
Comments delivered/submitted by Rita Evans, SNA Balboa Reservoir Committee 
BRCAC Meeting on TDM, February 13, 2017 
 
Recommendation for TDM - Developer-Funded Shuttle 
 
I’ve been attending these BRCAC meetings since its inception, and during that time, I and 
others have repeatedly suggested that an important part of any transportation solution is a 
developer-funded shuttle which would run between the Balboa Reservoir property and the 
Balboa Park Station. This is a strategy which would actually address this stated goal from the  
Balboa Area TDM Progress Update: 
 
Reduce traffic congestion on neighborhood streets, particularly major arterials.  
 
Unlike other vague strategies, such as “Transit stop improvements,” a shuttle, which would 
serve students and staff at CCSF in addition to the new residents of the BR development, 
would provide an immediate, concrete benefit. Yet nowhere in the draft recommendations do 
we see any mention of shuttles, let alone one funded by the developer. Shuttles are 
everywhere in SF, used by hospitals, universities, and, of course, tech employers. Why has 
the city elected to completely ignore this idea? If the Strategy listed under City College, 
“First/last mile transportation measures” is intended to encompass a shuttle, why isn’t this 
explicitly stated? Why isn’t a shuttle included in the RFP that will be presented to prospective 
developers? 
 
As a neighborhood resident who will be directly affected by the development and who have 
actively participated in every opportunity to provide public input, it is very disheartening to see 
this suggestion completely ignored. Instead, we’re offered little more than suggestions such 
as a website with transportation information. 
 
These are Draft Recommendations under Consideration. Before these recommendations are 
adopted, make sure that the developer-funded shuttle is part of the package of solutions. 
 

 
Comments delivered/submitted by Bob Byrne , SNA Balboa Reservoir Committee 
BRCAC Meeting on TDM, February 13, 2017 
 
Recommendations – TDM and Residential Parking Permit Program 
 
From the Balboa Area TDM Progress Update, I’m going to address one of the “Guiding TDM 
Goals for Balboa Neighborhoods” and strategies to achieve those “Goals in the Draft 
Recommendations under Consideration.” 
 
The first Goal is, “Make it easier to find on-street parking for residents through parking 
management techniques.” That certainly sounds good, but what specific strategies are being 
proposed to meet those goals? The only strategy that directly addresses parking on 
neighborhood streets is, “Expand Residential Parking Permit zones.” 
 
The Residential Parking Permit (RPP) program is a nice panacea for our city representatives 
to point to, but there is no evidence that this program delivers parking relief. The city 
conducted a survey in 2015 and of respondents who indicated that they have an annual 



permit, more than 60% reported that it took them more than 5 minutes to find parking, with 
15% reporting that it took 16-30 minutes or more. Does that sound effective to you? Only 40 
% of permit holders reported that they found parking within one block of their home. Does that 
sound effective to you? 
 
Permits cost $111 per year, an expensive proposition when there’s no guarantee at all that 
you’ll find a space in a reasonable amount of time less than a block from your house.  
 
In addition, if you don’t already live in a designated parking permit program, the process for 
expanding an existing zone involves gathering signatures from more than half the households 
on your block. That’s right, you get to go out and solicit signatures. If you’re unfortunate to not 
be adjacent to an existing area, you’ll get to go through an arduous process to establish a 
new permit area. This involves getting signatures from at least 250 households! 
 
The ineffective, expensive RPP program is no answer to the parking demand experienced by 
neighbors living near the proposed development. The city needs to identify real solutions 
instead of pointing to something that sounds good but doesn’t deliver. 
 
I’ve been attending these BRCAC meetings since its inception, and during that time, I and 
others have repeatedly suggested that an important part of any transportation solution is a 
developer-funded shuttle which would run between the Balboa Reservoir property and the 
Balboa Park Station. This is a strategy which would actually address this stated goal from the  
Balboa Area TDM Progress Update: 
 
Reduce traffic congestion on neighborhood streets, particularly major arterials.  
 
Unlike other vague strategies, such as “Transit stop improvements,” a shuttle, which would 
serve students and staff at CCSF in addition to the new residents of the BR development, 
would provide an immediate, concrete benefit. Yet nowhere in the draft recommendations do 
we see any mention of shuttles, let alone one funded by the developer. Shuttles are 
everywhere in SF, used by hospitals, universities, and, of course, tech employers. Why has 
the city elected to completely ignore this idea? If the Strategy listed under City College, 
“First/last mile transportation measures” is intended to encompass a shuttle, why isn’t this 
explicitly stated? Why isn’t a shuttle included in the RFP that will be presented to prospective 
developers? 
 
As a neighborhood resident who will be directly affected by the development and who have 
actively participated in every opportunity to provide public input, it is very disheartening to see 
this suggestion completely ignored. Instead, we’re offered little more than suggestions such 
as a website with transportation information. 
 
These are Draft Recommendations under Consideration. Before these recommendations are 
adopted, make sure that the developer-funded shuttle is part of the package of solutions. 
 

 
Comments delivered/submitted by Monica Collins, SNA Balboa Reservoir Committee 
BRCAC Meeting on TDM, February 13, 2017 
 
Guiding TDM Goals: City College  



 
Among the Guiding TDM Goals listed for City College under the TDM framework are 1) 
Optimize parking resources, and 2) Continue to accommodate vehicles by ensuring right-
sized parking facilities.  Both of these are laudable goals and Sunnyside neighborhood 
residents are pleased that the critical matter of continuing to provide parking for City College 
is recognized in these goals. 
 
When it comes to the Draft Recommendations, however, we see very little that gives us any 
confidence that the goals can be achieved. In particular, we note under Policy, “Parking 
pricing management” and “Support TDM program with parking revenue” and under 
Infrastructure, “Right size parking supply.” The implication is that parking demand will partly 
be addressed through demand pricing, that is, charging more when the demand is greatest. 
But demand pricing has two serious flaws in the context of City College students. 
 
First, there is an assumption that CCSF students will respond to higher parking prices by 
seeking alternatives such as biking, carpooling or using public transit. With so many students 
also working, and  perhaps working more than one job, or having children, however, those 
transportation options simply may not work. And rather than paying higher parking fees they 
may not be able to afford, we can assume that many students will instead look for free parking 
on the already clogged neighborhood streets. 
 
Second, asking CCSF students to underwrite the TDM program through their parking fees is 
targeting a group that is already under financial pressure. This is upside down: the Balboa 
Reservoir development will remove student access to reasonably priced parking and instead 
of requiring the developer to replace that parking, those same students will be asked to 
provide the subsidy. 
 
We note that these are “Draft Recommendations under Consideration” and ask that there be 
significant modifications that reflect the reality of life for CCSF students before these 
recommendations are made final.  
 


