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Wong, Phillip (ECN)

From: BRCAC (ECN)
Subject: Proposed Balboa Reservoir project

From:  [mailto:   
Sent: Wednesday, June 08, 2016 8:38 AM 
To: Shaw, Jeremy (CPC) 
Subject: Proposed Balboa Reservoir project 
 
Mr. Jeremy Shaw 
City Planning Department 
  
Dear Mr. Shaw, 
  
I am a home owner in Westwood Park and I support the following recommendations of the Westwood Park 
Association regarding the proposed Balboa Reservoir project: 
  
The proposed project must be no larger than 500 units, with each unit having an assigned parking space to 
prevent spillover parking into Westwood Park. 
  
5 acres must be dedicated to open space, with 2 acres being a contiguous park, and, include a 28' height limit 
and a buffer along Plymouth Avenue. 
  
Existing parking capacity for City College students must be preserved, again to prevent spillover parking into 
our already crowded Westwood Park streets. 
  
Affordability and ownership opportunities for the middle class need to be a key component. 
  
Any project must take into account our legal status as the only Residential Character District (RCD) in San 
Francisco. 
  
Thank you for your attention to this matter. 
  
Sincerely, 
  
Treasure Seamster 
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Wong, Phillip (ECN)

From:  on behalf of John Mongan 
Sent: Wednesday, June 08, 2016 7:32 PM
To: BRCAC (ECN)
Subject: Balboa Reservoir development

We are writing to express our support for the Westwood Park Association position on the impending Balboa Park 
development. 
 
In particular, we are concerned that: 
 
The development is limited to a reasonable size of no more than 500 units, so it doesn't overwhelm our long-established 
neighborhood. 
 
There is at least one assigned parking space for each unit and that City College parking capacity is maintained. Promoting 
mass transit is a laudable goal, but this is best achieved by making public transit attractive, not by making driving 
difficult. Limiting parking will not stop people from having cars if they need them to get to school and work; it will just 
create traffic, pollution, noise and safety hazards that spill into adjoining neighborhoods as people circle endlessly 
searching for parking. 
 
We recognize that there is a need for new and affordable housing in San Francisco and that these must be approached in 
an ecologically sensitive manner. At the same time, we hope that you will keep these points in mind to maintain the 
character and lifestyle of our city that has made it such a successful city and desirable place to live. 
 
Thank you, 
 
John Mongan, MD, PhD 
Ann Mongan, PhD 
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Wong, Phillip (ECN)

From: Adam Geller 

Sent: Wednesday, June 08, 2016 9:52 PM

To: BRCAC (ECN)

Subject: density projections for balboa project

Hi Marcia,  
 
I'm a SF resident. Like many here, I'm feeling despondent about the housing crisis we're facing. In a situation 
where so many people are moving to SF, it feels like the only solution is to just build more housing. As much as 
we can.  
 
Things are so bad that I've stopped screening candidates who apply for jobs if they don't already live in 
SF because I fear that they can't find housing. Said another way, the housing crisis is affecting the growth of 
my business and, as a result, the tax dollars I'm sending to the city.  
 
I know I'm not crazy about my fears since I know people who live here (and who have great jobs) and they can't 
find housing that is reasonably priced for more than a few months at a time. 
 
This is why when I heard about the proposed lower-density option at the Balboa Reservoir I realized I needed to 
write you and urge you to choose to build more houses on this location.  
 
We need more housing. All kinds. It would pain me to think that we might not take advantage of the 
opportunity this site poses. 
 
Thank you for choosing what's right for this city in the long run. 
 
Adam 
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Wong, Phillip (ECN)

From: Tracie Wen 
Sent: Thursday, June 09, 2016 7:30 AM
To: BRCAC (ECN)
Subject: Balboa Reservoir Project 

To:  The Members of the CAC Board 
 
I am writing as a Westwood Park homeowner to strongly urge you to consider the following proposed recommendations 
of the Westwood Park Association members at you next and all future meetings: 
 
1.  The present existing CCSF parking capacity be preserved for the benefit of its students and faculty.   
As one who went to a community college, I can say from personal experience that dedicated school parking was a 
paramount consideration not only for convenience, but for personal safety as well.  Having dedicated school parking was 
a positive security "plus" when I had to attend evening classes.  As crime has drastically increased in the past year in the 
city, I feel that all city agencies/elected officials should be even more proactive to keep all students, faculty and 
supportive staff safe with the present dedicated parking capacity for CCSF.  It would be grossly unfair to said population 
and the surrounding neighborhoods (where students/faculty would park) to remove/decrease the present CCSF parking 
area capacity. 
 
2.  The proposed Balboa Reservoir Project site also should NOT exceed 500 units.  Each unit of the site also must have a 
designated parking space. 
1:1 parking for the site is not only fair to its future residents but also to the residents, schools and businesses that 
surround the site.   
 
3.  There should be a preserved standard of a  28" height limit on any future buildings at the proposed site and a 
buffered area along Plymouth Avenue.  This is important to preserve the character and comfort of those who live along 
said perimeter.   
 
4.  Any project plans must be respectful and take lawful account of the legal status of Westwood Park as a Residential 
Character District (RCD).  It is the only one of its kind in San Francisco.  All of us who presently live in San Francisco are 
privileged to make our homes in such a storied and historic city.  Please, let's not lose what made our city great in the 
first place:  A place of historical significance, diversity and artistry.  
 
I implore the Board to consider all the above points in the future when voting on the parameters that will determine the 
Balboa Reservoir Project. 
 
Sincerely, 
 
Tracie Wen 
Westwood Park Homeowner  
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Wong, Phillip (ECN)

From: Shaw, Jeremy (CPC)
Sent: Thursday, June 09, 2016 1:47 PM
To: BRCAC (ECN)
Subject: FW: Westwood Park concerns

 
 

From: Pauline Jue   
Sent: Thursday, June 09, 2016 1:45 PM 
To: Rahaim, John (CPC); Shaw, Jeremy (CPC); Martin, Michael (ECN) 
Subject: Westwood Park concerns 
 
   
I live on Plymouth Avenue, right behind the reservoir where housing is being proposed.  I have 
attended many of the neighborhood meetings and agree with the Westwood Park Association board 
that the project should not be larger than 500 units.  Each unit must have an assigned parking space 
or we will have further crowding on our streets.   
 
This housing must be targeted for middle class income families. There are plenty of other housing 
being developed that will be for higher incomes. 
 
There should be at least 5 acres dedicated to open space, with 2 acres being a contiguous park, as 
there is no nearby green area. Any development must recognize and respect Westwood Park's legal 
status as a Residential Character District in San Francisco. 
 
The height of the building should be no higher than 28' and provide a buffer area along Plymouth 
Avenue (to my neighbors' and my backyard area). 
 
City College students will still need access to parking, or they will park in the narrow neighborhood 
streets, causing further congestion. 
 
I am a native San Franciscan who loves living in my city. I can understand the need for more housing, 
but have grave concerns about the crowded housing being proposed and currently being built in the 
Westwood Park neighborhood.  The current infrastructure (transportation, services, parking) barely 
supports the community now.  Bringing more people into the area without addressing these concerns 
first would not be prudent. 
 
Respectfully, Pauline Jue 
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Wong, Phillip (ECN)

From: Wes Webb 
Sent: Thursday, June 09, 2016 2:56 PM
To: BRCAC (ECN)
Subject: Balboa Reservoir project

   
We whole heartedly stand with the Westwood Park’s position on the Balboa Reservoir project and expect your 
support on the issue.   

Wesley Webb                                                                                                                                                                               
Billy Fite 
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Wong, Phillip (ECN)

From: TheObserver 
Sent: Saturday, June 11, 2016 10:52 AM
To: board@westwoodpark.com
Cc: Rahaim, John (CPC); Shaw, Jeremy (CPC); Martin, Michael (ECN); BRCAC (ECN); Lee, 

Mayor (MYR); norman.yee.bos@sfgov.org
Subject: WPA view of Balboa Project and lack of support by...

   
Good Afternoon WPA Board; 
  
The WPA board and our community agree: 
  
∙        The proposed project must be no larger than 500 units. 
  
∙        Each unit must have an assigned parking 
space.
  
  
∙        5 acres must be dedicated to open space, with 2 acres being a contiguous 
park, and, include a 28’ height limit and a buffer along Plymouth Avenue. 
  
∙        Existing parking capacity for City College students must be preserved. 
  
∙        Affordability and ownership opportunities for the middle class need to be a 
key component. 
  
∙        Any project must take into account our legal status as the only Residential 
Character District (RCD) in San Francisco. 
  

  
Over all the six bullets mention above is good but the city government have 
already decided how many pounds they are going to put into a one-pound bag and 
it’s not going to be 15 ounces. 
Other projects in the city (which has just been voted by the fifth largest cities in 
the nation (USA) the worst city to live and work in) have forced people out of 
downtown areas and trying to build and moved 
Them into other housing project as in Balboa reservoir area which is already 
over populated with multiple families living in one house with multiple cars to 
support multiple families. 
  
old friends I grew up with in the Sunnyside, Ingleside, St. Francis woods and 
Westwood park have pack their bags and have left the city after the first reach 
out smoke screen meeting by the Ed Lee’s planners of the Balboa Project. They 
saw the writing on the wall and it wasn’t good. Is this a plan by the City...? 
  
  
Bullet Comments 

1.) Let’s see 500 units, how many people live in each unit? 
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two to six humans. That’s a large family or students going to CCSF  
that’s 1000 to 3000 humans. 
  
We don’t have a very strong info structure (water, sewage, electrical) 
now for the current population. 
I know that based on low water pressure coming to my home and when 
you turn on a light at night it’s not bright its dull illumination and we 
just went thru a lack of water and it’s still going on. 
How does the city plan to find the resources to support the new 
renters of the city? 
  

2.) You are going to add 500 to 1000 cars and even more cars … 
  
to an over crowed neighborhood already, not counting all the CCSF 
students that don’t use the CCSF parking lot and use the surrounding 
neighborhoods to park and sleep… 
Will the new 1000 to 3000 renters be charge parking permits if so, will 
we find them parking in our over crowed neighborhoods to avoid paying 
the parking permit. 
  
It’s funny when you wake up in the morning and on your way to work you 
notice a young person or two sleeping in a car or early in the morning 
they climb out throw their sleeping bag in the back and take off down 
the street heading for city college. Hmmm….  And leave their car three 
or four blocks away from the school. Do they get a parking ticket 
Hmmm...? money for the city general fund. 
  
I know of people in the SF fire dept.  
who dread taking calls in our neighborhood. Due to parked cars 
(Large) on both sides of the street which restrict the very large fire 
engines or very wide paramedics trucks to travel freely. 
Coming face to face with a car on a call and the car doesn’t give way to 
the fire truck Hmmm… Just think if we have another 1906 situation again 
in the near future problem…. 
  
Is the city still getting funding from the federal government in support 
of traffic management study ...?  
  
Think of the city as a health body and the restriction the flow of cars 
on the streets (veins and arteries) causes high restrictive car flow 
(blood flow) and what you see now is high blood pressure and high 
stress (road rage).   
What is it when you put an extremely large broken down muni bus down 
a restrictive street and the bus stops with two cars ahead of the bus 
the stop off centered and opens the door and the rider steps down but 
cannot get out with bags due to no room to get to the sidewalk and the 
car is park legally.  
  
It’s sad what the city is doing to the freedom of the car. The car is not 
evil is the sfmta evil Hmmm... 
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3.) I wish this bullet could be, but 500 units and a parking lot that needs to 
hold 1000 cars   plus student parking you are going to need a very 
large bag to put that ten pounds into….  
More real state Let’s take out the fire station and the muni turn around 
Hmmm…. Or the high school… 
  

4.) This bullet is pointless due to most student’s park in the surrounding 
neighborhood. Instead of getting a parking permit or parking tickets.  
Again saving money to have fun(live) in a high overhead city. 
  
The city could save money from canceling this project and upgrade city 
info structure and clean up the city garbage problem on the city 
streets and human waste or build a retaining wall around the city to 
hold back the raising sea level due from the melting ice caps… all that 
valuable land filled property downtown ….   
  

5.) This bullet, is a pipe dream, I hope it takes…. But we are talking about 
real state and who owns the property the city…. Landlord to the 
project.... 
  

6.) This bullet, if you look at Ocean Ave it’s starting to look like the 
mission St. and downtown San Francisco. 
 How many stores are those building? What is the definition of a 
residential suburb...? Residential Character District (RCD)!!! 
  
I have a friend who works at a very large parking lot down on the 
peninsula and she helps the tourist after they return from there SF 
vacation…. 
She asks them how was their stay in the city by the bay... 
The nicest reply was “I’m glad I’m leaving this unbelievable mistake” 
other replies went downhill from this mistake. 
  
High crime Cars break-ins broken windows and missing personal 
property.  
Great memories of the tourist leaving with and tales to be told to their 
friends not to visit the slum by the bay.... 
being waylaid by god knows who or being subject to public shows of 
public defecation of human waste. 
Not very happy with overpriced restaurants, hotels, motels, social 
events and parking (garage and meters). 
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Wong, Phillip (ECN)

From: Steve Manseau 
Sent: Sunday, June 12, 2016 3:27 PM
To: Yee, Norman (BOS); Lee, Mayor (MYR); Rahaim, John (CPC); Shaw, Jeremy (CPC); Martin, 

Michael (ECN); BRCAC (ECN)
Subject: Westwood Park/Balboa Reservoir

Dear City Officials, 
  
I am writing to voice my support of the Westwood Park's stance on the proposed Balboa Reservoir Housing 
Development plan. I have been living in Westwood Park for the past 22 years, and I grew up in Westwood Park 
for the first 18 years of my life, and my father continues to live in the house that I grew up in.  
  
   

The WPA board and our community agree: 

  

        The proposed project must be no larger than 500 units. 

        Each unit must have an assigned parking space. 

        5 acres must be dedicated to open space, with 2 acres being a contiguous park, and, include a 28’ height
limit and a buffer along Plymouth Avenue. 

        Existing parking capacity for City College students must be preserved. 

        Affordability and ownership opportunities for the middle class need to be a key component. 

        Any project must take into account our legal status as the only Residential Character District (RCD) in
San Francisco. 

  

  

Thank you, 

Steve Manseau 
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Wong, Phillip (ECN)

From: Lee Rawitscher 
Sent: Monday, June 13, 2016 9:22 AM
To: BRCAC (ECN)
Subject: Balboa Reservoir

Dear CAC, 
 
I live at the Eastern end of Westwood Park, and I am very worried about the proposed future development of the Balboa Reservoir.  I 
understand that the city wants to have more housing units available, but that can’t be the only priority.  What’s the point of having more 
housing if you give up what makes the city so special? 
I strongly believe that any project must take into account the legal status of Westwood Park as the only Residential Character District in San 
Francisco, and I firmly stand behind the recommendations of the Westwood Park Association: 
 
1. No more than 500 units total.  The traffic on Ocean Avenue is already ridiculous.  Sometimes it takes 20 minutes just to exit 280 and go 
half a mile down Ocean to get to my house.  Adding all these new units without better infrastructure is just going to make matters worse. 
2. EACH unit needs to have an assigned parking space.  How can you seriously consider anything less than that?  Are people making the 
decision not familiar with parking in San Francisco? 
3. FIVE acres must be dedicated to open space with TWO acres of contiguous park and include a 28’ height limit along Plymouth Ave.  Do 
we really want the city to become just a bunch of cement buildings crammed together? 
4. Existing parking for City College students must be preserved, or they will overflow into the surrounding neighborhoods, making it even 
harder to find parking. 
5. Affordability and ownership opportunities for the middle class need to be key as well. 
  
Thank you, 
Lee Rawitscher 
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Wong, Phillip (ECN)

From: Frank Noto 
Sent: Monday, June 13, 2016 9:52 AM
To: rmuehlbauer@live.com
Cc: ; Board@westwoodpark.com; BRCAC (ECN); 

;   
;

Subject: Balboa Reservoir CAC

 
Hi Bob and BRCAC Commissioners, 
 
Back in the day on the HCDC board, I was appointed by Mayor Feinstein to a Citizens Advisory Committee to 

plan for housing for Balboa Reservoir, which as you know HCDC strongly supported before it was derailed by 

Joe O’Donoghue and his special‐interest allies. 

Now 30‐some years later I see that you are on the Citizens Advisory Committee to the 17‐acre parking lot at 

Balboa Reservoir.  And the little girl of mine who helped break ground on the homes at Holliday Terrace is now 

living with us, with her two daughters, until she can afford a place of her own. 

This is a great opportunity to help address our housing affordability crisis, and it should not be squandered.  

This is a logical place to build lots of transit‐oriented housing, combining permanently affordable, middle‐class 

and market rate homes. 

We should certainly embrace the opportunity for greater density and heights at this location. With good 

project design and setbacks along main thoroughfares, building graceful, inviting housing that enhances the 

neighborhood's livability is quite feasible.  As you know, any attempt to reduce heights limits to 65 feet will 

only make it harder to maximize affordability. The more density = the more housing = the more funding to 

create additional BMR homes.  

This is a great location for additional density, first because it doesn’t displace any current residents. I don’t 

need to tell you why this is a location that easily accommodates density – near BART, MUNI Metro light rail, 

and City College ‐‐ and where car parking can be easily minimized.  And let’s use the money saved by 

minimizing parking to build more BMR housing, and improve open space and other community amenities.  

A little more height and well‐designed ground‐floor spaces would benefit far more people than what’s being 

proposed today.  I will be very disappointed if we cannot build at least 1,200 new homes.  I hope you will not 

allow us to lose this opportunity. 

 

Frank Noto 
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Wong, Phillip (ECN)

From:
Sent: Monday, June 13, 2016 10:06 AM
To: BRCAC (ECN); Lisa Spinali; Kate Favetti; Maria Picar; Robert Muehlbauer; Howard 

Chung; Rebecca Lee; Christine Godinez; Jonathan Winston
Cc: Save CCSF Coalition; Wpa Balboa. Reservoir; SNA Brick; CCHO--fernando; PODER; 

Ronald Gerhard; Marian Lam; Steve Bruckman; Susan Lamb; R. Mandelman; Thea Selby; 
Brigitte Davila; Andrew Chandler; John Rizzo; Amy Bacharach; Bouchra Simmons; Alex 
Randolph; Steve Ngo; Lillian Marrujo-Duck; Dana Jae; Lisa Romano; Mandy Liang; 
Wendy Aragon; Jennifer Heggie; Ray Kutz; ; Ken Hollenbeck; 
Rita Evans; Bob Byrne; Monica Collins; Ellen Wall; Estelle Smith; Linda Judge; Tim Emert; 
Anita Theoharis; Caryl Ito; Laura Frey; Francine Lofrano; Adrienne GO; Kishan Balgobin; 
MP Klier; Chris Hanson; Francine Podenski; Harry Bernstein; Madeline Mueller; Allan 
Fisher; Vicki Legion; Leslie Simon; Karen Saginor; Muriel Parenteau; ; 
Diane Green; Marian Lam; Pam Mery; Michael Adams; Aaron Goodman; PODER; 
fernando@sfic-409.org; Lily Wong; Vincent Pan; Lenny Carlson

Subject: for 6/13/2016 Reservoir CAC meeting

BR CAC, CCSF and neighborhood stakeholders: 
 
Tonight's meeting will include the topic of "Additional Public Benefits."  Unfortunately the City Team fails 
to balance "benefits" with a discussion of drawbacks.   
 
I wrote in an earlier submission regarding Relationship with CCSF:   

" It is disingenuous to talk about public benefits without also taking into account the drawbacks 
and disadvantages that the BR Project would inflict on CCSF and other schools. 
 
 "It's like a robber taking your wallet/purse and keeps your valuables; and then magnanimously 
tosses your drivers license and CCSF student ID card back to you." 

******************************************************* 
 
The new 6/9/2016 Transportation Memo from the Planning Dept tries to explain TDM.  Although it tries 
to make TDM sound good, you must not be fooled.  The TDM toolkit will not address replacement for 
the existing student parking in the Reservoir.  
 
The 6/9/2016 Memo states:  "The Balboa Area TDM Plan will recommend measures to better manage 
the current and future transportation needs of commuters, families, seniors, employees, visitors, and 
students of all ages, means, and schedules in the neighborhood."   
 
The key to understanding this statement is the fact that Nelson-Nygaard was given a task to perform 
when it got the contract from the Planning Dept.  Nelson-Nygaard is required to complete its TDM study 
within the parameters and scope set by the Planning Dept.   
 
What is the TDM study's scope and parameters set by the City Team?  TDM, by definition, is limited in 
what it addresses.  TDM, is by definition, not a comprehensive transportation analysis. From the SFCTA 
website: 
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The Planning Department and SFMTA are proposing a Transportation Demand Management (TDM) study in 
coordination with CCSF Ocean Campus to reduce single-occupant vehicle trips by college staff, faculty, 
students, and neighborhood residents. TDM activities range from information and education programs, 
incentive programs, physical changes, innovative technologies, and pricing strategies. 

 
The scope of the TDM contract does not specify a parking needs assessment.  The TDM contract does 
not specify an assessment of the possible consequences of 1) elimination of student parking, and 
2)  maximum of 0.5 spaces per residential unit.  Replacement of existing student parking is not part of 
the TDM toolkit.  Neither will Westwood Park's call for one-to-one parking be within TDM contract's 
scope.  
 
The scope of the TDM contract has as a main goal, "Outreach."  What "outreach" really means is 
PR.  The purpose of "outreach" isn't so much to listen to community concerns regarding parking and 
traffic, as it is to convince the public that TDM measures to discourage driving and encourage walking, 
biking and the use public transit will be enough to dispel community concerns.  
 
I believe my 5/22/2016 e-mail (below) is still valid.  Please take these thoughts under consideration in 
your deliberations. 
 
--aj 
 
 

From:   
To: BRCAC (ECN) <brcac@sfgov.org>; Michael Martin <michael.martin@sfgov.org>; Rich Ken (ECN) 
<ken.rich@sfgov.org>; Exline Sue  
Sent: Sunday, May 22, 2016 5:08 PM 
 
Subject: Minor tinkering is not enough: For 5/23 meeting on Transportation P & P 
 
CAC members: 
 
Although I did not attend the 4/13/2016 on TDM, I have listened to the recording. 
  
Here are some thoughts: 

 Most importantly:  TDM Study is not a comprehensive and unbiased assessment of parking and 
circulation issues in the Reservoir vicinity; and it was never meant to be a comprehensive 
study.  The scope/parameters of Nelson-Nygaard's study were very specific according to SFCTA 
documentation: 

o The Planning Department and SFMTA are proposing a Transportation Demand Management (TDM) study in 
coordination with CCSF Ocean Campus to reduce single-occupant vehicle trips by college staff, faculty, students, 
and neighborhood residents.  

O PROJECT DESCRIPTION AND BENEFITS 
The Balboa Area Transportation Demand Study will develop clear strategies for reducing single-occupant vehicle 
trips and outline a coordinated framework for future TDM programs and policies between CCSF, the Balboa Reservoir 
project, and the City of San Francisco. Potential TDM activities will produce a wide-range of benefits to individuals 
and the transportation system as a whole, from reducing traffic congestion, vehicle emissions, and fuel consumption 
to supporting physical activity and enhancing safety. Additionally, TDM activities will make existing transportation 
investments perform better, extending the life of existing infrastructure and improving the outcomes for new 
transportation investments. 
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o  TDM Program: proposing TDM solutions unique to the area comprising CCSF Ocean campus, Balboa 
Reservoir and neighborhoods as consistent with emerging TDM policy.     

 
Bottom-line:  TDM solutions, by definition and intent, exclude parking.  Within TDM 
parameters, the issue of parking is given significance only via the TDM solution of 
making parking "more difficult and expensive."  That's why the elimination of student 
parking is ignored.  That's why the City Team promotes 0.5 parking spaces per 
residential unit. 
 

 Fatuous TDM arguments: 
o "Parking Produces Traffic Congestion--Every parking space is a magnet for cars" and "If 

you build it........they will come." 
 In earlier submissions I had written:   

As I have pointed out in another e-mail, there are 3 main traffic magnets in our area: 
schools, freeway entrance/exits, and the BP Station transit hub.  If reduction of car 
traffic in the area is the goal, these magnets need to removed.  Obviously, this is 
neither an appropriate nor realistic solution. 
 
BP Station and freeway entrance/exits are part of transportation infrastructure.  However CCSF is 
different. CCSF is not transportation infrastructure.   People are not just passing through on the way to 
someplace else.  CCSF is a destination in and of itself. 

                     
Rather than parking producing congestion, it's the existence of a desired destination that 
induces traffic.  Parking is but a means to accommodate those who want to get to the 
desired destination.    

 
 

Case-in-point:  When school is not in session, there are very few cars in the Reservoir 
parking lot and there's very little traffic on Phelan.  This demonstrates the falsehood of the 
"parking produces traffic congestion" premise. 

       
Bottom line:  Parking, in and of itself, does not promote congestion.  Rather, 
congestion is the product of people trying to get to a desired 
destination.   Student access to education, which includes driving and parking, 
should not be subordinate to the Balboa Reservoir Project. 
 

 "Spillover [parking] from City College" 
o Both Sunnyside Neighborhood Assn and Westwood Park Assn have made clear that the 

neighborhood supports CCSF and its students.  The Nelson-Nygaard Study calls for 
preventing "spillover from City College" by making parking for them difficult via RPP and 
enforcement.  Rather than making parking difficult for students, the neighbors have called 
for the Balboa Reservoir Project to provide adequate on-site parking for student needs.  

         
Bottom line:  Instead of shifting the burden of mitigation for the elimination of student parking 
by the TDM solution of "reducing single-occupant trips by college staff, faculty, students, and
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Reservoir Project address impact to the Bay Area-wide public service provided by CCSF and other 
schools. 
Also, students will park in the surrounding neighborhoods instead.   
 
As representatives of the community, I urge all CAC members to reject the Transportation P & P for 
failing to provide realistic solutions to traffic and congestion problems that will be created by the Balboa 
Reservoir Project and its residents.  A wish-and-a prayer from a TDM Manager using PR techniques, 
with no enforcement powers, does not constitute an adequate solution. 
 
Attached is the revised Transportation P & P PDF file containing my comments.  Please take the time 
and effort to read the comments (please expand the the pop-up notes to see entire comments). 
 
Here are a couple of excerpts of comments: 
 
"A fundamental land use/existing setting principle is missing: 
Transportation design must take into account that CCSF is the central economic, educational and cultural focus of the area.  
 
"Efforts to discourage car usage must not have the unintended consequence of discouraging students from going to school!" 
 
OEWD/Planning's response to my comment was to simply sidestep the issue and refer the issue to CCSF P & P.  Then, in a 
tautology,  the CCSF P & P refers back to the Transportation P &P.  This circular reasoning/non-answer is unacceptable. 
 
Essentially, both the Transportation and CCSF P & P's fail to  acknowledge and account for  students' need for parking. 
 
************************************** 
*************************************** 
I have been persistent in pointing out that the BR Project is not taking responsibility for its impact on the existing community 
setting in regards to parking. 
 
The Staff response bears this out.  Since parking is "unbundled", car storage will be "up to the individual."  The real-world 
meaning is that they [Reservoir residents] will be parking in the surrounding neighborhoods (since CCSF parking is being 
eliminated) during the day while they bike or take free BART/MUNI.   This constitutes dumping the parking problem on the 
neighborhoods. 
 
 
Submitted by: 
Alvin Ja, Sunnyside resident 
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Wong, Phillip (ECN)

From: Jennifer Heggie 
Sent: Monday, June 13, 2016 10:44 AM
To: ajahjah@att.net
Cc: BRCAC (ECN); Lisa Spinali; Kate Favetti; Maria Picar; Robert Muehlbauer; Howard 

Chung; Rebecca Lee; Christine Godinez; Jonathan Winston; Save CCSF Coalition; Wpa 
Balboa. Reservoir; SNA Brick; PODER; Ronald Gerhard; Steve Bruckman; Susan Lamb; R. 
Mandelman; Thea Selby; Brigitte Davila; Andrew Chandler; John Rizzo; Amy Bacharach; 
Bouchra Simmons; Alex Randolph; Steve Ngo; Lillian Marrujo-Duck; Dana Jae; Lisa 
Romano; Mandy Liang; Wendy Aragon; Ray Kutz; ; Ken 
Hollenbeck; Rita Evans; Bob Byrne; Monica Collins; Ellen Wall; Estelle Smith; Linda 
Judge; Tim Emert; Anita Theoharis; Caryl Ito; Laura Frey; Francine Lofrano; Adrienne GO; 
Kishan Balgobin; MP Klier; Chris Hanson; Francine Podenski; Harry Bernstein; Madeline 
Mueller; Allan Fisher; Vicki Legion; Leslie Simon; Karen Saginor; Muriel Parenteau; 
eshanson@ccsf.edu; Diane Green; Marian Lam; Pam Mery; Michael Adams; Aaron 
Goodman; fernando@sfic-409.org; Lily Wong; Vincent Pan; Lenny Carlson

Subject: Re: for 6/13/2016 Reservoir CAC meeting

Where is the vision of the full Board of Trustees of City College on this? Are there plans to provide any 
replacement parking?  
I continue to reel at the apparent lack of concern by the Board of Trustees for the diversity of their students' 
needs. My future votes will reflect it.  
Jennifer Heggie 
 
On Mon, Jun 13, 2016 at 10:06 AM, t> wrote: 
BR CAC, CCSF and neighborhood stakeholders: 
 
Tonight's meeting will include the topic of "Additional Public Benefits."  Unfortunately the City Team fails 
to balance "benefits" with a discussion of drawbacks.   
 
I wrote in an earlier submission regarding Relationship with CCSF:   

" It is disingenuous to talk about public benefits without also taking into account the drawbacks 
and disadvantages that the BR Project would inflict on CCSF and other schools. 
 
 "It's like a robber taking your wallet/purse and keeps your valuables; and then magnanimously 
tosses your drivers license and CCSF student ID card back to you." 

******************************************************* 
 
The new 6/9/2016 Transportation Memo from the Planning Dept tries to explain TDM.  Although it tries 
to make TDM sound good, you must not be fooled.  The TDM toolkit will not address replacement for 
the existing student parking in the Reservoir.  
 
The 6/9/2016 Memo states:  "The Balboa Area TDM Plan will recommend measures to better manage 
the current and future transportation needs of commuters, families, seniors, employees, visitors, and 
students of all ages, means, and schedules in the neighborhood."   
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The key to understanding this statement is the fact that Nelson-Nygaard was given a task to perform 
when it got the contract from the Planning Dept.  Nelson-Nygaard is required to complete its TDM 
study within the parameters and scope set by the Planning Dept.   
 
What is the TDM study's scope and parameters set by the City Team?  TDM, by definition, is limited in 
what it addresses.  TDM, is by definition, not a comprehensive transportation analysis. From the SFCTA 
website: 
 

The Planning Department and SFMTA are proposing a Transportation Demand Management (TDM) study in 
coordination with CCSF Ocean Campus to reduce single-occupant vehicle trips by college staff, faculty, 
students, and neighborhood residents. TDM activities range from information and education programs, 
incentive programs, physical changes, innovative technologies, and pricing strategies. 

 
The scope of the TDM contract does not specify a parking needs assessment.  The TDM contract does 
not specify an assessment of the possible consequences of 1) elimination of student parking, and 
2)  maximum of 0.5 spaces per residential unit.  Replacement of existing student parking is not part of 
the TDM toolkit.  Neither will Westwood Park's call for one-to-one parking be within TDM contract's 
scope.  
 
The scope of the TDM contract has as a main goal, "Outreach."  What "outreach" really means is 
PR.  The purpose of "outreach" isn't so much to listen to community concerns regarding parking and 
traffic, as it is to convince the public that TDM measures to discourage driving and encourage walking, 
biking and the use public transit will be enough to dispel community concerns.  
 
I believe my 5/22/2016 e-mail (below) is still valid.  Please take these thoughts under consideration in 
your deliberations. 
 
--aj 
 
 

From: " > 
To: BRCAC (ECN) <brcac@sfgov.org>; Michael Martin <michael.martin@sfgov.org>; Rich Ken (ECN) 
<ken.rich@sfgov.org>; Exline Sue  
Sent: Sunday, May 22, 2016 5:08 PM 
 
Subject: Minor tinkering is not enough: For 5/23 meeting on Transportation P & P 
 
CAC members: 
 
Although I did not attend the 4/13/2016 on TDM, I have listened to the recording. 
  
Here are some thoughts: 

 Most importantly:  TDM Study is not a comprehensive and unbiased assessment of parking and 
circulation issues in the Reservoir vicinity; and it was never meant to be a comprehensive 
study.  The scope/parameters of Nelson-Nygaard's study were very specific according to 
SFCTA documentation: 

o The Planning Department and SFMTA are proposing a Transportation Demand Management (TDM) study in 
coordination with CCSF Ocean Campus to reduce single-occupant vehicle trips by college staff, faculty, students, 
and neighborhood residents.  
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O PROJECT DESCRIPTION AND BENEFITS 
The Balboa Area Transportation Demand Study will develop clear strategies for reducing single-occupant vehicle 
trips and outline a coordinated framework for future TDM programs and policies between CCSF, the Balboa 
Reservoir project, and the City of San Francisco. Potential TDM activities will produce a wide-range of benefits to 
individuals and the transportation system as a whole, from reducing traffic congestion, vehicle emissions, and fuel 
consumption to supporting physical activity and enhancing safety. Additionally, TDM activities will make existing 
transportation investments perform better, extending the life of existing infrastructure and improving the 
outcomes for new transportation investments. 

             

o  TDM Program: proposing TDM solutions unique to the area comprising CCSF Ocean campus, Balboa 
Reservoir and neighborhoods as consistent with emerging TDM policy.     

 
Bottom-line:  TDM solutions, by definition and intent, exclude parking.  Within TDM 
parameters, the issue of parking is given significance only via the TDM solution of 
making parking "more difficult and expensive."  That's why the elimination of student 
parking is ignored.  That's why the City Team promotes 0.5 parking spaces per 
residential unit. 
 

 Fatuous TDM arguments: 
o "Parking Produces Traffic Congestion--Every parking space is a magnet for cars" and "If 

you build it........they will come." 
 In earlier submissions I had written:   

As I have pointed out in another e-mail, there are 3 main traffic magnets in our area: 
schools, freeway entrance/exits, and the BP Station transit hub.  If reduction of car 
traffic in the area is the goal, these magnets need to removed.  Obviously, this is 
neither an appropriate nor realistic solution. 
 
BP Station and freeway entrance/exits are part of transportation infrastructure.  However CCSF is 
different. CCSF is not transportation infrastructure.   People are not just passing through on the way to 
someplace else.  CCSF is a destination in and of itself. 

                     
Rather than parking producing congestion, it's the existence of a desired destination that 
induces traffic.  Parking is but a means to accommodate those who want to get to the 
desired destination.    

 
Case-in-point:  When school is not in session, there are very few cars in the Reservoir 
parking lot and there's very little traffic on Phelan.  This demonstrates the falsehood of 
the "parking produces traffic congestion" premise. 

       
Bottom line:  Parking, in and of itself, does not promote congestion.  Rather, 
congestion is the product of people trying to get to a desired 
destination.   Student access to education, which includes driving and 
parking, should not be subordinate to the Balboa Reservoir Project. 
 

 "Spillover [parking] from City College" 
o Both Sunnyside Neighborhood Assn and Westwood Park Assn have made clear that the 

neighborhood supports CCSF and its students.  The Nelson-Nygaard Study calls for 
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1.  TDM will have no enforcement power over how many cars new Reservoir residents can own.   Yet 
the the Transportation P & P will limit the BR Project to 250 parking spaces for possibly 1,000 adult 
residents living in 500 housing units.  So, new Reservoir residents' cars will park in the surrounding 
neighborhoods instead. 
 
2.  Neither the P & P nor TDM realistically accounts for elimination student parking.  This will adversely 
impact student enrollment/attendance and access to educational opportunity.  CEQA requires that the 
Reservoir Project address impact to the Bay Area-wide public service provided by CCSF and other 
schools. 
Also, students will park in the surrounding neighborhoods instead.   
 
As representatives of the community, I urge all CAC members to reject the Transportation P & P for 
failing to provide realistic solutions to traffic and congestion problems that will be created by the Balboa 
Reservoir Project and its residents.  A wish-and-a prayer from a TDM Manager using PR techniques, 
with no enforcement powers, does not constitute an adequate solution. 
 
Attached is the revised Transportation P & P PDF file containing my comments.  Please take the time 
and effort to read the comments (please expand the the pop-up notes to see entire comments). 
 
Here are a couple of excerpts of comments: 
 
"A fundamental land use/existing setting principle is missing: 
Transportation design must take into account that CCSF is the central economic, educational and cultural focus of the area.  
 
"Efforts to discourage car usage must not have the unintended consequence of discouraging students from going to 
school!" 
 
OEWD/Planning's response to my comment was to simply sidestep the issue and refer the issue to CCSF P & P.  Then, in a 
tautology,  the CCSF P & P refers back to the Transportation P &P.  This circular reasoning/non-answer is unacceptable. 
 
Essentially, both the Transportation and CCSF P & P's fail to  acknowledge and account for  students' need for parking. 
 
************************************** 
*************************************** 
I have been persistent in pointing out that the BR Project is not taking responsibility for its impact on the existing community 
setting in regards to parking. 
 
The Staff response bears this out.  Since parking is "unbundled", car storage will be "up to the individual."  The real-world 
meaning is that they [Reservoir residents] will be parking in the surrounding neighborhoods (since CCSF parking is being 
eliminated) during the day while they bike or take free BART/MUNI.   This constitutes dumping the parking problem on the 
neighborhoods. 
 
 
Submitted by: 
Alvin Ja, Sunnyside resident 
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--  
Jennifer Heggie 
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Wong, Phillip (ECN)

From: MP Klier 
Sent: Monday, June 13, 2016 11:35 AM
To: Jennifer Heggie
Cc:  BRCAC (ECN); Lisa Spinali; Kate Favetti; Maria Picar; Robert 

Muehlbauer; Howard Chung; Rebecca Lee; Christine Godinez; Jonathan Winston; Save 
CCSF Coalition; Wpa Balboa. Reservoir; SNA Brick; PODER; Ronald Gerhard; Steve 
Bruckman; Susan Lamb; R. Mandelman; Thea Selby; Brigitte Davila; Andrew Chandler; 
John Rizzo; Amy Bacharach; Bouchra Simmons; Alex Randolph; Steve Ngo; Lillian 
Marrujo-Duck; Dana Jae; Lisa Romano; Mandy Liang; Wendy Aragon; Ray Kutz; 

; Ken Hollenbeck; Rita Evans; Bob Byrne; Monica Collins; Ellen 
Wall; Estelle Smith; Linda Judge; Tim Emert; Anita Theoharis; Caryl Ito; Laura Frey; 
Francine Lofrano; Adrienne GO; Kishan Balgobin; Chris Hanson; Francine Podenski; 
Harry Bernstein; Madeline Mueller; Allan Fisher; Vicki Legion; Leslie Simon; Karen 
Saginor; Muriel Parenteau; eshanson@ccsf.edu; Diane Green; Marian Lam; Pam Mery; 
Michael Adams; Aaron Goodman; fernando@sfic-409.org; Lily Wong; Vincent Pan; 
Lenny Carlson

Subject: Re: for 6/13/2016 Reservoir CAC meeting

The San Francisco Planning Department's Balboa Station Area Plan EIR has this to say about transit in the area, 
with the assumption that 500 units are built in the reservoir. Please see p. 21, etc., 
at http://default.sfplanning.org/MEA/2004.1059E_Balboa_FEIR_Pt1.pdf [emphasis added] 
 

(iii) Balboa Reservoir subarea Tier 2 site: • Reservoir site, where 60 percent of the site is controlled by 
SFPUC and 40 percent is controlled by City College. The Area Plan calls for the development of the 
SFPUC’s site holdings with approximately 500 residential units and a large new public open space. 
This site would only be developed if the SFPUC decides to abandon the site for water storage.  
 

TRANSPORTATION 

Program Level Impacts Traffic Intersection operating conditions in the Project Area were analyzed for the 
weekday p.m. peak hour for two future scenarios: 2025 without the Area Plan and 2025 with the Area Plan. 
Seven study intersections would be expected to operate at acceptable conditions (LOS D or better) during the 
p.m. peak hour in 2025, with the Area Plan’s traffic contribution. However, the Area Plan’s traffic contribution 
to five intersections—Ocean Avenue/Junipero Serra Boulevard; Ocean Avenue/Geneva Avenue/Phelan 
Avenue; Ocean Avenue/I-280 NB On-Ramp; Ocean Avenue/San Jose Avenue; Geneva Avenue/I-280 SB and 
NB Ramps—would be expected to deteriorate to unacceptable levels of service (LOS F), and would result in 
significant adverse impacts. The Ocean Avenue/San Jose Avenue and Ocean Avenue/Junipero Serra Boulevard 
intersections would operate at unacceptable conditions (LOS F) in 2025 with or without the proposed Area 
Plan; however, the Area Plan would contribute significantly to these adverse conditions. Mitigation measures 
have been identified to reduce impacts at the Ocean Avenue/Junipero Serra Boulevard; Ocean Avenue/I-280 
NB On-Ramp; and Ocean Avenue/San Jose Avenue intersections to acceptable levels. No feasible mitigation 
measures have been identified to address operating conditions at the Ocean Avenue/Geneva Avenue/Phelan 
Avenue intersection; and the Geneva Avenue/I-280 NB and SB Ramps. Therefore, proposed transportation 
changes implemented as part of the Area Plan would result in significant unavoidable cumulative impacts at 
these intersections.  
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Lee Avenue Connection to CCSF Variant: Parking Impacts 

Full buildout of development under the proposed Area Plan would result in a peak parking demand for about 
3,004 spaces, including 2,314 spaces for the residential uses and 690 spaces for the retail uses (524 short-term 
spaces and 166 long-term spaces). For the analysis of parking conditions with implementation of the Area Plan, 
two scenarios were considered: 1) no parking provided (as allowed under the proposed Planning Code changes 
with the Area Plan); and 2) II. Summary Balboa Park Station Area Plan Final EIR 24 Case No. 2004.1059E 
current code-required parking provided (a total of 2,027 spaces). If no parking were to be provided as part of 
development proposals within the Project Area, there would be a shortfall of about 3,004 parking spaces during 
the weekday evening period. If the maximum parking were to be provided under the current Planning Code 
requirement, there would be a shortfall of about 929 parking spaces during the weekday evening period. With 
the new developments proposed in the Area Plan, and with either current or proposed parking requirements, 
parking occupancy in the Project Area would increase to over 100 percent capacity at full buildout.  

  

 
 
 
On Mon, Jun 13, 2016 at 10:44 AM, Jennifer Heggie  wrote: 
Where is the vision of the full Board of Trustees of City College on this? Are there plans to provide any 
replacement parking?  
I continue to reel at the apparent lack of concern by the Board of Trustees for the diversity of their students' 
needs. My future votes will reflect it.  
Jennifer Heggie 
 
On Mon, Jun 13, 2016 at 10:06 AM,  wrote: 
BR CAC, CCSF and neighborhood stakeholders: 
 
Tonight's meeting will include the topic of "Additional Public Benefits."  Unfortunately the City Team 
fails to balance "benefits" with a discussion of drawbacks.   
 
I wrote in an earlier submission regarding Relationship with CCSF:   

" It is disingenuous to talk about public benefits without also taking into account the drawbacks 
and disadvantages that the BR Project would inflict on CCSF and other schools. 
 
 "It's like a robber taking your wallet/purse and keeps your valuables; and then magnanimously 
tosses your drivers license and CCSF student ID card back to you." 

******************************************************* 
 
The new 6/9/2016 Transportation Memo from the Planning Dept tries to explain TDM.  Although it tries 
to make TDM sound good, you must not be fooled.  The TDM toolkit will not address replacement for 
the existing student parking in the Reservoir.  
 
The 6/9/2016 Memo states:  "The Balboa Area TDM Plan will recommend measures to better manage 
the current and future transportation needs of commuters, families, seniors, employees, visitors, and 
students of all ages, means, and schedules in the neighborhood."   
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The key to understanding this statement is the fact that Nelson-Nygaard was given a task to perform 
when it got the contract from the Planning Dept.  Nelson-Nygaard is required to complete its TDM 
study within the parameters and scope set by the Planning Dept.   
 
What is the TDM study's scope and parameters set by the City Team?  TDM, by definition, is limited in 
what it addresses.  TDM, is by definition, not a comprehensive transportation analysis. From the 
SFCTA website: 
 

The Planning Department and SFMTA are proposing a Transportation Demand Management (TDM) study in 
coordination with CCSF Ocean Campus to reduce single-occupant vehicle trips by college staff, faculty, 
students, and neighborhood residents. TDM activities range from information and education programs, 
incentive programs, physical changes, innovative technologies, and pricing strategies. 

 
The scope of the TDM contract does not specify a parking needs assessment.  The TDM contract 
does not specify an assessment of the possible consequences of 1) elimination of student parking, 
and 2)  maximum of 0.5 spaces per residential unit.  Replacement of existing student parking is not 
part of the TDM toolkit.  Neither will Westwood Park's call for one-to-one parking be within TDM 
contract's scope.  
 
The scope of the TDM contract has as a main goal, "Outreach."  What "outreach" really means is 
PR.  The purpose of "outreach" isn't so much to listen to community concerns regarding parking and 
traffic, as it is to convince the public that TDM measures to discourage driving and encourage walking, 
biking and the use public transit will be enough to dispel community concerns.  
 
I believe my 5/22/2016 e-mail (below) is still valid.  Please take these thoughts under consideration in 
your deliberations. 
 
--aj 
 
 

From:  
To: BRCAC (ECN) <brcac@sfgov.org>; Michael Martin <michael.martin@sfgov.org>; Rich Ken (ECN) 
<ken.rich@sfgov.org>; Exline Sue  
Sent: Sunday, May 22, 2016 5:08 PM 
 
Subject: Minor tinkering is not enough: For 5/23 meeting on Transportation P & P 
 
CAC members: 
 
Although I did not attend the 4/13/2016 on TDM, I have listened to the recording. 
  
Here are some thoughts: 

 Most importantly:  TDM Study is not a comprehensive and unbiased assessment of parking and 
circulation issues in the Reservoir vicinity; and it was never meant to be a comprehensive 
study.  The scope/parameters of Nelson-Nygaard's study were very specific according to 
SFCTA documentation: 

o The Planning Department and SFMTA are proposing a Transportation Demand Management (TDM) study in 
coordination with CCSF Ocean Campus to reduce single-occupant vehicle trips by college staff, faculty, 
students, and neighborhood residents.  
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O PROJECT DESCRIPTION AND BENEFITS 
The Balboa Area Transportation Demand Study will develop clear strategies for reducing single-occupant vehicle 
trips and outline a coordinated framework for future TDM programs and policies between CCSF, the Balboa 
Reservoir project, and the City of San Francisco. Potential TDM activities will produce a wide-range of benefits to 
individuals and the transportation system as a whole, from reducing traffic congestion, vehicle emissions, and fuel 
consumption to supporting physical activity and enhancing safety. Additionally, TDM activities will make existing 
transportation investments perform better, extending the life of existing infrastructure and improving the 
outcomes for new transportation investments. 

             

o  TDM Program: proposing TDM solutions unique to the area comprising CCSF Ocean campus, Balboa 
Reservoir and neighborhoods as consistent with emerging TDM policy.     

 
Bottom-line:  TDM solutions, by definition and intent, exclude parking.  Within TDM 
parameters, the issue of parking is given significance only via the TDM solution of 
making parking "more difficult and expensive."  That's why the elimination of student 
parking is ignored.  That's why the City Team promotes 0.5 parking spaces per 
residential unit. 
 

 Fatuous TDM arguments: 
o "Parking Produces Traffic Congestion--Every parking space is a magnet for cars" and "If 

you build it........they will come." 
 In earlier submissions I had written:   

As I have pointed out in another e-mail, there are 3 main traffic magnets in our area: 
schools, freeway entrance/exits, and the BP Station transit hub.  If reduction of car 
traffic in the area is the goal, these magnets need to removed.  Obviously, this is 
neither an appropriate nor realistic solution. 
 
BP Station and freeway entrance/exits are part of transportation infrastructure.  However CCSF is 
different. CCSF is not transportation infrastructure.   People are not just passing through on the way to 
someplace else.  CCSF is a destination in and of itself. 

                     
Rather than parking producing congestion, it's the existence of a desired destination that 
induces traffic.  Parking is but a means to accommodate those who want to get to the 
desired destination.    

 
Case-in-point:  When school is not in session, there are very few cars in the Reservoir 
parking lot and there's very little traffic on Phelan.  This demonstrates the falsehood of 
the "parking produces traffic congestion" premise. 

       
Bottom line:  Parking, in and of itself, does not promote congestion.  Rather, 
congestion is the product of people trying to get to a desired 
destination.   Student access to education, which includes driving and 
parking, should not be subordinate to the Balboa Reservoir Project. 
 

 "Spillover [parking] from City College" 
o Both Sunnyside Neighborhood Assn and Westwood Park Assn have made clear that the 

neighborhood supports CCSF and its students.  The Nelson-Nygaard Study calls for 
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responding to the community's parking and congestion concerns with the single/narrow-minded 
"creative solution" of TDM.   
 
1.  TDM will have no enforcement power over how many cars new Reservoir residents can own.   Yet 
the the Transportation P & P will limit the BR Project to 250 parking spaces for possibly 1,000 adult 
residents living in 500 housing units.  So, new Reservoir residents' cars will park in the surrounding 
neighborhoods instead. 
 
2.  Neither the P & P nor TDM realistically accounts for elimination student parking.  This will adversely 
impact student enrollment/attendance and access to educational opportunity.  CEQA requires that the 
Reservoir Project address impact to the Bay Area-wide public service provided by CCSF and other 
schools. 
Also, students will park in the surrounding neighborhoods instead.   
 
As representatives of the community, I urge all CAC members to reject the Transportation P & P for 
failing to provide realistic solutions to traffic and congestion problems that will be created by the 
Balboa Reservoir Project and its residents.  A wish-and-a prayer from a TDM Manager using PR 
techniques, with no enforcement powers, does not constitute an adequate solution. 
 
Attached is the revised Transportation P & P PDF file containing my comments.  Please take the time 
and effort to read the comments (please expand the the pop-up notes to see entire comments). 
 
Here are a couple of excerpts of comments: 
 
"A fundamental land use/existing setting principle is missing: 
Transportation design must take into account that CCSF is the central economic, educational and cultural focus of the 
area.  
 
"Efforts to discourage car usage must not have the unintended consequence of discouraging students from going to 
school!" 
 
OEWD/Planning's response to my comment was to simply sidestep the issue and refer the issue to CCSF P & P.  Then, in 
a tautology,  the CCSF P & P refers back to the Transportation P &P.  This circular reasoning/non-answer is unacceptable. 
 
Essentially, both the Transportation and CCSF P & P's fail to  acknowledge and account for  students' need for parking. 
 
************************************** 
*************************************** 
I have been persistent in pointing out that the BR Project is not taking responsibility for its impact on the existing community 
setting in regards to parking. 
 
The Staff response bears this out.  Since parking is "unbundled", car storage will be "up to the individual."  The real-world 
meaning is that they [Reservoir residents] will be parking in the surrounding neighborhoods (since CCSF parking is being 
eliminated) during the day while they bike or take free BART/MUNI.   This constitutes dumping the parking problem on the 
neighborhoods. 
 
 
Submitted by: 
Alvin Ja, Sunnyside resident 
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--  
Jennifer Heggie 
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Wong, Phillip (ECN)

From: Phil Crone 
Sent: Monday, June 13, 2016 1:50 PM
To: sunnyside.president@gmail.com; Board@westwoodpark.com; BRCAC (ECN); 

 

Subject: Balboa Reservoir Density & Parking

Dear members of the Balboa Reservoir Citizens Advisory Committee, 
 
I am an Ingleside resident with a strong interest in Balboa Reservoir. I am unable to attend tonight’s CAC meeting, but I 
wanted to share my views about the project, particularly my views regarding density and parking. 
 
Balboa Reservoir presents a great opportunity to help combat the critical housing shortage faced by the Bay Area. 
Recently approved projects in San Francisco of similar sizes, such as Mission Rock, Schlage Lock, and Pier 70, have 
included 75‐85 housing units per acre while also allowing for many acres of open space. If Balboa Reservoir met this 
density, it would include between 1,275 and 1,445 new housing units. Creating housing units in these numbers would 
play a significant role in helping to relieve the housing shortage faced by our region and, in turn, make housing more 
affordable throughout the Bay Area. I am concerned with alternative proposals calling for less than 1,000 new housing 
units at Balboa Reservoir. Moving forward with less than 1,000 new housing units would represent a huge missed 
opportunity to combat the Bay Area’s housing crisis. 
 
One of the great virtues of Balboa Reservoir is its transit‐rich location. Because of this, I believe a 0.5:1 parking ratio is 
appropriate. I am skeptical of the need for a high parking ratio, such as 1:1, particularly given the costs associated with 
additional parking. Not only are there additional construction costs involved in building additional parking facilities, but 
additional facilities would incentivize automobile use over public transportation and would therefore have additional, 
detrimental environmental and traffic consequences. 
 
Thank you for taking the time to reading and considering my comments. Although I will not be in attendance at the CAC 
meeting tonight, I do hope to attend CAC meetings in the future. 
 
Best, 
Phil  
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Wong, Phillip (ECN)

From: Marge Casey 
Sent: Monday, June 13, 2016 4:30 PM
To: BRCAC (ECN)
Subject: Balboa Reservoir Project

To the Committee members: 
 
As long time homeowners in Westwood Park, we want you to know that we agree with and support the position of the WPA Board and our 
community in regard to any development in Balboa Reservoir. 
 
 
 

The Westwood Park Homeowners Association - WPA - board and our community agree: 

  

        The proposed project must be no larger than 500 units. 

        Each unit must have an assigned parking space. 

        5 acres must be dedicated to open space, with 2 acres being a contiguous park, and, include a 28’ height
limit and a buffer along Plymouth Avenue. 

        Existing parking capacity for City College students must be preserved. 

        Affordability and ownership opportunities for the middle class need to be a key component. 

        Any project must take into account our legal status as the only Residential Character District (RCD) in
San Francisco. 

 

Thank you for your consideration. 

 

Sincerely, 

 

Daniel and Margaret Casey 
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Wong, Phillip (ECN)

From: Corey Smith <corey@sfhac.org>
Sent: Monday, June 13, 2016 4:51 PM
To: sunnyside.president@gmail.com; Board@westwoodpark.com; BRCAC (ECN); 

 

Cc: Tim Colen
Subject: SFHAC on Balboa Reservoir CAC
Attachments: SFHAC Statement 6.13.pdf

Good afternoon members of the Balboa Reservoir CAC, 
 
I've attached the San Francisco Housing Action Coalition's official statement on the Balboa Reservoir Mixed-
Use Development Proposal. I will also bring printed copies for each of you tonight, please don't bother printing 
and wasting the paper. 
 
Thanks, 
Corey Smith 
Community Organizer, SFHAC 
 
 
--  
Corey Smith 
Community Organizer | San Francisco Housing Action Coalition 
95 Brady Street, San Francisco, CA 94103 
Office (415) 541-9001 |  
Email: corey@sfhac.org | Web: sfhac.org 
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The San Francisco Housing Action Coalition advocates for the creation of well-designed, well-located housing, at all levels of 
affordability, to meet the needs of San Franciscans, present and future. 



June 13, 2016 
 
Ref: Balboa Reservoir Mixed-Use Development Proposal 
 
Dear Lisa Spinali and Members of the Balboa Reservoir Citizens Advisory 
Committee (CAC), 
 
I’m writing on behalf of the 300 member organizations and individuals of the San 
Francisco Housing Action Coalition (SFHAC), a 17-year-old nonprofit that 
advocates for housing solutions at all levels of affordability.   
 
The City is enduring an unprecedented housing affordability and displacement 
crisis whose primary cause is a lack of new housing that would relieve the 
enormous pressure being put on the City’s growing population on an inadequate 
housing stock.  In light of this, the long fallow Balboa Reservoir site presents an 
terrific opportunity that comes along very rarely.  This opportunity must not be 
squandered. 
 
The SFHAC has been tracking the Balboa Reservoir project for over a year and is 
keenly interested in this regionally important proposal moving forward. It is our 
belief that a well-designed project would  become an enormous asset to the 
evolving Balboa Park Plan Area, one that promotes a desirable, livable 
neighborhood.  It would also help improve the City’s social, cultural and 
economic diversity, a vital priority. 
 
The following are SFHAC’s suggestions on the project’s key parameters.  
 
Height Limits  
The Balboa Reservoir site is located adjacent to an important regional transit 
node and is a logical place to build lots of transit-oriented housing.  We should 
therefore not be timid about heights at this location.  With good project design, 
sculpting and setbacks along main thoroughfares, it's possible to build graceful, 
inviting housing that enhances the neighborhood's sense of place.  We believe 
that at this location taller heights can be consistent with excellent open spaces, 
community-serving ground floor uses and activation of the sidewalks and 
pedestrian realm. 
 
Reducing heights limits from 85' to 65' as was indicated by the CAC earlier, is 
counterproductive to maximizing housing affordability. Unless there's a public 
subsidy available (which does not appear to be the case here), the funding 
necessary to support affordable housing comes from increasing the overall 
amount of market-rate housing. We would note that, in areas that already allow 
for Type V construction, the City’s building code will soon change to allow five 
stories of wood frame over two stories of concrete podium, which would build 



75-foot buildings.  A building of 65 feet height would not even reach what the 
code would allow. 
 
Density 
Reducing the project’s heights also reduces its density.  There are proposals 
from some groups that only want 500 units built on this 17-acre site, or about 29 
units per acre.  This is unacceptable and much more in keeping with suburban 
land use patterns.  We noted in our recent blog (Don’t Let Balboa Reservoir Be A 
Missed Opportunity http://www.sfhac.org/dont-let-balboa-reservoir-missed-
opportunity/) that several other large City projects (including Parkmerced, 
Schlage Lock, Mission Rock and Pier 70) have adopted densities of 75 to 85 units 
per acre that include elevated levels of affordability.  The SFHAC believes that 
building 1,200 to 1,500 homes here is of vital regional interest given the access 
to transit. 
 
Affordability 
The SFHAC supports the maximum amount of subsidized housing at the Balboa 
Reservoir site. In order to achieve this, it is necessary to build the maximum 
amount of unsubsidized housing possible.  Building a suburban-style project with 
only 500 units makes it impossible to achieve the high levels of affordability that 
many are demanding.   
 
The Mayor's Office of Housing and other City agencies have been clear the City 
does not have the resources to subsidize permanently affordable housing at 
Balboa Reservoir unless they are taken from existing housing commitments 
made elsewhere. 
 
In addition, about two weeks ago, Governor Jerry Brown made an important 
announcement that signals a potentially profound change to the state’s housing 
policies.  Its first point is that the state must begin allowing housing that 
incorporates increased heights and densities as a tool to achieve higher 
affordability.  Its second point is that he does not favor using scarce state 
funding to subsidize affordable housing.  If the City cannot fund the subsidized 
housing demanded, it’s becoming even less likely that the state will. 
 
Finally, it doesn’t make sense to demand higher-than-mandated levels of 
subsidized housing without offering compensating financial incentives such as 
increased height and density or perhaps financial tools such as impact fee 
waivers.  While the SFHAC would support a 100 percent affordable project at this 
site, as some have demanded, it’s not clear to us where the funding for it would 
be obtained. 
 



We suggest that any future development proposals for the site should offer 
various affordability scenarios for different income levels and explain how they 
could be achieved. 
 
Parking 
The SFHAC believes that the demand made by some groups for 1:1 car parking 
at a major transit node is not defensible and plainly against the principles of a 
transit-first City.  Building parking is incredibly expensive.  Our estimates are that 
building costs run about $50,000 to $100,000 per underground space.  These 
simple metrics indicate that 10 parking spaces are about equivalent to the cost of 
an affordable home.  Building high amounts of parking necessarily reduces 
funding to subsidize affordability, open space or community serving amenities. 
 
In cities around the world, urban planners are creating innovative tools to reduce 
reliance on private auto usage while ensuring the resident’s mobility and 
reducing traffic congestion.  These tools would be identified during the 
Transportation Demand Management studies that the City now requires on large 
developments as part of the environmental review.  The SFHAC does not believe 
that requiring a traffic analysis before issuing the request for qualifications (RFQ) 
or even the request for proposals (RFP) is necessary. 
 

The SFHAC would strongly support using this incredibly valuable land in ways 
that help address the stark challenges that confront our City, region and 
state.  These include solving our housing affordability and displacement crises, 
providing more housing for middle-income, and integrating it with better 
solutions for transportation. 
 
The SFHAC looks forward to working with the CAC as it moves towards issuing a 
RFQ or RFP. 
 
Sincerely, 
 
 

Tim Colen, Executive Director 
 
CC: Emily Lesk, MOEWD 
 John Rahaim, Director of SF Planning 
 Supervisor Norman Yee, District 7 
 Supervisor John Avalos, District 11 
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Wong, Phillip (ECN)

From: Aaron Goodman 
Sent: Monday, June 13, 2016 9:27 PM
To: BRCAC (ECN)
Subject: Re: for 6/13/2016 Reservoir CAC meeting

Balboa Reservoir CAC -  
 
Sorry could not make the discussion tonight due to ongoing conflicts with meetings scheduled. I did want to 
submit comments, and noted the below discussion with public members who have voice concerns on the 
issues. I would add to their points; 
 
a) "if the SFPUC decides to abandon the site for water storage." (*sustainability in a world of increased 
global changes requires increased water storage for population growth) Not to mention the loss of large-
scale public swimming pools like Fleishacker and the Sutro Baths... The Balboa Pool was noted as "too-
small" a renovation and should include an "expansion phase" for population growth. This was again 
ignored by the public agencies, in similar fashion to the Ocean Ave bond library project which is still too 
small for the density proposed adjacent.  
 
b) "No feasible mitigation measures have been identified to address operating conditions at the Ocean 
Avenue/Geneva Avenue/Phelan Avenue intersection; and the Geneva Avenue/I-280 NB and SB Ramps. 
Therefore, proposed transportation changes implemented as part of the Area Plan would result in significant 
unavoidable cumulative impacts at these intersections." - a mitigation measure is one which reduces or 
eliminates the problem which is increased parking and traffic impacts. A solution is more direct connectivity 
across the CCSF campus both in terms of pedestrian and bike connection, and improved direct off-ramp design 
to parking from the freeway to reduce or eliminate car traffic coming up ocean to CCSF. A plan must be 
developed in coordination with CCSF that should be a SIGNIFICANT mitigation measure that solves the 
problems created.  
 
c) Sustainability has not been discussed as a mitigation measure specifically dealing with growth and density, 
and the concern of  overall carrying "capacity" in terms of citywide and neighborhood growth, without 
equitable development of infrastructure and investment in surrounding systems, (ex: Libraries, Public Pools, 
Public Parks, Schools, and Transportation systems) You cannot just pump consistently more density without a 
reaction and codified increased improvement in sub-systems. Square footage of people to open space is not in 
the urban general plan, and neighborhoods must require additional open-space when planning density. The 
amount shown and indicated is far below what should be provided at this location for the amount of density 
proposed... 
 
d) Sustainability of the Housing types being built (mainly market rate per prior city reports) and proposed as a 
"#" of units have still erred on the market rate, with little balance for years of imbalance in housing constructed. 
Teacher's and working class families still cannot find flexibility in the rental market, and many of the units in 
the adjacent Avalon housing and do not meet the housing needs currently in SF. Proposing density in SF needs 
to look at tempered dispersal in neighborhoods, so that one area is not adversely and singularly affected. The 
real estate boundaries of site, and plot lines, needs to be re-thought in terms of location of terminals, air-right 
development along transit and infrastructure, and the preservation of systems that look towards integrating 
housing within infrastructure such as water-basins, and open-park-like settings with thin-taller structures that 
allow for open-ness of land and sunlight. The prior "typologies" and "precedent" I sent was an indicator of what 
should be pursued in possible typology for whatever design or imagery is decided. Be open to solutions, and 



2

look for a more competitive and open design concept strategy with the housing created for maximal park and 
recreational use with improved design dialogue with CCSF and neighborhood organizations.  
 
 
A.Goodman (D11)  

  
 

On Monday, June 13, 2016 11:35 AM, MP Klier > wrote: 
 

The San Francisco Planning Department's Balboa Station Area Plan EIR has this to say about transit in the area, 
with the assumption that 500 units are built in the reservoir. Please see p. 21, etc., 
at http://default.sfplanning.org/MEA/2004.1059E Balboa FEIR Pt1.pdf [emphasis added] 
 

(iii) Balboa Reservoir subarea Tier 2 site: • Reservoir site, where 60 percent of the site is controlled by 
SFPUC and 40 percent is controlled by City College. The Area Plan calls for the development of the 
SFPUC’s site holdings with approximately 500 residential units and a large new public open space. 
This site would only be developed if the SFPUC decides to abandon the site for water storage.  
 

TRANSPORTATION 
Program Level Impacts Traffic Intersection operating conditions in the Project Area were analyzed for the 
weekday p.m. peak hour for two future scenarios: 2025 without the Area Plan and 2025 with the Area Plan. 
Seven study intersections would be expected to operate at acceptable conditions (LOS D or better) during the 
p.m. peak hour in 2025, with the Area Plan’s traffic contribution. However, the Area Plan’s traffic contribution 
to five intersections—Ocean Avenue/Junipero Serra Boulevard; Ocean Avenue/Geneva Avenue/Phelan 
Avenue; Ocean Avenue/I-280 NB On-Ramp; Ocean Avenue/San Jose Avenue; Geneva Avenue/I-280 SB and 
NB Ramps—would be expected to deteriorate to unacceptable levels of service (LOS F), and would result in 
significant adverse impacts. The Ocean Avenue/San Jose Avenue and Ocean Avenue/Junipero Serra Boulevard 
intersections would operate at unacceptable conditions (LOS F) in 2025 with or without the proposed Area 
Plan; however, the Area Plan would contribute significantly to these adverse conditions. Mitigation measures 
have been identified to reduce impacts at the Ocean Avenue/Junipero Serra Boulevard; Ocean Avenue/I-280 
NB On-Ramp; and Ocean Avenue/San Jose Avenue intersections to acceptable levels. No feasible mitigation 
measures have been identified to address operating conditions at the Ocean Avenue/Geneva Avenue/Phelan 
Avenue intersection; and the Geneva Avenue/I-280 NB and SB Ramps. Therefore, proposed transportation 
changes implemented as part of the Area Plan would result in significant unavoidable cumulative impacts at 
these intersections.  
 
Lee Avenue Connection to CCSF Variant: Parking Impacts 
Full buildout of development under the proposed Area Plan would result in a peak parking demand for about 
3,004 spaces, including 2,314 spaces for the residential uses and 690 spaces for the retail uses (524 short-term 
spaces and 166 long-term spaces). For the analysis of parking conditions with implementation of the Area Plan, 
two scenarios were considered: 1) no parking provided (as allowed under the proposed Planning Code changes 
with the Area Plan); and 2) II. Summary Balboa Park Station Area Plan Final EIR 24 Case No. 2004.1059E 
current code-required parking provided (a total of 2,027 spaces). If no parking were to be provided as part of 
development proposals within the Project Area, there would be a shortfall of about 3,004 parking spaces during 
the weekday evening period. If the maximum parking were to be provided under the current Planning Code 
requirement, there would be a shortfall of about 929 parking spaces during the weekday evening period. With 
the new developments proposed in the Area Plan, and with either current or proposed parking requirements, 
parking occupancy in the Project Area would increase to over 100 percent capacity at full buildout.  
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On Mon, Jun 13, 2016 at 10:44 AM, Jennifer Heggie  wrote: 
Where is the vision of the full Board of Trustees of City College on this? Are there plans to provide any 
replacement parking?  
I continue to reel at the apparent lack of concern by the Board of Trustees for the diversity of their 
students' needs. My future votes will reflect it.  
Jennifer Heggie 
 
On Mon, Jun 13, 2016 at 10:06 AM,  wrote: 
BR CAC, CCSF and neighborhood stakeholders: 
 
Tonight's meeting will include the topic of "Additional Public Benefits."  Unfortunately the City Team 
fails to balance "benefits" with a discussion of drawbacks.   
 
I wrote in an earlier submission regarding Relationship with CCSF:   

" It is disingenuous to talk about public benefits without also taking into account the drawbacks 
and disadvantages that the BR Project would inflict on CCSF and other schools. 
 
 "It's like a robber taking your wallet/purse and keeps your valuables; and then magnanimously 
tosses your drivers license and CCSF student ID card back to you." 

******************************************************* 
 
The new 6/9/2016 Transportation Memo from the Planning Dept tries to explain TDM.  Although it tries 
to make TDM sound good, you must not be fooled.  The TDM toolkit will not address replacement for 
the existing student parking in the Reservoir.  
 
The 6/9/2016 Memo states:  "The Balboa Area TDM Plan will recommend measures to better manage 
the current and future transportation needs of commuters, families, seniors, employees, visitors, and 
students of all ages, means, and schedules in the neighborhood."   
 
The key to understanding this statement is the fact that Nelson-Nygaard was given a task to perform 
when it got the contract from the Planning Dept.  Nelson-Nygaard is required to complete its TDM 
study within the parameters and scope set by the Planning Dept.   
 
What is the TDM study's scope and parameters set by the City Team?  TDM, by definition, is limited in 
what it addresses.  TDM, is by definition, not a comprehensive transportation analysis. From the 
SFCTA website: 
 

The Planning Department and SFMTA are proposing a Transportation Demand Management (TDM) study in 
coordination with CCSF Ocean Campus to reduce single-occupant vehicle trips by college staff, faculty, 
students, and neighborhood residents. TDM activities range from information and education programs, 
incentive programs, physical changes, innovative technologies, and pricing strategies. 

 
The scope of the TDM contract does not specify a parking needs assessment.  The TDM contract 
does not specify an assessment of the possible consequences of 1) elimination of student parking, 
and 2)  maximum of 0.5 spaces per residential unit.  Replacement of existing student parking is not 
part of the TDM toolkit.  Neither will Westwood Park's call for one-to-one parking be within TDM 
contract's scope.  
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The scope of the TDM contract has as a main goal, "Outreach."  What "outreach" really means is 
PR.  The purpose of "outreach" isn't so much to listen to community concerns regarding parking and 
traffic, as it is to convince the public that TDM measures to discourage driving and encourage walking, 
biking and the use public transit will be enough to dispel community concerns.  
 
I believe my 5/22/2016 e-mail (below) is still valid.  Please take these thoughts under consideration in 
your deliberations. 
 
--aj 
 
 

From:  
To: BRCAC (ECN) <brcac@sfgov.org>; Michael Martin <michael.martin@sfgov.org>; Rich Ken (ECN) 
<ken.rich@sfgov.org>; Exline Sue  
Sent: Sunday, May 22, 2016 5:08 PM 
 
Subject: Minor tinkering is not enough: For 5/23 meeting on Transportation P & P 
 
CAC members: 
 
Although I did not attend the 4/13/2016 on TDM, I have listened to the recording. 
  
Here are some thoughts: 

 Most importantly:  TDM Study is not a comprehensive and unbiased assessment of parking and 
circulation issues in the Reservoir vicinity; and it was never meant to be a comprehensive 
study.  The scope/parameters of Nelson-Nygaard's study were very specific according to 
SFCTA documentation: 

o The Planning Department and SFMTA are proposing a Transportation Demand Management (TDM) study in 
coordination with CCSF Ocean Campus to reduce single-occupant vehicle trips by college staff, faculty, 
students, and neighborhood residents.  

O PROJECT DESCRIPTION AND BENEFITS 
The Balboa Area Transportation Demand Study will develop clear strategies for reducing single-occupant vehicle 
trips and outline a coordinated framework for future TDM programs and policies between CCSF, the Balboa 
Reservoir project, and the City of San Francisco. Potential TDM activities will produce a wide-range of benefits to 
individuals and the transportation system as a whole, from reducing traffic congestion, vehicle emissions, and fuel 
consumption to supporting physical activity and enhancing safety. Additionally, TDM activities will make existing 
transportation investments perform better, extending the life of existing infrastructure and improving the 
outcomes for new transportation investments. 

             

o  TDM Program: proposing TDM solutions unique to the area comprising CCSF Ocean campus, Balboa 
Reservoir and neighborhoods as consistent with emerging TDM policy.     

 
Bottom-line:  TDM solutions, by definition and intent, exclude parking.  Within TDM 
parameters, the issue of parking is given significance only via the TDM solution of 
making parking "more difficult and expensive."  That's why the elimination of student 
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parking is ignored.  That's why the City Team promotes 0.5 parking spaces per 
residential unit. 
 

 Fatuous TDM arguments: 
o "Parking Produces Traffic Congestion--Every parking space is a magnet for cars" and "If 

you build it........they will come." 
 In earlier submissions I had written:   

As I have pointed out in another e-mail, there are 3 main traffic magnets in our area: 
schools, freeway entrance/exits, and the BP Station transit hub.  If reduction of car 
traffic in the area is the goal, these magnets need to removed.  Obviously, this is 
neither an appropriate nor realistic solution. 
 
BP Station and freeway entrance/exits are part of transportation infrastructure.  However CCSF is 
different. CCSF is not transportation infrastructure.   People are not just passing through on the way to 
someplace else.  CCSF is a destination in and of itself. 

                     
Rather than parking producing congestion, it's the existence of a desired destination that 
induces traffic.  Parking is but a means to accommodate those who want to get to the 
desired destination.    

 
Case-in-point:  When school is not in session, there are very few cars in the Reservoir 
parking lot and there's very little traffic on Phelan.  This demonstrates the falsehood of 
the "parking produces traffic congestion" premise. 

       
Bottom line:  Parking, in and of itself, does not promote congestion.  Rather, 
congestion is the product of people trying to get to a desired 
destination.   Student access to education, which includes driving and 
parking, should not be subordinate to the Balboa Reservoir Project. 
 

 "Spillover [parking] from City College" 
o Both Sunnyside Neighborhood Assn and Westwood Park Assn have made clear that the 

neighborhood supports CCSF and its students.  The Nelson-Nygaard Study calls for 
preventing "spillover from City College" by making parking for them difficult via RPP and 
enforcement.  Rather than making parking difficult for students, the neighbors have 
called for the Balboa Reservoir Project to provide adequate on-site parking for student 
needs.  

         
Bottom line:  Instead of shifting the burden of mitigation for the elimination of student 
parking by the TDM solution of "reducing single-occupant trips by college staff, faculty, 
students, and neighborhood residents", the Reservoir Project needs to take responsibility 
for replacing lost student parking. 
 
*********************** 

CAC members-- 
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As representatives of the community, I urge all CAC members to reject the Transportation P & P for 
failing to provide realistic solutions to traffic and congestion problems that will be created by the 
Balboa Reservoir Project and its residents.  A wish-and-a prayer from a TDM Manager using PR 
techniques, with no enforcement powers, does not constitute an adequate solution. 
 
Attached is the revised Transportation P & P PDF file containing my comments.  Please take the time 
and effort to read the comments (please expand the the pop-up notes to see entire comments). 
 
Here are a couple of excerpts of comments: 
 
"A fundamental land use/existing setting principle is missing: 
Transportation design must take into account that CCSF is the central economic, educational and cultural focus of the 
area.  
 
"Efforts to discourage car usage must not have the unintended consequence of discouraging students from going to 
school!" 
 
OEWD/Planning's response to my comment was to simply sidestep the issue and refer the issue to CCSF P & P.  Then, in 
a tautology,  the CCSF P & P refers back to the Transportation P &P.  This circular reasoning/non-answer is unacceptable. 
 
Essentially, both the Transportation and CCSF P & P's fail to  acknowledge and account for  students' need for parking. 
 
************************************** 
*************************************** 
I have been persistent in pointing out that the BR Project is not taking responsibility for its impact on the existing community 
setting in regards to parking. 
 
The Staff response bears this out.  Since parking is "unbundled", car storage will be "up to the individual."  The real-world 
meaning is that they [Reservoir residents] will be parking in the surrounding neighborhoods (since CCSF parking is being 
eliminated) during the day while they bike or take free BART/MUNI.   This constitutes dumping the parking problem on the 
neighborhoods. 
 
 
Submitted by: 
Alvin Ja, Sunnyside resident 
 

 

 
 
 
 
--  
Jennifer Heggie 

 
 
 




