improvements, the Master
Developer will sell the individual development sites (or pads) to vertical developers. The pad for
the townhome units will be sold at market rate prior to vertical development. Of the remaining
development, both the market rate and affordable units are expected to contribute to land
acquisition costs, and the mechanism for that is through the pad sale proceeds. The estimated
revenue from the pad sales is based on a per unit estimate of the land value. Because the
proceeds from pad sales is estimated on a per door basis, the revenue from this line item
decreases under Alternative B, as shown on Table 1. Note that the decrease in the proceeds
from pad sales is not recouped through a lower land acquisition cost from the SFPUC; that
estimate remains at $11.2 million. Put differently, holding the SFPUC land payment constant at
$11.2 million, the required land payment per unit increases under the alternative scenario, which
negatively impacts the ability for vertical development projects to contribute more to land and/or
infrastructure payments.
Subsidy from Outside Sources. The economics of the Proposed Project are highly dependent
on identifying and securing outside funding sources. The primary outside funding sources are the
Statewide Park Program (SSP),4 the state’s Infill Infrastructure Grant (IIG) Program,5 and the

4

The Statewide Park Program is a competitive grant program intended to create new parks and new
recreation opportunities in underserved communities across California.

5

IIG is grant assistance, available as gap funding to infrastructure improvements required for specific
residential or mixed-use infill development. Funds will be allocated through a competitive process for
Large Jurisdictions, based on the merits of the individual infill projects and areas. Application selection
criteria includes housing density, project readiness, access to transit, proximity to amenities, and
housing affordability.
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California Housing and Community Development’s Multifamily Housing Program (MHP) and
Affordable Housing and Sustainable Communities Program (AHSC). None of these sources has
been secured, but the eligibility and award criteria for each have been evaluated and appear
appropriate for the Proposed Project.
While competitive, award of the SSP does not appear to be tied to project density, and revenue
from this outside funding source is assumed to be the same under the Proposed Project and
Alternative B. Competitiveness for both the IIG and the AHSC grants appears tied to project
density and the number of affordable and overall units. For estimating purposes, the amount of
these grants is assumed to decrease in proportion to the reduction in the number of units. MHP
is a deferred loan program with a maximum award on a per unit basis, and therefore has also
been assumed to decrease in proportion to the reduction in the number of units.

General Observations
EPS reviewed and confirmed as reasonable several of the underlying market assumptions,
including market rate rents for the apartments and sales prices for the townhomes. Using CoStar
Real Estate Group data for the San Francisco multifamily apartment market, generally, and
CoStar market data for the nearby Avalon Ocean Avenue project, specifically, the average rent
assumption of $4.68 per square foot and the average vacancy rate assumption of 5.5 percent
are consistent with market comparables. Current rents at Avalon Ocean Avenue range between
$3.95 per square foot for 2-bedroom units to $5.45 per square foot for studio units, and vacancy
is averaging approximately 1.7 percent.
Effective rents in the broader San Francisco market are lower than the rents assumed in the
project pro forma, averaging approximately $4.20 per square foot. The effective rents do not
reflect a premium for new construction and or other project amenities, such as the onsite park
space and associated park programming, that will affect achievable rents under the Proposed
Project. See Appendix C for market data specific to the Avalon Ocean Avenue project and
Appendix D for multifamily market data in San Francisco as of March 2020.
The return-on-cost is an appropriate metric to evaluate the feasibility of the vertical development
of the apartments and commonly used by publicly-traded Real Estate Investment Trusts (REIT).
A return-on-cost of greater than 5 percent, as demonstrated in the project pro forma, is
reasonable.
As a general note, this memorandum is being prepared as the world seeks to address the
COVID-19 pandemic, an unprecedented public health crisis that has endangered vulnerable
populations and caused sudden and dramatic shifts in economic and social behavior. Since the
economic effect has been both significant and abrupt, the pandemic may potentially have
implications for some of the assumptions and conclusions described above. However, given that
the length and severity of the pandemic is still unknown, the specific economic implications will
depend on how the crisis and economic response unfold over the next many months.

About EPS
EPS is a land economics consulting firm experienced in the full spectrum of services related to
real estate development, the financing of public infrastructure and government services, land use
and conservation planning, and government organization. For a full statement of qualifications,
please see Appendix E.
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From:
To:
Cc:
Subject:
Date:

Board of Supervisors, (BOS)
BOS-Supervisors
Major, Erica (BOS)
FW: Support for Balboa Reservoir Special Use District (200422)
Thursday, May 14, 2020 8:33:37 AM

From: Avinash Kar <avinashkar2@yahoo.com>
Sent: Wednesday, May 13, 2020 6:42 PM
To: Board of Supervisors, (BOS) <board.of.supervisors@sfgov.org>
Subject: Support for Balboa Reservoir Special Use District
This message is from outside the City email system. Do not open links or attachments from untrusted
sources.

I write to express support for the planned development on what is currently the parking lot adjacent to City
College. The plan to build significant affordable and market rate housing is a step in the right direction to
make the city more affordable and to have private developers cover a significant part of the cost. I live
within a mile of the location and am fully supportive of the proposal--I think it will add commercial activity,
energy, and vitality to the area--and am glad that Supervisor Yee is representing that perspective for our
supervisory district.
With my thanks,
Avinash Kar
141 Dorado Terrace
San Francisco, CA 94112

From:
To:
Cc:
Subject:
Date:

aj
Major, Erica (BOS)
Peskin, Aaron (BOS); Preston, Dean (BOS); Safai, Ahsha (BOS); Public Lands for Public Good
For file # 200422 & 200423 Fw: 4/28/2020 Legislation Introduced: Balboa Reservoir Project SUD and
Development Agreement
Monday, May 18, 2020 8:07:33 PM

This message is from outside the City email system. Do not open links or attachments from untrusted
sources.

Hi Erica,
Did you get this 4/28/2020 submission for Land Use & Transportation Committee? It
was written before the SUD and DA legislation had been officially introduced.
Thanks for taking care of it.
Best,
Alvin
----- Forwarded Message ----From: aj <ajahjah@att.net>
To: Board of Supervisors <board.of.supervisors@sfgov.org>; brent.jalipa@sfgov.org
<brent.jalipa@sfgov.org>; jocelyn.wong@sfgov.org <jocelyn.wong@sfgov.org>; lisa.lew@sfgov.org
<lisa.lew@sfgov.org>
Cc: Public Lands for Public Good <publiclandsforpublicgood@gmail.com>
Sent: Tuesday, April 28, 2020, 03:05:24 PM PDT
Subject: 4/28/2020 Legislation Introduced: Balboa Reservoir Project SUD and Development Agreement

BOS:
Several years ago, SFCTA had authorized Prop K monies for a Balboa Area TDM
Study.
Out of that authorization, Nelson /Nygaard produced a Balboa Area TDM
Framework.
Essentially, the TDM Framework is being promoted as providing measures that would
effectively mitigate harms to the existing setting of City College and neighborhoods
that would be generated by the Reservoir Project
However, the TDM measures are fundamentally aspirational without any enforceable
means to prevent new Reservoir residents - - especially the well-heeled occupants of
the 550 market-rate units-- from using, or owning cars.
Ultimately, despite the TDM measures, car use by the new residents will cause
delays to MUNI service. The limited roadway network that surrounds the Reservoir
parcel makes any effective practical improvements by SFMTA negligible.

Existing MUNI service in the Reservoir Project area is far from achieving the Chartermandated 85% reliability performance.
The Reservoir Project will inevitably make MUNI service worse.
On 4/28/2020, legislation will be introduced to create a Special Use District that will
replace the current P-Public zoning.
Despite the deceptive marketing of the Reservoir Project as 50% affordable,
Reservoir Community Partners' breakdown will actually be 550 market-rate units, and
only 363 affordable.
RCP cannot legitimately claim credit for the 187 "additional affordable" units that will
come from public monies.
Don't facilitate stealth privatization of public lands with SUD.  
Instead of the SUD, keep the Reservoir parcel #3180's zoned as Public........ .Existing
P zoning which already allows for 100% affordable housing.
There is no need to rezone to SUD, other than to facilitate privatization of public
property.
Alvin Ja, District 7
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Balboa Reservoir Final SEIR: Not objective, not accurate
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Planning Commission, Land Use & Transportation Committee, BOS, PUC:
Certification requires that the EIR be "adequate,accurate, and objective."
The Final Supplemental EIR fails the requirements of being accurate, and
objective.
The two volumes of the Final Supplemental EIR look impressive if judged by
heft and size. However, heft and size do not equate to being accurate and
objective. Quantity does not equal quality.
NOT OBJECTIVE
The Reservoir Project is sponsored by the Planning Department.
Environmental Review has been performed by the Environmental Planning
Division of the same Planning Department sponsor. Will the dog bite the hand
that feeds it?
The EIR is not objective. The conclusions of the EIR are driven by the desired
outcome of facilitating the sponsor's (Planning Dept) Project. Just as for the
Iraq War, the "facts" are fixed around the policy. (See below for details)
The Response To Comments consisted entirely of figuring out ways to dismiss
unfavorable comments. Comments were not evaluated on their merits, but on
how to dismiss them. The AB900 records show that no independent
evaluation of comments were done. The Environmental Planning Division
worked closely with the OEWD and Avalon Bay to craft appropriately
favorable Responses.
NOT ACCURATE
Driven by "facts" being needed to be fixed around the policy, "facts" are not
accurate. Examples:
No significant impact on City College
Cherry-picking of 220 public parking spaces from the City College TDM
Study
Project will not contribute significantly to Transit Delay

Cumulative Transit Delay will be significant only after City College's
Facilities Master Plan (which is a replacement program)
CEQA Findings estimates the 17.6 acre parcel's value at $11.2 million;
while a comp shows a 0.3 acre parcel at 16th/Shotwell to be $10 million.
On a per-acre basis, the Reservoir is a minuscule 1.9% of the 16th
Street parcel's value. How accurate could that be?!
***********************************************************
The EIR concludes that there is no significant impact on City College.
How plausible is that?!
The EIR concludes that there is no significant Transit Delay due to the
new Project. It concludes that Cumulative Transit Delay will happen
only due to City College's future Facilities Master Plan, which consists of
replacement projects. What the EIR does is reverse cause and effect.
The EIR uses tautological/circular argument in responding to comments
on the draft EIR. The method used is:
EIR--"A";
Comment--not "A" due to xyz;  
Response To Comment--reiterate "A", without addressing xyz.
The Final EIR has replaced unfavorable data regarding Transit Delay
(see TR-4 Transit Delay critique, below)
TRANSIT DELAY
SUPPLEMENTAL EIR CONTRADICTS PROGRAM EIR's FINDING OF
SIGNIFICANT TRANSIT DELAY
The SEIR concludes that there will less-than-significant impact on
transit delay (Impact TR-4) from the Reservoir Project. This
directly contradicts the Program EIR's conclusion:
"...ingress...from Lee Avenue [westbound right turn-only ingress to Lee
Extension] would result in significant adverse transportation impacts. As a
consequence, Access Option #1 is rejected from further consideration as part of
the Area Plan. (FEIR, p.191)

4-MINUTE THRESHOLD OF SIGNIFICANCE FOR TRANSIT DELAY
IS AN UNSUPPORTED ASSERTION, LACKING SUBSTANTIAL
EVIDENCE
The Final SEIR uses a quantitative threshold of significance of 4minute Reservoir-related Transit Delay. In other words, Transit
Delay is considered insignificant unless the Project contributes 4
minutes of delay to a MUNI line. In the real world of MUNI
passengers and operators, a 4-minute delay in a short stretch near
the Reservoir is extremely significant.
The establishment of a quantitative threshold of significance is
required to be based on "substantial evidence." The Final SEIR

claims that substantial evidence for the 4-minute threshold of
significance is contained in Planning Dept's "Transportation Impact
Assessment Guidelines." Contrary to the claim of "substantial
evidence", the 4-minute significance criterion contained in the TIA
Guidelines is only an assertion, without any evidence whatsoever.
The "substantial evidence" for the 4-minute delay significance
criterion consists of this one sentence:   "For individual Muni routes, if the
project would result in transit delay greater than or equal to four minutes, then it
might result in a significant impact." This one sentence constitutes the

entirety of the claimed "substantial evidence" in the TIA
Guidelines. This one sentence appears in the body of the TIA
Guidelines and in the Appendix I "Public Transit Memorandum."
However, repetition of a one-sentence assertion does not
constitute "substantial evidence."
The 4-minutes late significance threshold only serves as a "Get
Out of Jail Free card" for the Project's real-world significant
contribution to Transit Delay.
REMOVAL OF UNFAVORABLE DATA IN FINAL SEIR
The draft SEIR contained Transit Delay data that was found to be
unfavorable to the Project.
Kittelson Associates (EIR Transportation Analysis
contractor) data from Table 3.B-18 "Transit Delay Analysis"
was computed to show Reservoir-related delay of 1 minute
55 seconds for a 7-minute running time route segment--a
27.4% increase over the scheduled 7-minute running time
between two 43 Masonic scheduled timepoints. Table 3.B18 was replaced in the Final SEIR to eliminate the
unfavorable Reservoir-related Transit Delay.
The draft SEIR assessed Transit Delay for Geneva Avenue
between City College Terminal and Balboa Park Station.
This segment is travelled by the 8 Bayshore and the 43
Masonic. The data for this segment has been eliminated and
Table 3.B-8 has been replaced. The new Table 3.B-8
eliminates the 8 Bayshore from assessment entirely,
disappeared! Once again, unfavorable data has been
eliminated from the Final SEIR.
INADEQUATE MITIGATION MEASURES
The Final SEIR contains three new Transit Delay Mitigation
Measures: 1) Signal timing modifications at Ocean/Brighton, 2)
Signal timing modifications at Ocean/Lee, 3) Boarding island for
southbound 43 at Frida Kahlo/Ocean.
These mitigation measures are "finger in the dyke" measures
that are incommensurate with the root problem. The
fundamental unsolvable problem is the limited roadway
network surrounding the landlocked Project. That is why the
Balboa Park Area Final Program EIR had determined that a

Lee Extension ingress "would result in significant adverse
transportation impacts. As a consequence, Access Option #1 is rejected
from further consideration as part of the Area Plan."

The Final SEIR is not objective; it is not accurate.  
The Final SEIR should not be judged on quantity. It must be judged on
quality.
If based on quality, it does not deserve certification.
Please think independently and critically. Don't just be a rubber stamp to
Staff.
Sincerely,
Alvin Ja
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Sale price of PUC Reservoir--a scandal
Monday, May 25, 2020 2:49:56 PM
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Planning Commission, Land Use Committee (File 200422 & 200423), BOS, PUC:
A hidden treasure for the developers is contained in Attachment A, "CEQA
Findings" https://commissions.sfplanning.org/cpcpackets/2018007883GPAPCAMAPDVA.pdf  
The hidden treasure is the estimated price of the PUC Reservoir parcel 3180-190.
From page 21 of Attachment A (p. 1231 of the 2,256-page PDF):
"The expected land cost is estimated at approximately $11.2 million."
In comparison a 0.3 acre lot at 16th/Shotwell is selling for $10 million.....while the 17.6 acre
PUC parcel is $11.2 million?!

The lot on 24th Street comes to $33.33 million/acre; the Reservoir lot = a mere $ 0.64
million/acre.
The PUC lot's estimated price computes to only 1.9% of the 24th Street lot on a per acre
basis!

Can you say Privatization Scam?!
Alvin Ja, District 7
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Balboa Reservoir--False Advertising
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FALSE ADVERTISING BAIT & SWITCH (2).pdf
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Planning Commission, Land Use Committee (Files 200422 & 200423), BOS, PUC,
BRCAC:
Attached is a City College stakeholder presentation.

BALBOA RESERVOIR PROJECT:

FALSE ADVERTISING
BAIT & SWITCH

Achieving Buy-In:
“Affordable Housing”
Affordable “In Perpetuity”

ACHIEVING BUY-IN:

For a PRIVATIZATION SCAM

50% AFFORDABLE!!
The sales pitch:
550 market-rate
units will subsidize
550 affordable
units.

REALITY IS TURNED ON
ITS HEAD
The reality is that public
land (probably to be sold for
cheap!) will be subsidizing
550 market-rate units.
“Affordable housing” is a
marketing ploy to facilitate
privatization.

THE REALITY

OTHER PEOPLE’S
(OUR!) MONEY
From the Development Agreement:
“Project’s ability to achieve an overall affordability
level of 50% is predicated on Developer’s receipt
of City’s Affordable Funding Share.”

AFFORDABLE “IN PERPETUITY”
The LIE from
Principles & Parameters:
Principle #1:
Build new housing for people
at a range of income levels.
Parameters: a. Make at least 50% of total housing units permanently affordable in
perpetuity to low (up to 55% of Area Median Income (AMI)), moderate (up to 120%
of AMI), and middle-income (up to 150% AMI) households, provided that this can be
achieved while also ensuring project feasibility and providing the economic return to
SFPUC ratepayers that is required by law…
1. Make at least 33% of total housing units permanently affordable in perpetuity
to low or moderate-income households, consistent with Proposition K (2014).

Development Agreement: Affordable for 57 years

The TRUTH from Development Agreement:

“Affordability Restrictions. (a) Each Affordable Parcel will be
subject to a recorded regulatory agreement approved by
MOHCD to maintain affordability levels for the life of the
Project or fifty-seven (57) years, whichever is longer, ...”

WHY A HOUSING SHORTAGE?
Is it because of:
●

Excessive bureaucracy and
regulations?

●

NIMBY resistance?

●

Insufficient supply relative to
demand?

MAIN REASON FOR HOUSING SHORTAGE
Housing has a:
●
●

USE VALUE for people as shelter;
VALUE AS A COMMODITY for trading

HOUSING CONSTRUCTION IS CAPITAL
INTENSIVE
● Investment goes to where there is high
Rate-of-Return on Investment
○ There is little or no profit in
affordable housing

NOT SIMPLY SUPPLY & DEMAND
YIMBY’S SAY: JUST BUILD MORE HOUSING!
This is simple-minded trickle-down economics.
What’s important is what they call “financial feasibility.”
Affordable housing is not financially feasible. Affordable
housing will not attract investment, simply because it is
not profitable enough.

PRIVATIZATION: “PUBLIC-PRIVATE PARTNERSHIP”
The Reservoir Project is an example of
trickle-down economics.
Advantage accrues to the 1%, while crumbs
(affordable units) fall to a mere handful of
the multitudes of common people in need of
basic shelter.
No matter how much profitable market-rate
housing is built, the crumbs will be unable to
satisfy the housing needs of the populace.
CRUMBS ARE NOT ENOUGH!
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Balboa Reservoir Final EIR: Significance Threshold for Transit Delay
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Planning Commission, Land Use & Transportation Committee (File 200422, 200423),
SFCTA, SFMTA, BRCAC:
Planning Dept Staff contends that its 4-minute Threshold of Significance for Transit
Delay is supported by substantial evidence. This contention is false.
The claimed "substantial evidence" consists of a one-sentence assertion in the
Planning Department's "Transportation Assessment Guideline" and in its Appendix I
"Public Transit Memorandum." That one-sentence "substantial evidence", in its
entirety, consists of:
"For individual Muni routes, if the project would result in transit delay greater than or equal to four
minutes, then it might result in a significant impact."

4-MINUTE THRESHOLD OF SIGNIFICANCE FOR TRANSIT DELAY IS AN
UNSUPPORTED ASSERTION, LACKING SUBSTANTIAL EVIDENCE
The Final SEIR uses a quantitative threshold of significance of 4-minute
Reservoir-related Transit Delay. In other words, Transit Delay is
considered insignificant unless the Project contributes 4 minutes of delay
to a MUNI line. In the real world of MUNI passengers and operators, a 4minute delay in a short stretch near the Reservoir is extremely significant.
The establishment of a quantitative threshold of significance is required to
be based on "substantial evidence." The Final SEIR claims that
substantial evidence for the 4-minute threshold of significance is contained
in Planning Dept's "Transportation Impact Assessment Guidelines."
Contrary to the claim of "substantial evidence", the 4-minute significance
criterion contained in the TIA Guidelines is only an assertion, without any
evidence whatsoever. The "substantial evidence" for the 4-minute delay
significance criterion consists of this one sentence:   "For individual Muni
routes, if the project would result in transit delay greater than or equal to four minutes, then
it might result in a significant impact." This one sentence constitutes the entirety

of the claimed "substantial evidence" in the TIA Guidelines. This one
sentence appears in the body of the TIA Guidelines and, again, in the
Appendix I "Public Transit Memorandum." However, repetition of a onesentence assertion does not constitute "substantial evidence."
Planning Staff repeatedly cites the City Charter Section 8A.103 (c)1 as
justification for the Project's 4-minute threshold of significance. 8A.103

(c)1 sets a lateness standard for MUNI at scheduled timepoints. The
MUNI on-time performance criterion was not meant to allow the Reservoir
Project to add an additional 4-minute delay on top of the pre-existing
MUNI lateness standard. Isn't this simple common sense that a project
that adds an additional 4-minute delay over and above pre-existing MUNI
delay would be significant?!
The 4-minutes late significance threshold only serves as a "Get Out of Jail
Free card" for the Project's real-world significant contribution to Transit
Delay.
submitted by:
Alvin Ja, District 7
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Please be sure to put the attached presentation that I gave at the 4/9/2020 Planning
Commission meeting into the public record.
Thank you.
Wynd Kaufmyn

The Balboa Reservoir

SF Planning Commission
Thursday April 9, 2020
Presentation:

Opposition to Agenda Item 16b:
Initiation General Plan Amendment (GPA)

Steven Brown – Defend City College Alliance
Marcos Cruz – CCSF Student Assembly
Wynd Kaufmyn – Public Lands for Public Good

What is the purpose of Initiation GPA?
In the world of urban planning developments are guided by high
level plans/policy.
1. City & County’s General Plan
2. Balboa Park Station Area Plan (BPS Area Plan)
Any proposed development in the area of the BPS should conform
with these plans.

The Proposed Balboa Reservoir Project does not.
So you are being asked to Initiate a General Plan Amendment
which will make substantial changes to the City & County’s General
Plan and the associated Balboa Park Station Area Plan.

Isn’t this backwards?

This IS Backwards!
The General Plan and
BPS Area Plan are intended
to serve as guidelines and
directives for future
development.
If a proposed development is non-conforming, then that development
must be changed, not the overriding policy.
The project sponsors knowingly drew up the Reservoir Project’s Principles
& Parameters in conflict with higher level General Plan /BPS Area Plan
specs.
In particular the developer’s proposal deviates from the BPS Area Plan wrt:
1.
2.
3.

Open Space
Housing
Height Limits

The GPA will have significant adverse effects on one of
the city’s most beloved and respected institutions.

City College of San Francisco

Amendments to the Open Space Element
• The General
Plan and BPS
Area Plan have
open space
taking up at
least 50% - 90%
of the 17.6 acre
PUC Reservoir.
• The GPA
shrinks it down
to 11%

Developer’s Promo Picture

The Reality

This little sliver is the green space you saw in the previous slide.

Amendments to the Housing Element
• The Balboa Park Station Area Plan’s Housing
Element proposed 425-500 units.
• The General Plan Amendment allows for 1100+
units.
• This has environmental impacts that cannot be
mitigated:
1. Traffic congestion
2. Construction pollution
3. Noise

Developer’s Claim

Up to 50% affordable!

The Facts
Of the proposed 1100 units, 550 (50%) will be market-rate and
only 363 (33%) units from developer will be affordable.

The remaining 187 (17%) units will be affordable only with notyet-procured public financing.

Affordable… TO WHOM?
• The definition of “affordable”
has been heavily influenced by
the SF Real Estate Association.
It includes someone earning
$129,300/year.
• Avalon rents are
$3300-$10,000/mo.
• They are NOT for longtime
Excelsior, Ingleside, or
Sunnyside residents. Or City
College students or workers.

SF Needs Truly Affordable Housing for All
Rents less than 30% of a family income

Public Land should not be privatized

The housing crisis in SF is an affordable housing crisis.
Building market rate housing does not help the affordable housing crisis.

Public Land should not be privatized

The biggest barrier to affordable housing construction is the price of land.
Irreplaceable public land should not be turned over to private developers.

Amendments to the Height Limits
Planning Dept Staff asserts that the current PUC Reservoir
bulk-height zoning is 40-X and 65-A.
But the BPS Area Plan shows the PUC Reservoir as only 40 ft,
not 65 ft.
As shown in this
Zoning Map,
the 65-A zoning
applies solely
to the CCSF
Reservoir; not
to PUC Reservoir.

Avalon’s Proposal: The Hype

Avalon’s Proposal: The Reality

Now is NOT the Time

The world will look much different on ‘the other side’ of the pandemic. Though we
cannot stop all business as usual, we should definitely delay decisions that could
further hurt the working classes of San Francisco who have lost so much and will
require assistance in jobs and housing during the recovery effort. We know City
College will be one of the drivers of that effort.
The Commission should not make a decision about such an important issue during
a virtual meeting. This issue is too important to be handled this way, and deprives
many stakeholders of a chance to participate. A decision should be postponed until
the coronavirus crisis has passed and a live, in-person meeting can be held.

Vote NO on Initiation of GPA
Now is not the time.
The Reservoir Project should conform to the SF General
Plan and BPS Area Plan.
These high-level plans should not be amended to fit the
Reservoir Project.
There are too many adverse consequences of the currently
proposed Balboa Reservoir Project.
The General Plan Amendment facilitates the privatization of
public land.

MOST IMPORTANT:
Public Land Must Stay in Public Hands
and used for the common good.

Not one square foot of irreplaceable public land to a private developer!
Not one square foot of irreplaceable public land for gentrification, privatization, or
displacement.
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Scandalous property valuation for Balboa Reservoir Project--Comps
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Land Use & Transportation Committee (Files 4200422 & 200423) , Supervisor Yee,
BOS, PUC:

INFO REGARDING PROPERTY VALUATION IN RELATION TO BALBOA
RESERVOIR:
1. The Balboa Reservoir Final EIR's CEQA Findings that were revealed last week
showed that the estimated value of the 17.6 acre PUC property is $11.2 million;
2. A 0.3 acre lot at 16th/Shotwell is going for $10 million;

3. The new City College-Reservoir Project Access Easement Agreement's Lee
Extension and North Street's 0.35 acre lot ( $15,032 sq ft.) is valued at $3.8 million.
  Bal. Res., Access Easement agreement, 2020.tiff

Bal. Res., Access Easement agreement, 2020.tiff

Comparing the three properties on a per-square foot basis, from low to high:
Reservoir Project:

$ 14.61 /sq ft

Lee Ext, North St:

$250.

/sq ft

16th/Shotwell:

$765.

/sq ft

Is something out of whack here?!
--aj
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Land Use & Transportation Committee (File 200422 & 200423), BOS, PUC, BRCAC:
I've been contending since the beginning of the “public engagement process” that the Project is
a privatization scam that uses "affordable housing" as a false advertising ploy.
The 'privatization scam' allegation has now been supported by documentation. The CEQA
Finding that was released one week prior to the 5/28/2020 Planning Commission meeting
revealed an estimated value for the PUC Reservoir.  
Actually, I was surprised that the estimated valuation was even contained in the packet that
was prepared by Planning Dept Staff for the Planning Commission meeting.   I thought they
would keep it secret until PUC sale approval was on deck.
But, whether intentionally or not, they did reveal the estimated valuation for the 17.6 acre
Reservoir lot.
For those who missed it, according to the CEQA Findings, the PUC Reservoir's estimated
valuation is $11.2 million.
Today, I found another for-sale property that can be used for comparison:
Subject: 636 Capp/21st & 22nd--$618/sq ft

From low to high, I present valuations of four properties:
LOCATION

PUC Reservoir

PRICE
$ 11.2 Million

SFCCD Reservoir (Lee Extension, North
Street), to be ceded to Reservoir Project

$ 3.8 Million

636 Capp Street

$ 2.5 Million

AREA
PRICE/SQ FT
766,656 sq ft $ 14.61
(17.6 acres)
15,032 sq ft

$253.

4,046 sq ft $618.

16th Street/Shotwell

$ 10 Million

13,068 sq ft $768.
( 0.30 acre)

The Project's price-per-square foot is $14.61. This is a mere 2% of market rate.
The $11.2 Million sweetheart deal for the privatization scam must be opposed.
Gifting Avalon Bay a 98% discount off the actual land value will be criminal negligence and/or
corruption by City Officials.
Do not be corrupted by developer forces.
Alvin Ja, District 7
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Balboa Reservoir Appraisal Required by Adm Code 23.3
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PUC, Land & Transportation Committee, BOS, BRCAC, City Attorney:
In previous submittals I had raised the issue of the $ 11.2 Million valuation of the PUC
Reservoir. It's a valuation that had been kept a secret from the public until about
5/21/2020......And even then, it was still hidden deep within a 2,256-page Planning
Commission packet.
This $ 11.2 Million estimated valuation for the 17.6 acre (766,656 sq ft) equates to
$14.61 per square foot.
INDEPENDENT, OBJECTIVE APPRAISAL REQUIRED
$14.61 per square foot pricing for the Reservoir parcel constitutes a 98% discount off
market rate. This valuation is highly suspect in its provenance (backroom pay to play
deal?) and requires an objective appraisal to avoid the public getting ripped off.
In line with the dubious $ 11.2 Million valuation, Administrative Code 23.3 REQUIRES
an appraisal:
If the Director of Property determines the fair market value of Real Property that the City intends to
Acquire or Convey exceeds $10,000 and the proposed Acquisition is not a donation, the Director of Property
shall obtain an Appraisal for the Real Property.

Despite an objective need and Administrative Code requirement for an independent
and objective appraisal of the 17.6 acre parcel, you as the Board of Supervisors, are
being asked to approve the following language on page 10 of the proposed
Development Agreement Ordinance which purposefully violates 23.3:
The Board of Supervisors finds that due to current exigencies, the number of analyses of the
Project that have been conducted, and the depth of analysis and sophistication required to
appraise the Project Site, an Appraisal Review of the Project Site is not necessary and waives
the Administrative Code Section 23.3 requirement of an Appraisal Review as it relates to the
Project Site.

CORRUPTION INVESTIGATION NEEDED
"Not necssary?!....Waive a requirement!? This is manifestation of pure criminality and
corruption.
City Attorney Herrera:

Please initiate a full investigation of corruption in this Privatization Scam.
Alvin Ja, District 7
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SFMTA Board, Balboa Reservoir CAC:
An EIR is supposed to be "adequate,accurate, and objective."
The Balboa Reservoir EIR fails the requirements for being accurate and objective. The Project's facts have
been--like the facts to justify the Iraq War-- fixed around the policy.
SUPPLEMENTAL EIR CONTRADICTS PROGRAM EIR's FINDING OF SIGNIFICANT TRANSIT
DELAY
The SEIR concludes that there will less-than-significant impact on transit delay (Impact TR-4) from
the Reservoir Project. This directly contradicts the Balboa Park Station Program EIR's conclusion:
"...ingress...from Lee Avenue [westbound right turn-only ingress to Lee Extension] would result in significant
adverse transportation impacts. As a consequence, Access Option #1 is rejected from further consideration
as part of the Area Plan. (FEIR, p.191)

4-MINUTE THRESHOLD OF SIGNIFICANCE FOR TRANSIT DELAY IS AN UNSUPPORTED
ASSERTION, LACKING SUBSTANTIAL EVIDENCE
The Final SEIR uses a quantitative threshold of significance of 4-minute Reservoir-related Transit
Delay. In other words, Transit Delay is considered insignificant unless the Project contributes 4
minutes of delay to a MUNI line. In the real world of MUNI passengers and operators, a 4-minute
delay in a short stretch near the Reservoir is extremely significant.
The establishment of a quantitative threshold of significance is required to be based on "substantial
evidence." The Final SEIR claims that substantial evidence for the 4-minute threshold of
significance is contained in Planning Dept's "Transportation Impact Assessment Guidelines."
Contrary to the claim of "substantial evidence", the 4-minute significance criterion contained in the
TIA Guidelines is only an assertion, without any evidence whatsoever. The "substantial evidence"
for the 4-minute delay significance criterion consists of this one sentence:   "For individual Muni routes, if
the project would result in transit delay greater than or equal to four minutes, then it might result in a significant
impact." This one sentence constitutes the entirety of the claimed "substantial evidence" in

the TIA
Guidelines. This one sentence appears in the body of the TIA Guidelines and in the Appendix I
"Public Transit Memorandum." However, repetition of a one-sentence assertion does not constitute
"substantial evidence."
The 4-minutes late significance threshold only serves as a "Get Out of Jail Free card" for the
Project's real-world significant contribution to Transit Delay.

REMOVAL OF UNFAVORABLE DATA IN FINAL SEIR
The draft SEIR contained Transit Delay data that was found to be unfavorable to the Project.
Kittelson Associates (EIR Transportation Analysis contractor) data from Table 3.B-18 "Transit
Delay Analysis" was computed to show Reservoir-related delay of 1 minute 55 seconds for a
7-minute running time route segment--a 27.4% increase over the scheduled 7-minute running
time between two 43 Masonic scheduled timepoints. Table 3.B-18 was replaced in the Final
SEIR to eliminate the unfavorable Reservoir-related Transit Delay.
The draft SEIR assessed Transit Delay for Geneva Avenue between City College Terminal
and Balboa Park Station. This segment is travelled by the 8 Bayshore and the 43 Masonic.
The data for this segment has been eliminated and Table 3.B-8 has been replaced. The new
Table 3.B-8 eliminates the 8 Bayshore from assessment entirely, disappeared! Once again,
unfavorable data has been eliminated from the Final SEIR.
In place of the removed data, the Final SEIR replaced the original unfavorable data with new
data. The new, more favorable, data was collected on 12/18/2019—Finals Week, before
Xmas. Finals Week just before Xmas is not representative of a normal school day.

INADEQUATE MITIGATION MEASURES
The Final SEIR contains three new Transit Delay Mitigation Measures: 1) Signal timing
modifications at Ocean/Brighton, 2) Signal timing modifications at Ocean/Lee, 3) Boarding island for
southbound 43 at Frida Kahlo/Ocean.
These mitigation measures are "finger in the dyke" measures that are incommensurate with
the root problem. The fundamental unsolvable problem is the limited roadway network
surrounding the Project. That is why the Balboa Park Station Area Final Program EIR had
determined that a Lee Extension ingress "would result in significant adverse transportation impacts. As a
consequence, Access Option #1 is rejected from further consideration as part of the Area Plan."

Don't just be an unthinking rubber stamp to an EIR that is neither objective nor accurate.
--Alvin Ja, retired MUNI Operator/Inspector/Dispatcher/Instructor; Main author of original 3rd Street Rail
Operator Training manual

From:
To:
Cc:
Subject:
Date:
Attachments:

aj
Jon Winston; sunnyside.balboa.reservoir; cgodinez; tang.mark; jumpstreet1983; mikeahrens5; Brigitte Davila;
Peter Tham
BRCAC (ECN); Yee, Norman (BOS); Low, Jen (BOS); Major, Erica (BOS); Safai, Ahsha (BOS); Peskin, Aaron
(BOS); PrestonStaff (BOS); Safai, Ahsha (BOS)
3rd comment for 6/15/2020 CAC--CA & City Subsidies totaling $124.2 Million
Saturday, June 13, 2020 10:08:01 PM
dataURI-1591059075092

This message is from outside the City email system. Do not open links or attachments from untrusted
sources.

CAC Members-Please familiarized yourselves with the fine print that is contained in the 2256-page
PDF Planning Commission packet. You will find that the fine print diverges from the
marketing PR of the Reservoir Project.
Here are some examples of Bait & Switch that contrasts the marketing hype with the
actual content of the Development Agreement:
affordable in perpetuity vs. Development Agreement's 57 years
50% affordable vs. 33% in DA [17% will be from "City's Affordable Funding
Share", which is our own public money--aj]
market-rate subsidizing affordable units vs. $124.2 Million in State and City
subsidies for affordable units
Fair market return for ratepayers vs. $11.2M giveaway price

The following was submitted on Friday 6/12/2020:
Sent: Friday, June 12, 2020, 11:17:37 PM PDT
Subject: EPS Feasibility Memo: Evidence of the myth of 'market-rate housing
subsidizing affordable units'
PUC, Land Use & Transportation Committee, BOS, BRCAC, Planning Commission:
Subject:  EPS Feasibility Memo--Evidence of the myth/deception of market-rate
housing subsidizing affordable units
Page 1250 of the 2256-page Planning Commission
packet https://commissions.sfplanning.org/cpcpackets/2018007883GPAPCAMAPDVA.pdf  contains an EPS Feasibility Memo. Within the Memo
is a "Table 1." Table 1 is essentially a profit-loss statement for the Reservoir Project.
Table 1 has two sections:

Uses (equivalent to 'Expenditures' plus 'Profit' of a standard profit/loss
statement),
Sources  (equivalent to 'Revenue' of a standard P/L statement)
Table 1 is not in a standard profit/loss statement format.
Here, for clarity and transparency, I present Table 1 in a standard profit/loss
statement format. Additionally, I have returned the $40 Million CA grants (from MHP
and AHSC Programs) amount back to the Revenue section where it belongs...instead
of the $40M amount being hidden in a footnote in Table 1:  Reservoir Project--EPS
Feasibility Memo Profit-Loss Sheet

Reservoir Project--EPS Feasibility Memo ProfitLoss Sheet
Sheet1 REVENUE (Sources) ...

The "Affordable Housing Program" (Exhiibit D of the Development Agreement, on p.
1580 of 2256-page Planning Commission packet) specifies the City's Affordable
Funding Share to be $239K per unit. Thus for 187 City-subsidized units, RCP will
receive $44.693 Million (187 units X $239K).
It is unclear if "Uses" in Table 1 includes the costs for the 187 "additional affordable"
City-subsidized units.
Neither does Table 1 include the $44.7 Million that Reservoir Community Partners is
expecting to receive from the "City's Affordable Funding Share."
Despite the unclarity in Table 1, the "Affordable Housing Program" of the
Development Agreement states:
Developer will cause at least 50% of the total number of dwelling units constructed on the Project
Site to be Affordable Units. Developer will be responsible for the pre-development, planning,
permitting, construction, and management of all
Affordable Units. The Parties agree that the Project’s ability to achieve an overall affordability
level of 50% is predicated on Developer’s receipt of City’s Affordable Funding Share.

THE MYTH/DECEPTION OF MARKET-RATE HOUSING SUBSIDIZING
AFFORDABLE UNITS
The Reservoir Project has been promoted as 550 units subsidzing 550 affordable
units. With the recent release of the Development Agreement, this can be shown to
be a myth and to be deceptive advertising.
The EPS Feasibility Memo and Development Agreement provides evidence for fact
that the affordable units will be subsidized by public monies. State and City funding is
expected to total $124.2 Million:
$79.5 M from State grants
$39.5M from Statewide Park Program (SPP) and Infill Infrastructure Grant
(IIG) Program,
$40.0M from Multifamily Housing Program (MHP) and Affordable Housing
& Sustainable Communities Program (AHSC);
$44.7 M from "City's Affordable Funding Share."
PROPORTION OF PUBLIC FUNDING FOR PROJECT: 55-69%
Because of the unclarity of whether Table 1 covers the 187 City-subsidized units or
not, here are two calculations: 1) for the Table 1 "Uses" figures that would cover all
550 units; 2) for the Table 1 "Uses" figures that would cover only the Developer's 363
affordable units:
In both cases, public sources of funds total $124.2 Million ($39.5M + $40M +
$44.7M)  
The proportion of public monies for the Project depends on whether or not the Table 1
figures cover the 187 City-subsidized units:
1. If 187 City-subsidized units are covered: $124.2M / $180.6M cost = 69%
2. If 187 City units are not covered: $124.2M / ($180.6M + $44.7M) =  55%
So in either case, well over half (55- 69%) of the funding of affordable units will be
paid for with public monies ,while Avalon Bay will get at least half or more of the
total number of units.
From this, it should be evident that, in reality, the public will be subsidizing the
private developer by:
Privatization of public land, which will be given up in perpetuity for a
scandalous 98%-discounted price of $11.2 Million;
Instead of the marketing sweet-talk of affordablility "in perpetuity", affordability
will only be assured for 57 years.
I urge all Supervisors to resist the temptations that the private developers dangle in
front of you. Don't be a party to corruption and privatization of public lands at a
giveaway price.

Sincerely,
Alvin Ja, District 7

From:
To:
Cc:
Subject:
Date:

aj
Hood, Donna (PUC); Major, Erica (BOS); Board of Supervisors, (BOS); Yee, Norman (BOS); Low, Jen (BOS);
Maybaum, Erica (BOS); BRCAC (ECN); CPC-Commissions Secretary
Public Lands for Public Good; CCSF Collective; ccsfheat@gmail.com; Defend City College Alliance; SNA BRC
EPS Feasibility Memo: Evidence of the myth of "market-rate housing subsidizing affordable units"
Friday, June 12, 2020 11:17:44 PM

This message is from outside the City email system. Do not open links or attachments from untrusted
sources.

PUC, Land Use & Transportation Committee, BOS, BRCAC, Planning Commission:
Subject:  EPS Feasibility Memo--Evidence of the myth/deception of market-rate
housing subsidizing affordable units
Page 1250 of the 2256-page Planning Commission packet
https://commissions.sfplanning.org/cpcpackets/2018007883GPAPCAMAPDVA.pdf  contains an EPS Feasibility Memo. Within the Memo
is a "Table 1." Table 1 is essentially a profit-loss statement for the Reservoir Project.
Table 1 has two sections:
Uses (equivalent to 'Expenditures' plus 'Profit' of a standard profit/loss
statement),
Sources (equivalent to 'Revenue' of a standard P/L statement
Table 1 is not in a standard profit/loss statement format.
Here, for clarity and transparency, I present Table 1 in a standard profit/loss
statement format. Additionally, I have returned the $40 Million CA grants (from MHP
and AHSC Programs) amount back to the Revenue section where it belongs...instead
of the $40M amount being hidden in a footnote:  Reservoir Project--EPS Feasibility
Memo Profit-Loss Sheet

Reservoir Project--EPS Feasibility Memo ProfitLoss Sheet
Sheet1 REVENUE (Sources) ...

The "Affordable Housing Program" (Exhiibit D of the Development Agreement, on p.
1580 of 2256-page Planning Commission packet) specifies the City's Affordable
Funding Share to be $239K per unit. Thus for 187 City-subsidized units, RCP will
receive $44.693 Million (187 units X $239K).
It is unclear if "Uses" in Table 1 includes the costs for the 187 "additional affordable"
City-subsidized units.
Neither does Table 1 include the $44.7 Million that Reservoir Community Partners is
expecting to receive from the "City's Affordable Funding Share."
Despite the unclarity in Table 1, the "Affordable Housing Program" of the
Development Agreement states:
Developer will cause at least 50% of the total number of dwelling units constructed on the Project
Site to be Affordable Units. Developer will be responsible for the pre-development, planning,
permitting, construction, and management of all
Affordable Units. The Parties agree that the Project’s ability to achieve an overall affordability
level of 50% is predicated on Developer’s receipt of City’s Affordable Funding Share.

THE MYTH/DECEPTION OF MARKET-RATE HOUSING SUBSIDIZING
AFFORDABLE UNITS
The Reservoir Project has been promoted as 550 units subsidzing 550 affordable
units. With the recent release of the Development Agreement, this can be shown to
be a myth and to be deceptive advertising.
The EPS Feasibility Memo and Development Agreement provides evidence for fact
that the affordable units will be subsidized by public monies. State and City funding is
expected to total $124.2 Million:
$79.5 M from State grants
$39.5M from Statewide Park Program (SPP) and Infill Infrastructure Grant
(IIG) Program,
$40.0M from Multifamily Housing Program (MHP) and Affordable Housing
& Sustainable Communities Program (AHSC);
$44.7 M from "City's Affordable Funding Share."
PROPORTION OF PUBLIC FUNDING FOR PROJECT: 55-69%
Because of the unclarity of whether Table 1 covers the 187 City-subsidized units or
notm here are two calculations: 1) for Table 1 "Uses" figures that would cover all 550
units; 2) for Table 1 "Uses" figures that would cover only the Developer's 363
affordable units:
In both cases, public sources of funds total $124.2 Million ($39.5M + $40M +
$44.7M)  

The proportion of public monies for the Project depends on whether or not the Table 1
figures cover the 187 City-subsidized units:
1. If 187 City-subsidized units are covered: $124.2M / $180.6M cost = 69%
2. If 187 City units are not covered: $124.2M / ($180.6M + $44.7M) = 55%
So in either case, well over half (55- 69%) of the funding of affordable units will be
paid for with public monies ,while Avalon Bay will get at least half of the total number
of units.
From this, it should be evident that, in reality, the public will be subsidizing the private
developer by:
Privatization of public land, which will be given up in perpetuity for a scandalous
98%-discounted price of $11.2 Million;
Instead of the marketing sweet-talk of affordablility "in perpetuity", affordability
will only be assuredfor 57 years.
I urge all Supervisors to resist the temptations that the private developers dangle in
front of you. Don't be a party to corruption and privatization of public lands at a
giveaway price.
Sincerely,
Alvin Ja, District 7

From:
To:
Cc:

Subject:
Date:

aj
Hood, Donna (PUC)
Major, Erica (BOS); Defend City College Alliance; Board of Supervisors, (BOS); SNA BRC; Public Lands for Public
Good; ccsfheat@gmail.com; CCSF Collective; CPC-Commissions Secretary; Laura Waxmann; JK Dineen; Roland
Li; Tim Redmonds; megan.cassidy@sfchronicle.com; Phil Matier; Joe Fitzgerald Rodriguez; Ida Mojadad; Joshua
Sabatini
Valuation of Balboa Reservoir--Still scandalous
Thursday, June 18, 2020 6:08:34 PM

This message is from outside the City email system. Do not open links or attachments from untrusted
sources.

Hi Donna,
Thank you for taking care of this submission for Item 10 of the 6/23/2020 agenda.
Best,
aj
PUC Commissioners:
The estimated valuation for the PUC Reservoir was released in documents provided
for the Planning Commission's May 28,2020 meeting.
The valuation was very well hidden. The $11.2 Million valuation was contained deep
within the 2,256-page PDF document provided to the Planning Commission.
Curiously, the valuation was not contained in any of the Executive Summaries.
There's another curious point in the 2256-page PDF document. The 2256-page PDF
contains the proposed Ordinance for the approval of the Development Agreement.
The proposed Ordinance curiously "waives" Administrative Code 23.3's requirement
for an appraisal......as being unneeded.
JUNE APPRAISAL
Apparently, 'the powers-that-be' have figured out that it would be better to have an
appraisal to justify the Reservoir Project Privatization Scam, since the estimated
valuation and the waiver of Section 23.3 had been uncovered/exposed.
The material released today (6/18) for the June 23 PUC meeting now shows that an
appraisal was just done in June--this month. This more recent valuation shows a
valuation of $11.4 Million for 16.4 acres (714,637 sq ft.) This hurry-up June appraisal
kicks up the valuation somewhat: From $14.61/sq ft. to $15.95/ Sq ft.
$15.95/ Sq ft. is still ridiculously and scandalously low. Whatever lame "community
benefits" that are touted as justification for the low price can't legitimize the giveaway
price that benefits the private for-profit developer.
FRANCISCO RESERVOIR

PUC Resolution 14-0113 (7/8/2014) authorized the sale of Francisco Reservoir to the
Park & Rec Dept. This was a sale of PUC property to another public agency.
Francisco Reservoir's 3.29 acres was sold to Rec &Park for $9.9 Million. This
equated to $69.06/sq ft in 2014.
BALBOA RESERVOIR vs. FRANCISCO RESERVOIR
Does it make any sense that a private developer would, on a price per square foot
basis, pay only 23.1% of what a public agency had to pay 6 years ago?! Can you
spell "corruption"?
CURRENT COMPARABLES
I've already documented in detail how the Reservoir Project is actually a privatization
scam. It's a Bait & Switch scam in which the marketing hype and PR diverges from
the actual terms contained in the Development Agreement. Please review those
earlier submissions.
For your convenience, I will just provide herein a comparative Table that was
contained in an earlier submission. It has been updated to reflect the newer
information contained in the 6/23 PUC meeting material.
The updated $15.95/sq ft price is still a 98% discount off the market.
I, along with many others, urge you to vote against this giveaway of Public land to the
private sector.
Do not subsidize Avalon Bay with public land and public monies.
LOCATION

PUC Reservoir (updated 6/18/2020)

PRICE
$ 11.4 Million

AREA
714,637 sq ft

PRICE/SQ FT
$ 15.95

(17.6 acres)

SFCCD Reservoir (Lee Ext, North
Street),

$ 3.8 Million

15,032 sq ft

$253.

636 Capp Street

$ 2.5 Million

4,046 sq ft

$618.

16th Street/Shotwell

$ 10 Million

13,068 sq ft

$768.

Ceded to Reservoir Project in 2020

( 0.30 acre)

Sincerely,
Alvin Ja, District 7

From:
To:
Cc:

Subject:
Date:

aj
Hood, Donna (PUC)
Major, Erica (BOS); Defend City College Alliance; Board of Supervisors, (BOS); SNA BRC; Public Lands for Public
Good; ccsfheat@gmail.com; CCSF Collective; CPC-Commissions Secretary; Laura Waxmann; JK Dineen; Roland
Li; Tim Redmonds; megan.cassidy@sfchronicle.com; Phil Matier; Joe Fitzgerald Rodriguez; Ida Mojadad; Joshua
Sabatini
CORRECTION Re: Valuation of Balboa Reservoir--Still scandalous
Thursday, June 18, 2020 6:34:22 PM

This message is from outside the City email system. Do not open links or attachments from untrusted
sources.

correction to Table to show: 16.4 ACRES (instead of 17.6 acres)
On Thursday, June 18, 2020, 06:08:26 PM PDT, aj <ajahjah@att.net> wrote:

Hi Donna,
Thank you for taking care of this submission for Item 10 of the 6/23/2020 agenda.
Best,
aj
PUC Commissioners:
The estimated valuation for the PUC Reservoir was released in documents provided
for the Planning Commission's May 28,2020 meeting.
The valuation was very well hidden. The $11.2 Million valuation was contained deep
within the 2,256-page PDF document provided to the Planning Commission.
Curiously, the valuation was not contained in any of the Executive Summaries.
There's another curious point in the 2256-page PDF document. The 2256-page PDF
contains the proposed Ordinance for the approval of the Development Agreement.
The proposed Ordinance curiously "waives" Administrative Code 23.3's requirement
for an appraisal......as being unneeded.
JUNE APPRAISAL
Apparently, 'the powers-that-be' have figured out that it would be better to have an
appraisal to justify the Reservoir Project Privatization Scam, since the estimated
valuation and the waiver of Section 23.3 had been uncovered/exposed.
The material released today (6/18) for the June 23 PUC meeting now shows that an
appraisal was just done in June--this month. This more recent valuation shows a
valuation of $11.4 Million for 16.4 acres (714,637 sq ft.) This hurry-up June appraisal
kicks up the valuation somewhat: From $14.61/sq ft. to $15.95/ Sq ft.
$15.95/ Sq ft. is still ridiculously and scandalously low. Whatever lame "community

benefits" that are touted as justification for the low price can't legitimize the giveaway
price that benefits the private for-profit developer.
FRANCISCO RESERVOIR
PUC Resolution 14-0113 (7/8/2014) authorized the sale of Francisco Reservoir to the
Park & Rec Dept. This was a sale of PUC property to another public agency.
Francisco Reservoir's 3.29 acres was sold to Rec &Park for $9.9 Million. This
equated to $69.06/sq ft in 2014.
BALBOA RESERVOIR vs. FRANCISCO RESERVOIR
Does it make any sense that a private developer would, on a price per square foot
basis, pay only 23.1% of what a public agency had to pay 6 years ago?! Can you
spell "corruption"?
CURRENT COMPARABLES
I've already documented in detail how the Reservoir Project is actually a privatization
scam. It's a Bait & Switch scam in which the marketing hype and PR diverges from
the actual terms contained in the Development Agreement. Please review those
earlier submissions.
For your convenience, I will just provide herein a comparative Table that was
contained in an earlier submission. It has been updated to reflect the newer
information contained in the 6/23 PUC meeting material.
The updated $15.95/sq ft price is still a 98% discount off the market.
I, along with many others, urge you to vote against this giveaway of Public land to the
private sector.
Do not subsidize Avalon Bay with public land and public monies.
LOCATION

PUC Reservoir (updated 6/18/2020)

PRICE
$ 11.4 Million

AREA
714,637 sq ft

PRICE/SQ FT
$ 15.95

(16.4 acres)
SFCCD Reservoir (Lee Ext, North
Street),

$ 3.8 Million

15,032 sq ft

$253.

$ 2.5 Million

4,046 sq ft

$618.

$ 10 Million

13,068 sq ft

$768.

Ceded to Reservoir Project in 2020

636 Capp Street

th

16 Street/Shotwell
( 0.30 acre)

Sincerely,
Alvin Ja, District 7

From:
To:
Cc:
Subject:
Date:

aj
Hood, Donna (PUC); Major, Erica (BOS); Board of Supervisors, (BOS)
Public Lands for Public Good; Defend City College Alliance; CCSF Collective; ccsfheat@gmail.com; SNA BRC
Another comparison: sale of Burnett parcel, PUC Res 17-0088 (4/25/2017)
Saturday, June 20, 2020 6:29:18 AM

This message is from outside the City email system. Do not open links or attachments from untrusted
sources.

PUC Commissioners:
The proposed sale price of the Reservoir to Reservoir Community Partners is highly
suspect.
In a previous submission I had presented the price per sq ft for the 2014 sale of the
Francisco Reservoir to the Recreation & Park Dept, another public agency.
Here, I provide another comparison:
PUC Resolution 17-0088 (4/25/2017) sold PUC's Block 2719C Lot 23, a 3,429-sq ft
"steep and irregularly undeveloped" parcel, located near 411 Burnett to a private
party.
An appraisal was performed by Associated Right of Way Services, Inc:
The $1,500,000 sales price is based on a 2015 appraisal report by MAI
appraiser Associated Right of Way Services (ARWS). The ARWS report
stated that the fair market value at SFPUC Parcel at $1,200,000 and the
combined SFPUC Parcel and SFPW Parcel at $1,500,000.

The PUC parcel 2719C-23 had an area of 3,429 square feet and was appraised at
$1.2 Million:
This computes to $349.96/ sq ft for a steep, irregularly shaped parcel ($1.2M / 3429
sq ft = $349.96 / sq ft).
By any reasonable measure, the valuation for the sale to the private, for-profit Avalon
Bay joint venture at $15.95 / sq ft is way out of whack.
Do not give away the Reservoir in this Privatization Scam.
Do not be a party to corruption between developers and City officials.
Sincerely,
Alvin Ja, District 7 ratepayer

From:
To:
Subject:
Date:
Attachments:

aj
Major, Erica (BOS)
Fw: Comment on Chron article: "S.F. to sell housing site at big discount."
Sunday, June 21, 2020 6:05:53 PM
Appraisal for North Street, Lee Extension.PDF

This message is from outside the City email system. Do not open links or attachments from untrusted
sources.

Subject: Comment on Chron article: "S.F. to sell housing site at big discount."

PUC Commissioners, Land & Transportation Committee, BOS:
The fact that the City & County is willing to part with the PUC at a scandalously low
price has finally hit the Chron. The Chron carried a story today on the sale price of
the Reservoir, "S.F. to sell housing site at big discount."

1. The article's "50% discount from fair market value" is but an opinion provided by
Clifford Advisory. Objectively, the discount is much larger. According to Investopia:
"In its simplest sense, fair market value (FMV) is the price that an asset would

sell for on the open market."  
On the open market, a $11.4 Million price tag would invite a feeding frenzy from
potential buyers. On the open market, the price would be bid much, much
higher than $15.95/sq ft. Even doubling it to $32/ squ ft would still be far off the
mark in the open market.
Although hidden from public view until now, a scandalously low price was in all
likelihood a 'wink, wink, nod, nod' understanding in backroom dealings from
many years ago.
2. City College is being asked to cede property for the Reservoir Project's Lee
Avenue Extension and North Street. An appraisal was performed for the transfer
which equated to $250/ sq ft. (Appraisal attached). Compare this to the PUC
Reservoir Purchase and Sale Agreement at $15.95/ sq ft.
3. The article says that 366 affordable units will cost the developers about $91.5
Million. What the article fails to inform the reader is that a Financial Feasibility
Memo conducted by Economic & Planning Systems, Inc. Reservoir Project--EPS
Feasibility Memo Profit-Loss Sheet shows that the developers expect to receive
$79.5 Million in State grants for 363 (not 366) units: $39.5M from CA Statewide
Park Program & CA Infill Infrastructure Grant Program; and $40M from CA
Multifamily Housing Program & CA Affordable Housing & Sustainable
Communities Program. What this means is that 87% of the developers share of

363 units of affordable housing will be paid for with public funds anyway!

Reservoir Project--EPS Feasibility Memo ProfitLoss Sheet
Sheet1 REVENUE (Sources) ...

4. How long will affordability last? Contrary to the deceptive advertising of
"permanent" affordablility, the Development Agreement states:
Affordability Restrictions.
(a) Each Affordable Parcel will be subject to a recorded regulatory agreement
approved
by MOHCD to maintain affordability levels for the life of the Project or fifty-seven
(57) years,

5. To make sure that this Privatization Scam goes through without too many
problems, the Development Agreement's Schedule 2-2, Schedule of Code
Waivers will bypass Administrative Code 23.3's REQUIREMENT for appraisal
review:
In recognition of the Fiscal Feasibility Report adopted by the Board of
Supervisor as
Resolution 85-18 and the depth of analysis and sophistication required to
appraise the
Project Site in connection with the sale of the Project Site, the Appraisal Review
required
by Section 23.3 is waived.
What kind of sophistry is this?! So an Appraisal Review is not needed because it's
too hard to do?! This is f......g bullshit! And in regard to the BOS Budget Analyst
Fiscal Feasibility Report, see my next item.
6. The BOS Budget Analyst's Fiscal Feasibility Report questioned ownership of the
17% "additional affordable."
The Development Agreement requires the City to pay for the 17% "additional

affordable," Yet the Development Agreement does not give ownership of the 187
"additional affordable" units or of the land to the City & County which is paying for it!
Furthermore, affordability restrictions on these unit end in 57 years!
Also, ownership of the land on which the additional 17 percent of affordable housing would
be built has not been defined. The Mayor’s Office of Housing and Community Development
(MOHCD) could potentially own the land and enter into long term ground leases with
affordable housing developers, which is the current practice of MOHCD. The Board of
Supervisors should request MOHCD to report back to the Board of Supervisors early in the
process of negotiations between the City and Reservoir Community Partners on...(b) whether
the City will own any land on which 100 percent affordable housing developments are
constructed; and (c) conformance of the additional 17 percent affordable housing units to
City policy and requirements.
7. The Reservoir Project has been effectively marketed as providing a big contribution to address our
housing crisis. However the deceptive marketing diverges from the actual terms of the Development
Agreement.

From this, it should be evident that, in reality, the public will be subsidizing the private
developer by:
Privatization of public land, which will be given up in perpetuity for a scandalous
98%-discounted price of $11.4 Million;
Instead of the marketing sweet-talk of affordablility "in perpetuity", affordability
will only be assured for 57 years.
Providing $124.2 Million in public monies ($79.5M from State and $ 124.2M
from "City's Affordable Share") to fund the cost of 550 affordable units.
Avalon Bay will be essentially be getting 550 market-rate units for free, plus
practically free land from us, the 99%.......in exchange for 363 affordable-for-57year units, for which 87% of costs will come from public funds.
Hiding the giveaway price of the PUC Reservoir until your 6/23/2020 meeting is highly
suspicious. In any transaction, isn't common sense to ask about price in the early
stages of any transaction?
The fact that price has been hidden until now points to there being a culture of
corruption in high places in SF Government. You need to recognize that the
Reservoir Project is objectively a Privatization Scam but deceptively and falsely
marketed as "market-rate subsidizing affordable." Facts should matter to you in your
deliberations, not deceptive advertising.
Don't be a party to corruption and privatization of public lands at a giveaway price.

Sincerely,
Alvin Ja, D7 ratepayer

From:
To:
Cc:
Subject:
Date:

aj
Hood, Donna (PUC); Major, Erica (BOS); Board of Supervisors, (BOS)
JK Dineen; Roland Li; tthadani@sfchronicle.com; megan.cassidy@sfchronicle.com; Joshua Sabatini; Ida Mojadad;
Laura Waxmann; Joe Fitzgerald Rodriguez; Tim Redmonds; Public Lands for Public Good; Defend City College
Alliance; CCSF Collective; ccsfheat@gmail.com; SNA BRC
Fair market value of PUC Reservoir
Monday, June 22, 2020 2:53:17 PM

This message is from outside the City email system. Do not open links or attachments from untrusted
sources.

PUC, Land & Transportation Committee, BOS:
Chron's JK Dineen wrote yesterday about selling the Reservoir at a "bargainbasement price."
The Purchase and Sale Agreement would sell the Reservoir at $15.95/ sq ft which the
Avalon Bay joint venture would own in perpetuity. You cannot even get a one-month
rental for anything at $16/ sq ft!
Clifford Advisory's appraisal of the PUC property at $11.4 Million is a concocted
valuation. A valid real estate fair market valuation (FMV) is supposed to reflect its
value on the open market. An FMV that is arrived at as a result of collusion and
collaboration is not a valid FMV.
FMV is supposed to be arrived at in an "arm's length transaction." The PSA's FMV of
$11.4 Million fails this standard.
ATTEMPTED CIRCUMVENTION OF APPRAISAL and APPRAISAL REVIEW (Adm
Code 23.3)
Indicative of the corruption and collusion in the entire Balboa Reservoir Project
process is the fact the Ordinance for the Development Agreement, as well as the
DA's own Schedule 2-2 "Waiver of Codes" call for circumventing Administrative Code
23.3's REQUIREMENT for appraisal and appraisal review.
The intent of City offficials was to sneak through the bargain-basement price without
ANY appraisal. The Clifford Advisory appraisal was commissioned only because the
scandalously low price had unexpectedly been identified by the public deep within a
2256-page PDF Planning Commission packet.
The Clifford Advisory appraisal was only comissioned in June......only a few weeks
prior to the PUC meeting. The purpose of the Clifford Advisory appraisal iwas
essentially an attempt to cover tracks.
Here, I provide you with definitions of "Fair Market Value" and "arm's length
transaction."  
Redfin:

Definition of Fair Market Value
Fair market value is the home price that a buyer and seller in an arm's-length transaction
would be willing to agree upon on the open market. For example, if a son buys a home from
his mother at an unusually low price, that price is not the fair market value because it was not
an arm's-length transaction. The mother would sell the home at a much higher price if she sold
it on the open market to an unrelated buyer.
Investopedia:

What Is an Arm's Length Transaction?
An arm's length transaction refers to a business deal in which buyers and sellers
act independently without one party influencing the other. These types of sales
assert that both parties act in their own self-interest and are not subject to
pressure from the other party; furthermore, it assures others that there is no
collusion between the buyer and seller.

If nothing else, this should ring alarms in your head about the validity of the Clifford
Advisory appraisal. Secondly, this should have you wondering why language that
bypasses both appraisal and appraisal review would appear in the DA Ordinance,
and the Development Agreement itself.
What kind of alarms?......CORRUPTION.
The main way FMV's are arrived at are via "comps." How does the Balboa
Reservoir's $15.95/ sq ft compare with:
Francisco Reservoir to Rec & Park, 2014-- $69.06/ sq ft
SFCCD Lee Extension & North Road to Reservoir Project, 2020 --$250/ sq ft
636 Capp -- asking $618/ sq ft
16th/Shotwell-- asking $768/ sq ft
Please don't join the culture of corruption in City offices. Do not approve the bargainbasement PSA.
If you're willing to sell it for cheap, sell to City College, instead. Not to a private, forprofit joint venture.
Sincerely,
Alvin Ja, D7 ratepayer

From:
To:
Subject:
Date:

Board of Supervisors, (BOS)
Major, Erica (BOS)
FW: Balboa Reservoir
Wednesday, June 24, 2020 10:34:12 AM

From: Zoe Eichen <zoellen@gmail.com>
Sent: Monday, June 22, 2020 1:51 PM
To: CPC-Commissions Secretary <commissions.secretary@sfgov.org>; Koppel, Joel (CPC)
<joel.koppel@sfgov.org>; Moore, Kathrin (CPC) <kathrin.moore@sfgov.org>; Diamond, Susan (CPC)
<sue.diamond@sfgov.org>; Fung, Frank (CPC) <frank.fung@sfgov.org>; Imperial, Theresa (CPC)
<theresa.imperial@sfgov.org>; Johnson, Milicent (CPC) <milicent.johnson@sfgov.org>;
commission@sfwater.org; Breed, Mayor London (MYR) <mayorlondonbreed@sfgov.org>; Board of
Supervisors, (BOS) <board.of.supervisors@sfgov.org>
Subject: Balboa Reservoir
This message is from outside the City email system. Do not open links or attachments from untrusted
sources.

Plans for privatizing the Balboa Reservoir land represents a willful contradiction and private

undermining of the public interest as indicated by the support of Prop A, and evidence shows
that building 1100 mostly market-rate homes on the Balboa Reservoir site will make the San
Francisco affordable housing crisis worse, and building it without making sure the pollution is
contained. Land, water, air pollution will endanger the health of the people and natural
resources that are near the construction site. This includes TWO schools, Riordan High School
and CCSF Ocean, and a local apartment complex.
The environmental impact report on the private Balboa Reservoir Project identified three
significant damaging environmental impacts that cannot be mitigated: construction noise, air
pollution, and transportation problems that will go on for as long as a decade or more,
causing health and safety issues for neighbors, children, students, and district employees, and
disrupting classroom effectiveness for both Riordan High School and CCSF, making education
even more difficult and unsupported for students.

I demand that you reserve Balboa Reservoir and keep it safe for the sake of its environment
and the people who inhabit the space nearby. At the very least, this project must be stopped
unless there is a specific plan to mitigate pollution as much as possible.

Sincerely,

Zoellen Eichen, SF resident and CCSF student

From:
To:
Cc:
Subject:
Date:

aj
Major, Erica (BOS); Board of Supervisors, (BOS); Yee, Norman (BOS)
BRCAC (ECN); SNA BRC; Public Lands for Public Good; CCSF Collective; ccsfheat@gmail.com; Safai, Ahsha
(BOS); MandelmanStaff, [BOS]; Peskin, Aaron (BOS); Stefani, Catherine (BOS); Preston, Dean (BOS); Mar,
Gordon (BOS); RonenStaff (BOS); Haney, Matt (BOS); Fewer, Sandra (BOS); Walton, Shamann (BOS)
Looking 57 years forward when affordability ends
Saturday, June 27, 2020 7:35:23 PM

This message is from outside the City email system. Do not open links or attachments from untrusted
sources.

Land & Transportation Committee, BOS, BRCAC, D7 Supervisor Yee:
The Balboa Reservvoir Development Agreement's affordability restriction expires after
57 years. 57 years is not "in perpetuity" as it had been deceptively marketed by
OEWD, Planning Dept, and Avalon-Bridge.
The situation described in the San Mateo Daily Journal article below should serve as
a warning of what lies ahead.
Foster City residents living in affordable units are encountering a crisis because of
expiration of affordability restrictions. The same will happen at the Balboa Project.  
After 57 years, the patient Reservoir developers will have hit the jackpot when they
own everything without restrictions that they bought at a giveaway price.
Don'tbe party to this Privatization Scam!
Here's the Foster City story:

Affordable rents to
expire at Foster City
apartment building
More than 70 facing massive rent increases
they say they can’t afford
By Zachary Clark Daily Journal staff

Mar 7, 2020

A Foster City apartment building’s below-market rate
program will soon expire, causing 74 renters, including
seniors with disabilities and families, to face rent increases

with some more than six times what they currently pay.
Located at 700 Bounty Drive and owned by Essex Property
Trust, the 490-unit Foster’s Landing Apartments entered
into an agreement with the city in 1986 to keep 15% of units
affordable for more than three decades. That agreement will
soon sunset.
On Dec. 31, 40 of the building’s below-market rate units will
become market-rate ones, while rents for the other 24
affordable units will become market rate over the next two
years.
While the residents aren’t being evicted from their
apartments, the enormous rent increases will mean many if
not all of them will have to relocate. They’re fearful they’ll be
forced to leave an area that has been their home for decades
and some are worried they’ll soon be homeless.
“This leaves a lot of families in a very vulnerable place,” said
Corrine Warren, whose mother has been a resident at
Foster’s Landing for 33 years. “This has caused my mom a
lot of stress. We’re not sure what to do. We don’t know
what’s going to happen.”
Residents of the below-market rate units at Foster’s Landing
currently pay in rent 30% of their monthly income. For
Warren’s mother, that comes out to $800 per month for a
two-bedroom apartment. Starting Jan. 1, she’ll have to pay
around $4,200 per month for it.
Barbara Grossetti, also a Foster’s Landing resident,
currently pays $500 a month for an apartment that by the
same time will likely cost about $3,200 per month.

“We have disabled people, people in their 90s here, families,
single parents and seniors like me living on Social Security,”
she said. “They have nowhere to go. They’ll be homeless.
“Legally [Essex] has the right to do this, but morally they
don’t,” she added. “It’s all about greed, that’s what it comes
down to. They’ll get so much money for these apartments.”
Grossetti moved into Foster’s Landing three years ago after
being on an affordable housing wait list for six years. She
said at the time she wasn’t told her below-market rate rents
will soon expire.
The tenants acknowledge Essex’s legal right to charge
market rate rents, but feel they should at least be granted
more time to find a new home.
“Since my mother has been there 33 years I think it’s fair to
give her one to three years time before the new rates begin,”
Warren said. “But even then it’d be really difficult to find
anything. I’ve called a few places and the wait list is between
five and 10 years.”
Essex only wanted to comment on the situation in a
statement. In it, Barb Pak, a senior vice president for the
company, said notifications were sent to residents over a
year ago “to provide ample time to prepare for the
transition” with follow-up notifications delivered recently.
“The city is aware of all tenants who have expiring leases
and we hope the city will help provide alternatives,” the
statement adds. Essex purchased the building and assumed
the affordable housing agreement with the city in 2014.
At a meeting Monday, Charlie Bronitsky, a former Foster

City mayor and land use lawyer, asked the current council to
discuss the situation at its next meeting and form a
committee to explore potential solutions for the tenants. The
council appeared amenable to his proposal.
Councilman Sam Hindi has already began working with the
tenants as well as the office of U.S. Rep. Jackie Speier, DSan Mateo, to see what can be done to support the tenants.
“It’s a tragedy,” he said of the tenants’ uncertain future. “The
city wants to preserve all these below-market rate units no
question about it. We need all hands on deck and I will not
leave any stone unturned to try to get safety and a roof over
the heads of our residents.”
Bronitsky said he’s only in the beginning stages of
researching what can be done to assist, but has already
concluded recently-passed state laws, including Assembly
Bill 1482, do not apply in this case. Assembly Bill 1482
created rent caps in California and went into effect in
January.
He said some are asking charitable organizations to help
with the tenants’ rent. Councilmembers are also exploring
the feasibility of placing the tenants at the top of affordable
housing lists elsewhere.
Other potential actions include the adoption of an urgency
rent control ordinance or the council could choose to
subsidize the tenant’s rents or provide relocation assistance,
among other actions. Officials are also engaging the
nonprofit community to see what can be done.
Bronitsky hopes a solution can be arrived at voluntarily and
said he’s trying to arrange meetings with Essex to do so.

Assistant City Manager Dante Hall said the city has met with
Essex representatives on multiple occasions and is still
working with them on potential solutions.
“We don’t want to say they’re not being cooperative,” he
said. “Essex is still thinking about it and we’re trying to find
out if we can bring in some partners or if we can find some
other ways to take care of families. Hopefully we find a
resolution.”
On the bright side, Hindi said no other affordable apartment
complex in the city will expire until 2050.

From:
To:
Cc:

Subject:
Date:

aj
Major, Erica (BOS); Wong, Linda (BOS); Board of Supervisors, (BOS)
Peskin, Aaron (BOS); Safai, Ahsha (BOS); Stefani, Catherine (BOS); Preston, Dean (BOS); Mar, Gordon (BOS);
RonenStaff (BOS); Haney, Matt (BOS); Yee, Norman (BOS); MandelmanStaff, [BOS]; Fewer, Sandra (BOS);
Walton, Shamann (BOS); SNA BRC; Public Lands for Public Good; Defend City College Alliance; CCSF Collective;
ccsfheat@gmail.com
BOS Budget & Legislative Analyst Report vs. Reservoir Development Agreement
Sunday, June 28, 2020 7:52:15 PM

This message is from outside the City email system. Do not open links or attachments from untrusted
sources.

Land Use and Transportation Committee, Budget & Finance Committee, BOS:
The enacting Ordinance for the Development Agreement states:
The Board of Supervisors finds that due to current exigencies, the number
of analyses of the Project that have been conducted, and the depth of analysis
and
sophistication required to appraise the Project Site, an Appraisal Review of the
Project Site is not necessary and waives the Administrative Code Section 23.3
requirement of an Appraisal Review as it relates to the Project Site.
Schedule 2-2 of the Development Agreeement states:
In recognition of the Fiscal Feasibility Report adopted by the Board of
Supervisor as
Resolution 85-18 and the depth of analysis and sophistication required to
appraise the Project Site in connection with the sale of the Project Site, the
Appraisal Review required by Section 23.3 is waived.
Resolution 85-18's Budget & Legislative Analyst's Fiscal Feasibility Report is cited to
support bypassing Appraisal Review. However, the Budget & Legislative Analyst
Report says the exact opposite. This is what the 3/9/2018 Report really says:
The price that Reservoir Community Partners will pay SFPUC to acquire the site
will be informed by a cash flow analysis that takes into account the
development’s 33 percent affordability requirement, and by an independent
appraisal and appraisal review conducted in accordance with the requirements
set out in Administrative Code Chapter 23.
RECOMMENDATION: Preparation of a rigorous, independent cash flow
analysis...to ensure that land price paid to SFPUC ...are maximized.
The Budget & Legislative Analyst Report affirmatively calls for compliance with the
requirements of Administrative Code 23.3 to protect the public interest. Instead, the
Enacting Ordinance and the Development surrenders the public interest to by gifting
public land to a private developer joint venture for dirt cheap.

Do not approve the enacting Ordinance for the Development Agreement. Do not
waive the requirement of Administrative Code 23.3 for independent, objective
Appraisal Review.
Protect the public interest. Do not be a party to a corrupt permanent giveaway of
public land at $15.95 per square feet.
Alvin Ja, D7

From:
To:
Cc:
Subject:
Date:

aj
Major, Erica (BOS); Wong, Linda (BOS); Board of Supervisors, (BOS); Yee, Norman (BOS); Low, Jen (BOS)
Phil Matier; JK Dineen; Roland Li; Laura Waxmann; Ida Mojadad; Joshua Sabatini; Joe Fitzgerald Rodriguez; Tim
Redmonds
No to a culture of corruption
Monday, June 29, 2020 11:35:29 PM

This message is from outside the City email system. Do not open links or attachments from untrusted
sources.

Land Use & Transportation Committee, Budget & Finance Committee, BOS:
As you should know by now, Planning Commission, SFMTA, and PUC have all approved the
necessary elements to facilitate the final approvals of the Balboa Reservoir Project.
You should also know by now that the Reservoir Project’s Purchase & Sales Agreement
(PSA) gives away 16.4 acres for a pittance, in the dirt-cheap amount of $11.4 Million.
You should furthermore know that the Enacting Ordinance for the Development Agreement,
as well as Schedule 2-2 of the Development Agreement itself, forego Administrative Code
23.3's appraisal requirements, which is in direct contradiction to your 2018 Budget &
Legislative Analyst Report's recommendation.
The US Attorney and FBI Press Release of 6/24/2020 (incidentally, one day following PUC's
approval of the $11.4M sale) regarding corruption in SF City government stated:
He [US Attorney David Anderson] added, “As this investigation continues, the breadth and
depth of the identified misconduct is widening. To everyone with a piece of public corruption in
San Francisco, please understand that here in federal court we will distinguish sharply between
those who cooperate and those who do not. If you love San Francisco, and regret your
misconduct, you still have an opportunity to do the right thing. Run, don’t walk, to the FBI, before
it is too late for you to cooperate.”
“Today’s announcement is part of a complex, ongoing FBI investigation into public corruption in
San Francisco city government,” said FBI’s Special Agent in Charge John F. Bennett. “This type of
unscrupulous behavior erodes trust in our municipal departments and will not be tolerated. The
FBI is committed to investigating any individual or company involved and hold them
accountable.”

Please, don't be foolish enough to be part of giving away public property for cheap in
what amounts to be a Privatization Scam.
And please, even if you have no direct involvement, take up the advice of US
Attorney Anderson to report what you know about the suspiciously low Reservoir
valuation, and the 'who, how, why' of the waiver of Administrative Code 23.3:
".....we will distinguish sharply between those who cooperate and those who do not. If you love
San Francisco, and regret your misconduct, you still have an opportunity to do the right thing.
Run, don’t walk, to the FBI, before it is too late for you to cooperate.”

Please don't be a part of a culture of corruption.

Sincerely,
Alvin Ja, D7

From:
To:
Subject:
Date:

Michael Adams
Major, Erica (BOS); Wong, Linda (BOS)
Fwd: Transit and traffic issues regarding CCSF
Saturday, July 4, 2020 12:24:19 PM

This message is from outside the City email system. Do not open links or attachments from untrusted
sources.

To:
Erica Major, clerk for Land Use & Transportation Committee
Linda Wong, clerk for Budget & Finance Committee ,
Please include the message below in the official public comment files for the Balboa Reservoir Project.
This message was sent to all Supervisors. If you have questions, please let me know.
Thank you.
Michael Adams, San Francisco voter

-----Original Message----From: Michael Adams <facilitato@aol.com>
To: Dean.Preston@sfgov.org <Dean.Preston@sfgov.org>; Sandra.Fewer@sfgov.org
<Sandra.Fewer@sfgov.org>; Matt.Haney@sfgov.org <Matt.Haney@sfgov.org>;
MandelmanStaff@sfgov.org <MandelmanStaff@sfgov.org>; Gordon.Mar@sfgov.org
<Gordon.Mar@sfgov.org>; Aaron.Peskin@sfgov.org <Aaron.Peskin@sfgov.org>;
Hillary.Ronen@sfgov.org <Hillary.Ronen@sfgov.org>; Ahsha.Safai@sfgov.org
<Ahsha.Safai@sfgov.org>; Catherine.Stefani@sfgov.org <Catherine.Stefani@sfgov.org>;
Shamann.Walton@sfgov.org <Shamann.Walton@sfgov.org>; norman.yee@sfgov.org
<norman.yee@sfgov.org>
Sent: Fri, Jul 3, 2020 7:45 pm
Subject: Transit and traffic issues regarding CCSF
Dear Supervisors,
Your role in the protection of City College access for students, faculty and staff is approaching, by way of the extremely questionable
process of privatizing the CCSF West Parking lot, otherwise known as the Balboa Reservoir, in a suspiciously favorable deal with private
developers.. Others have provided you with shortcomings of the impact studies, including traffic and transit issues. Now we have the
new reality that Muni Bus lines will be severely and permanently impacted by current conditions in all of San Francisco.
On the front page of today's 'SF Chronicle'. (July 3). On the front page is a timely and relevant article: "Most MUNI

bus lines unlikely to return"

It projects a permanent loss of 40 of 68
bus lines as people decide to use cars to enhance social distancing rather than crowd onto buses and trains. The CCSF West Parking
lot (Balboa) will be needed even more. This new existing condition is important. The most reasonable remedy is more clear than ever,
that being the transfer of the CCSF west parking lot to CCSF. Please make this happen.
Michael Adams,.voter

From:
To:
Cc:
Subject:
Date:

aj
BRCAC (ECN); Major, Erica (BOS); Wong, Linda (BOS); Board of Supervisors, (BOS); Yee, Norman (BOS); Low,
Jen (BOS)
Jon Winston; cgodinez; mikeahrens5; sunnyside.balboa.reservoir; Brigitte Davila; Peter Tham;
marktang.cac@gmail.com; jumpstreet1983; rmuehlbauer; SNA BRC
Non-conformity of Development Agreement with Principles & Parameters
Tuesday, July 7, 2020 2:26:53 PM

This message is from outside the City email system. Do not open links or attachments from untrusted
sources.

BRCAC, Land Use & Transportation Committee, Budget & Finance Committee, BOS,
Files 200422, 200423, 200635:
As the Reservoir Project approvals reach the final stages, I urge a review of how the
Development Agreement conforms with the Principles & Parameters:
Preamble:
- Transportation and Neighborhood Congestion: Traffic congestion and the
availability of street parking are already major problems facing the local community.
No development proposal is likely to garner community support if it would worsen
these conditions.
- City College: The community cares deeply about City College’s long-term health
and growth. We are especially concerned that the Balboa Reservoir development will
displace a surface parking lot currently utilized by City College students. It will be
critical for the Balboa Reservoir developer to work with City College to address
parking needs by identifying alternative parking and transportation solutions that do
not compromise students’ ability to access their education.
- Affordable Housing: Members of the CAC and the community are deeply
concerned about housing affordability. We would like to see a significant proportion of
the housing at Balboa Reservoir be affordable to a combination of low, moderate, and
middle-income people. However, housing cannot come at the cost of increased
congestion.
Principles & Parameters:
HOUSING
Principle #1: Build new housing for people at a range of income
levels. Parameters:
a. Make at least 50% of total housing units permanently affordable in perpetuity to low
(up to 55% of Area Median Income (AMI)), moderate (up to 120% of AMI), and
middleincome (up to 150% AMI) households, provided that this can be achieved while
also ensuring project feasibility and providing the economic return to SFPUC
ratepayers that is required by law.

1. Make at least 33% of total housing units permanently affordable in perpetuity to low
or moderate-income households, consistent with Proposition K (2014).
aj comment:
Contrary to "permanently affordable in perpetuity" the Development
Agreement's Exhibit D 'AFFORDABLE HOUSING PROGRAM' states:  
4. Affordability Restrictions.
(a) Each Affordable Parcel will be subject to a recorded regulatory
agreement approved by MOHCD to maintain affordability levels for the life
of the Project or fifty-seven (57) years,
A cautionary tale for people to look into the future, 57 years from now:
‘There’s nowhere to go:’ Peninsula tenants face eviction as rent control expires

‘There’s nowhere to go:’ Peninsula tenants
face eviction as rent control...
The Foster’s Landing complex has for years provided housing for
low-income families.

https://www.smdailyjournal.com/news/local/affordable-rents-to-expire-at-foster-cityapartment-building/article_198deaa8-6024-11ea-9440-33aa98e33239.html

Principle #3: Help to alleviate City’s undersupply of housing.
Parameters:
b. Create housing without compromising the quality of design or construction
or outpacing needed transportation infrastructure.
aj comment:  
The Transit Mitigation Measures in the Development Agreement has 3
elements: 1) A boarding island for the southbound 43 Masonic at Frida
Kahlo/Ocean-Geneva; 2) Signal timing changes at Ocean/Brighton with no
westbound to southbound left turns, and protected EB to NB left turn phase;3)
Signal timing changes at Ocean/Plymouth (?! shouldn't this be Lee?!!) with no

WB to SB left turns, and protected EB to NB left turn phase.
These 3 mitigation measures are token measures that are incommensurate with
transit delay that will be caused by the 1,100-unit project. The limiting factor is
the fact that the 1100-unit project will only have ingress/egress at Lee and at
one location on Kahlo Way. Tinkering with signal changes and adding a
boarding island will not be able to solve the inherent problem of the limited
roadway access to a landlocked parcel.

TRANSPORTATION
Principle #1: Manage parking availability for onsite residents while managing
parking to meet City College enrollment goals and coordinating with City
parking policies for the surrounding neighborhoods.
c. Working with City College and the City, describe an appropriate parking and
transportation demand management plan that accommodates all appropriate City
College student and employee demand at full enrollment, including access to the City
College’s future Performing Arts and Education Center. The TDM plan (including
assumptions such as data and projections) should be coordinated with City College
and consistent with recommendations in the forthcoming Balboa Area TDM Plan. If
expert analysis demonstrates that shared parking is a viable approach, explore
accommodating City College affiliates and other non-residents in shared parking
facilities (garages where the same parking spaces are utilized by residents during
non-peak hours and accessible to all others, including City College students and
employees at other times).
aj comment:
The Development Agreement does not conform with this Principle. The
Development Agreement calls for an absolute maximum of 450 spaces,
deliberately ignoring "full enrollment, including access to the...future PAEC."
The Fehr & Peers CCSF TDM & Parking Plan--which accounts for PAEC-shows " there would be unserved demand for around 980 to 1,767 parking
spaces."

PROJECT’S RELATIONSHIP TO CITY COLLEGE
Principle #3: In coordination with City College, design and implement the
project’s transportation program in such a way that also creates new
sustainable transportation opportunities for City College students, faculty, and
staff.
b. Working with City College and the City, develop an appropriate parking and TDM
strategy that accommodates City College students and employees. If expert analysis
demonstrates that shared parking is a viable approach, explore accommodating City
College affiliates and other non-residents in shared parking facilities (garages where

the same parking spaces are utilized by residents during non-peak hours and
accessible to all others, including City College students, faculty, and staff, at other
times).
aj comment:
The Development Agreement does not conform with this Principle. The
Development Agreement calls for an absolute maximum of 450 spaces. And if
nobody had been looking at the fine print, the DA would only specify 220
spaces, based on a cherry-picked figure from the Fehr Peers TDM Study. Even
the current 450 spaces deliberately ignores "full enrollment, including access
to the...future PAEC."
The Fehr & Peers CCSF TDM & Parking Plan--which does account for PAEC-shows " there would be unserved demand for around 980 to 1,767 parking
spaces."

c. Phase the project in such a way that changes to the current parking lot can occur
gradually, allowing for incremental adaptations rather than the wholesale removal of
all parking spaces at once.
aj comment:
The Development Agreement does not conform with Principle 3c. Exhibit J of
the DA, "Transportation" states:
b. Interim Parking
During the initial site-wide grading phase of construction of the Project no
publicly-available parking spaces will be provided.

Principle #4: To ensure that the Balboa Reservoir project is sensitive to City
College’s mission and operations, work with City College and its master
planning consultants to ensure that the Balboa Reservoir site plan and City
College’s forthcoming new Facilities Master Plan are well coordinated and
complementary.
b. Assume that City College’s planned Performing Arts & Education Center, designed
for City College property immediately to the east of the Balboa Reservoir site, will be
built. Working with City College and the City, describe an appropriate parking and
transportation demand management plan that accommodates access to the future
Performing Arts and Education Center (see Transportation parameter 1c).
aj comment:
The Development Agreement does not conform with this Principle. The
Development Agreement calls for an absolute maximum of 450 spaces. And if
nobody had been looking at the fine print, the DA would only specify 220
spaces, based on a cherry-picked figure from the Fehr Peers TDM Study. Even

the current 450 spaces deliberately ignores "full enrollment, including access
to the...future PAEC."
The Fehr & Peers CCSF TDM & Parking Plan--which does account for PAEC-shows " there would be unserved demand for around 980 to 1,767 parking
spaces."
--Alvin Ja

From:
To:
Subject:
Date:

Sally Winn
Major, Erica (BOS)
Save CCSF/Stop the Balboa Reservoir Project
Wednesday, July 8, 2020 10:33:50 AM

This message is from outside the City email system. Do not open links or attachments from untrusted
sources.

I'm writing to URGE you to stop the Balboa Reservoir Project. This PUBLIC land is vital to
City College of San Francisco. CCSF is a commuter school. MUNI/BART were overwhelmed
before the pandemic and now are in shambles. CCSF draws students from all over the
Bay Area who train here and either go on to SF State or stay and work in our city. We must
not lose this rich source of energy and growth. CCSF needs to expand and grow with SF. The
loss of the Reservoir will both prohibit students from attending and restrict future growth to
the college. Please, please do not let this happen. STOP the Balboa Reservoir Project and keep
public land for public use.
Thank you.
Sally Winn
CCSF faculty (retired)

From:
To:
Cc:
Subject:
Date:

aj
Major, Erica (BOS); Wong, Linda (BOS); Board of Supervisors, (BOS); Low, Jen (BOS)
SNA BRC; Public Lands for Public Good; CCSF Collective; ccsfheat@gmail.com; Defend City College Alliance
Falllacy of "developer equity and project revenues" subsidizing affordable unit
Wednesday, July 8, 2020 5:09:47 PM

This message is from outside the City email system. Do not open links or attachments from untrusted
sources.

Land Use & Transportation Committee, Budget & Finance Committee, BOS (Files
200422, 200423, 200635):
One of the key assumptions of the Balboa Reservoir Project is the concept of PublicPrivate Partnership in which market-rate housing would be subsidizing affordable
housing.
However, this assumption that the citizenry would benefit substantially from the
market-rate units helping to pay for the affordable units is not borne out by information
contained in the Economic & Planning Systems, Inc's (EPS) 5/12/2020 Fiscal
Feasibility Memo ( p. 1247 of 2256-page
PDF  https://commissions.sfplanning.org/cpcpackets/2018007883GPAPCAMAPDVA.pdf ).
Here is a simple summary drawn from the EPS Memo regarding who's actually
paying for the affordable units:
Of the 550 affordable units:
Developer pays for 234 units ($72.5 Million) = 42.5% of 550 affordable units
State of CA pays for 129 units ($40 Million) = 23.5% of 550 affordable units
City of SF pays for 187 units ($44.7 Million) = 34.0% of 550 affordable units
So, of the 550 affordable units, 316 units (57.5%) will be paid for with public funds,
and only 42.5% will be paid for from "developer equity and project revenues"!
Budget & Legislative Analyst Report, File 18-0163 (3/9/2018)
The Budget & Legislative Analyst's determination of feasibility and responsibility
rested on the assumption that, associated with the 550 market-rate units, developer
equity and revenue would subsidize 363 affordable units.
The March 2018 Budget & Legislative Analyst's Fiscal Feasibility & Responsibility
Report assumes--incorrectly-- that the developer's 363 affordable units would be
financed by "developer equity and project revenues."
This assumption is not borne out in fact, based on information contained in the
5/12/2020 EPS Memo.

"Key Points" of the Budget & Legislative Analyst Report's Executive Summary states:
Key Points
• The Balboa Reservoir is a 17-acre site adjacent to San Francisco City College
....The development is approximately 1,100 housing units, of which 50 percent
would be market rate and 33 percent would be affordable to low- and moderateincome households, funded by developer equity and project revenues. The
remaining 17 percent of housing units would be affordable housing, funded by
City and other sources not yet identified.
Information provided by the 5/12/2020 EPS Memo shows that the assumption that the
developer's 363 affordable units will not really be funded fully by developer equity
and revenue. The reality is that the developer is expecting its 363 affordable units to
be subsidized substantially with public funding.
The EPS Memo estimates that its 363 affordable units to cost $112.5 Million.
Of the $112.5 Million cost, the developer expects to pay $72.5 Million, and State
grants to pay $40.0 Million. In other words, instead of the market-rate units
subsidizing 363 units, the State of California will be subsidizing 36% of the
developer's responsibility for 363 affordable units.
Of the 550 affordable units:
Developer pays for 234 units ($72.5 Million) = 42.5% of 550 affordable units @
$310K/ unit
State of CA pays for 129 units ($40 Million) = 23.5% of 550 affordable units @
$310K/ unit
City of SF pays for 187 units ($44.7 Million) = 34.0% of 550 affordable units @
$239K/ unit
The Reservoir Project's reliance on $40 Million in public funds to subsidize the
developer's 363 units invalidates the the 3/2018 Budget Analyst determination
because the Report's assumption of "developer equity and project revuenues" is
untrue.
Do not approve the Reservoir Project.  
Do not facilitate this Privatization Scam.
Sincerely,
Alvin Ja, District 7

From:
To:
Cc:
Subject:
Date:

aj
Major, Erica (BOS)
Peskin, Aaron (BOS); Safai, Ahsha (BOS); Stefani, Catherine (BOS); Preston, Dean (BOS); Mar, Gordon (BOS);
RonenStaff (BOS); Haney, Matt (BOS); Yee, Norman (BOS); MandelmanStaff, [BOS]; Fewer, Sandra (BOS);
Walton, Shamann (BOS)
CORRECTED NUMBERS FOR "Fallacy of "developer equity and project revenues" subsidizing affordable units"
Thursday, July 9, 2020 5:50:45 PM

This message is from outside the City email system. Do not open links or attachments from untrusted
sources.

Hi Erica,
I goofed on my previous submission. Here's the corrected version.
Sorry for the inconvenience!
--aj
Supervisors:
Here are corrected numbers for my 7/8/2020 submission of "Fallacy of 'developer
equity and project revenues' subsidizing affordable units."
I had omitted `$39.5 Million of CA funds that is expected to subsidize the developer's
363 affordable units. The $39.5M will come from CA Statewide Park Program and
CA Infill Infrastructure Grant Program.
The corrected numbers show the following breakdown:
Of the 550 affordable units:
Developer pays for 106 units ($72.5M- $39.5M= $33.0 Million) = 19.3% of 550
affordable units
State of CA pays for 257 units ($79.5 Million) = 46.7% of 550 affordable units
City of SF pays for 187 units ($44.7 Million) = 34.0% of 550 affordable units
Sorry for the error!
--aj
*******************************************************
Land Use & Transportation Committee, Budget & Finance Committee, BOS (Files
200422, 200423, 200635):
One of the key assumptions of the Balboa Reservoir Project is the concept of PublicPrivate Partnership in which market-rate housing would be subsidizing affordable

housing.
However, this assumption that the citizenry would benefit substantially from the
market-rate units helping to pay for the affordable units is not borne out by information
contained in the Economic & Planning Systems, Inc's (EPS) 5/12/2020 Fiscal
Feasibility Memo ( p. 1247 of 2256-page PDF  https://commissions.
sfplanning.org/cpcpackets/ 2018-007883GPAPCAMAPDVA.pdf ).
Here is a simple summary drawn from the EPS Memo regarding who's actually
paying for the affordable units:
Of the 550 affordable units:
Developer pays for 106 units ($72.5M- $39.5M= $33.0 Million) = 19.3% of 550
affordable units
State of CA pays for 257 units ($79.5 Million) = 46.7% of 550 affordable units
City of SF pays for 187 units ($44.7 Million) = 34.0% of 550 affordable units
So, of the 550 affordable units, 444 units (80.7%) will be paid for with public funds,
and only 19.3% will be paid for from "developer equity and project revenues"!
Budget & Legislative Analyst Report, File 18-0163 (3/9/2018)
The Budget & Legislative Analyst's determination of feasibility and responsibility
rested on the assumption that, associated with the 550 market-rate units, developer
equity and revenue would subsidize 363 affordable units.
The March 2018 Budget & Legislative Analyst's Fiscal Feasibility & Responsibility
Report assumes--incorrectly-- that the developer's 363 affordable units would be
financed by "developer equity and project revenues."
This assumption is not borne out in fact, based on information contained in the
5/12/2020 EPS Memo.
"Key Points" of the Budget & Legislative Analyst Report's Executive Summary states:
Key Points
• The Balboa Reservoir is a 17-acre site adjacent to San Francisco City College
....The development is approximately 1,100 housing units, of which 50 percent
would be market rate and 33 percent would be affordable to low- and moderateincome households, funded by developer equity and project revenues. The
remaining 17 percent of housing units would be affordable housing, funded by
City and other sources not yet identified.
Information provided by the 5/12/2020 EPS Memo shows that the assumption that the
developer's 363 affordable units will not really be funded fully by developer equity
and revenue. The reality is that the developer is expecting its 363 affordable units to
be subsidized substantially with public funding.

The EPS Memo estimates that its 363 affordable units to cost $112.5 Million.
Of the $112.5 Million cost, the developer expects to pay $33.0 Million ($72.5M less
$39.5M from CA Statewide Park Program & CA Infill Infrastructure Program) ,
and for (MHP & AHSC) State grants to pay $40.0 Million.
In other words, instead of the market-rate units subsidizing 363 units, the State of
California will be subsidizing 70.7% of the developer's responsibility for 363 affordable
units.
Of the 550 affordable units:
Developer pays for 106 units ($33.0 Million) = 19.3% of 550 affordable units @
$310K/ unit
State of CA pays for 257 units ($79.5 Million) = 46.7% of 550 affordable units
@ $310K/ unit
City of SF pays for 187 units ($44.7 Million) = 34.0% of 550 affordable units @
$239K/ unit
The Reservoir Project's reliance on $79.5 Million in public funds to subsidize 70.7%
of the developer's 363 units invalidates the 3/2018 Budget Analyst determination of
fiscal feasibility and responsibility because the Report's assumption of "developer
equity and project revuenues" is untrue.
Do not approve the Reservoir Project.  
Do not facilitate this Privatization Scam.
Sincerely,
Alvin Ja, District 7

From:
To:
Cc:
Subject:
Date:

aj
Major, Erica (BOS); Board of Supervisors, (BOS)
Peskin, Aaron (BOS); Preston, Dean (BOS); Safai, Ahsha (BOS)
Files 200422, 200635: Fallacy of market-rate housing subsidizing affordable units
Sunday, July 12, 2020 10:54:22 PM

This message is from outside the City email system. Do not open links or attachments from untrusted
sources.

Land Use & Transportation Committee:
The 3/15/2018 Budget & Legislative Analyst Report (File 18-0163) on the Reservoir
Project specified a Key Point. The Report's finding of feasibility and responsibility
rested on a Key Point which was: "33 percent would be affordable to low- and
moderate-income households, funded by developer equity and project revenues."
The Reservoir Project has been very successfully marketed as 'market-rate units
subsidizing affordable units'.  But this representation is not borne out in fact.
The propaganda has been so successful that just about everybody thinks that the
developers will be gifting us with 50% affordable. This PR is false advertising/
propaganda.
The actual funding for the affordable units will be coming mainly from public sources,
NOT from private equity.
Here's the unit breakdown for the 550 affordable units, for which the developer is
supposed to be responsible for 363. The 363 developer's share of affordable units
will be subsidized with $79.5 M of State funds. This breakdown is sourced from the
Reservoir Project's own documents:

Contrary to the marketing hype of market-rate housing subsidizing affordable, the
exact opposite is the truth:
THE PUBLIC WILL BE SUBSIDIZING THE MARKET-RATE UNITS.
Furthermore, 57 years down the line, even though 444 units will have been funded
from public sources, all 550 could go market-rate....... and the Project will be owned
free and clear by the developer.
Please do not enable this Privatization Scam.
Sincerely,
Alvin Ja, D7

From:
To:
Subject:
Date:

Dina L Wilson
Major, Erica (BOS)
Oppose the Balboa Reservoir Project!
Thursday, July 16, 2020 6:37:00 PM

This message is from outside the City email system. Do not open links or attachments from untrusted
sources.

Dear Ms. Major,
I am writing to ask you to oppose the Balboa Reservoir Project which you will soon be
voting on.
The City is about to sell the Balboa Reservoir, which is public land, to a corporate
housing developer whose CEO makes $10M/year. The developer claims that by
building 550 market rate units it will be able to subsidize an additional 550
affordable, or below market rate units. In reality, it is mainly city and state funds that
will subsidize the affordable units.
The housing crisis in San Francisco is an affordable housing crisis. This Project, built
on public land, should be a 100% truly affordable development.
Even worse, the City is selling the land at a deep discount to this private developer,
subsidizing a wealthy corporation with tax payer’s dollars. It’s a sweetheart deal,
corporate welfare at its worst and should not be tolerated.
An additional concern is that by building separate market rate and affordable units,
the Project results in a development that creates de facto segregation. This is
inconsistent with San Francisco’s inclusionary housing policy, which mandates that
affordable and market rate units should all be under the same roof, creating a diverse
housing community. In addition the open space will be controlled by members of the
Home Owners Association who are mainly the owners of market rate, not affordable,
units.  
This project will also cause irreparable harm to City College of San Francisco. The
Balboa Reservoir land has been used by CCSF for decades. Currently it provides
commuter students, staff, and faculty access to CCSF with essential parking. Loss of
this parking, without first ensuring other viable transportation options, will make it
difficult, if not impossible, for many of the low income students and students of color
to access the campus and get the education and professional training they need.
This is a city-wide issue. We need a City government that fights for housing justice
and education.
Please oppose this project. Say No to Corporate Welfare – Yes to CCSF.

Sincerely,
Dina Wilson
ESL Instructor
Mission Campus
City College of San Francisco - Ohlone Territory
(415) 652-1390
pronouns: she/her/hers

From:
To:
Subject:
Date:

Catherine Zabelin
Major, Erica (BOS); Board of Supervisors, (BOS); dgonzales@ccsf.edu
Oppose the Balboa Reservoir Project: No to Corporate Welfare – Yes to CCSF
Thursday, July 16, 2020 6:04:50 PM

This message is from outside the City email system. Do not open links or attachments from untrusted
sources.

I am writing to ask you to oppose the Balboa Reservoir Project which you will soon
be voting on.
The City is about to sell the Balboa Reservoir, which is public land, to a corporate
housing developer whose CEO makes $10M/year. The developer claims that by
building 550 market rate units it will be able to subsidize an additional 550
affordable, or below market rate units. In reality, it is mainly city and state funds
that will subsidize the affordable units.
The housing crisis in San Francisco is an affordable housing crisis. This Project,
built on public land, should be a 100% truly affordable development.
Even worse, the City is selling the land at a deep discount to this private developer,
subsidizing a wealthy corporation with tax payer’s dollars. It’s a sweetheart deal,
corporate welfare at its worst and should not be tolerated.
An additional concern is that by building separate market rate and affordable units,
the Project results in a development that creates de facto segregation. This is
inconsistent with San Francisco’s inclusionary housing policy, which mandates that
affordable and market rate units should all be under the same roof, creating a
diverse housing community. In addition the open space will be controlled by
members of the Home Owners Association who are mainly the owners of market
rate, not affordable, units.  
This project will also cause irreparable harm to City College of San Francisco. The
Balboa Reservoir land has been used by CCSF for decades. Currently it provides
commuter students, staff, and faculty access to CCSF with essential parking. Loss of
this parking, without first ensuring other viable transportation options, will make it
difficult, if not impossible, for many of the low income students and students of
color to access the campus and get the education and professional training they
need.
This is a city-wide issue. We need a City government that fights for housing justice
and education.
Please oppose this project. Say No to Corporate Welfare – Yes to CCSF.
Sincerely,
Dr. Catherine Zabelin, DC

From:
To:
Cc:
Subject:
Date:
Attachments:

r and k
Peskin, Aaron (BOS); Safai, Ahsha (BOS); Preston, Dean (BOS); Major, Erica (BOS)
Yee, Norman (BOS); Low, Jen (BOS)
In support: Balboa Reservoir Project 200422 (SUD) and 200635 (General Plan) Sunday, July 19, 2020 9:09:23 PM
BOS Land Use 7-19-2020.pdf

This message is from outside the City email system. Do not open links or attachments from untrusted sources.

I am writing to comment on the Balboa Reservoir Project. I have also included some thoughts on transportation
improvements:
Overall Project and Density: I applaud the design of this greenhouse neutral development. I started this process in
December 2014 with the opinion, based on previous plans presented by developers over the years, that even 500
units were too many for this space casting the dissenting vote as the Vice-Chair of the Community Advisory
Committee on the Principles and Parameters in support of my neighbors and my neighborhood, Westwood Park.
However, consistent with my activities in the broader neighborhood and in recognition of the changing economic
and housing situations, I believe that a well-designed project with density and 50% low income housing will benefit
our broader community and neighborhoods, City College and the City.
Our communities desperately need many of the amenities that are a part of the development design including parks
and open space, housing for teachers, students and families, community space and a gateway to City College and
public transportation.
This project will also bring much needed year-round foot traffic to the Ocean Avenue Retail District.
A.    Bicycle and pedestrian access at San Ramon Paseo are essential:
1)    To provide safe entry parallel to Ocean Avenue into the new development and the amenities specifically parks,
childcare, walking trails and bike paths as well as easy access to City College and the Muni transit center on Frida
Kahlo Way.
2)    To allow Westwood Park residents and other neighbors direct and easy access to the same amenities that will be
available in the new development.
3)    To fully and seamlessly integrate this new neighborhood into the general community.
B.    Multi-Generational Accessibility: Creating peaceful spaces where people can gather and watch kids play, get
together to have a conversation or just sit and read should be incorporated into housing designed with benches,
lighting, stoops with accessible ramps and community “nooks.”
C.    Community Gateway: The concept that the Unity Plaza Design Committee had was that the Plaza would be a
gateway and to that end joining the Plaza to this new community via the PUC access area is very important and it
seems to me to be achievable.
D.    Hazards: In addition to the comments and recommendations regarding designs, building materials and colors
that take into consideration our general environment which includes strong ocean winds, fog, humidity that
encourages mold, I would also like to point out the grime from heavy street traffic and pigeons. The area along
Ocean Avenue has had a history of flooding and recommend that wherever possible permeable pavers or like
materials be incorporated in the design and building materials.
E.    Community Advisory Committee: I wish to thank the Balboa Reservoir Community Advisory Committee for
their due diligence in making this such an effective forum and support the continuation of this Committee in
monitoring the project as it moves to the next steps.
F.    Comment on Transportation, Bicycle and Pedestrian Safety and other Needed Improvements:

Transportation: 1) Underground the K; 2) Increase frequency (decrease headway) of bus and streetcar lines serving
City College; 3) Create the K and T as independent lines with the K based at Metro and T based at Metro East; 4)
Re-route the T to link to Balboa Park station from the Sunnydale terminus; and 5) create an independent localized
shuttle line.
Pedestrian and Bicycle: 1) Remove berm from the Wellness Center to Frida Kahlo Way to widen the road, create a
bicycle lane, wider pedestrian walkway and smooth freeway egress; 2) Create pedestrian only all way crossing
times; 3) Utilize Paseo San Ramon as safe entry parallel to Ocean Avenue into the new development and the
amenities specifically parks, childcare, walking trails and bike paths as well as easy access to City College and the
Muni transit center on Frida Kahlo Way.
By way of reference, I am a resident of Westwood Park (42+ years) and active in the
community. I am currently a member of the Ocean Avenue Association Street Life and
Business Improvement Committees, the OMI Cultural Participation Project, and other organizations supporting the
Ocean Avenue/Ingleside neighborhoods, Arts and Culture District and retail corridor. I am a former member of the
Westwood Park Association Board of Directors (President 2009-2016), and Balboa Reservoir Community Advisory
Board (Vice Chair 2015-2016) and member of the Mercy Housing and Unity Plaza Design Committees.
Sincerely,
Kate Favetti
C:    Supervisor Norman Yee, President
        Jen Low, Legislative Aide

From:
To:
Cc:
Subject:
Date:

Steve Marzo
Major, Erica (BOS); Peskin, Aaron (BOS); Safai, Ahsha (BOS)
Yee, Norman (BOS); Low, Jen (BOS)
Balboa Reservoir Project Case #s: 200423 (Development Agreement) and 200740 (Purchase and Sale
Agreement)
Saturday, July 18, 2020 10:43:36 PM

This message is from outside the City email system. Do not open links or attachments from untrusted
sources.

To:
City and County of San Francisco Board of Supervisors Land Use and Transportation
Committee
Re:

Balboa Reservoir Project Case #s: 200422 (SUD) and 200635 (General Plan)

Sent via e-mail to:
Assistant Clerk at Erica.Major@sfgov.org
Committee Chair at aaron.peskin@sfgov.org and Vice-Chair at ahsha.safai@sfgov.org
Board Chair at norman.yee@sfgov.org and jen.low@sfgov.org
Dear Supervisors Peskin, Safai, and Preston:
My name is Steve Marzo and I live in the Ingleside neighborhood. I have been participating in the
community planning process for the Balboa Reservoir and am writing in support of the development
proposal being reviewed by the Land Use Committee on July 27, 2020.
Affordable Housing and Family Friendly Amenities
Given our City’s dire housing crisis and the lack of affordable housing, I support the City’s efforts to
provide new housing opportunities for San Franciscans, especially when the new homes are built in
places with good transportation access and existing services. The best combination would be new
affordable housing for families located near family-friendly amenities, like playgrounds, parks, and
child care centers.
The Reservoir Partners development proposal of 1,100 homes includes 550 affordable homes for
people earning between 30% and 120% area median income (AMI). These affordable rental homes
sized for working families will be built by San Francisco-based non-profits BRIDGE Housing and
Mission Housing, along with a handful of for-sale affordable homes built by Habitat For Humanity.
One of these rental buildings with approximately 150 apartments will offer prioritized housing for
City College educators and staff earning between 80%-120% AMI with a secondary preference for SF
Unified School District educators and staff. As with the market-rate apartments being built
concurrently, all of these households will have access to the new neighborhood park, dog play areas,
and the on-site child-care center that create a strong family friendly environment for future
residents and all existing neighbors.
The new Reservoir Child Care Center, located at the Brighton Paseo entrance to the Reservoir from
Ocean Avenue, will offer 100 spaces for children living either in the new Reservoir homes and from
the surrounding neighborhoods. Importantly, up to half of the childcare spaces will be offered at
subsidized rates for low-income families. The design of the outdoor space dedicated as part of the
child care center and the easy drop-off and pick-up access within the Reservoir and from the
adjacent neighborhoods make the new childcare center a very valuable addition to the
neighborhood.
The new Reservoir Community Park, located at the heart of the Balboa Reservoir, includes 2 acres

of programmed areas and open space plantings all connected via nicely landscaped pathways to the
other smaller open spaces throughout the Reservoir. The park includes active playground and grassy
areas for children’s play along with a gazebo and benches for more passive relaxation. California
native plants and other non-water intensive vegetation will be chosen for the larger natural planted
areas and as borders for the pathways throughout the property. Multiple dog play areas will be
available at different locations on the Reservoir for easy access to the existing neighbors from
Sunnyside, Ingleside and Westwood Park along with the new residents.
Transit/Car Alternatives
Living in San Francisco, we have an opportunity to reduce our reliance on automobiles in order to
reduce greenhouse gas emissions, slow global warming, and reduce automobile congestion in our
neighborhoods. This can only be done by encouraging residents to use car-alternatives for getting
around our City, whether by walking, biking, and using public transit and minimizing private auto
trips. The Reservoir Partners development proposal of 1,100 homes is designed to provide new
residents access to modes of transportation that will reduce residents’ reliance on cars. The
multiple direct pedestrian connections to Ocean Avenue and transit, the new protected bike lanes,
bike share docking stations, and bicycle parking all allow people to get around the neighborhood
without a car. Car share parking pods and memberships will provide residents with auto options,
but along with the unbundled parking associated with the apartments, will help decrease car
ownership rates.
In terms of neighborhood transit improvements, the Reservoir development’s lengthy planning
process and the development’s contribution of approximately $10mil for Transportation
Sustainability Fees is spurring improvements along Ocean Avenue planned by SFMTA, the Planning
Department, and CCSF. As described in their 4/27/20 Community Advisory Committee presentation,
SFMTA is proposing to improve the safety and usability of the Geneva/Ocean Avenue intersection as
well as west along Ocean Avenue and to reduce delays along the K, 43, and 29 MUNI lines. CCSF is
working with the City to significantly increase the width of the sidewalk along the campus frontage
from Frida Kahlo Way east towards the BART and MUNI stations. All of these improvements, and
more, will help support the City’s Vision Zero plan for Ocean Avenue, making it safer for Ocean
Avenue’s pedestrians, transit riders, and car drivers, neighbors and shoppers alike.
Small business and Commercial support
The Reservoir Partners development proposal of 1,100 homes literally at Ocean Avenue’s doorstep
has been designed to connect the new residents to retail and services along Ocean Avenue without
creating commercial space that would be in competition with the small businesses along Ocean
Avenue. In fact, the development has been designed to specially complement the existing and
future Ocean Avenue businesses. The walking paths designed along Lee, Brighton, and the Ingleside
Library will connect Reservoir residents directly to Ocean Avenue while also enabling neighbors,
employees and pedestrians easy access from Ocean Avenue to the Reservoir’s new neighborhood
park, dog walking areas, and other open spaces located directly behind Whole Foods. During this
time of sheltering-in-place, business stress and future economic uncertainty, the Balboa Reservoir
development provides the support of thousands of new customers living in the 1,100 new homes
that will be vital to stabilizing all of the small businesses along Ocean Avenue and helping the
neighborhood thrive long into the future.
Sincerely,
Steve Marzo
Ingleside Resident

From:
To:
Subject:
Date:

esleve@yahoo.com
Major, Erica (BOS)
Oppose the Balboa Reservoir Project: No to Corporate Welfare – Yes to CCSF
Sunday, July 19, 2020 11:34:09 AM

This message is from outside the City email system. Do not open links or attachments from untrusted
sources.

I am writing to ask you to oppose the Balboa Reservoir Project which you will soon be
voting on.
The City is about to sell the Balboa Reservoir, which is public land, to a corporate
housing developer whose CEO makes $10M/year. The developer claims that by
building 550 market rate units it will be able to subsidize an additional 550
affordable, or below market rate units. In reality, it is mainly city and state funds that
will subsidize the affordable units.
The housing crisis in San Francisco is an affordable housing crisis. This Project, built
on public land, should be a 100% truly affordable development.
Even worse, the City is selling the land at a deep discount to this private developer,
subsidizing a wealthy corporation with tax payer’s dollars. It’s a sweetheart deal,
corporate welfare at its worst and should not be tolerated.
An additional concern is that by building separate market rate and affordable units,
the Project results in a development that creates de facto segregation. This is
inconsistent with San Francisco’s inclusionary housing policy, which mandates that
affordable and market rate units should all be under the same roof, creating a diverse
housing community. In addition the open space will be controlled by members of the
Home Owners Association who are mainly the owners of market rate, not affordable,
units.  
This project will also cause irreparable harm to City College of San Francisco. The
Balboa Reservoir land has been used by CCSF for decades. Currently it provides
commuter students, staff, and faculty access to CCSF with essential parking. Loss of
this parking, without first ensuring other viable transportation options, will make it
difficult, if not impossible, for many of the low income students and students of color
to access the campus and get the education and professional training they need.
This is a city-wide issue. We need a City government that fights for housing justice
and education.
Please oppose this project. Say No to Corporate Welfare – Yes to CCSF.
Sincerely,
Eve
San Francisco Balboa reservoir area resident and voter

Talking points
The Balboa Reservoir Project is unacceptable for many reasons:
It allows the sale of San Francisco’s largest pieces of public land to a private, forprofit developer for market-rate housing. This public land that should be used
only for 100% affordable housing;
It sells this public land to the for-profit developer at a deep discount, thereby
subsidizing and enriching a corporation with tax-payer’s dollars;
It creates a development that segregates wealthy residents from those living in
lower-income, affordable housing;
It causes significant impacts on transportation, noise, and air quality that
cannot be mitigated;
It gentrifies one of the last affordable neighborhoods in San Francisco;
It failed to adequately consider the impacts of the project on City College of San
Francisco;
It eliminates hundreds of parking spaces at CCSF that students rely on to access
the school, making it impossible for many CCSF students to attend classes;
It fails to improve public transit students need to easily get to school, especially
since parking will be significantly reduced;
It will disproportionately impact low income students and students of color, the
majority of CCSF’s student body, who are squeezing in classes between family
and job obligations, and need to drive to school;
It creates an over-sized, dense housing development right across the street from
CCSF and adjoining a neighborhood of single-family homes. It is out of scale
with the surrounding community, and shoehorns thousands of people into a few
acres of land with very little open space.
It disregards the overwhelming support for Prop A ($845 M Bond for CCSF),
shows SF voters desire the development and expansion of CCSF. The Balboa
Reservoir is critical for CCSF’s growth. Privatizing this land it contradicts and
undermines the public interest.

From:
To:
Subject:
Date:

Brendan D
Major, Erica (BOS)
Balboa Reservoir Project Case #s: 200422 (SUD), 200635 (General Plan), 200423 (Development Agreement) and
200740 (Purchase and Sale Agreement)
Monday, July 20, 2020 7:28:26 AM

This message is from outside the City email system. Do not open links or attachments from untrusted sources.

Erica Major,
My name is Brendan D and I live in the West Portal neighborhood. I have been participating in
the community planning process for the Balboa Reservoir and am writing in support of the
development proposal being reviewed by the Land Use Committee and on July 27, 2020 and
Budget and Finance Committee on July 29, 2020.
Given our City’s dire housing crisis and the lack of affordable housing, I support the City’s
efforts to provide new housing opportunities for San Franciscans, especially when the new
homes are built in places with good transportation access and existing services. The best
combination would be new affordable housing for families located near family-friendly
amenities, like playgrounds, parks, and child care centers.
The Reservoir Partners development proposal of 1,100 homes includes 550 affordable homes
for people earning between 30% and 120% area median income (AMI). These affordable
rental homes sized for working families will be built by San Francisco-based non-profits
BRIDGE Housing and Mission Housing, along with a handful of for-sale affordable homes built
by Habitat For Humanity. One of these rental buildings with approximately 150 apartments will
offer prioritized housing for City College educators and staff earning between 80%-120% AMI
with a secondary preference for SF Unified School District educators and staff. As with the
market-rate apartments being built concurrently, all of these households will have access to
the new neighborhood park, dog play areas, and the on-site child-care center that create a
strong family friendly environment for future residents and all existing neighbors. Please
support this project.
Brendan D
bwendan@gmail.com
2430 16th Ave
San Francisco, California 94116

From:
To:
Subject:
Date:

Marty Cerles Jr
Major, Erica (BOS)
Balboa Reservoir Project Case #s: 200422 (SUD), 200635 (General Plan), 200423 (Development Agreement) and
200740 (Purchase and Sale Agreement)
Monday, July 20, 2020 7:42:01 AM

This message is from outside the City email system. Do not open links or attachments from untrusted sources.

Erica Major,
My name is Marty Cerles and I live in the Lower Pac Heights neighborhood. I have been
participating in the community planning process for the Balboa Reservoir and am writing in
support of the development proposal being reviewed by the Land Use Committee and on July
27, 2020 and Budget and Finance Committee on July 29, 2020.
Living in San Francisco, we have an opportunity to reduce our reliance on automobiles in
order to reduce greenhouse gas emissions, slow global warming, and reduce automobile
congestion in our neighborhoods. This can only be done by encouraging residents to use caralternatives for getting around our City, whether by walking, biking, and using public transit
and minimizing private auto trips. The Reservoir Partners development proposal of 1,100
homes is designed to provide new residents access to modes of transportation that will reduce
residents’ reliance on cars. The multiple direct pedestrian connections to Ocean Avenue and
transit, the new protected bike lanes, bike share docking stations, and bicycle parking all allow
people to get around the neighborhood without a car. Car share parking pods and
memberships will provide residents with auto options, but along with the unbundled parking
associated with the apartments, will help decrease car ownership rates.
In terms of neighborhood transit improvements, the Reservoir development’s lengthy planning
process and the development’s contribution of approximately $10mil for Transportation
Sustainability Fees is spurring improvements along Ocean Avenue planned by SFMTA, the
Planning Department, and CCSF. As described in their 4/27/20 Community Advisory
Committee presentation, SFMTA is proposing to improve the safety and usability of the
Geneva/Ocean Avenue intersection as well as west along Ocean Avenue and to reduce
delays along the K, 43, and 29 MUNI lines. CCSF is working with the City to significantly
increase the width of the sidewalk along the campus frontage from Frida Kahlo Way east
towards the BART and MUNI stations. All of these improvements, and more, will help support
the City’s Vision Zero plan for Ocean Avenue, making it safer for Ocean Avenue’s pedestrians,
transit riders, and car drivers, neighbors and shoppers alike. Please support this project.
Marty Cerles Jr
martycerles@gmail.com
2890 California St
San Francisco, California 94115

From:
To:
Subject:
Date:

Serena McNair
Major, Erica (BOS)
Balboa Reservoir Project Case #s: 200422 (SUD), 200635 (General Plan), 200423 (Development Agreement) and
200740 (Purchase and Sale Agreement)
Monday, July 20, 2020 7:44:03 AM

This message is from outside the City email system. Do not open links or attachments from untrusted sources.

Erica Major,
My name is Serena McNair and I live in Parkmerced. I have been participating in the
community planning process for the Balboa Reservoir and am writing in support of the
development proposal being reviewed by the Land Use Committee and on July 27, 2020 and
Budget and Finance Committee on July 29, 2020.
Living in San Francisco, we have an opportunity to reduce our reliance on automobiles in
order to reduce greenhouse gas emissions, slow global warming, and reduce automobile
congestion in our neighborhoods. This can only be done by encouraging residents to use caralternatives for getting around our City, whether by walking, biking, and using public transit
and minimizing private auto trips. The Reservoir Partners development proposal of 1,100
homes is designed to provide new residents access to modes of transportation that will reduce
residents’ reliance on cars. The multiple direct pedestrian connections to Ocean Avenue and
transit, the new protected bike lanes, bike share docking stations, and bicycle parking all allow
people to get around the neighborhood without a car. Car share parking pods and
memberships will provide residents with auto options, but along with the unbundled parking
associated with the apartments, will help decrease car ownership rates.
In terms of neighborhood transit improvements, the Reservoir development’s lengthy planning
process and the development’s contribution of approximately $10mil for Transportation
Sustainability Fees is spurring improvements along Ocean Avenue planned by SFMTA, the
Planning Department, and CCSF. As described in their 4/27/20 Community Advisory
Committee presentation, SFMTA is proposing to improve the safety and usability of the
Geneva/Ocean Avenue intersection as well as west along Ocean Avenue and to reduce
delays along the K, 43, and 29 MUNI lines. CCSF is working with the City to significantly
increase the width of the sidewalk along the campus frontage from Frida Kahlo Way east
towards the BART and MUNI stations. All of these improvements, and more, will help support
the City’s Vision Zero plan for Ocean Avenue, making it safer for Ocean Avenue’s pedestrians,
transit riders, and car drivers, neighbors and shoppers alike. Please support this project.
Serena McNair
ravenxwriter@gmail.com
94132
San Francisco, California 94132

From:
To:
Subject:
Date:

Sarah Boudreau
Major, Erica (BOS)
Balboa Reservoir Project Case #s: 200422 (SUD), 200635 (General Plan), 200423 (Development Agreement) and
200740 (Purchase and Sale Agreement)
Monday, July 20, 2020 7:44:41 AM

This message is from outside the City email system. Do not open links or attachments from untrusted sources.

Erica Major,
My name is Sarah and I live in Cow Hollow. I have been participating in the community
planning process for the Balboa Reservoir and am writing in support of the development
proposal being reviewed by the Land Use Committee and on July 27, 2020 and Budget and
Finance Committee on July 29, 2020.
The Reservoir Partners development proposal of 1,100 homes literally at Ocean Avenue’s
doorstep has been designed to connect the new residents to retail and services along Ocean
Avenue without creating commercial space that would be in competition with the small
businesses along Ocean Avenue. In fact, the development has been designed to specially
complement the existing and future Ocean Avenue businesses. The walking paths designed
along Lee, Brighton, and the Ingleside Library will connect Reservoir residents directly to
Ocean Avenue while also enabling neighbors, employees and pedestrians easy access from
Ocean Avenue to the Reservoir’s new neighborhood park, dog walking areas, and other open
spaces located directly behind Whole Foods. During this time of sheltering-in-place, business
stress and future economic uncertainty, the Balboa Reservoir development provides the
support of thousands of new customers living in the 1,100 new homes that will be vital to
stabilizing all of the small businesses along Ocean Avenue and helping the neighborhood
thrive long into the future.
Please approve the project without delay so that our city can get going on building this
carefully-planned and much-needed housing.
Sarah Boudreau
boudreau.sarah.m@gmail.com
1520 Greenwich Street, Apartment 11
San Francisco, California 94123

From:
To:
Subject:
Date:

Renne Arias
Major, Erica (BOS)
Balboa Reservoir Project Case #s: 200422 (SUD), 200635 (General Plan), 200423 (Development Agreement) and
200740 (Purchase and Sale Agreement)
Monday, July 20, 2020 8:05:09 AM

This message is from outside the City email system. Do not open links or attachments from untrusted sources.

Erica Major,
My name is Renne Arias and I live in the Ingleside neighborhood. I have been participating in
the community planning process for the Balboa Reservoir and am writing in support of the
development proposal being reviewed by the Land Use Committee and on July 27, 2020 and
Budget and Finance Committee on July 29, 2020.
Given our City’s dire housing crisis and the lack of affordable housing, I support the City’s
efforts to provide new housing opportunities for San Franciscans, especially when the new
homes are built in places with good transportation access and existing services. The best
combination would be new affordable housing for families located near family-friendly
amenities, like playgrounds, parks, and child care centers.
The Reservoir Partners development proposal of 1,100 homes includes 550 affordable homes
for people earning between 30% and 120% area median income (AMI). These affordable
rental homes sized for working families will be built by San Francisco-based non-profits
BRIDGE Housing and Mission Housing, along with a handful of for-sale affordable homes built
by Habitat For Humanity. One of these rental buildings with approximately 150 apartments will
offer prioritized housing for City College educators and staff earning between 80%-120% AMI
with a secondary preference for SF Unified School District educators and staff. As with the
market-rate apartments being built concurrently, all of these households will have access to
the new neighborhood park, dog play areas, and the on-site child-care center that create a
strong family friendly environment for future residents and all existing neighbors. Please
support this project.
Renne Arias
rennearias@gmail.com
1770 San Jose Avenue, #8
San Francisco, California 94112

From:
To:
Subject:
Date:

Zack Subin
Major, Erica (BOS)
Balboa Reservoir Project Case #s: 200422 (SUD), 200635 (General Plan), 200423 (Development Agreement) and
200740 (Purchase and Sale Agreement)
Monday, July 20, 2020 8:15:57 AM

This message is from outside the City email system. Do not open links or attachments from untrusted sources.

Erica Major,
My name is Zack Subin and I live in the Ocean View neighborhood less than a mi uphill from
the site. I attended multiple of the community meetings for the Balboa Reservoir and am
writing in support of the development proposal being reviewed by the Land Use Committee
and on July 27, 2020 and Budget and Finance Committee on July 29, 2020.
This project brings much needed homes to the Westside, surrounded by a single family
neighborhood that is was formed based on exclusionary principles and has seen almost no
housing production even while other parts of the city experience change. The project goes
above and beyond the city's floor for inclusionary housing and provides 50% subsidized
affordable homes. Most importantly, it would convert a vast sea of asphalt into a village of
homes, green space, and integrated shopping and transit. Even though I already own my
home in Ocean View (thanks only to a generous gift from family), this will improve my
experience of the entire neighborhood by providing more walkability and bikability, and more
people on the street and keeping our small businesses alive.
Living in San Francisco, we have an opportunity to reduce our reliance on automobiles in
order to reduce greenhouse gas emissions, slow global warming, and reduce automobile
congestion in our neighborhoods. This can only be done by encouraging residents to use caralternatives for getting around our City, whether by walking, biking, and using public transit
and minimizing private auto trips. The Reservoir Partners development proposal of 1,100
homes is designed to provide new residents access to modes of transportation that will reduce
residents’ reliance on cars. The multiple direct pedestrian connections to Ocean Avenue and
transit, the new protected bike lanes, bike share docking stations, and bicycle parking all allow
people to get around the neighborhood without a car. Car share parking pods and
memberships will provide residents with auto options, but along with the unbundled parking
associated with the apartments, will help decrease car ownership rates.
In terms of neighborhood transit improvements, the Reservoir development’s lengthy planning
process and the development’s contribution of approximately $10mil for Transportation
Sustainability Fees is spurring improvements along Ocean Avenue planned by SFMTA, the
Planning Department, and CCSF. As described in their 4/27/20 Community Advisory
Committee presentation, SFMTA is proposing to improve the safety and usability of the
Geneva/Ocean Avenue intersection as well as west along Ocean Avenue and to reduce
delays along the K, 43, and 29 MUNI lines. CCSF is working with the City to significantly

increase the width of the sidewalk along the campus frontage from Frida Kahlo Way east
towards the BART and MUNI stations. All of these improvements, and more, will help support
the City’s Vision Zero plan for Ocean Avenue, making it safer for Ocean Avenue’s pedestrians,
transit riders, and car drivers, neighbors and shoppers alike. Please support this project.
Sincerely,
Zack Subin
Zack Subin
zack.subin@fastmail.fm
192 Caine Ave
San Francisco, California 94112

From:
To:
Subject:
Date:

Jacqueline Mauro
Major, Erica (BOS)
Balboa Reservoir Project Case #s: 200422 (SUD), 200635 (General Plan), 200423 (Development Agreement) and
200740 (Purchase and Sale Agreement)
Monday, July 20, 2020 8:17:26 AM

This message is from outside the City email system. Do not open links or attachments from untrusted sources.

Erica Major,
My name is Jackie Mauro and I live in Noe Valley. I have been participating in the community
planning process for the Balboa Reservoir and am writing in support of the development
proposal being reviewed by the Land Use Committee and on July 27, 2020 and Budget and
Finance Committee on July 29, 2020.
Given our City’s dire housing crisis and the lack of affordable housing, I support the City’s
efforts to provide new housing opportunities for San Franciscans, especially when the new
homes are built in places with good transportation access and existing services. This will also
shore up our tax base in the face of this terrible pandemic. The best combination would be
new affordable housing for families located near family-friendly amenities, like playgrounds,
parks, and child care centers.
The Reservoir Partners development proposal of 1,100 homes includes 550 affordable homes
for people earning between 30% and 120% area median income (AMI). These affordable
rental homes sized for working families will be built by San Francisco-based non-profits
BRIDGE Housing and Mission Housing, along with a handful of for-sale affordable homes built
by Habitat For Humanity. One of these rental buildings with approximately 150 apartments will
offer prioritized housing for City College educators and staff earning between 80%-120% AMI
with a secondary preference for SF Unified School District educators and staff. My sister was a
preschool special ed teacher and was driven from the city by lack of affordability--we need our
teachers! As with the market-rate apartments being built concurrently, all of these households
will have access to the new neighborhood park, dog play areas, and the on-site child-care
center that create a strong family friendly environment for future residents and all existing
neighbors. Please support this project.
Jacqueline Mauro
jacqueline.amauro@gmail.com
658 Duncan St
SAN FRANCISCO, California 94131

From:
To:
Subject:
Date:

Jaime Tanner
Major, Erica (BOS)
Balboa Reservoir Project Case #s: 200422 (SUD), 200635 (General Plan), 200423 (Development Agreement) and
200740 (Purchase and Sale Agreement)
Monday, July 20, 2020 8:25:17 AM

This message is from outside the City email system. Do not open links or attachments from untrusted sources.

Erica Major,
My name is Jaime tannerand I live in lower pac heights. I have been participating in the
community planning process for the Balboa Reservoir and am writing in support of the
development proposal being reviewed by the Land Use Committee and on July 27, 2020 and
Budget and Finance Committee on July 29, 2020.
Living in San Francisco, we have an opportunity to reduce our reliance on automobiles in
order to reduce greenhouse gas emissions, slow global warming, and reduce automobile
congestion in our neighborhoods. This can only be done by encouraging residents to use caralternatives for getting around our City, whether by walking, biking, and using public transit
and minimizing private auto trips. The Reservoir Partners development proposal of 1,100
homes is designed to provide new residents access to modes of transportation that will reduce
residents’ reliance on cars. The multiple direct pedestrian connections to Ocean Avenue and
transit, the new protected bike lanes, bike share docking stations, and bicycle parking all allow
people to get around the neighborhood without a car. Car share parking pods and
memberships will provide residents with auto options, but along with the unbundled parking
associated with the apartments, will help decrease car ownership rates.
In terms of neighborhood transit improvements, the Reservoir development’s lengthy planning
process and the development’s contribution of approximately $10mil for Transportation
Sustainability Fees is spurring improvements along Ocean Avenue planned by SFMTA, the
Planning Department, and CCSF. As described in their 4/27/20 Community Advisory
Committee presentation, SFMTA is proposing to improve the safety and usability of the
Geneva/Ocean Avenue intersection as well as west along Ocean Avenue and to reduce
delays along the K, 43, and 29 MUNI lines. CCSF is working with the City to significantly
increase the width of the sidewalk along the campus frontage from Frida Kahlo Way east
towards the BART and MUNI stations. All of these improvements, and more, will help support
the City’s Vision Zero plan for Ocean Avenue, making it safer for Ocean Avenue’s pedestrians,
transit riders, and car drivers, neighbors and shoppers alike. Please support this project.
Jaime Tanner
jaimeatanner@gmail.com
2664 Bush Street
San Fransisco, California 94115

From:
To:
Subject:
Date:

Jui-Yun Hsia
Major, Erica (BOS)
Balboa Reservoir Project Case #s: 200422 (SUD), 200635 (General Plan), 200423 (Development Agreement) and
200740 (Purchase and Sale Agreement)
Monday, July 20, 2020 8:28:29 AM

This message is from outside the City email system. Do not open links or attachments from untrusted sources.

Erica Major,
My name is Annie Hsia, and I am a long time resident of Bernal Heights. I am writing in
support of the development proposal for Balboa Reservoir being reviewed by the Land Use
Committee and on July 27, 2020 and Budget and Finance Committee on July 29, 2020.
Living in San Francisco, we have an opportunity to reduce our reliance on automobiles in
order to reduce greenhouse gas emissions, slow global warming, and reduce automobile
congestion in our neighborhoods. This can only be done by encouraging residents to use caralternatives for getting around our City, whether by walking, biking, and using public transit
and minimizing private auto trips. The Reservoir Partners development proposal of 1,100
homes is designed to provide new residents access to modes of transportation that will reduce
residents’ reliance on cars. The multiple direct pedestrian connections to Ocean Avenue and
transit, the new protected bike lanes, bike share docking stations, and bicycle parking all allow
people to get around the neighborhood without a car. Car share parking pods and
memberships will provide residents with auto options, but along with the unbundled parking
associated with the apartments, will help decrease car ownership rates.
In terms of neighborhood transit improvements, the Reservoir development’s lengthy planning
process and the development’s contribution of approximately $10mil for Transportation
Sustainability Fees is spurring improvements along Ocean Avenue planned by SFMTA, the
Planning Department, and CCSF. As described in their 4/27/20 Community Advisory
Committee presentation, SFMTA is proposing to improve the safety and usability of the
Geneva/Ocean Avenue intersection as well as west along Ocean Avenue and to reduce
delays along the K, 43, and 29 MUNI lines. CCSF is working with the City to significantly
increase the width of the sidewalk along the campus frontage from Frida Kahlo Way east
towards the BART and MUNI stations. All of these improvements, and more, will help support
the City’s Vision Zero plan for Ocean Avenue, making it safer for Ocean Avenue’s pedestrians,
transit riders, and car drivers, neighbors and shoppers alike. Please support this project.
Jui-Yun Hsia
ajhsia@gmail.com
30 Patton St
San Francisco, California 94110

From:
To:
Subject:
Date:

Robert Fruchtman
Major, Erica (BOS)
Balboa Reservoir Project Case #s: 200422 (SUD), 200635 (General Plan), 200423 (Development Agreement) and
200740 (Purchase and Sale Agreement)
Monday, July 20, 2020 8:36:47 AM

This message is from outside the City email system. Do not open links or attachments from untrusted sources.

Erica Major,
My name is Robert Fruchtman and I live in the Lower Haight neighborhood. I have been
participating in the community planning process for the Balboa Reservoir and am writing in
support of the development proposal being reviewed by the Land Use Committee and on July
27, 2020 and Budget and Finance Committee on July 29, 2020.
The Reservoir Partners development proposal of 1,100 homes literally at Ocean Avenue’s
doorstep has been designed to connect the new residents to retail and services along Ocean
Avenue without creating commercial space that would be in competition with the small
businesses along Ocean Avenue. In fact, the development has been designed to specially
complement the existing and future Ocean Avenue businesses. The walking paths designed
along Lee, Brighton, and the Ingleside Library will connect Reservoir residents directly to
Ocean Avenue while also enabling neighbors, employees and pedestrians easy access from
Ocean Avenue to the Reservoir’s new neighborhood park, dog walking areas, and other open
spaces located directly behind Whole Foods. During this time of sheltering-in-place, business
stress and future economic uncertainty, the Balboa Reservoir development provides the
support of thousands of new customers living in the 1,100 new homes that will be vital to
stabilizing all of the small businesses along Ocean Avenue and helping the neighborhood
thrive long into the future. Half of these homes will be available at prices below market rate,
which will especially stabilize the neighborhood. I urge you to support this comprehensive
proposal.
Robert Fruchtman
rfruchtose@gmail.com
616 Page St
San Francisco, California 94117

From:
To:
Subject:
Date:

Philip Crone
Major, Erica (BOS)
Balboa Reservoir Project Case #s: 200422 (SUD), 200635 (General Plan), 200423 (Development Agreement) and
200740 (Purchase and Sale Agreement)
Monday, July 20, 2020 9:18:10 AM

This message is from outside the City email system. Do not open links or attachments from untrusted sources.

Erica Major,
My name is Phil Crone, and I am an Ingleside resident. I am writing in support of the
development proposal being reviewed by the Land Use Committee and on July 27, 2020 and
Budget and Finance Committee on July 29, 2020.
The Reservoir Partners development proposal of 1,100 homes has been designed to connect
the new residents to retail and services along Ocean Avenue without creating commercial
space that would be in competition with the small businesses along Ocean Avenue. In fact, the
development has been designed to specially complement the existing and future Ocean
Avenue businesses. The walking paths designed along Lee, Brighton, and the Ingleside
Library will connect Reservoir residents directly to Ocean Avenue while also enabling
neighbors, employees and pedestrians easy access from Ocean Avenue to the Reservoir’s
new neighborhood park, dog walking areas, and other open spaces located directly behind
Whole Foods. During this time of sheltering-in-place, business stress and future economic
uncertainty, the Balboa Reservoir development provides the support of thousands of new
customers living in the 1,100 new homes that will be vital to stabilizing all of the small
businesses along Ocean Avenue and helping the neighborhood thrive long into the future.
Philip Crone
Philip.crone@gmail.com
100 De Montfort Avenue
San Francisco, California

From:
To:
Subject:
Date:

Galit Gontar
Major, Erica (BOS)
Balboa Reservoir Project Case #s: 200422 (SUD), 200635 (General Plan), 200423 (Development Agreement) and
200740 (Purchase and Sale Agreement)
Monday, July 20, 2020 9:21:21 AM

This message is from outside the City email system. Do not open links or attachments from untrusted sources.

Erica Major,
My name is Galit and I live in the Glen Park neighborhood. I have been participating in the
community planning process for the Balboa Reservoir and am writing in support of the
development proposal being reviewed by the Land Use Committee and on July 27, 2020 and
Budget and Finance Committee on July 29, 2020.
The Reservoir Partners development proposal of 1,100 homes literally at Ocean Avenue’s
doorstep has been designed to connect the new residents to retail and services along Ocean
Avenue without creating commercial space that would be in competition with the small
businesses along Ocean Avenue. In fact, the development has been designed to specially
complement the existing and future Ocean Avenue businesses. The walking paths designed
along Lee, Brighton, and the Ingleside Library will connect Reservoir residents directly to
Ocean Avenue while also enabling neighbors, employees and pedestrians easy access from
Ocean Avenue to the Reservoir’s new neighborhood park, dog walking areas, and other open
spaces located directly behind Whole Foods. During this time of sheltering-in-place, business
stress and future economic uncertainty, the Balboa Reservoir development provides the
support of thousands of new customers living in the 1,100 new homes that will be vital to
stabilizing all of the small businesses along Ocean Avenue and helping the neighborhood
thrive long into the future.
Galit Gontar
galit.gontar@gmail.com
124 Bemis St.
San Francisco, California 94131

From:
To:
Subject:
Date:

Bo Idzkowski
Major, Erica (BOS)
Land Use and Transportation Committee 7/13 Meeting Comment to Agenda Item #3: Market and Octavia Area
Plan
Monday, July 13, 2020 10:22:51 AM

This message is from outside the City email system. Do not open links or attachments from untrusted
sources.

Dear Supervisors Peskin, Safai, and Preston,
My name is Bo Idzkowski and I am the owner and operator of Bo’s Flowers, a San Francisco Legacy
Business with over 30 years of operation, located within the area affected by the adoption of the
amendments to the Market and Octavia Area Plan. I am writing to you to express my strong support in
this resolution.
I have been kept up to date on the progress of this by Lendlease, particularly as it affects the 30 Van
Ness project. The development will provide much-needed affordable housing, improve the public realm at
street level, and the new residential units will provide future patrons interested in enjoying the supporting
local businesses, including Bo’s Flowers. After reviewing the images they shared with me, I truly
believe that creating a new, active space that is open to the public is the perfect addition to this
intersection. I am especially excited about the prospect of a flower kiosk in an enclosed,
safe, and inviting space, which will allow me to continue and grow my business.
Please support this amendment to the Market and Octavia Area Plan so we may transform this area into
a vibrant place for all and help businesses such as mine.
Sincerely,

Bo
Bo’s Flowers
http://www.bosflowers.com
Tel. 415-252-7553

June 5, 2020
Ms. Angela Calvillo, Clerk
Supervisor Norman Yee
Board of Supervisors
City and County of San Francisco
City Hall, Room 244
1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place
San Francisco, CA 94102
Re:

Transmittal Packet of Planning Department Case Number:
2018-007883 GPA PCA MAP DVA
Balboa Reservoir Project
BOS File Nos: 200422, 200423
Planning Commission Recommendation: Approval

Dear Ms. Calvillo and Supervisor Yee,
On May 28, 2020 the San Francisco Planning Commission (hereinafter “Commission”) conducted
a duly noticed public hearing at a regularly scheduled meeting to consider the proposed General
Plan Amendment Ordinance, Planning Code and Map Amendment Ordinance, and Development
Agreement Ordinance for the Balboa Reservoir Project (the “Project”). This submittal packet
includes the official transmittal of the Planning Commission’s actions on these ordinances.
The proposed General Plan Amendments, Planning Code and Map Amendments, and
Development Agreement were analyzed in the Balboa Reservoir Project EIR (the “EIR”). On May 28,
2020, the Commission certified the EIR with Motion No. 20730 and adopted CEQA findings with
Motion No. 20731. The Draft EIR and the Response to Comments document on the Draft EIR are
included as attachments to this transmittal.
Also included as an attachment to this transmittal for informational purposes is the Project Design
Standards and Guidelines document (the “DSG”), which describes the Project’s design standards
and guidelines. The DSG was approved by the Commission on May 28, 2020, with Motion No.
20734.
At the May 28, 2020, hearing the Commission voted to recommend approval of the proposed
General Plan Amendments, Map Amendments, and Development Agreement. The Planning
Commission also recommended approval with modifications on the Planning Code
Amendments. Those modifications include:
1) Support for Family-Friendly Development
•

Amend Section 249.88 (a) to clarify that the intent of the Balboa Reservoir Special Use
District (SUD) is to establish a family- and child-friendly mixed-use residential
neighborhood.

www.sfplanning.org

Transmital Materials

•
•
•

2018-007883 ENV/GPA/PCA/MAP/DVA
Balboa Reservoir Project

Amend Section 249.88 (g)(6) to increase the portion of dwelling units with two bedrooms
or more.
Section 249.88 (g)(8)(I)(ii) to require a planted area in common usable open space.
Section 249.88 (g)(10) to require parking spaces for oversized bicycles.

2) Corrections for Consistency and Clarity
•

•
•
•
•
•

Amend Figure 249.88-1 Balboa Reservoir Land Use Map and Table 249.88-1 Balboa
Reservoir Land Uses to remove incorrect references to Blocks M and P as these blocks are
designated as privately owned streets.
Amend Figure 249.88-2 Height Limit Map and Figure 249.88-3 Minimum Building
Setbacks to correct Block G parcel lines.
Amend Section 249.88 (g)(8)(E) Mass Reduction to correct the height reference to be
consistent with the Height Limit Map.
Section 249.88 (g)(8)(F)(i) to correct the dimension reference to be consistent with the sitewide step-back requirements.
Section 249.88 (g)(8) to add a new section regarding obstructions.
Section 249.88 (g)(12) to revise references to Section 169, Transportation Demand
Management Program.

Please find attached documents relating to the Commission’s actions. The original redlined
version of the ordinances not already introduced at the Board will be delivered to the Clerk’s
office following this transmittal. Please note that the Board has 90 days to act on General Plan
Amendments once they have been received by the Clerk of the Board.
If you have any questions or require further information, please do not hesitate to contact me.
Sincerely,

Aaron D. Starr
Manager of Legislative Affairs

cc:

Jen Low, Aide to Supervisor Yee
John Malamut, City Attorney
Robb Kapla, City Attorney
Elizabeth A. Dietrich, City Attorney
Erica Major, Office of the Clerk of the Board
Leigh Lutenski, Office of Economic and Workforce Development
Joshua Switzky, Planning Department
Susan Exline, Planning Department
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Seung Yen Hong, Planning Department
Attachments:
Planning Commission Hearing Staff Executive Summary
Planning Commission Resolution No. 20732 regarding General Plan Amendments
Signed Ordinance for the General Plan Amendments
Planning Commission Resolution No. 20733 regarding Planning Code and Map Amendments
Planning Commission Resolution No. 20735 regarding the Development Agreement
Draft Development Agreement (includes Design Standards and Guidelines as Exhibit P)
Draft EIR
Response to Comments on the Draft EIR
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